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Abstract: NNSA, a semiautonomous agency within DOE, proposes to complete the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
by constructing the nuclear facility portion (CMRR-NF) of the CMRR Project to provide the analytical
chemistry and materials characterization capabilities currently or previously performed in the existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building. This CMRR-NF SEIS examines the potential
environmental impacts associated with NNSA’s proposed action.
The existing CMR Building, most of which was constructed in the early 1950s, has housed most of the
analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities at LANL. Other capabilities at the CMR
Building include actinide processing and waste characterization that support a variety of NNSA and DOE
nuclear materials management programs. In 1992, DOE initiated planning and implementation of CMR
Building upgrades to address specific safety, reliability, consolidation, and security and safeguards issues.
Later, in 1997 and 1998, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term
viability of the CMR Building. Because of these issues, DOE determined at that time that the extensive
upgrades originally planned would be time-consuming and of only marginal effectiveness. As a result,
DOE decided to perform only the upgrades necessary to ensure the continued safe and reliable short-term
operation of the CMR Building and to seek an alternative path for long-term reliability. Operational,
safety, and seismic issues at the CMR Building also prompted NNSA to cease performing certain activities
and to reduce the amounts of special nuclear material allowed in the CMR Building.
NNSA completed the Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS)
in 2003. In 2004, NNSA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) to construct a two-building replacement
facility in LANL Technical Area 55 (TA-55), with one building providing administrative space and
iii
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support functions and the other building providing secure laboratory space for nuclear research and
analytical support activities (a nuclear facility). The first building, the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB), has been constructed and is being outfitted with equipment
and furniture. Enhanced safety requirements and updated seismic information have caused NNSA to reevaluate the design concept of the second building, the CMRR-NF. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
design concept would result in a more structurally sound building.
The proposed action is to complete the CMRR Project by constructing the CMRR-NF to provide the
needed nuclear facility capabilities. The Preferred Alternative is to construct a new CMRR-NF in TA-55,
in accordance with the Modified CMRR-NF design concept. Construction options for the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative include a Deep Excavation Option, in which a geologic layer of poorly welded tuff
would be removed and replaced with low-slump concrete, and a Shallow Excavation Option, in which the
foundation would be constructed in a geologic layer above the poorly welded tuff layer. As envisioned in
the 2003 CMRR EIS, tunnels would be constructed to connect the CMRR-NF to the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility and RLUOB. The No Action Alternative would be to construct the new CMRR-NF as envisioned
in the 2004 ROD. Another alternative would be to continue using the existing CMR Building,
implementing necessary maintenance and component replacements to ensure its continued safe operation.
This CMRR-NF SEIS evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts
associated with the alternatives analyzed. This CMRR-NF SEIS also presents an analysis of the impacts
associated with disposition of all or portions of the existing CMR Building and a new CMRR-NF at the
end of their useful lives.
Public Comments: In preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considered comments received
during the scoping period (October 1 through November 16, 2010) and during the public comment period
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS (April 29 through June 28, 2011) and late comments received after the close
of the public comment period on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Public hearings on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were held in Albuquerque, Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe, New Mexico. Comments on the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS were requested during a period of 60 days following publication of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. NNSA
considered every comment received at the public hearings or by U.S. mail, e-mail, or by toll-free phone or
fax lines. All comments, including late comments received through July 31, 2011, were considered during
preparation of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
This Final CMRR-NF SEIS contains revisions and new information based in part on comments received on
the draft. Vertical change bars in the margins indicate the locations of these revisions and new
information. Volume 2 contains the comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s
responses to the comments. NNSA will use the analysis presented in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, as well
as other information, in preparing a ROD regarding the construction of the CMRR-NF. NNSA will issue
the ROD no sooner than 30 days after EPA publishes a Notice of Availability of this Final CMRR-NF
SEIS in the Federal Register.
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OVERVIEW
The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) is a semiautonomous agency within the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). NNSA is responsible for the management and security of the Nation’s
nuclear weapons, nuclear nonproliferation programs, and naval reactor programs. NNSA is also
responsible for administration of Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).
Since the early 1950s, DOE has conducted analytical chemistry and materials characterization work in the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building at LANL. The CMR Building supports various
national security missions, including nuclear nonproliferation programs; the manufacturing, development,
and surveillance of pits (the fissile core of a nuclear warhead); life extension programs; dismantlement
efforts; waste management; material recycle and recovery; and research. The CMR Building is a Hazard
Category 2 nuclear facility with significant nuclear material and nuclear operations and has a potential for
significant consequences.
The CMR Building is almost 60 years old and near the end of its useful life. Many of its utility systems
and structural components are aged, outmoded, and deteriorated. In the 1990s, geological studies
identified a seismic fault trace located beneath two of the wings of the CMR Building, which raised
concerns about the structural integrity of the facility. Over the long term, NNSA cannot continue to
operate the mission-critical CMR support capabilities in the existing CMR Building at an acceptable level
of risk to worker safety and health. NNSA has already taken steps to minimize the risks associated with
continued operations at the CMR Building. To ensure that NNSA can fulfill its national security mission
for the next 50 years in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner, NNSA proposed in 2002 to
construct a CMR replacement facility, known as the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement (CMRR).
NNSA has undertaken extensive environmental review of the CMRR Project; after thoroughly analyzing
its potential environmental impacts and considering public comments, NNSA issued a final environmental
impact statement (EIS) in November 2003 and a Record of Decision (ROD) in February 2004. The ROD
announced that the CMRR would consist of two buildings: a single, aboveground, consolidated, specialnuclear-material-capable, Hazard Category 2 laboratory building (the CMRR-NF), as well as a separate but
adjacent administrative office and support building, the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
(RLUOB). Construction of RLUOB is complete, and radiological operations are scheduled to begin
in 2013.
Since issuance of the 2004 ROD, new developments have arisen indicating that changes to the CMRR are
appropriate. Specifically, a new site-wide analysis of the geophysical structures that underlie the LANL
area was prepared. In light of this new geologic information regarding seismic conditions at the site,
NNSA has proposed changes to the design of the CMRR-NF. NNSA has also developed more-detailed
information on the various support functions and infrastructure needed for construction, such as concrete
batch plants and laydown areas. Even with these changes, the scope of operations remains the same as
before (the 2004 ROD), as does the quantity of special nuclear material that can be handled and stored in
the CMRR-NF.
Though the changes would affect the structural aspects of the building and not its purpose, NNSA decided
to prepare a supplemental EIS (SEIS) to address the ways in which the potential environmental effects of
the proposed CMRR-NF have changed since the project was analyzed in the 2003 EIS. Development of
an SEIS includes a scoping process, public meetings, and a comment period on a draft SEIS to ensure that
the public has a full opportunity to participate in this review. Because NNSA decided in the 2004 ROD to
v
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build the CMRR—as a necessary step in maintaining critical analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities at LANL—this SEIS is not intended to revisit that decision. Instead, this SEIS
supplements the previous analysis by examining the potential environmental impacts related to the
proposed change in the CMRR design. So, in addition to the No Action Alternative (to proceed with the
CMRR-NF as announced in the 2004 ROD), this SEIS considers two action alternatives: (1) construct a
new Modified CMRR-NF that would result in a more structurally sound building (construction options
include shallow and deep excavation); and (2) continue using the CMR Building, with minor upgrades and
repairs to ensure safety, together with RLUOB.
On March 11, 2011, as the draft SEIS was in its final stages of preparation, the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant in Japan was damaged by a tsunami generated as a result of a magnitude 9.0 earthquake. A
number of comments received by NNSA on the draft SEIS expressed concerns regarding the nuclear
consequences of a seismic event affecting LANL. In response to these concerns, NNSA revised the final
SEIS to include additional information about the seismic environment of the LANL sites being considered
in the alternatives analyzed, the potential seismically initiated accidents that might occur at the CMR
Building or a CMRR-NF facility, and the critical differences between a nuclear power plant and a nuclear
materials research laboratory. NNSA remains committed to improving our understanding of the events
affecting the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and learning from Japan’s experience.
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SUMMARY
This document summarizes the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) National Nuclear Security
Administration’s1 (NNSA’s) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) (DOE/EIS-0350-S1). It describes the
background, purpose, and need for the proposed action; results of the public involvement process;
alternatives considered; and results of the analysis of environmental consequences. It also provides a
comparison of the potential environmental impacts among the alternatives.
S.1

Introduction

The CMRR-NF SEIS (DOE/EIS-0350-S1) has been prepared in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.), as well as
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and DOE NEPA implementing procedures codified
in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021,
respectively. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures require preparation of a
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) if there are substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. An SEIS
may also be prepared to further the purposes of NEPA. The following paragraphs summarize the NEPA
analyses applicable to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
(CMRR-NF) that the NNSA has completed over the last 7 years, as well as the changes to the CMRR-NF
proposal that are the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
In November 2003, NNSA issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003), which was followed by the issuance of a Record
of Decision (ROD) in February 2004 (69 Federal Register [FR] 6967). In that 2004 ROD, NNSA stated
its decision to implement the preferred alternative, Alternative 1, the construction and operation of a new
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Facility within Technical Area 55
(TA-55) at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). The new CMRR Facility would include two
buildings: one for administrative and support functions and one for Hazard Category 2 special nuclear
material2 (SNM) laboratory operations. Both buildings would be constructed in aboveground locations
(under CMRR EIS Construction Option 3). The existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR)
Building located within TA-3 at LANL would undergo decontamination, decommissioning, and
demolition (DD&D) in its entirety (under CMRR EIS Disposition Option 3). The preferred alternative
included the construction of the new CMRR Facility and the movement of operations from the existing
CMR Building into the new CMRR Facility, with operations to continue in the new facility over the next
50 years.
As described in the CMRR EIS, the laboratory areas in the administrative and support building would be
allowed to contain only very small amounts of nuclear materials such that it would be designated a
radiological facility.3 All nuclear analytical chemistry (AC) and materials characterization (MC)
operations would be housed in one Hazard Category 2 nuclear laboratory building. The Hazard
Category 2 building would be constructed with one floor below ground, containing the Hazard Category 2
1

For more information on NNSA, a semiautonomous agency within DOE, see the 1999 National Nuclear Security Administration
Act (Title 32 of the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 [Public Law 106-65]).
2
Special nuclear material includes plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or the isotope 235, and any other material
that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission determines to be special nuclear material.
3
Facilities that handle less than Hazard Category 3 threshold quantities, but require identification of “radiological areas” are
designated radiological facilities.
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operations, and one floor above ground, containing Hazard Category
3 operations. An underground tunnel would link the buildings. In
addition, another underground tunnel would be constructed to
connect the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility with the Hazard
Category 2 building; this tunnel would also contain a vault spur for
the CMRR Facility long-term SNM storage requirements. NNSA
would operate both the CMR Building and the CMRR Facility for
an overlapping 2 to 4-year period because most AC and MC
operations require transitioning from the old CMR Building to the
new CMRR Facility. The CMR Building would also continue
operations during construction of any new CMRR-NF.
Since 2004, project personnel have engaged in an iterative planning
process for all CMRR Project activities and materials needed to
implement construction of the two-building CMRR Facility at
TA-55. The administrative and support building, now known as the
Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB), was
fully planned and constructed over the past 6 years, from 2004
through 2010. Occupancy of RLUOB is currently estimated to
begin in 2011, with radiological laboratory operations commencing
in about 2013.

Nuclear Facilities Hazards
Classification (U.S. Department of
Energy [DOE] Standard 1027)
Hazard Category 1: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for significant offsite
consequences.
Hazard Category 2: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for significant onsite
consequences.
Hazard Category 3: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for only significant
localized consequences.

Special Nuclear Material (SNM)
Safeguards and Security
(DOE Order 474.1-1A)
DOE uses a cost-effective, graded
approach to providing SNM safeguards and
security. Quantities of SNM stored at each
DOE site are categorized as Security
Category I, II, III, or IV, with the greatest
quantities included under Security
Category I and lesser quantities included in
descending order under Security
Categories II through IV. Types and
compositions of SNM are further
categorized by their “attractiveness” using
an alphabetical system. Materials that are
most attractive for conversion into nuclear
explosive devices are identified by the
letter “A.” Less-attractive materials are
designated progressively by the letters “B”
through “E.”

Project planning and design for the CMRR-NF was initiated in
2004, but has progressed along a slower timeline than projected in
the CMRR EIS. In early 2005, NNSA initiated a site-wide
environmental impact statement (SWEIS) for the continued
operation of LANL, the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (LANL SWEIS) (DOE/EIS-0380)
(DOE 2008a); a year later, in October 2006, NNSA initiated
preparation of the Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex
Transformation SPEIS) (DOE 2008b) to consider the potential
environmental impacts of alternatives for transforming the nuclear
weapons complex into a smaller, more-efficient enterprise that could respond to changing national
security challenges and ensure the long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile (DOE/EIS-0236-S4). While these two environmental impact statements (EISs) were being
prepared, CMRR-NF planning was deliberately limited to preliminary planning and design work, and
NNSA deferred implementing its decision to construct the CMRR-NF at LANL.

Both the LANL SWEIS and the Complex Transformation SPEIS were issued in 2008. Among the various
decisions announced in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644) was the programmatic
decision to retain manufacturing and research and development capabilities involving plutonium at LANL
and, in partial support of those activities, to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL in accordance
with the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD. Among the various decisions supported by the analysis contained in the
2008 LANL SWEIS were decisions regarding the programmatic level of operations at LANL facilities
(including the CMRR Facility) for at least the next 5 years and project-specific decisions for individual
projects at LANL. These decisions were issued in a September 2008 LANL SWEIS ROD (73 FR 55833)
and a June 2009 LANL SWEIS ROD (74 FR 33232). Congressional funding has been appropriated to
proceed with CMRR-NF planning and design (DOE 2011b).
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Over the past 8 years, the CMRR-NF planning process has identified several design considerations that
were not envisioned in 2003, when the CMRR EIS was prepared and issued. Several ancillary and
support requirements have also been identified in addition to those identified and analyzed in the
CMRR EIS. Two support actions—installation of an electric power substation in TA-50 and removal and
transport of about 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) of geologic material per year during
construction from the building site and other LANL construction projects to other LANL locations for
storage—were identified early enough to be included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS environmental impact
analyses and the associated September 2008 LANL SWEIS ROD. Both the 2008 and 2009 LANL SWEIS
RODs identified NNSA’s selection of the No Action Alternative for the baseline level of overall
operations for the various LANL facilities, which included the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
implementation of actions selected in the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD.
Building Replacement Project
These actions included construction and operation of the twoTerminology
building CMRR Facility at TA-55, transfer of operations from the
old CMR Building and its ultimate demolition, and the two
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
(CMR Building) – refers to the existing
support actions mentioned above. The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses
building in Technical Area 3 (TA-3) that was
the CMRR-NF alternatives, as well as updated information on the
built primarily in the 1950s.
ancillary and support activities, that have developed since the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
CMRR EIS and LANL SWEIS were published.
S.2

Background

LANL was originally established in 1943 as “Project Y” of the
Manhattan Project in northern New Mexico, within what is now
the Incorporated County of Los Alamos (see Figure S–1).
Project Y had a single national defense mission—to build the
world’s first nuclear weapon. After World War II ended,
Project Y was designated a permanent research and development
laboratory, the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. It was renamed
LANL in the 1980s, when its mission was expanded from defense
and related research and development to incorporate a wide
variety of new assignments in support of Federal Government and
private sector programs. LANL is now a multidisciplinary,
multipurpose institution primarily engaged in theoretical and
experimental research and development.

Replacement Facility (CMRR Facility) –
refers to the entire facility conceived to
replace the CMR Building; it comprises a
nuclear facility and a support facility
(see below).

Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
(RLUOB) – refers to the administration and
support facility component of the CMRR
Facility. RLUOB has been constructed
in TA-55.
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) –
refers to nuclear facility component or portion
of the CMRR Facility. Construction of the
CMRR-NF in TA-55 adjacent to RLUOB is
the subject of this supplemental
environmental impact statement.

Since its creation in 2000, NNSA’s congressionally assigned
missions have been (1) to enhance U.S. national security through the military application of nuclear
energy; (2) to maintain and enhance the safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile to meet national security requirements, including the ability to design, produce, and test; (3) to
provide the U.S. Navy with safe, militarily effective nuclear propulsion plants and to ensure the safe and
reliable operation of these plants; (4) to promote international nuclear safety and nonproliferation efforts;
(5) to reduce the global danger from weapons of mass destruction; and (6) to support U.S. leadership in
science and technology (50 U.S.C. 2401(b)). Congress identified LANL as one of three national security
laboratories to be administered by NNSA for DOE. As NNSA’s mission is a subset of DOE’s original
mission assignment, the work performed at LANL in support of NNSA has remained unchanged in
character from that performed for DOE prior to NNSA’s creation. Specific LANL assignments for the
foreseeable future include (1) production of weapons components, (2) assessment and certification of the
nuclear weapons stockpile, (3) surveillance of weapons components and weapon systems, (4) assurance
of the safe and secure storage of strategic materials, and (5) management of excess plutonium inventories.
NNSA mission objectives at LANL include providing a wide range of scientific and technological
capabilities that support nuclear materials handling, processing, and fabrication; stockpile management;
materials and manufacturing technologies; nonproliferation programs; and waste management activities.
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Figure S–1 Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory

S-4

Summary

In the mid-1990s, DOE, in response to direction from the President and Congress, developed the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program (now the Stockpile Stewardship Program) to provide a
single, highly integrated technical program for maintaining the continued safety and reliability of the
nuclear weapons stockpile. Stockpile stewardship comprises activities associated with nuclear weapons
research, design, and development; maintaining the knowledge base and capabilities to support nuclear
weapons testing; and the assessment and certification of nuclear weapons safety and reliability. Stockpile
management includes operations associated with producing, maintaining, refurbishing, surveilling, and
dismantling the nuclear weapons stockpile. Mission-essential work conducted at LANL provides science,
research and development, and production support to these NNSA missions, with a special focus on
national security.
A particularly important facility at LANL is the nearly 60-year-old CMR Building, located in TA-3
(see Figures S–2 and S–3), which has unique capabilities for performing AC, MC, and actinide4 research
and development related to SNM. Actinide science-related mission work at LANL ranges from the
plutonium-238 heat source program conducted for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration to
arms control technology development. CMR Building operations provide AC and MC in support of
manufacturing, development, and surveillance of nuclear weapons pits;5 nuclear nonproliferation
programs; and programs with critical national security missions. Pit production mission support work
was first assigned to LANL in 1996 in the ROD for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (61 FR 68014). DOE later determined how and where it
would conduct that mission support work through the 1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999) and its associated
ROD (64 FR 50797). Since 2000, pit production at LANL has been established within the Plutonium
Facility Complex at TA-55 (see Figure S–3), and several certified pits6 have been produced over the past
5 years in that facility. Pit production does not take place at the CMR Building and would not take place
in any CMRR facility.
Construction of the CMR Building was initiated in 1949 and completed in 1952. The CMR Building is
a three-story building composed of a central corridor and eight wings, with over 550,000 square feet
(51,000 square meters) of working area, including laboratory spaces and administrative and utility areas.
The CMR Building is currently designated as a Hazard Category 2, Security Category III nuclear facility.
Its main function is to house research and development capabilities involving AC, MC, and metallurgic
studies on actinides and other metals. AC and MC services support virtually all nuclear programs at
LANL. These activities have been conducted almost continuously in the CMR Building since it became
operational in 1952; however, with the closure of Wing 2, the broad spectrum of MC work once
performed at the CMR Building has been relocated to other wings of the CMR Building or has been
suspended.
The CMR Building was initially designed and constructed to comply with the building codes in effect
during the late 1940s and early 1950s. In the intervening years, a series of upgrades has been performed
to address changing building and safety requirements. In 1992, DOE initiated planning and
implementation of additional CMR Building upgrades to address specific safety, reliability, consolidation,
and safeguards and security issues with the intent to extend the useful life of the CMR Building for an
additional 20 to 30 years. Many of the utility systems and structural components were recognized then as
being aged, outmoded, and generally deteriorating. Beginning in about 1997 and continuing to the
present, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues have surfaced. A 1998 seismic study identified
two small parallel faults beneath the northernmost portion of the CMR Building (LANL 1998). No other
faults were detected. The presence of these faults gave rise to operational and safety concerns related to
4

“Actinide” refers to any member of the group of elements with atomic numbers from 89 (actinium) to 103 (lawrencium),
including uranium and plutonium. All members of this group are radioactive.
5
A pit is the central core of a primary assembly in a nuclear weapon typically composed of plutonium-239 and/or highly
enriched uranium and other materials.
6
A certified pit meets the specifications for use in the U.S. nuclear stockpile.
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the structural integrity of the building in the event of seismic activity along this portion of the Pajarito
fault system. These issues have partially been addressed by administratively restricting the amount of
material stored within the building and in use at any given time, completely removing operations from
three wings of the building, and generally limiting operations in the other three laboratory wings that
remain functional. Upgrades to the building that were necessary have since been undertaken to allow the
building to continue functioning while ensuring safe and reliable operations. The planned closeout of
nuclear laboratory operations within the CMR Building was previously estimated to occur in or around
the year 2010; however, with the limited upgrades on selected facility systems and operational restrictions
implemented, NNSA plans to continue to operate the nuclear laboratories in the building until the
building can no longer operate safely, a replacement facility is available, or NNSA makes other
operational decisions.

Figure S–2 Identification and Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory Technical Areas
S-6

Figure S–3 Location of Facilities in Technical Areas 3 and 55

Summary

S-7

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

S.3

Purpose and Need for Agency Action

The purpose and need for NNSA action has not changed since issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS. NNSA
needs to provide the physical means for accommodating the continuation of mission-critical AC and MC
capabilities at LANL beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner.
Concurrently, NNSA proposes to take advantage of the opportunity to consolidate like activities for the
purpose of operational efficiency and cost economies.
AC and MC activities historically conducted at the CMR Building are fundamental capabilities required
for support of all DOE and NNSA mission work that involves SNM at LANL. These AC and MC
capabilities have been available at LANL for the entire history of the site since the mid-1940s, and these
capabilities remain critical to future work at the site. The CMR Building’s nuclear operations and
capabilities are currently restricted to maintain compliance with safety requirements. Due to facility
limitations, the CMR Building is not being operated to the full extent needed to meet DOE and NNSA
operational requirements for the foreseeable future. In addition, consolidation of AC and MC activities at
TA-55 would enhance operational efficiency in terms of security, support, and risk reduction related to
handling and transportation of nuclear materials.
S.4

Scope and Alternatives

NNSA issued the CMRR EIS ROD in 2004, announcing its decision to implement the preferred
alternative, construction and operation of the two-building CMRR Facility at TA-55 of LANL. RLUOB
has been constructed at the southeastern corner of TA-55, and NNSA has proceeded with the planning
and design of the CMRR-NF. Based on facility modifications and additional support functions identified
through the design process, NNSA is analyzing the following three alternatives in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
These alternatives are addressed in more detail in Section S.9 of this Summary.
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No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF): Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55,
adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD
and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, with two additional project activities
(management of excavated soils and tuff and a new electrical substation) analyzed in the 2008
LANL SWEIS. Based on new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not
meet the standards for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3)7 structure as required to safely conduct
the full suite of NNSA AC and MC mission work. Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be
constructed.



Modified CMRR-NF Alternative: Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to
RLUOB, with certain design and construction modifications and additional support activities that
address seismic safety, infrastructure enhancements, nuclear-safety-basis requirements, and
sustainable design principles (sustainable development – see glossary). This alternative has two
construction options: the Deep Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. All
necessary AC and MC operations could be performed as required to safely conduct the full
suite of NNSA mission work. The Modified CMRR-NF embodies the maturation of the
2004 CMRR-NF design to meet all safety standards and operational requirements.

Each structure, system, and component in a DOE facility is assigned to one of five performance categories depending upon its
safety importance. Performance Category 3 structures, systems, and components are those for which failure to perform their
safety function could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic
materials. Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena
events (for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and
the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002).
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S.5

Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative: Do not construct a replacement facility to house
the capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the CMR
Building at TA-3, with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to
sustain programmatic operations for as long as feasible. Certain AC and MC operations would be
restricted. Administrative and radiological laboratory operations would take place in RLUOB
at TA-55.
Decisions to be Supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS

NNSA must decide whether to implement one of the alternatives wholly or one or more of the
alternatives in part. NNSA may choose to implement either of the action alternatives in its entirety as
described and analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, or it may elect to implement only a portion of these
alternatives.
The environmental impact analyses of the alternatives considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS provide the
NNSA decisionmakers with important environmental information to assist in the overall CMRR-NF
decisionmaking process. The 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS provided the environmental impacts
basis for the NNSA Administrator’s decision to programmatically retain the plutonium-related
manufacturing and research and development capabilities at LANL and, in support of these activities, to
maintain AC and MC functions at LANL during CMRR-NF construction and operations in accordance
with the earlier CMRR EIS ROD. These decisions were issued in the 2008 Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD. Remaining project-specific decisions to be made by the NNSA Administrator regarding the
CMRR-NF include (1) whether to construct a new Modified CMRR-NF to meet recently identified
building construction requirements and implement all or some of the additional construction support
activities identified under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s Preferred Alternative,
or (2) whether to forgo construction of the CMRR-NF in favor of continuing to operate the CMR
Building as a Hazard Category 2 Nuclear Facility with a restricted level of operations for mission support
work under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. The remaining alternative, to construct the
2004 CMRR-NF as it was described and analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and its associated ROD, the
2008 LANL SWEIS, the Complex Transformation SPEIS and its associated ROD, and in the
CMRR-NF SEIS as the No Action Alternative, does not meet NNSA’s purpose and need and thus, would
not be implemented.
NNSA is not planning to revisit decisions at this time that it reached in 2008 and issued through the
2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD related to maintaining CMR operational capabilities at
LANL to support critical NNSA missions. CMR capabilities were a fundamental component of
Project Y during the Manhattan Project era, and the decision to establish these capabilities at the
Los Alamos site was made originally by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Manhattan District. DOE’s
predecessor agency, the Atomic Energy Commission, made the decision to continue support for and
expand CMR capabilities at LANL after World War II; the CMR Building was constructed to house these
needed capabilities. DOE considered the issue of maintaining CMR capabilities (along with other
capabilities at LANL) in 1996 as part of its review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program and made
decisions at that time that required the retention of CMR capabilities at LANL. DOE concluded in the
1999 LANL SWEIS ROD (64 FR 50797) that, due to lack of information on proposal(s) for replacement of
the CMR Building to provide for its continued operations and capabilities, it was not the appropriate time
to make specific decisions on the project. With the support of the LANL SWEIS impact analyses,
however, DOE made a decision on the level of operations at LANL that included the capabilities housed
by the CMR Building. In 2003, NNSA prepared the CMRR EIS and, in 2004, issued its implementation
decisions for locating the CMRR Facility at LANL in TA-55, for constructing a two-building CMRR
Facility with Hazard Category 2 laboratories above ground, and for the DD&D of the existing CMR
Building after all operations have been re-established at the new CMRR Facility. The LANL SWEIS
supported NNSA decisions on the level of operations at LANL that included both the operational
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capabilities housed by the CMR Building and the construction of the CMRR Facility at TA-55. However,
NNSA deferred decision(s) on the CMRR-NF until 2008, after completion of the programmatic impacts
analysis (the Complex Transformation SPEIS) for transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a
smaller, more-efficient enterprise. NNSA issued its decisions in December 2008 on the nuclear
enterprise, which included the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL, as proposed in
the CMRR EIS. There is no current proposal to change or modify the operation of the CMRR-NF as it
was described in any of these prior NEPA documents, nor is there any current proposal to alternatively
disposition the existing CMR Building after it has been decommissioned and decontaminated.
NNSA is not planning to revisit decision(s) made recently on actions geographically associated with
the LANL Pajarito Mesa (where TA-55 is located) or along the Pajarito Road corridor (which
traverses portions of Pajarito Mesa and Pajarito Canyon). These actions include the following:


Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security Upgrades Project (NMSSUP) activities, which focus
on upgrading various intrusion alarm systems and related security measures for existing LANL
facilities



Plutonium Facility Complex Refurbishment Project, also referred to as the “TA-55 Reinvestment
Projects,” which focuses on refurbishing and repairing the major building systems at the
Plutonium Facility to extend its reliable future operations



Replacement of the existing, aging Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) with
a new, smaller-capacity facility



Replacement of the TRU [transuranic] Waste Facility with a new, smaller-capacity facility, which
is necessary to facilitate implementation of the TA-54 Material Disposal Area G low-level
radioactive waste disposal site closure



Closure of various material disposal areas at LANL at the direction of the New Mexico
Environment Department and in compliance with a Compliance Order on Consent
(Consent Order)8



Continuation of waste disposal projects and programs, including the Waste Disposition Project at
TA-54



Occupancy and operation of RLUOB

With the exception of NNSA’s 2004 decision to construct and operate RLUOB, the other projects and
programs were analyzed in the LANL SWEIS, and decisions were made to implement these actions in the
2008 and 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs. These actions are not connected to or dependent on the alternatives
evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

8

In March 2005, the New Mexico Environment Department, DOE, and the LANL management and operating contractor entered
into a Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) (NMED 2005). The purposes of the Consent Order are (1) to define the
nature and extent of releases of contaminants at, or from, LANL; (2) to identify and evaluate, where needed, alternatives for
corrective measures to clean up contaminants in the environment and prevent or mitigate the migration of contaminants at, or
from, LANL; and (3) to implement such corrective measures.
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S.6

Other National Environmental Policy Act Documents

There are a number of NEPA documents that are related to the CMRR-NF SEIS. These documents were
important in developing the CMRR-NF SEIS proposed action and alternatives and are summarized below.
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EA-1101). In February 1997, DOE issued this
environmental assessment that analyzed the effects that could be expected from performing various
necessary extensive structural modifications and systems upgrades at the existing CMR Building.
Changes to the CMR Building included structural modifications needed to meet then-current seismic
criteria and building ventilation, communications, monitoring, and fire protection systems upgrades and
improvements. A Finding of No Significant Impact was issued on the CMR Building Upgrades Project
on February 11, 1997.
These upgrades were intended to extend the useful life of the CMR Building for an additional 20 to
30 years. However, beginning in 1997 and continuing through 1998, a series of operational, safety, and
seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term viability of the CMR Building. In the course of
considering these issues, DOE determined that the extensive upgrades originally planned for the CMR
Building would be much more time-consuming than had been anticipated and would be only marginally
effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program capabilities required to support NNSA
mission assignments at LANL. As a result, DOE reduced the number of CMR Building upgrade projects
to only those needed to ensure safe and reliable operations through at least the year 2010. CMR Building
operations and capabilities are currently being restricted to ensure compliance with safety and security
constraints. The CMR Building is not fully operational to the extent needed to meet DOE and NNSA
requirements. In addition, continued support of NNSA’s existing and evolving mission roles at LANL
was anticipated to require additional capabilities, such as the ability to remediate large containment
vessels.
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). Issued in 2003,
this EIS examined the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed action of
consolidating and relocating the mission-critical CMR capabilities from an aging building to a new,
modern building (or buildings). NNSA issued its decision to construct a two-building CMRR Facility
adjacent to the Plutonium Facility Complex in TA-55 in the 2004 ROD (69 FR 6967). Design and
construction of RLUOB has been completed, and that building is currently being outfitted for office
occupancy in 2011 and radiological operations in 2013.
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0380). In the 2008 LANL SWEIS, NNSA analyzed the potential
environmental impacts associated with continued operation of LANL. The LANL SWEIS analyzed the
environmental impacts of three alternatives for the level of operations at LANL: No Action, Reduced
Operations, and Expanded Operations. Under the No Action Alternative, LANL would operate at the
levels selected in the 1999 LANL SWEIS ROD and implement other LANL activities that had undergone
NEPA analyses since 1999. The 2008 LANL SWEIS stated that construction of RLUOB had begun, but
construction of the CMRR-NF would be delayed until NNSA had completed and issued certain
programmatic analyses and decisions. Two actions that would potentially support CMRR-NF
construction and operation (installation of an electric power substation in TA-50 and removal and
transport of about 150,000 cubic yards [115,000 cubic meters] of geologic material per year during
construction from the CMRR-NF building site and other construction sites to other LANL locations for
storage) were included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS environmental impact analyses. The first ROD for the
2008 LANL SWEIS was signed on September 19, 2008 (73 FR 55833), and a second ROD was signed on
June 29, 2009 (74 FR 33232). Both RODs selected implementation of the No Action Alternative, which
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included construction and operation of the CMRR Facility, as described in the No Action Alternative
analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, and the additional support activities analyzed under that alternative, as
well as certain elements from the Expanded Operations Alternative, including seismic upgrades to the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4). The Complex Transformation SPEIS was issued on October 24, 2008; it analyzed
the environmental impacts of alternatives for transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller,
more-efficient enterprise that could respond to changing national security challenges and ensure the
long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Programmatic alternatives
considered in the Complex Transformation SPEIS specifically addressed facilities that use or store
significant (that is, Security Category I/II) quantities of SNM. In the associated 2008 ROD
(73 FR 77644) for the programmatic alternatives, NNSA announced its decision to transform the
plutonium and uranium manufacturing aspects of the complex into smaller and more-efficient operations
while maintaining the capabilities NNSA needs to perform its national security missions. The ROD also
stated that manufacturing and research and development involving plutonium would remain at LANL. To
support these activities, the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD stated that NNSA would construct and
operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the CMR Building, a structure that is
nearly 60 years old and faces significant safety and seismic challenges to its long-term operation.
S.7

Public Involvement

During the NEPA process, there are two opportunities for public involvement (see Figure S–4). These
opportunities include the scoping process and the public comment period. Although scoping is optional
for an SEIS under DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures (10 CFR 1021.314(d)), NNSA invited public
participation in the scoping process and held two scoping meetings. A public comment period on the
draft SEIS is required by 40 CFR 1503.1 and 10 CFR
1021.314(d). Section S.7.1 summarizes the scoping
process and major comments received from the public.
Section S.7.2 summarizes the public comment process
for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and the major comments
received from the public. Section S.8 summarizes
changes NNSA made in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS in
response to the public comments.
S.7.1

Scoping Process

On October 1, 2010, NNSA published a Notice of Intent
to prepare the CMRR-NF SEIS in the Federal Register
(75 FR 60745) and on the DOE NEPA website. In this
Notice of Intent, NNSA invited public comment on the
CMRR-NF SEIS proposal. The Notice of Intent listed the
issues initially identified by NNSA for evaluation in the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Public citizens, civic leaders, and other
interested parties were invited to comment on these
issues and to suggest additional issues that should be
considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The Notice of Intent
informed the public that comments on the proposed
action could be submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail, a tollfree phone line, a fax line, and in person at public
meetings to be held in the vicinity of LANL. The public
Figure S–4 National Environmental Policy
scoping period was originally scheduled to end on
Act Process for the CMRR-NF SEIS
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November 1, 2010. In response to public comments, NNSA extended the public scoping period through
November 16, 2010 (75 FR 67711).
Public scoping meetings were held on October 19, 2010, in White Rock, New Mexico, and on
October 20, 2010, in Pojoaque, New Mexico. NNSA representatives were available to respond to
questions and comments on the NEPA process and the proposed scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Members
of the public were encouraged to submit written comments, enter comments into a computer database, or
record oral comments during the meetings, in addition to submitting comments via letters, the DOE
website, or the fax line until the end of the scoping period. All scoping comments were considered by
NNSA in preparing the CMRR-NF SEIS.
For purposes of this NEPA document, a comment is defined as a single statement or several statements
concerning a specific issue. An individual commentor’s statement may contain several such comments.
Most of the oral and written public statements submitted during the CMRR-NF SEIS scoping period
contained multiple comments on various specific issues. These issues are summarized in the following
paragraphs.
Summary of Major Scoping Comments
Approximately 85 comment statements or documents were received during the scoping process from
citizens, interested groups, local officials, and representatives of Native American Pueblos in the vicinity
of LANL. Where possible, comments on similar or related topics were grouped into common categories
for the purpose of summarizing them. After the issues were identified, they were evaluated to determine
whether they were relevant to the CMRR-NF SEIS. Issues found to be relevant to the SEIS are addressed
in the appropriate chapters or appendices of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Many comments were received regarding the type of document that NNSA should prepare, calling for a
new EIS rather than an SEIS. Others called for a programmatic EIS, reopening the question of whether
the CMRR-NF should be constructed at all and whether it should be constructed at another NNSA site.
Similarly, a commentor called for a review of available space throughout the DOE complex (nationwide)
for alternative locations for CMR operations. As indicated in Section S.1, NNSA has determined that a
supplement to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations (40 CFR 1502.9c and 10 CFR 1021.341(a)-(b), respectively). NNSA is not planning to revisit
the decisions regarding the need for the capabilities that would be housed in the proposed CMRR-NF or
the decision to locate these capabilities at LANL, as decided in the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. There were comments about the alternatives and requests that the No Action Alternative analyze
not constructing the CMRR-NF, constructing only a vault structure, or continuing use of the existing
CMR Building for AC and MC operations. NNSA has determined that the No Action Alternative
considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS is the Preferred Alternative that was selected by NNSA for
implementation in the 2004 ROD based on the 2003 CMRR EIS, and the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes the continued use of the CMR Building. Others suggested
that NNSA consider locating AC and MC operations in available space in other LANL facilities, such as
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility or RLUOB, or building a separate vault that could be used in conjunction
with existing LANL facilities so that the CMRR-NF would not be required. In response, RLUOB was not
constructed to address the security and safety requirements of Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear
material. Thus, NNSA would not operate RLUOB as anything other than a radiological facility, which
would significantly limit the total quantity of special nuclear material that could be handled in the
building. As a result, AC and MC operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces could not
be carried out in RLUOB. Likewise, constructing only the vault structure would not meet NNSA’s
purpose and need for action to provide sufficient space to safely conduct mission-required AC and MC
operations at LANL.
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A commentor questioned the need for deep excavation below the poorly welded tuff layer. Since the
issuance of the Notice of Intent in October 2010, NNSA has added an additional construction option to
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. The CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes two construction options: Deep
Excavation, which would involve excavation to a nominal depth of 130 feet (40 meters) below the ground
surface and removal of the poorly welded tuff layer, and Shallow Excavation, which would involve less
excavation (to a nominal depth of 58 feet [18 meters]) and constructing the Modified CMRR-NF above
the elevation of the poorly welded tuff layer.
Other concerns identified by commentors were related to analyzing the impacts of waste generation,
transportation of waste, traffic, and water usage. Additional areas of concern were jobs and DD&D of
the CMR Building. NNSA addressed all of these topics in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and in the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
S.7.2

Public Comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

NNSA prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS in accordance with NEPA and CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021, respectively). An important part of the NEPA process
is solicitation of public comments on a draft EIS and consideration of those comments in preparing a final
EIS. NNSA distributed copies of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS to those organizations, government officials,
and individuals who were known to have an interest in LANL, as well as those organizations and
individuals who requested a copy. Copies also were made available on the Internet and in regional DOE
public document reading rooms and public libraries.
On April 29, 2011, NNSA published a notice in the Federal Register (76 FR 24018), concurrent with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability (76 FR 24021), announcing the
availability of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the duration of the comment period, the location and timing of
the public hearings, and the various methods for submitting comments. NNSA announced a 45-day
comment period, from April 29 to June 13, 2011, to provide time for interested parties to review the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. In response to requests for additional review time, the comment period was
extended by 15 days, through June 28, 2011, giving commentors a total review and comment period of
60 days (76 FR 28222). In addition, because of the Las Conchas wildfire, NNSA also accepted and
responded to comments submitted after the June 28, 2011, deadline through July 31, 2011.
Three public hearings were scheduled at regional venues near LANL from May 24 through May 26, 2011
(Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe). In response to requests for additional public hearings, NNSA
held a fourth public hearing in Albuquerque on May 23 (76 FR 28222), and provided informal meetings
as requested. Newspaper advertisements related to the public hearings, including the Albuquerque
hearing, began to run in local newspapers on May 8 and continued through May 19, 2011. NNSA
representatives were available to respond to questions on the NEPA process and the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS at the hearings and informal meetings. A court reporter was present at each hearing to record the
proceedings and prepare a transcript of the public comments. These transcripts are available on the
CMRR-NF SEIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis. To facilitate participation from hearing
attendees, NNSA provided a number of other ways to submit comments at each hearing: a court reporter
to record individual comments, computers for entering comments into a computer database, a voice
recorder to receive oral comments, and comment forms that could be received at the hearing or mailed by
the commentor at a later date. For those unable to attend the hearings, NNSA indicated that comments
could be submitted by U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free phone line, and a toll-free fax line.
The following is a summary of the comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. All comments
submitted to NNSA during the public comment period and late comments were considered in preparing
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Comments determined not to be within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS
are acknowledged as such in the Comment Response Document (CRD) (Volume 2 of this
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Final CMRR-NF SEIS). The remaining comments were reviewed and responded to by policy experts,
subject matter experts, and NEPA specialists, as appropriate. The comment letters, including campaign
letters, as well as the public hearing transcripts, are provided with NNSA responses in the CRD. The
CRD is organized as follows:


Section 1 describes the public comment process for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; the format used in
the public hearings on the draft SEIS; the organization of the CRD and how to use the document;
and the changes made by NNSA to the Final CMRR-NF SEIS in response to the public comments
and recent developments that occurred since publication of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.



Section 2 presents summaries of the major issues identified from the public comments received
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s response to each issue.



Section 3 presents a side-by-side display of all comments received by NNSA on the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s response to each comment.



Section 4 contains the references cited in the CRD.

Summary of Comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
Commentors requested changes in the scope of the SEIS. A large number stated that NNSA should
prepare an EIS that would address the need for the nuclear weapons mission or the need for the
CMRR-NF. Other comments criticized the No Action Alternative, suggesting that it should analyze not
constructing the CMRR-NF as selected in the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD. Commentors objected to the range
of alternatives because two of the three alternatives would not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need.
Others suggested different alternatives that NNSA should consider, including use of RLUOB, the TA-55
Plutonium Facility, or other onsite and offsite locations for AC and MC operations.
A number of commentors suggested that a capacity study or a “plutonium infrastructure” study should be
conducted. Commentors made a variety of comments related to the need for and function of the
CMRR-NF. Commentors stated directly or implied that the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, or
both, were or would be used to manufacture plutonium pits or “triggers.” Some commentors questioned
the need for the CMRR-NF, indicating that a production rate of 20 pits per year supported by current
facilities and the number of pits in storage should be sufficient. Commentors also questioned the need for
pit production because pits are reported to have a greater than 100-year life. Other commentors asked
what pit production rate the CMRR-NF was intended to support.
Many commentors expressed concerns and opinions about the geologic features of the LANL area in
general and the proposed construction site specifically. In addition to concerns expressed regarding the
nearness of a fault and the potential for a seismic event, it was also noted that the construction site lies
over a layer of soft volcanic ash that could be compacted by the weight of the building.
Additionally, commentors expressed the fear that an accident similar to that which occurred recently in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could happen at LANL. Specific comments
referenced other nuclear accidents, such as those at the Rocky Flats Plant, the Church Rock spill, and the
accidents at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. Many commentors expressed a desire to ensure that
similar accidents would not occur at LANL by not building the proposed CMRR-NF or by shutting down
other nuclear facilities at LANL. One commentor cited a recent report on volcanic activity in the LANL
region. Due to the recent Las Conchas fire of June 2011, commentors were concerned about the impact
of wildfires on the CMRR-NF.
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Commentors expressed concerns that the Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) signed with the
State of New Mexico would not be honored if a new nuclear facility were constructed at LANL.
Specifically, commentors were doubtful that the cleanup of the Material Disposal Area G in TA-54 would
be implemented by December 31, 2015, as required by the Consent Order. Commentors also expressed a
desire that funds should be spent on cleanup activities at LANL rather than on a new nuclear facility.
Commentors did not agree with the results of the environmental justice analysis. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency suggested that the analysis be revised to specifically address minority and low-income
populations within 5-, 10-, and 20-mile (8-, 16-, and 32-kilometer) distances of the CMRR-NF site.
As with the individual comments, responses to these major topics are included in Volume 2, CRD, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. In preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA incorporated changes in response to the
comments and more recent information, as discussed in the following section.
S.8

Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

In preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA made revisions in response to comments received from
other Federal agencies, state and local government entities, Native American tribal governments, and the
public. In addition, the Final CMRR-NF SEIS was changed to provide additional environmental baseline
information, include additional analyses, correct inaccuracies, make editorial corrections, and clarify text.
The following summarizes the more important changes made in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 1, “Introduction and Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” was updated to discuss the reason
why the design of the CMRR-NF needed to be modified and how this change resulted in the need to
develop an SEIS. Section 1.7, Public Involvement, was modified to summarize the comments
received during the scoping period and to include information related to the public comment period and
public hearings on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 1.8, Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS,
was added to summarize the changes that have been made. Section 1.9, Organization of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, was modified to include a paragraph on the addition of the CRD as Volume 2 of
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 2, “Project Description and Alternatives,” was updated to include additional project-related
information. Section 2.4, Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project
Capabilities, was updated to include additional information on the AC and MC capabilities that would be
present in the proposed facility. Section 2.6.2, Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, was updated to include
additional information on the evolution of the Deep and Shallow Construction Options and to add
propane to the construction requirements associated with this alternative. Propane would be used to heat
the building during the winter months for 3 to 6 years. The addition of propane use resulted in small
changes in the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts for this alternative, as shown in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.4, Air Quality and Noise, as well as changes in Section 4.3.3, Infrastructure. Information was
added in Section 2.6.2 regarding the weight of the proposed CMRR-NF and the ability of the ground
beneath the proposed facility to support this weight. A bus parking lot that would be constructed on the
boundary of TA-48/55 was also added to this alternative to provide room for buses from the proposed
construction workers parking lot in TA-72 to remain near the proposed construction site. This change
resulted in a small increase in land use for this alternative, as discussed in Section 4.3.2, Land Use and
Visual Resources. The description of potential power upgrades associated with this alternative was
modified to indicate that the potential power upgrades from TA-5 to TA-55 to support the Modified
CMRR-NF could be temporary or permanent, depending on future power requirements. This does not
change the amount of land that may be affected, but could change the impacts from temporary to
permanent, as indicated in Section 4.3.2. Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered and Dismissed, was
revised to describe in more detail the alternatives that NNSA considered and determined not to be
reasonable for meeting the purpose and need for continuing CMR operations into the future.
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Section 2.7.4 was added to describe other alternatives and proposals considered and to explain why they
were not analyzed further in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10, Summary of Environmental
Consequences, was modified to show how the environmental impacts associated with the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative have changed as a result of the
changes discussed in Chapter 4. These changes are all relatively small and do not significantly change
any of the environmental consequences presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10 has also
been modified to include a summary of the intentional destructive acts sections of Chapter 4
(Sections 4.2.10.3, 4.3.10.3, and 4.4.10.3).
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, was updated in a number of sections. Information was updated in
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect the most recent environmental data from the 2009 SWEIS Yearbook
(LANL 2011c). Information was included in Sections 3.2, Land Use and Visual Resources,
and 3.7, Ecological Resources, on the Las Conchas wildfire. None of this information affects the
impacts analyses presented in Chapter 4. Section 3.3 was updated to include new estimates of the amount
of electricity available to LANL and Los Alamos County. The amount of peak power was reduced from
150 megawatts to 140 megawatts, reflecting the unavailability of two steam-driven turbine generators in
TA-3 and increased power available from the Abiquiu Turbine Hydropower Project. These changes
resulted in a change in the estimated amount of available electricity and are reflected in changes in the
infrastructure sections in Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.3, for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative and
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, respectively, as well as in Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts.
The availability of electricity continues to cover expected requirements under any of the alternatives.
However, peak demand could theoretically exceed available power under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, as discussed in the draft SEIS, but this is not expected to occur because actual LANL peak
demand has consistently been lower than the estimate included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and used in
future forecasts. Additional information was included in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to better describe the
seismic studies and information developed for the proposed CMRR-NF site and LANL. This information
is included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, and includes information from the 2009 update
(LANL 2009) to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007). An error in the reported
vertical peak ground acceleration at LANL (0.3 g) [gravitational acceleration] was corrected to 0.6 g.
This typographical error in the Executive Summary of the source document (LANL 2007) is not reflective
of information presented elsewhere in the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and was not used in the
design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF. The 2009 update changed the peak horizontal and vertical
ground accelerations for the proposed CMRR-NF site in TA-55. The updated factors were lower than the
factors included in the 2007 analysis (0.47 g compared to 0.52 g for peak horizontal ground acceleration
and 0.51 g compared to 0.6 g for peak vertical ground acceleration). The updated values were factored
into the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF, as described in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, and do
not change any of the analyses presented in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. (This updated information was
not available for unlimited public distribution when the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued.) Information
was included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, describing the volcanic history in the region. This
information is factored into a revised discussion of potential accidents included in Appendix C.
Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, was updated to include the latest information from the 2010 census on the
region of influence and to show later unemployment data for the region. These changes did not result in
any significant changes to the socioeconomics impacts sections in Chapter 4.
The 2010 census data were used to update the population projections to 2030 for total population,
minority populations, and low-income population. As a result of slower than previously projected growth
through 2010, the 2030 population projection for the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius area surrounding
TA-55 was reduced from about 545,000 to 511,000, and for the area surrounding TA-3, from about
536,000 to 502,000. Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Environmental Justice, was updated to include changes as a
result of 2010 census data and to break the information down to smaller areas for evaluation (5-, 10-, and
20-mile [8-, 16-, and 32-kilometer] radii) in addition to the area within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55
and TA-3, as requested by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The distribution of the population
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over the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius was also updated using the latest census data, and more refined
data were used (block data versus block group data; see Appendix B) to estimate the population within
10 miles (16 kilometers) of TA-55 and TA-3. As a result, more people are located closer to LANL
(within 5 miles [8 kilometers]) than previously projected. The updated population projections and
distributions were used to re-estimate the human health impacts associated with the No Action Alternative
(2004 CMRR-NF) (Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.2, for accidents); the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
(Section 4.3.10); and the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative (Section 4.4.10), as well as the
environmental justice analysis presented in Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. The projected population doses
from normal operations and the population accident doses changed slightly as a result of these changes,
but not to the extent that the assessment from the draft SEIS would change. Similarly, the doses included
in the environmental justice analysis changed, but not significantly. Additional information was included
in Chapter 3, Section 3.11, Human Health, on historical health effects studies that have been done on the
area surrounding LANL. This information is presented for background and does not affect any of the
impacts analyses presented in Chapter 4.
In addition to the updates to Chapter 4 discussed above, other changes have been made to Chapter 4 since
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. Information has been added in Section 4.2.10.2 on the accident
analysis that was performed for the CMRR-NF SEIS, as presented in Appendix C, as well as the changes
in the accident analysis since the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. These changes do not significantly
change the results, with the exception of significantly higher doses to the maximally exposed individual
(MEI) and noninvolved worker under the seismically induced spill and fire accident at the CMRR-NF. In
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, this accident assumes that the earthquake initiates a radioactive material spill
that is followed shortly thereafter by a fire, instead of both accidents occurring simultaneously, as was
assumed in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. This change in assumptions results in a larger dose to the MEI and
noninvolved worker because the radioactive materials associated with the assumed spill are not
immediately lofted by the fire, which would lessen doses to persons close to the accident site. Additional
discussion also was added to the accident analysis section for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
(Section 4.3.10.2) regarding the potential for a wildfire affecting the facility and the effects of a seismic
event that damages the CMRR-NF and other plutonium facilities in TA-55.
A special pathways consumer analysis was added to the environmental justice sections in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11, to show the potential impacts of the alternatives on individuals who may
subsist on fish and wildlife caught within the vicinity of LANL. This analysis shows that special pathway
consumers would not be exposed to significant risks as a result of implementing either of these
alternatives. Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts, was updated to account for newly acquired information
about other projects in the vicinity of LANL, but these projects do not change the impacts discussions
presented in this section.
Appendix B was updated to include a revised Section B.3, Air Quality, which factors in the requirement
for propane use during construction at the Modified CMRR-NF and a revised number of emergency
backup generators associated with the proposed CMRR Facility. Section B.5, Geology and Soils, was
modified to eliminate Table B–9, which was related to the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. The
Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale is not considered in the design of buildings. The design of the
CMRR-NF is influenced by peak ground acceleration factors, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.
Section B.10, Environmental Justice, was modified to include a discussion of changes related to the use
of 2010 census data in projecting the affected population to the year 2030, as well as an evaluation of a
special pathways receptor.
Appendix C, Evaluation of Human Health Impacts from Facility Accidents, was updated to include a
discussion of the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident (Section C.9) and wildfires and
volcanic activity in the LANL vicinity (Section C.4.1) as they relate to the proposed action in the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Section C.6 was added to discuss the potential for offsite land contamination in the
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event of a severe earthquake that results in the release of radioactive materials. Appendix C was also
updated to include a discussion of the impact of a severe earthquake on the multiple plutonium facilities
in TA-55 should the CMRR-NF be built there (Section C.7). In the event of such an earthquake, it is
expected that the consequences would be dominated by releases from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility,
which is currently being upgraded to address seismic concerns.
The population consequences and risks shown in Appendix C have been re-estimated using the latest
population projections and distributions, as discussed above. The estimated consequences for some
accidents have changed as a result of these changes, but the risks associated with these accidents are not
significantly different from those presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The accident with the largest
changes is the seismically induced spill followed by a fire accident scenario for the CMRR-NF that was
changed, as discussed above. This accident scenario was changed from that presented in the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect changes in the understanding of how it would progress and to present a more
conservative accident scenario with respect to doses to the MEI and noninvolved worker.
S.9
S.9.1

Description of the Alternatives
Alternatives Evaluated

No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Alternative, NNSA would implement the decisions made in
the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD, the 2008 and 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs, and the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD. NNSA would construct the new CMRR-NF (referred to as the “2004 CMRR-NF”) within
TA-55 next to the already constructed RLUOB (see Figure S–5), with a portion of the building extending
above ground, as described under Alternative 1, Construction Option 3, in the 2003 CMRR EIS. As stated
in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3
facility is required to safely conduct all of the AC and MC work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an
alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need.

Figure S–5 Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear
Facility Site in Technical Area 55
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As analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS, AC and MC operations and associated research and development
Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory capabilities would have been relocated in stages over 2 to 4 years
from their current locations at the CMR Building to the 2004 CMRR-NF; those operations and activities
would have continued in the 2004 CMRR-NF over about a 50-year period. After laboratory operations
were removed from the CMR Building, it would have undergone DD&D activities. Following the
closeout of operations at the new 2004 CMRR-NF toward the end of the twenty-first century, DD&D
activities at that facility would have occurred. The phased elimination of CMR Building operations was
originally estimated to be completed by around 2010; now, completion would not occur until about 2017.
Construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF would have included the construction of connecting tunnels,
material storage vaults, utility structures and trenches, security structures, parking area(s), and a variety of
other support activities (such as material laydown areas, a concrete batch plant, and equipment storage
and parking areas). The construction force would have peaked at 300 workers.
As part of the LANL SWEIS No Action Alternative, which was selected in the 2008 ROD, NNSA
evaluated (1) the transportation and storage of up to 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) per year
of excavated soil or spoils (soil and rock material) from the 2004 CMRR-NF construction and other
construction projects that could be undertaken at the site and (2) installation of a new substation on the
existing 13.8-kilovolt power distribution loop in TA-50 to provide independent power feed to the existing
TA-55 Plutonium Complex and the new CMRR Facility.
The entire 2004 CMRR-NF would have been designed as a Hazard Category 2 facility. The 2004
CMRR-NF would have had an areal footprint measuring about 300 by 210 feet (91 by 64 meters) and
would have comprised approximately 200,000 square feet (18,600 square meters) of solid floor space
divided between two stories. It would also have included one steel grating “floor” where mechanical and
other support systems would have been located and one small roof cupola enclosing the elevator
equipment. The 2004 CMRR-NF would have had an aboveground portion (consisting of a single story)
that would have housed Hazard Category 3 laboratories and a belowground portion (consisting of a single
story) that would have housed Hazard Category 2 laboratories and extended an average of 50 feet
(15 meters) below ground. The total amount of laboratory workspace where mission-related AC and MC
operations would have been performed was not stated in the 2003 CMRR EIS. In 2004, the estimate of
22,500 square feet (2,100 square meters) of laboratory space was provided as a result of integrated
nuclear planning activities (DOE 2005). Fire protection systems for the 2004 CMRR-NF would have
been developed and integrated with the existing exterior TA-55 site-wide fire protection water storage
tanks and services.
As it was envisioned to be constructed in the CMRR EIS, the 2004 CMRR-NF could not satisfy current
DOE nuclear facility seismic and nuclear safety requirements. Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not
be able to safely function at a level sufficient to fully satisfy DOE and NNSA mission support needs, and
thus would not fully meet DOE’s stated purpose and need for taking action.
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative: Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative, NNSA would construct the new CMRR-NF (referred to as the “Modified
CMRR-NF”) at TA-55 next to the already constructed RLUOB, with certain construction enhancements
and additional associated construction support activities. These enhancements and associated
construction support activities are necessary to make the facility safe to operate based on new seismic
information available since issuance of the CMRR EIS ROD in 2004. The structure would be constructed
to meet the current International Building Code standards; Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design® (LEED) certification requirements, as applicable; and DOE requirements for nuclear facilities,
including projected seismic event response performance and nuclear safety-basis requirements based on
new site geologic information, fire protection, and security requirements. The AC and MC operations and
associated research and development Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory capabilities would be relocated
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in stages over 3 years from their current locations at the CMR Building to the Modified CMRR-NF,
where operations and activities are expected to continue over about the next 50 years. The phased
elimination of CMR Building operations is projected to be completed by about 2023. Both the CMR
Building and the Modified CMRR-NF would undergo DD&D after operations are discontinued, as
identified under the No Action Alternative.
Under this alternative, the Modified CMRR-NF construction phase would also include the construction of
connecting tunnels, material storage vaults, utility structures and trenches, security structures, parking
area(s), and a variety of other support areas identified under the No Action Alternative. Implementing the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative construction would require the use of additional structural concrete and
reinforcing steel for the construction of the building’s walls, floors, and roof; additional soil excavation,
soil stabilization, and special foundation work would also be necessary. Also, a set of fire suppression
water storage tanks would be located within the building, rather than connecting with the existing fire
suppression system at TA-55. Additional temporary and permanent actions required to construct the
Modified CMRR-NF under this alternative beyond those actions identified under the No Action
Alternative would include (1) additional construction personnel, (2) the installation and use of additional
parking areas, construction equipment and building materials storage areas, excavation spoils storage
areas, craft worker office and support trailers, and personnel security and training facilities; (3) the
installation and use of up to two additional concrete batch plants (for a total of three) and a warehouse
building; and (4) the installation of overhead and/or underground power lines, site stormwater detention
ponds, road realignments, turning lanes, intersections, and traffic flow measures at various locations.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the Modified CMRR-NF would also be an above- and
belowground structure; the amount of laboratory floor space where AC and MC operations would occur
would be about the same as described under the No Action Alternative (22,500 square feet [2,100 square
meters]). The estimated building footprint is about 342 feet long by 304 feet wide (104 meters by
93 meters), with about 344,000 square feet (32,000 square meters) of usable floor space divided among
four stories and a partial roof level.
The footprint of the Modified CMRR-NF is larger than that of the 2004 CMRR-NF due to space required
for engineered safety systems and equipment, such as an increase in the size and quantity of heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning ductwork and the addition of safety-class fire suppression equipment,
plus the associated electrical equipment. This equipment added 42 feet (13 meters) to the building in one
dimension. The addition of 94 feet (29 meters) in the other dimension was for corridor space for
movement of equipment; to avoid interference between systems (mechanical, electrical, piping system);
and to allow enough space for maintenance, repair and inspection, and mission support activities
(maintenance shop, waste management areas, and radiological protection areas). Part of the increase in
building footprint over the 2004 CMRR-NF is due to thicker walls and other structural features required
by current seismic and nuclear safety requirements.
The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative includes two construction options, designated as the Deep
Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. Under either option, the Modified CMRR-NF
would be designed to meet all current facility operations requirements. Under the Deep Excavation
Option, NNSA would excavate the building footprint area down to a depth below a poorly welded tuff
layer that lies from about 75 feet (23 meters) to 130 feet (40 meters) below the original ground level.
Then the excavated site would be partially backfilled with low-slump concrete to form a 60-foot-thick
(18-meter-thick) engineered building site. Three of the building’s floors would be located below ground;
the fourth floor and a roof equipment penthouse would extend above ground. The removed geologic
material would be transported to storage areas at LANL for reuse in other construction projects or for
landscaping purposes. The Shallow Excavation Option would avoid the poorly welded tuff layer by
constructing the basemat well above that layer in the overlying stable geologic layer, which would act in a
raft-like fashion to allow the building to “float” over the poorly welded tuff layer. Under this option, the
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Modified CMRR-NF’s base elevation would be about 8 feet (2.4 meters) lower than the excavation
described under the No Action Alternative. Engineered backfill would be used to partially bury the
building. The building would have three stories below ground and one above ground on the northwest
side. Due to site sloping, there would be two stories below ground and two stories and a partial roof level
above ground on the southeast side.
The original building elevation (as defined by the bottom of the basemat) considered for the CMRR-NF
was located sufficiently shallow such that extensive excavation below the building basemat would not be
required and would not extend into the poorly welded tuff layer. This design held through the completion
of the conceptual and preliminary design phases of the project. This building location was reviewed by a
number of organizations external to the project team, including NNSA and the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.
When the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was published in 2007, the building design was adjusted
to increase both the thickness in certain floors and the thickness of the basemat. The end result was that
the overall building height measured from the bottom of the basemat to the top of the roof was now
larger. In response to these changes, the building excavation was deepened to maintain the aboveground
height of the building at the same elevation as the previous design. This design change would have
resulted in penetration of the poorly welded tuff layer, requiring additional excavation (the Deep
Excavation Option).
In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce
the amount of additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option by raising
the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The overall building height would remain
the same, but the top of the roof would be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and
preliminary design. At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts and cost without affecting
other building design requirements. Both construction options require the same sets of safety controls
and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses
contained in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA. As the
design studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other may be judged to have
significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of construction
that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.
Under either construction option, the Modified CMRR-NF, as envisioned to be constructed under this
alternative, would meet all applicable codes and standards for new nuclear facility construction.
Therefore, implementing this alternative would allow operations within the Modified CMRR-NF that
would fully satisfy DOE and NNSA mission support needs. This alternative would fully meet DOE’s
stated purpose and need for taking action.
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative: Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative,
NNSA would continue to carry out laboratory operations in the CMR Building at TA-3, with radiological
laboratory and administrative support operations moving to the newly constructed RLUOB in TA-55.
The continued operation of the CMR Building over an extended period (years to decades) would result in
continued reduction of laboratory space as operations are further consolidated or eliminated due to safety
concerns. It may also include the administrative reduction of “materials at risk” within portions of the
CMR Building as necessary to maintain continued safe working conditions.
This alternative would result in very limited AC and MC capabilities at LANL over the extended period,
depending on the overall ability of the CMR Building to be safely operated and maintained. Over time,
these capabilities could gradually become more limited and more focused on supporting plutonium
operations necessary for the immediate requirements of the stockpile. Moving the TA-3 CMR Building
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personnel and radiological laboratory functions into RLUOB over the next couple of years would result in
considerable operational inefficiencies because personnel would have to travel by vehicle between offices
and radiological laboratories at RLUOB and Hazard Category 2 laboratories that remain in the CMR
Building. Additionally, the overall laboratory space allotted for certain functions, along with associated
materials, might have to be duplicated at the two locations. When AC and MC laboratory operations
eventually cease in the CMR Building, the building would undergo DD&D.
This alternative does not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out AC and MC
operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions. However,
this alternative is analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS as a prudent measure in light of possible future fiscal
constraints.
S.9.2

Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail

A number of alternatives were considered, but were not analyzed in detail in the CMRR-NF SEIS because
NNSA determined they are unreasonable. As required in the CEQ’s NEPA regulations, the reasons for
their elimination from detailed study are discussed in this section.
Alternative Sites: As discussed in Section S.6, the Complex Transformation SPEIS analyzed other
possible locations outside of LANL for the activities that would be accomplished in the CMRR-NF. In
the ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644), NNSA included its decision to retain
plutonium manufacturing and research and development at LANL, and in support of these activities, to
proceed with construction and operation of the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the
CMR Building. These decisions support NNSA’s goal of consolidating activities and reducing the size of
the Nation’s nuclear weapons complex, together with modernizing outmoded infrastructure. Therefore,
because the alternative sites for key activities within the nuclear weapons complex, as well as the need for
CMRR-NF, have been reviewed in depth and programmatic decisions have been issued as recently as
December, 2008, no additional sites outside of LANL are being considered further in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
In the 2003 CMRR EIS, an alternative site in TA-6 at LANL was evaluated as a possible site for the
CMRR Facility. The TA-6 site was, in effect, a greenfield site that, if chosen, would have resulted in the
central portion of the technical area changing from a largely natural woodland to an industrial site. As
indicated in the 2003 CMRR EIS, development of the TA-6 site would have resulted in greater
environmental impacts than building the proposed CMRR Facility in TA-55. Located near the western
boundary of LANL at a slightly higher elevation and about 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) west of TA-55, TA-6
is situated over the same geologic stratigraphy as TA-55. It is also nearer to several known fault traces.
In the February 2004 ROD associated with the CMRR EIS, NNSA decided that the location for the
CMRR Facility would be in TA-55. The site proposed for the CMRR-NF (2004 or Modified) in TA-55
reflects NNSA’s goal to bring all LANL nuclear facilities into a nuclear core area. Siting of the
CMRR-NF in TA-55 would collocate the AC and MC capabilities near the existing TA-55 Plutonium
Facility, where the programs that make most use of these capabilities are located. As discussed in
Section S.1, RLUOB (which contains a training facility, incident control center, and radiological
laboratories, as well as offices for personnel who would work in the CMRR-NF) has already been
constructed in TA-55. No other sites at LANL have been identified as appropriate candidates for the
CMRR-NF and none are being considered further in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Extensive Upgrades to the Existing CMR Building in Whole or in Part: The proposal to complete
extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building’s structural and safety systems to meet current mission
support requirements for another 20 to 30 years of operations was considered and dismissed for analysis
by NNSA in the 2003 CMRR EIS. Beginning in 1997 and continuing through 1998, a series of
operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term structural viability of the CMR
Building. In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined that the extensive facility-wide
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upgrades originally planned for the CMR Building would be less technically feasible than had been
anticipated and would be only marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and
program capabilities required to support NNSA’s missions at LANL. The technical challenges of
implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR Building are exacerbated by the findings of
the subsequent seismic hazard analysis and the magnitude of the current design-basis earthquake
(LANL 2007). Structurally upgrading the entire structure to a significant extent would require
construction of new walls and other building components adjacent to the existing ones that have utilities
and structural building features already in place. In addition, the floors of the building would need to be
significantly upgraded. This work would have to occur while continuing to provide mission-essential
operations in CMR using nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals.
The technical challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR Building, as
discussed in the 2003 CMRR EIS remain. NNSA has considered undertaking a more limited, yet
intensive, set of upgrades to a single wing of the CMR Building, Wing 9, to meet current seismic design
requirements so that this wing could be used for a limited set of Hazard Category 2 AC and MC
operations. However, after consideration of the various engineering and geological issues; the costs of
implementing upgrades to an older structure and developing a new security infrastructure; the costs of
maintaining the security infrastructure and safety basis (in addition to that for TA-55); the mission work
disruptions associated with construction; operational constraints due to limited laboratory space; and
programmatic and operational issues and risks from moving special nuclear material between TA-3 and
TA-55, this action was not analyzed further as a reasonable alternative to meet NNSA’s purpose and need
for action in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA also has considered the possibility of renovating, upgrading, and reusing other CMR Building
wings and additional wing combinations to provide the space needed for continuing AC and MC work in
the building. However, for the reasons cited in the previous paragraph, the other wings and wing
combinations are not reasonable alternatives for providing adequate safe and secure space for future
operations in a feasible, cost-effective manner and, therefore, were not considered further in the
CMRR-NF SEIS.
Distributed Capabilities at Other LANL Existing Nuclear Facilities, Including New Vault
Construction: The distribution of AC and MC capabilities among multiple facilities at LANL has been
suggested. Because of the quantities of SNM involved, to fully perform the AC and MC and plutonium
research capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category 2 and Security Category 1.
Due to seismic concerns and limitations on the quantity of SNM that can be safely managed, the current
CMR Building has a limited ability to support continued operations. Using space and capabilities in the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing work currently being conducted there and
reduce the space available in the building that could be used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission
support work. Use of other locations at LANL would introduce new hazards for which the facilities were
not designed and would not conform to the objective of collocating plutonium operations near the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. Performing work at a location remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would
necessitate periodic closure of roadways and heightened security to enable transport of materials between
the facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the available space, vaults, or engineered safety
controls required for this type of work.
Construction of only the proposed CMRR-NF vault at TA-55 and use of the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
was also considered by NNSA to determine whether that proposed combination, together with the
planned future use of RLUOB, would provide adequate space for AC and MC operations over the long
term. However, augmenting the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility with only additional vault storage
space would not alleviate the need for more work space for AC and MC laboratory operations. Space
does not exist in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to support this work, and these operations cannot be
accomplished within RLUOB because RLUOB is not able to support the level of radiological operations
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required to support the work needed. RLUOB is a radiological facility capable of handling less-thanHazard Category 3 radioactive materials, per DOE Standard 1027. It is currently authorized to handle up
to 8.4 grams (0.3 ounces) of plutonium-239 equivalent. The CMRR-NF is being designed as a Hazard
Category 2 facility capable of using kilogram quantities of plutonium-239 equivalent. This alternative,
therefore, was not analyzed further in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Other designated Hazard Category 2 facilities at LANL are not candidates because (1) they have been
decommissioned for safety and security reasons and are no longer considered Hazard Category 2
facilities; (2) they are closure sites (specifically, environmental cleanup potential release sites); or (3) they
are support facilities. The support facilities would not have the necessary space to perform AC and MC
operations and to perform their support functions (for example, waste management facilities).
Additionally, as noted above for other facilities, use of these support facilities would introduce new
hazards for which the facilities were not designed.
Other Alternatives Considered: Other alternatives have also been considered by NNSA for providing the
necessary physical means for accommodating the continuation of mission-critical CMR capabilities in a
safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner at LANL. These alternatives included delaying any
decision on CMRR-NF at this time and re-examining it at a later date, perhaps as long as several decades
from now.
NNSA also considered other suggested construction proposals for building the CMRR-NF, such as
constructing a smaller building; reconfiguring the building laboratories and other room partitions;
constructing a building with a larger footprint and fewer floors so that the building would require a
shallower excavation; constructing a building with more floors above ground so that the building would
require a shallower excavation; and reconfiguring the internal walls and laboratory arrangements.
However, space is needed to support AC and MC mission-support work and additional space has been
determined necessary for building support systems (for example, air handling and filtration); security
requirements; safety requirements and equipment; and general utilities. Building an undersized facility,
in terms of useful AC and MC laboratory space, would not meet NNSA’s needs and would not be a good
investment. Space for construction at TA-55 is limited by the geographic features of the mesa and canyon
setting; road requirements; other building, utilities, and land use requirements; and security requirements
related to the site that reduce the amount of appropriate available building space. A multi-storied building
design is also more efficient in terms of heating and cooling for worker comfort, as well as for other
general utility consumption.
Another construction proposal considered was a CMRR Facility comprising three buildings (RLUOB and
two nuclear facilities). A three-building CMRR Facility, as considered in the 2003 CMRR EIS, would
have separated the nuclear facility functions by hazard categorization, resulting in two buildings (a
Hazard Category 2 nuclear facility and a Hazard Category 3 nuclear facility). A parallel concept that was
also considered was separation of the CMRR Facility functions, based on their security classification
requirements, which would also result in two nuclear facilities. Segregation based on security
requirements would be very similar to segregation according to hazard category because materials that
contain larger quantities of plutonium, and so require a Hazard Category 2 facility, are also materials that
would need Security Category I/II levels of protection. The proposed nuclear materials vault would be
part of the Security Category I/II building, which would reside inside the TA-55 enhanced security
perimeter (that is, a perimeter intrusion, detection, assessment, and delay system [PIDADS]); the Security
Category III building, which would house Hazard Category 3 activities, could reside at TA-55 outside of
the PIDADS.
To meet mission requirements, the needed laboratory space would not change appreciably if two nuclear
facilities were built rather than a single nuclear facility. Dividing the laboratory space between two
nuclear facilities rather than using a single nuclear facility does not change the task area space
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requirements for performing the AC, MC, and research functions. However, dividing laboratory space
between facilities results in a slight increase in the overall task area space needed because some task area
space would have to be duplicated in each building, specifically, space for sample management, and
waste/materials management. Both buildings would require specialized ventilation systems that support
gloveboxes, open-front gloveboxes, and fume hoods.
NNSA recently performed a qualitative evaluation of the construction of a two-building nuclear facility
compared to the baseline proposal of constructing a single Hazard Category 2, Security Category I/II
facility. For the two-building proposal, the evaluation indicated that an overall increase in the size of the
buildings and the building footprint would likely result because certain functions would have to be
provided in each building and, therefore, would be duplicated. Although the level of controls would
differ, each building would require credited safety controls (structures, systems, and components) to
ensure that releases would be controlled in the event of an accident. Systems and support space (for
example, change rooms, utilities, air-handling and filtration systems, and monitoring and control systems)
would be required in each building. Constructing two buildings (and duplicating the systems and support
space) would increase the required amounts of construction materials and, if they were constructed in
parallel, would require additional land areas for support space (LANL 2011d).
The two-building proposal could provide flexibility with respect to funding requirements if design and
construction were undertaken sequentially. Although segregating the CMRR-NF into two separate
buildings could provide short-term budgetary flexibility compared to the single building included in the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, it would extend the schedule with no increase in function or reduction
in facility size (LANL 2011d). Programmatically, NNSA would prefer construction of the Security
Category I/II building first to provide needed vault storage and MC capabilities and capacity. However,
addressing the design, construction, or both sequentially would delay the availability of the Security
Category III facility and would extend the time (and associated risk) that NNSA would have to continue
to rely on the CMR Building and the period of construction-related disruptions at TA-55. Operating two
separate buildings would require a slight increase in personnel as a result of requirements for more
support personnel (for example, radiological control technicians) and more operational personnel (for
example, materials and waste packaging and transfer staff).
In summary, various construction proposals have been considered during the iterative planning stages of
the project to date, and NNSA has arrived at the current proposed building configuration and size after
careful deliberation. Additional building configuration and construction proposals for the CMRR-NF
were not, therefore, further analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Additional discussion of alternatives and
proposals for providing AC and MC capabilities is presented in Chapter 2, Section 2.7 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS and in Section 2.11 of the CRD.
S.10 The Preferred Alternative
CEQ regulations require an agency to identify its preferred alternative in the final EIS unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a preference (40 CFR 1502.14(e)). The preferred alternative is the
alternative that the agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission, giving consideration to
environmental, economic, technical, and other factors. The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative is NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative for the replacement of the CMR capabilities. NNSA has not identified a preferred
construction option at this time. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA.
As the design studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other may be judged
to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of
construction that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.
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S.11 Affected Environment
LANL occupies about 40 square miles (104 square kilometers) of land on the eastern flank of the
Jemez Mountains along the area known as the Pajarito Plateau. The terrain in the LANL area consists of
mesa tops and canyon bottoms that trend in a west-to-east manner, with the canyons intersecting the
Rio Grande to the east of LANL. Elevations at LANL range from about 7,800 feet (2,400 meters) at the
highest point on the western side to about 6,200 feet (1,900 meters) at the lowest point along the eastern
side, above the Rio Grande. The two primary residential areas within Los Alamos County are the
Los Alamos townsite and the White Rock residential development (see Figure S–1). Together, these two
residential areas are home to about 18,000 people (DOC 2011). About 13,000 people work at LANL,
only about half of which reside within Los Alamos County. LANL operations occur within numerous
facilities located over 47 designated technical areas within the LANL boundaries and at other leased
properties situated near LANL (see Figure S–2). Most of LANL is undeveloped forested land that
provides a buffer for security and safety, as well as expansion opportunities for future use; however,
major constraints to development exist and include such factors as topography, slope, soils, vegetation,
geology and seismology, endangered species, archaeology and cultural resources, and surface hydrology
(LANL 2000). About 46 percent of the floor space of LANL facilities is considered laboratory or
production space; the rest is considered administrative, storage, service, and miscellaneous space
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 006).
TA-3, where the existing CMR facility is located, is situated in the west-central portion of LANL, and it
is separated from the Los Alamos townsite by Los Alamos Canyon. It is approximately 0.7 miles
(1.1 kilometers) south of the Los Alamos townsite. TA-3 is the main technical area at LANL that houses
approximately one-half of its employees and total floor space. It is the administration complex within
LANL and contains the director’s office, administrative offices, and support facilities. Major facilities
within TA-3 include the CMR Building, the Sigma Complex, the Nicholas C. Metropolis Center for
Modeling and Simulation, the Main Shops, and the Materials Science Laboratory. Other buildings house
central computing facilities, chemistry and materials science laboratories, earth and space science
laboratories, physics laboratories, technical shops, cryogenics laboratories, the main cafeteria, badge
office, and the study center.
TA-55 is the proposed location for the CMRR-NF. It is situated in the west-central portion of LANL,
approximately 1.1 miles (1.8 kilometers) south of the Los Alamos townsite. The newly constructed
RLUOB is located in TA-55. TA-55 facilities, including the Plutonium Facility, provide research and
applications in chemical and metallurgical processes for recovering, purifying, and converting plutonium
and other actinides into many compounds and forms, as well as research into material properties and
fabrication of parts for research and stockpile applications. A PIDADS surrounds all nuclear hazard
facilities in TA-55.
Table S–1 lists the technical areas within LANL that have been identified as potentially affected by one
or more of the three alternatives analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Table S–1 Technical Areas Potentially Affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives

5

36
46

48

50

51

52

54

55

Technical Area Description
The main technical area housing approximately half of the LANL
employees and about half of its floor space. Site of the present CMR
Building. The area is highly developed.
Contains five physical support facilities, an electrical substation, test
wells, as well as archaeological sites and environmental monitoring and
buffer areas. The area is largely undeveloped and includes vegetated
mesas and canyons.
Contains four active sites that support explosives testing. The area is
largely undeveloped, with predominantly natural vegetation.
Supports basic laboratory research and site of the Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant. The central and southeastern portions of the technical
area are highly developed, while the remainder is forested.
Supports research in nuclear and radiochemistry, geochemistry,
production of medical isotopes, and chemical synthesis. The central
portion of the technical area is developed. Remaining portions of the
mesa top are open or sparsely vegetated, and Mortandad Canyon is
largely forested.
Contains waste support structures. Much of the technical area is
developed or disturbed grassland. The southern portion of the technical
area within Twomile Canyon is forested.
Used for research and studies on the long-term impact of radioactive
materials on the environment. Development within the technical area is
scattered; the north wall of Pajarito Canyon is the most heavily
vegetated area.
Supports theoretical and computational research and development. The
central portion of the technical area is developed; the remainder is
largely vegetated, especially the south wall of Mortandad Canyon
Supports management of radioactive solid and hazardous chemical
wastes. Some development and open fields occur in the western portion
of the technical area; remaining areas are largely vegetated.
Supports research of and applications for the chemical and metallurgical
processes of recovering, purifying, and converting plutonium and other
actinides into many compounds and forms, as well as research into
material properties and fabrication of parts for research and stockpile
applications. The technical area is largely developed; only the south
wall of an extension of Mortandad Canyon has significant vegetative
cover.

Land Use Category
Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Nuclear Materials Research
and Development; Public and Corporate Interface;
Reserve; Theoretical and Computational Science
Administration, Service, and Support; Reserve

High Explosives Testing
Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Reserve
Experimental Science; Reserve

Reserve

Experimental Science; Reserve

Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Reserve
Waste Management; Reserve

Nuclear Materials Research and Development;
Reserve

Potential Project
Element
Location of CMR
Building

Alternative(s)
All

Construction
laydown and
support

Modified
CMRR-NF

Spoils storage

Modified
CMRR-NF
Modified
CMRR-NF

Construction
laydown and
support
Construction
laydown and
support, bus parking

No Action,
Modified
CMRR-NF

Electrical
substation,
stormwater
detention, parking
Spoils storage

No Action,
Modified
CMRR-NF

Construction
laydown and
support
Spoils storage

Modified
CMRR-NF

Proposed CMRRNF site, construction
laydown and
support, road
realignment, bus
parking

No Action,
Modified
CMRR-NF

Modified
CMRR-NF

Modified
CMRR-NF
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Technical
Area
3

Technical
Area
63

Potential Project
Technical Area Description
Land Use Category
Element
Alternative(s)
Contains physical support facilities, a trailer, and transportable office
Administration, Service, and Support/Experimental
Construction
Modified
space. The mesa-top portion of this technical area is largely developed; Science; Reserve
laydown and
CMRR-NF
however, the south-facing wall of Twomile Canyon and north-facing
support
wall of Mortandad Canyon are forested.
64
Contains Central Guard Facility, office and storage space for the
Administration, Service, and Support; Reserve
Stormwater
Modified
Hazardous Materials Response Team, as well as several storage sheds
detention
CMRR-NF
and water tanks. Development and open fields dominate the mesa top
within this technical area; however, the south-facing wall of Twomile
Canyon is forested.
72
Contains the live firing range used by LANL protective force personnel Administration, Service, and Support; Reserve
Parking and road
Modified
for required training, as well as a truck inspection station. The area is
improvements
CMRR-NF
sparsely developed and remains largely in a natural vegetated state.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
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S.12 Comparison of Alternatives
This section summarizes the alternatives analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS in terms of their expected
environmental impacts and other possible decision factors. The following subsections summarize the
environmental consequences and risks by construction and operations impacts for each alternative. The
RLUOB portion of the CMRR Facility has already been constructed in TA-55. The No Action and the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternatives would result in the construction of the CMRR-NF in TA-55, adjacent
to RLUOB. Environmental impacts are also summarized. These include CMR Building and CMRR-NF
disposition impacts.
S.12.1 Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives
This section provides an overview of the potential environmental consequences of each alternative. Note
that the impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect impacts as reported in the CMRR EIS for the
purpose of comparison with the action alternatives, with the exception of the facility accident results,
which were reanalyzed for the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas
emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. As stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF
could not be constructed to meet the current standards required for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is
required to safely conduct all of the AC and MC work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work.
Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that
would meet NNSA’s purpose and need. Table S–2, at the end of this section, presents a comparison of
the environmental impacts of each of the alternatives discussed in detail in Chapter 4, including facility
construction and operations impacts.
Land Use and Visual Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, 26.75 acres (10.8 hectares) of land in TA-48, TA-50, and TA-55
were expected to be used to support the construction of the CMRR Facility, including about 4 acres
(1.6 hectares) for RLUOB, 5 acres (2.0 hectares) for a parking lot, and 4.75 acres (1.9 hectares) for the
proposed CMRR-NF. About 7 acres (2.8 hectares) would have been used to support construction
laydown areas and the concrete batch plant proposed under this alternative. About 6 acres (2.4 hectares)
of land would have been disturbed by the potential need to realign roads to allow adequate distance
between the road and the CMRR-NF site. The 2004 CMRR-NF would have blended in with the
industrial look of TA-55.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, larger amounts of land at LANL would be affected by the
Modified CMRR-NF construction effort. Additional land would be needed to provide space for
additional laydown and spoils areas due to the larger amounts of construction materials needed to support
construction of the larger building and to store greater amounts of excavated materials due to the larger
excavation needed to support construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. Also, the Modified CMRR-NF
would require up to three concrete batch plants (not operating concurrently). A total of about 128 to
147 acres (52 to 59 hectares) of land would be used under the Deep Excavation Option and a total 108 to
127 acres (44 to 51 hectares) under the Shallow Excavation Option to support the proposed construction
effort, including the proposed site of the CMRR-NF. Many project elements would occur in areas
presently designated as “Reserve” (this designation is applied to areas of LANL not assigned other
specific use categories). Areas of temporary disturbance could be restored to their original land use
designation following project completion. The breakdown of land uses to support the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative include the following:


Permanent changes to the CMRR-NF site – 4.8 acres (1.9 hectares)



Temporary changes for construction laydown areas/concrete batch plants in TA-48/55 and
TA-46/63 – 60 acres (24 hectares)
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Temporary changes for spoils storage areas in TA-36, TA-51 and TA-54 – Deep Excavation
Option, 30 acres (12 hectares); Shallow Excavation Option, 10 acres (4 hectares)



Temporary changes for a parking lot in TA-72 – up to 15 acres (6.1 hectares)



Temporary changes for a bus parking lot in TA-48/55 – up to 3 acres (1.2 hectares)



Temporary power upgrades along TA-5 to TA-55 – 9.1 acres (3.7 hectares)



Permanent changes for the Pajarito Road realignment in TA-55 – 3.4 acres (1.4 hectares)



Stormwater detention ponds in TA-48 (temporary), TA-50 (permanent), TA-63 (one temporary
and one permanent), TA-64 (permanent), TA-72 (temporary) – 2.5 acres (1.0 hectares)



Permanent changes for the TA-50 electrical substation – 1.4 acres (0.6 hectares)



Temporary changes for construction laydown and support in TA-5/52 – 19.1 acres (7.7 hectares)

Permanent land disturbance under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would affect about 12 acres
(4.9 hectares), including the building site, which was previously disturbed as a result of the geologic
investigation of the TA-55 site, the Pajarito Road realignment, the TA-50 electrical substation, and
stormwater detention ponds in TA-50, TA-63, and TA-64. The Modified CMRR-NF would blend with
the industrial look of TA-55.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, there would be no new impacts in terms of land
use or visual impacts at LANL. No construction activities would be undertaken under this alternative,
and operations would be conducted in the existing CMR Building.
Site Infrastructure
Under the No Action Alternative, about 0.75 million gallons (2.8 million liters) of water and
63 megawatt-hours of electricity were estimated to be used annually to support the construction of the
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB. Annual operations for the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB were estimated
to require about 10.4 million gallons (38 million liters) of water and 19,300 megawatt-hours of electricity.
Natural gas requirements were not estimated in the CMRR EIS. These water and electrical requirements
were pre-conceptual design estimates and are now known to be greatly underestimated (see updated
estimates in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative).
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, about 4 million to 5 million gallons (14 million to 17 million
liters) of water and 31,000 megawatt-hours of electricity would be used annually for 9 years to support
the construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. These water and electrical requirements would fall within
the normal annual operating levels of LANL and would not require the addition of any permanent
infrastructure at the site. In addition, approximately 19,200 gallons (73,000 liters) of propane would be
needed annually to support construction activities for 3 to 6 years. Annual operations for the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB are projected to require about 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of water,
161,000 megawatt-hours of electricity, and 58 million cubic feet of natural gas. These requirements are
higher than those estimated for the 2004 CMRR Facility due to the increase in the size of the Modified
CMRR-NF and the availability of more-accurate estimates. When compared to the available site
capacity, operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would require 12 percent of the available
water, 31 percent of the available electricity, and 1 percent of the available natural gas. The peak
electrical demand estimate of 26 megawatts, when combined with the site-wide peak demand, could
exceed the available capacity at the site. Regardless of the decisions to be made regarding the
CMRR-NF, adding a third transmission line and/or re-conductoring the existing two transmission lines
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are being studied by LANL to increase transmission line capacities up to 240 megawatts to provide
additional capacity across the site.9
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the infrastructure requirements associated with
the continued operation of the existing CMR Building would not change from those included in the site’s
annual usage estimates and are expected to decrease over time as less work can be safely performed in the
building.
Operation of RLUOB would require 7 million gallons (26 million liters) of water, 59,000 megawatts of
electricity, and 38 million cubic feet (1.1 million cubic meters) of natural gas, annually. These RLUOB
requirements apply to all three alternatives considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Air Quality and Noise
Under the No Action Alternative, criteria pollutant concentrations were estimated to remain below
New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and Clean Air Act Standards during construction of the 2004
CMRR-NF. There were estimated to be slight noise increases associated with construction activities and
increased traffic during the construction period. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during the
construction period would have been below the draft CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed
evaluation (CEQ 2010), which suggests that proposed alternatives that are reasonably anticipated to emit
25,000 tons or more of direct carbon-dioxide-equivalent air emissions should be further evaluated, and
would have made up about 1 percent of site-wide generation based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory.10
Under the No Action Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with the operation of the 2004
CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have exceeded standards. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during
the operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have been below the CEQ guidance threshold
for more-detailed evaluation and would be about 3 percent of site-wide generation based on LANL’s
2008 baseline inventory. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with electricity use during the operation
of the 2004 CMRR-NF are estimated to be approximately 12,700 tons of carbon-dioxide equivalent per
year (11,500 metric tons of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year); however, the electrical requirement
estimated in the 2003 CMRR EIS was based on preconceptual design information and is now known to be
greatly underestimated.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, criteria pollutant concentrations would remain below
New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and Clean Air Act Standards during construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF under either the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. There would also be slight noise
increases associated with construction activities and increased traffic during the construction period.
Annual greenhouse gas emissions during the construction period under either construction option would
be below the CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation and would be about 7 percent of
site-wide generation based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory. Under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with the operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would not exceed standards. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during operation of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be below the CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation and
would increase site-wide generation by about 25 percent based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with
operation of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB would not change from the minimal air quality and
noise impacts associated with building operations. Applicable New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and
9

Evaluated by DOE in a 2000 Environmental Assessment, Environmental Assessment for Electrical Power Systems Upgrades at
Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EA-1247).
10
The projected LANL site-wide greenhouse gas emissions associated with the electrical usage corresponding to the operations
selected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS RODs would be 543,000 tons per year of carbon-dioxide-equivalent; the LANL 2008 baseline
inventory is 440,000 tons per year of carbon-dioxide-equivalent.
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Clean Air Act Standards and noise standards would not be exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions
during operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB the would be below the CEQ guidance threshold for
more-detailed evaluation and would increase site-wide generation by about 10 percent based on LANL’s
2008 baseline inventory.
Geology and Soils
Under the No Action Alternative, construction in TA-55 would have occurred in the geologic layer above
the poorly welded tuff layer. Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have impacted
geology and soils on the site. (See the Human Health Impacts – Facility Accidents subsection of this
Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives for a discussion of the impacts of a design-basis
earthquake on the CMRR-NF.)
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction of the Modified CMRR-NF in TA-55 would
either occur in the layer below the poorly welded tuff layer, which would be excavated and replaced with
low-slump concrete (under the Deep Excavation Option), or in the layer above the poorly welded tuff
layer (under the Shallow Excavation Option). In addition to the material already removed from the
construction site for geologic characterization, another 545,000 cubic yards (417,000 cubic meters) of
material would be excavated from the construction site under the Deep Excavation Option and stored in
designated spoils areas for future use at LANL. About 236,000 cubic yards (180,000 cubic meters) of
material would be excavated from the construction site under the Shallow Excavation Option and would
be stored in designated spoils areas for future use at LANL. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would not result in any further impacts in terms of geology and soils at LANL.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, geology and soils at LANL would not be
affected by operation of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB. However, there are identified fault
traces in association with an identified active and capable fault zone lying below some of the wings of the
CMR Building that have called into question the ability of the building to survive a design-basis
earthquake. These concerns have resulted in reduced operations at the CMR Building. See the discussion
of Human Health Impacts – Facility Accidents subsection of this Comparison of Potential Consequences
of Alternatives for more information, as well as Appendix C.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF in TA-55 would have resulted in
the potential for temporary impacts on surface-water quality from stormwater runoff. Appropriate soil
erosion and sediment control measures and spill prevention practices would have been implemented to
minimize suspended sediment and material transport and reduce potential water quality impacts.
Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have resulted in any direct discharges of liquid
effluent to the environment. Nonradioactive effluent would have been sent to the sanitary wastewater
system for treatment. Radiological effluents would have been piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
RLWTF does not discharge liquid to the environment.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction of the Modified CMRR-NF in TA-55 would
result in the potential for temporary impacts on surface-water quality from stormwater runoff.
Appropriate soil erosion and sediment control measures and spill prevention practices, in accordance with
an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, would minimize suspended sediment and material
transport and reduce potential water quality impacts. One stormwater detention pond would be expanded
and five new ponds would be built at LANL: one in TA-64 to collect runoff from the laydown area in
TA-48/55; one in TA-63 to collect runoff from the construction laydown and support areas in TA-46/63;
one in TA-50 to collect runoff from the facility site during construction and after operations begin; and
one in TA-48 and one in TA-72 to collect runoff from the parking areas. Operation of the Modified
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CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have no impact on surface-water or groundwater quality. Radiological
effluents would be piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, surface-water and groundwater quality would not
be impacted by operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB. All nonradioactive liquid effluent from the
CMR Building is now sent to the sanitary wastewater system under the LANL Outfall Reduction Project,
and there is no longer an outfall permitted by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System at the
building; all radiological effluents would be piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
Ecological Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, construction sites would have included some recently disturbed areas
that were not vegetated due to site disturbance, as well as others that are vegetated. Where construction
would have occurred on previously developed land, there would be little or no impact on terrestrial
resources. Some construction activities would have also removed some previously undisturbed ponderosa
pine forest and might have led to displacement of associated wildlife. (Since the issuance of the
2004 ROD associated with the CMRR EIS, activities at the proposed TA-55 site related to RLUOB
construction and geological studies have resulted in the elimination of this forest land.) There would not
have been any direct or indirect impacts on wetlands or aquatic resources. Portions of the project areas
that would have been impacted by this alternative included both core and buffer zones in an area of
environmental interest for the federally threatened Mexican spotted owl. Construction of the 2004
CMRR-NF could have removed a small portion of potential habitat area for the Mexican spotted owl;
however no Mexican spotted owls have been observed in the areas of concern under this alternative.
Therefore, NNSA determined this project “may affect, is not likely to adversely affect” the Mexican
spotted owl and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred (USFWS 2003). Operation of
the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have directly affected any endangered, threatened, or special
status species. Noise levels associated with the facility would have been low, and human disturbance
would have been similar to that which already occurs within TA-55.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction-related areas include larger areas than those
that would be impacted under the No Action Alternative (up to 147 acres [59 hectares] compared to
26.75 acres [10.8 hectares]). Where construction would occur on previously developed land, there would
be little or no impact on terrestrial resources. Within areas of undeveloped ponderosa pine forest and
pinyon-juniper woodland, about 5 acres (2 hectares) would be permanently disturbed and 110 to 119 acres
(40 to 48 hectares) would be temporarily disturbed. Most of these areas are within or adjacent to
developed land or land that has been previously disturbed. Construction on undeveloped land in TA-72
and spoils storage areas would cause loss of some wildlife habitat, but would be timed to avoid
disturbance of migratory birds during the breeding season (June 1 through July 31). Under the Deep
Excavation Option, only wetlands located in TA-36 could be potentially indirectly affected, due to
possible stormwater runoff and erosion into the Pajarito watershed from spoils storage in the area. This
may also indirectly affect, due to erosion concerns, potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat
which lies adjacent to the potentially impacted area in TA-36. No willow flycatchers of the southwestern
subspecies have been confirmed on LANL. A sediment and erosion control plan would be implemented
to control stormwater runoff during construction, preventing impacts on the wetlands located farther
down Pajarito Canyon and potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat. Under the Shallow
Excavation Option, there would be no direct or indirect impacts on any LANL wetlands or potential
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat. Portions of TA-55 and other technical areas affected by
construction under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative include potential habitat for the Mexican spotted
owl, which fall within both core and buffer zones in an area of environmental interest. Previously
undisturbed land in TA-5/52 used for a construction laydown and support area would impact 9.7 acres
(3.9 hectares) of potential core habitat and 12.9 acres (5.2 hectares) of potential buffer habitat for the
Mexican spotted owl. However, no Mexican spotted owls have been observed during annual surveys
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within any of the areas of concern potentially affected under this alternative. NNSA initiated consultation
with USFWS, as the Federal agency with regulatory responsibility for the Endangered Species Act, in
April 2003 regarding the CMRR Facility. As the project has progressed and new areas have been
identified for project activities, NNSA performed biological assessments and amended its consultation
with the USFWS (USFWS 2003, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011). NNSA determined, and USFWS
concurred, that construction in these potential areas of concern may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect, the Mexican spotted owl or the southwestern willow flycatcher (LANL 2011a:Ecological
Resources, 019, 020, 021). All project activities have been reviewed for compliance with the Threatened
and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan (LANL 2011b). In accordance with the plan, annual
surveys are performed to determine the location of any special status species and to determine whether
any additional consultation with USFWS is necessary. Additionally, in accordance with the Sensitive
Species Best Management Practices Source Document, Version 1 (LANL 2010), best management
practices would be implemented for project activities to reduce risks to sensitive state-listed species.
Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB is not expected to adversely affect any endangered,
threatened, or special status species. Noise levels associated with operating the facility would be low, and
human disturbance would be similar to that which already occurs within TA-55.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, ecological resources would not be impacted by
operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB because no new areas would be disturbed under this
alternative, and no emissions from the building are expected to adversely impact ecological resources.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, project elements would have had the potential to impact cultural
resources sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); however, no
impacts would have been expected to occur through avoidance. All cultural sites would have been clearly
marked and fenced to avoid direct or indirect disturbance by construction equipment and workers. If
cultural resources sites had been discovered during construction, work would have been stopped and
appropriate assessment, regulatory compliance, and recovery measures, including consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, would have been undertaken.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option, nine technical areas with
31 cultural resources sites eligible for listing in the NRHP would be in the vicinity of project activities. In
all cases, there would be no effect on these sites through avoidance. Project personnel would work with
LANL cultural resources staff to relocate a portion of the access trail to a cultural resources site that
would be impacted by construction of the TA-72 parking lot. Under the Shallow Excavation Option,
16 fewer cultural resources sites could be affected than under the Deep Excavation Option because only
TA-5/52 and TA-51 would be needed for spoils storage. All cultural sites would be clearly marked and
fenced to avoid direct or indirect disturbance by construction equipment and workers. If cultural
resources sites are discovered during construction, work would be stopped and appropriate assessment,
regulatory compliance, and recovery measures, including consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, would be undertaken.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, cultural resources would not be impacted by
operations of the CMR Building and RLUOB.
Socioeconomics
Under the No Action Alternative, an increase in construction-related jobs and businesses in the region
surrounding LANL would have been expected. Construction employment, over the course of the
34-month construction period, was projected to peak at about 300 workers. Operation of the 2004
CMRR-NF and RLUOB was estimated to employ about 550 existing workers at LANL.
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Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, an increase in construction-related jobs and businesses in the
region surrounding LANL is also expected. Construction employment would be needed over the course
of a 9-year construction period under either the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. Construction
employment under either option is projected to peak at about 790 workers, which is expected to generate
about 450 indirect jobs in the region. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would involve
about 550 workers at LANL, with additional workers using the facility on a part-time basis. The
personnel working in the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, when fully operational, would relocate from
other buildings at LANL, including the existing CMR Building, so an increase in the overall number of
workers at LANL is not expected.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, about 210 employees would continue to work in
the CMR Building until safety concerns force additional reductions in facility operations. In addition,
about 140 employees would be employed at RLUOB. A total of about 350 personnel would have their
offices relocated to RLUOB. The personnel working in the CMR Building and RLUOB, when fully
operational, would not result in an increase in the overall number of workers at LANL.
Human Health Impacts – Normal Operations
The projected human health impacts from normal operations under all of the alternatives analyzed in the
CMRR-NF SEIS were compared to the impacts included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and were found to be
consistent with the incremental impacts associated with CMR operations or the proposed CMRR
operations included in the SWEIS. The impacts associated with any of the alternatives included in the
SEIS are a small fraction of the impacts associated with overall LANL operations, as estimated in the
LANL SWEIS. For example, the largest estimated annual population dose associated with any of these
alternatives, 1.9 person-rem under the No Action Alternative, would be approximately 6 percent of the
total estimated annual population dose from normal LANL operations under the No Action Alternative in
the LANL SWEIS.
Under the No Action Alternative, the annual projected population dose to persons residing within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMRR Facility in TA-55 would have been about 1.9 person-rem11 which
would have increased the annual likelihood of a single latent cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-3,
or 1 in 1,000 per year. The CMRR EIS used 2000 census data to estimate the population surrounding the
facility (about 309,000).12 The average individual would have received a dose of 0.0063 millirem
annually.13 This would have equated to an average annual individual risk of developing a latent cancer
fatality of about 4 × 10-9, or 1 chance in 250 million. The MEI would have received a projected dose of
0.33 millirem annually. This would have equated to an annual risk to the MEI of developing a latent
cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-7, or 1 chance in 5 million. The total annual projected worker dose for the
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have been about 61 person-rem for the radiological workers in the
facility. The average radiological worker dose would have been 110 millirem annually. This would have
equated to an average annual individual worker risk of developing a latent cancer fatality of about
7 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 14,000.

11

Doses shown for the No Action Alternative from the CMRR EIS were based on internal dose conversion factors from Federal
Guidance Report 11 (EPA 1988) that were used in the then-current version of GENII, Version 1.485. For the same exposure,
doses would be slightly lower using the more-recent Federal Guidance Report 13 (EPA 1993) factors included in the latest
version of GENII, Version 2 which was used to conduct the analysis of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.
12
The CMRR EIS used data from the 2000 census to estimate the population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55.
The No Action Alternative was not updated because the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as
an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need. The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative projects the population
surrounding TA-55 out to 2030 using recent data from the U.S. Census Bureau, including data from the 2010 census.
13
Average individual dose is calculated by dividing the projected population dose by the population of the affected area. In this
case, 1.9 person-rem was divided by 309,000 individuals, equaling an average dose of about 0.0063 millirem per individual. The
numbers are not exact due to rounding of the population and the projected population dose.
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Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the annual projected population dose to persons residing
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55 would be approximately 1.8 person-rem, which would
increase the likelihood of a single latent cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-3, or 1 in 1,000 per
year. The CMRR-NF SEIS projects the population to 2030 (about 511,000) using 2010 census data to
estimate population dose. The average individual would receive a dose of 0.0035 millirem annually.14
This equates to an average annual individual risk of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-9,
or 1 chance in 500 million. The MEI would receive a projected dose of 0.31 millirem annually. This
equates to an annual risk to the MEI of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-7, or 1 chance in
5 million. The total annual projected worker dose for the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be
about 60 person-rem for the radiological workers in the facilities. The average radiological worker dose
is projected to be 109 millirem annually. This equates to an average annual individual worker risk of
developing a latent cancer fatality of about 7 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 14,000.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the human health impacts of normal operations
of the CMR Building would be smaller than those associated with either the No Action or Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative because of the limited amount of radiological work currently allowed in the
building due to the safety concerns associated with the seismic threat to the building, as discussed
earlier in this Summary. The annual projected population dose to persons residing within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of TA-3 (about 502,000) would be approximately 0.016 person-rem, which would
increase the likelihood of a single latent cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-5, or 1 in 100,000,
per year. The average individual would receive a dose of 0.000032 millirem annually. This equates to an
average annual individual risk of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-11, or essentially zero.
The MEI would receive a projected dose of 0.0023 millirem annually. This equates to an annual risk to
the MEI of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 1 × 10-9, or 1 chance in 1 billion. The total annual
projected worker dose for the CMR Building and RLUOB would be about 24 person-rem for the
radiological workers in these facilities. The average radiological worker dose is projected to be
68 millirem annually. This equates to an average annual individual worker risk of developing a latent
cancer fatality from this dose of about 4 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 25,000.
Human Health Impacts – Facility Accidents
The accidents associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF have been reevaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS to
reflect concerns associated with the ability of the 2004 CMRR-NF to survive the latest estimates of
ground acceleration in the event of a design-basis earthquake. Based on an updated probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis, it was concluded that a design-basis earthquake with a return interval of about
2,500 years would have an estimated peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g and a peak vertical
ground acceleration of 0.51 g (LANL 2009). The estimated peak horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations at the time the CMRR EIS was prepared were about 0.31 g and 0.27 g, respectively.15
The accident that would have had the highest potential human health risk to the noninvolved worker and
members of the public was determined to be a seismically induced spill. The frequency of such an
accident was estimated to range from once every 10,000 years to once every 100 years. A design-basis
earthquake would have resulted in an unacceptable risk of developing a fatal cancer in the population
surrounding the facility if the 2004 CMRR-NF were constructed and operated as originally envisioned in
the CMRR EIS because it would not be expected to survive a design-basis earthquake of the magnitude
included in the latest probabilistic seismic hazard analysis. The annual risk of developing a single fatal
cancer in the population from this accident would have been 0.8, or an 80 percent chance of a latent fatal
14

The projected population dose of 1.8 person-rem was divided by 511,000 individuals, equaling an average dose of about
0.0035 millirem per individual.
15
The return period for the obsolete peak horizontal and vertical ground accelerations of 0.31 and 0.27, respectively, was
2,000 years; the return interval for the current design-basis earthquake at TA-55, with peak horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations of 0.47 g and 0.51 g, respectively, is 2,500 years.
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cancer. As a result, latent cancer fatalities would have been expected to occur in the surrounding
population if the 2004 CMRR-NF were built and operated as originally envisioned and a design-basis
earthquake occurred at LANL. The annual risk of a latent cancer fatality to the offsite MEI would have
been 7 × 10-3 from a design-basis earthquake-induced spill, or about 1 chance in 143 per year of facility
operation. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved worker would have been 1 × 10-2, or about
1 chance in 100 per year of facility operation. The risks associated with seismically induced accidents at
the 2004 CMRR-NF, if they were to occur, would have exceeded DOE guidelines (DOE-STD-3009) and
would have presented unacceptable risks to the public and the LANL workforce.
Under either the Deep Excavation or Shallow Excavation Option, the Modified CMRR-NF would be
constructed to survive the design-basis earthquake included in the latest probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis without significant damage. Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would involve the use of
larger amounts of structural concrete (150,000 cubic yards [115,000 cubic meters]) and structural steel
(560 tons [508 metric tons]) compared to the amounts estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF (3,194 cubic
yards [2,442 cubic meters] of structural concrete and 267 tons [242 metric tons] of structural steel). For a
beyond-design-basis earthquake that results in a spill of nuclear materials in the Modified CMRR-NF, the
annual risk of a single fatal cancer developing in the population surrounding the facility would be 2 × 10-5
or about 1 chance in 50,000 of a fatal cancer occurring compared to an 80 percent chance under the
No Action Alternative. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to the offsite MEI from this accident would be
9 × 10-8 or about 1 chance in 11 million per year of facility operation compared to 1 chance in 143 under
the No Action Alternative. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved worker would be 6 × 10-6
or about 1 chance in 160,000 per year of facility operation compared to 1 chance in 100 under the
No Action Alternative.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite MEI
would be a loading dock spill and fire caused by mishandling material or an equipment failure. The
annual risk of a latent cancer fatality to the offsite MEI from this accident would be 2 × 10-7 or about
1 chance in 5 million. The accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population would be a
beyond-design-basis seismically induced spill of radioactive materials followed by a fire. This accident
would present an increased risk of a single latent cancer fatality in the population surrounding the facility
of 5 × 10-5 per year, or about 1 chance in 20,000. Statistically, latent cancer fatalities are not expected to
occur in the population from these accidents. The maximum risk of a latent cancer fatality to a
noninvolved worker would also be from a beyond-design-basis seismically induced spill of radioactive
materials followed by a fire. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to the noninvolved worker from this
accident would be 7 × 10-6, or about 1 chance in 143,000 per year.
The accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population under the Continued Use of CMR
Building Alternative would be a design-basis earthquake or one of lower magnitude that could severely
damage the CMR Building, resulting in a seismically induced spill of radioactive materials followed by a
fire. The frequency of such an accident was estimated to range from once every 10,000 years to once
every 100 years. For this accident, there would be an increased risk of a single latent fatal cancer in the
population surrounding the facility of 4 × 10-3 per year. In other words, the likelihood of developing one
latent fatal cancer in the population surrounding the facility would be about 1 chance in 250 per year.
Statistically, the radiological risk for the average individual in the population would be small. This
accident would present a risk of a latent cancer fatality for the offsite MEI of 1  10-5 or 1 chance in
100,000 per year. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved worker located at a distance of
300 yards (240 meters) from the CMR Building would be 3 × 10-4, or about 1 chance in 3,333 per year.
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Intentional Destructive Acts
NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS that evaluates the potential impacts of
malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive acts. Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios,
security countermeasures, and potential impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this
information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA’s strategy for mitigation of
environmental impacts resulting from extreme events, including intentional destructive acts, has three
distinct components: (1) prevention or deterrence of incidents; (2) planning and timely and adequate
response to emergency situations; and (3) progressive recovery through long-term response in the form of
monitoring, remediation, and support for affected communities and the environment.
Depending on the intentional destructive acts, the impacts could be similar to the impacts of the accidents
analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. However, there may be intentional destructive act scenarios for which
the impacts exceed those of the accidents analyzed. Analysis of these intentional destructive act impacts
provides NNSA with information upon which to base, in part, decisions regarding the construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. The classified appendix evaluates the similarity of scenarios involving
intentional destructive acts with those evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS and presents the potential consequences to a noninvolved worker, an MEI, and the
population in terms of physical injuries, radiation doses, and latent cancer fatalities. Although the results
of the analyses cannot be disclosed, the following general conclusion can be drawn: the potential
consequences of intentional destructive acts are highly dependent on the distance to the site boundary and
the size and proximity of the surrounding population; the closer and denser the surrounding population,
the higher the consequences. In addition, it is generally easier and more cost-effective to protect new
facilities because new security and safety features can be incorporated into their design. New facilities
can, as a result of design features, better prevent attacks and reduce the impacts of such attacks.
Environmental Justice
Under the No Action Alternative, there would not have been any disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations due to construction or normal operations
of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the potential impacts to the general population from
construction, operations, and transportation would be small. Additionally, there are not expected to be
any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations under this
alternative. There are not expected to be any significant impacts on cultural resources within LANL or
surrounding communities, or any significant impacts on air or water quality as a result of implementing
this alternative. There are not expected to be any significant impacts on transportation routes or traffic in
the area surrounding LANL during construction or operations as a result of implementing this alternative.
A separate analysis was performed on the specific impacts of transporting radioactive materials from
LANL to Pojoaque, New Mexico, and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, transportation routes that
include sections through tribal lands. The results of this analysis show that the incident-free population
risks are small, at most 2 × 10-5 or 1 chance in 50,000 that the radiological dose to the public from this
transportation would result in a latent cancer fatality in the affected population. Similarly, accident risks
associated with this transportation on these routes are small, at most 4 × 10-4 or 1 chance in 2,500 that a
traffic accident involving one of the trucks would result in a fatality in the affected population.
Radiological doses from normal operations to all individuals would be low. Under the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative, the estimated average annual dose to a nonminority individual from operation of
the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be 0.0037 millirem compared to 0.0033 millirem for the
average minority individual; the average annual dose to a non-low-income individual would be
0.0036 millirem compared to 0.0027 millirem for the average low-income individual.
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A similar analysis was done for individuals living within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) of
TA-55, and the results were largely the same. For the most part, the estimated average annual dose to
nonminority and non-low-income individuals would be the same or higher than the estimated doses to the
average minority and low-income individuals. The only instance where the estimated average annual
dose to minority individuals exceeded the estimated average annual dose to nonminority individuals was
for those individuals living within 5 miles (8 kilometers) of TA-55 (0.042 millirem compared to
0.039 millirem). In both cases, these doses are very low; the difference in estimated annual dose of
0.003 millirem would be less than 1/1,000 of a percent of the approximately 480 millirem that a person
residing near LANL would receive annually from background radiation.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the potential impacts to the general population
from operations and transportation would be small. There are no construction impacts under this
alternative. There are not expected to be any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or
low-income populations under this alternative. There are not expected to be any impacts on cultural
resources within LANL as a result of implementing this alternative because no land would be disturbed.
There are not expected to be any significant impacts on air or water quality as a result of implementing
this alternative. There are not expected to be any significant impacts on transportation routes or traffic in
the area surrounding LANL as a result of implementing this alternative. The average annual dose to a
nonminority individual from the continued operation of the CMR Building would be 0.000039 millirem
compared to 0.000027 millirem for the average minority individual, and the average annual dose to a
non-low-income individual would be 0.000034 millirem compared to 0.000019 millirem for the average
low-income individual. A similar analysis was done for individuals living within 5, 10, and 20 miles
(8, 16, and 32 kilometers) of TA-3, and the results were largely the same. For the most part, the average
annual dose to nonminority and non-low-income individuals would be the same or higher than the
estimated doses to the average minority and low-income individuals. The only instances where the
estimated average annual dose to minority individuals exceeded the estimated average annual dose to
nonminority individuals was for those individuals living within 5 and 10 miles (8 and 16 kilometers)
of TA-3 (0.00076 millirem compared to 0.00069 millirem and 0.0005 millirem compared to
0.00048 millirem, respectively). These doses are very low; the difference in estimated annual dose of up
to 0.00007 millirem would be about 1/7,000 of a percent of the approximately 480 millirem that a person
residing near LANL would normally receive annually from background radiation.
Doses under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative would be less than those projected under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative due to the reduced operations in the CMR Building as a result of
safety and seismic concerns that are limiting the work that can be safely conducted there. A special
pathways receptor analysis was performed in support of the 2008 LANL SWEIS. In this analysis, it was
determined that a special pathways receptor who consumed increased amounts of fish, deer, and elk from
the areas surrounding LANL; surface water and Indian tea (Cota); and other potentially contaminated
foodstuffs could receive an additional dose of up to 4.5 millirem per year from those special pathways
(see Appendix C, Section C.1.4, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008a]). Doses associated with normal
operation of the proposed CMRR-NF would not be expected to increase these doses. Therefore, if the
MEI associated with the CMRR-NF SEIS were also assumed to be a special pathways receptor, their
maximum dose would be up to 4.8 millirem per year (4.5 millirem associated with special pathways and
about 0.3 millirem associated with normal operations of the 2004 CMRR-NF or Modified CMRR-NF).
This dose is low; it would represent an increase of 1 percent above the approximately 480 millirem that a
person residing near LANL would normally receive annually from background radiation. In terms of
increased risk of a fatal cancer from the special pathways dose plus the dose from normal operations of
the CMRR-NF, it would represent an annual estimated risk of 3 × 10-6 or about 1 chance in 333,000.
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Summary

Waste Management
Under the No Action Alternative, waste generation from construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would have been about 578 tons (524 metric tons) and, based on later information from
construction of RLUOB, it is now understood that this number was underestimated. Operation of the
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have resulted in about 88 cubic yards (67 cubic meters) of
transuranic waste, 2,640 cubic yards (2,020 meters) of low-level radioactive waste, 26 cubic yards
(20 cubic meters) mixed low-level radioactive waste, and about 12.4 tons (11 metric tons) of chemical
waste per year. Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have resulted in about 2.7 million
gallons (10 million liters) of low-level liquid radioactive waste annually that would have been treated at
RLWTF and 7.2 million gallons (27 million liters) of sanitary wastewater per year that would have been
sent to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant. The CMRR EIS did not include an estimate for solid
waste resulting from operations.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, waste generation from construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF would be larger than that estimated for construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF (2,600 tons
[2,360 metric tons] compared to 578 tons [524 metric tons]) because the Modified CMRR-NF is a larger
facility to address the seismic concerns associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF design, and it is now known
that the earlier estimate was underestimated based on the amount of waste generated during construction
of RLUOB. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would result in the same amount of
waste annually as estimated for the No Action Alternative, with the exception of 95 tons (86 metric tons)
of solid waste that is included in the estimates for the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB. Sanitary
wastewater would be sent to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant. Also, due to efforts to reduce the
amount of liquid waste being generated as a result of LANL operations, modifications of operations at the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB are estimated to result in a much smaller amount of low-level liquid
radioactive waste, about 344,000 gallons (1.3 million liters), which would be treated at RLWTF. The
amount of radioactive waste generated under this alternative would be consistent with the levels analyzed
in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and would be a fraction of the annual amount generated at LANL. No
additional treatment or disposal facilities would be needed at LANL to handle these wastes.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, annual waste generation rates from operation of
the CMR Building and RLUOB would be lower than those estimated under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative because operations in the CMR Building are currently limited due to safety and seismic
concerns. The amount of radioactive waste generated under this alternative would be lower than the
levels analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and would be a fraction of the annual estimated waste generated
at LANL. No new treatment or disposal facilities would be needed at LANL to handle these wastes.
Transportation and Traffic
Transportation impacts associated with construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF were analyzed in the
CMRR-NF SEIS to augment the analysis in the 2003 CMRR EIS. A transportation impact assessment was
conducted in the 2003 CMRR EIS for the one-time shipment of special nuclear material during the
transition from the existing CMR Building to the CMRR-NF. The public would not have received any
measurable exposure. The CMRR-NF SEIS estimated that 489 truck trips would have been required for
delivery of construction materials. There would have been no change in the level of service of roadways in
the vicinity of LANL during the construction period. Employees currently working at the existing
CMR Building and other facilities at LANL would have relocated to the CMRR Facility for operations
there. There would have been no impact on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the
vehicle access portals, or the public roadways external to LANL over the existing conditions.
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Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, transportation requirements associated with construction of
the Modified CMRR-NF would be up to 38,000 and 29,000 offsite truck trips (about 4,300 and 3,300 trips
per year on average) under the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option, respectively. These trips would be
required to deliver construction materials and equipment to LANL in support of the construction effort, as
well as offsite trips related to removing construction waste from the site. This number of truck trips is
projected to result in up to 3 additional (2.5) truck accidents over the life of the construction project and
0 (0.3) additional fatalities. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would result in additional
trips off site associated with the transportation of radioactive waste to treatment and disposal facilities.
These trips would result in annual doses of about 2.5 person-rem to the crew of the trucks shipping this
waste. No latent cancer fatalities are expected among the crews as a result of these doses. The trips would
also result in estimated doses of about 0.8 person-rem per year to the public along the transportation routes.
No latent cancer fatalities are expected in the public as a result of these doses. These waste shipments are
projected to result in less than 1 additional truck accident annually and 0 (7 × 10-3) additional fatalities.
There is a greater chance of structural damage to Pajarito Road under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
due to the greater total weight of materials that would be transported on the roadway and the longer
duration of transports. Pajarito Road may be sufficiently strong to support the transports without damage if
the underlying soil is strong. Should damage occur to the roadway surface, Pajarito road may require
rehabilitation or repair sooner than currently anticipated. No change in the level of service of roadways in
the vicinity of LANL is anticipated during the construction period. Because no net increase in operations
employees is anticipated under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, there would be no significant impact
on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle access portals, or the public
roadways external to LANL.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, there would be no transportation requirements
associated with construction. Operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB would result in additional trips
off site associated with the transportation of radioactive waste to treatment and disposal facilities. These
trips would result in annual doses of about 0.3 person-rem to the crew of the trucks shipping this waste.
No latent cancer fatalities are expected among the crews as a result of these doses. The trips would also
result in estimated doses of about 0.1 person-rem per year to the public along the transportation routes. No
latent cancer fatalities are expected in the public as a result of these doses. These waste shipments are
projected to result in less than 1 additional truck accident annually and 9 × 10-4 additional fatalities. The
estimates of doses and accidents associated with these shipments are less than those projected under the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative because less waste is generated annually at the CMR Building and
RLUOB due to reduced operations at the facility compared to full operation of the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB. Since continued CMR Building and RLUOB operations would not result in an increase in
the number of employees currently working on the site, no changes in traffic are anticipated. There would
be no change in the impact on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle
access portals, or the public roadways external to LANL over the existing conditions.
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Table S–2 Summary of Environmental Consequences of Alternatives
Resource/Material Category
Land Use and Visual Resources
Construction

No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

26.75 acres of land would have been
used, much of it presently disturbed.
Some activities would have occurred
on land previously designated
“Reserve.” Construction would have
altered views along Pajarito Road;
however, the road is not open to the
public. The breakdown of land uses
includes the following:

Summary
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Up to 147 acres of land would be used under the Deep
Not applicable, no new
Excavation Option and up to 127 acres under the Shallow
construction
Excavation Option. Many project elements would occur in
areas presently designated as “Reserve.” Construction
would alter views along Pajarito Road; however, the road is
not open to the public. Areas of temporary disturbance (for
example, laydown areas and spoils storage areas) would be
restored to their original land use designation following
project completion. Restoration of the parking lot in TA-72
would mitigate those long-term visual impacts. The
 CMRR-NF site – 4.75 acres
breakdown of land uses includes the following:
 RLUOB site – 4 acres (completed)
 CMRR-NF site – 4.8 acres
 Laydown areas/concrete batch plant –
 Laydown areas/concrete batch plants – 60 acres
7 acres
 Spoils areas – 30 acres (Deep Excavation Option),
 Parking lot – 5 acres
10 acres (Shallow Excavation Option)
 Road realignment – 6 acres
 Parking lots – up to 18 acres
 Power upgrades – 9.1 acres
 Pajarito Road realignment – 3.4 acres
 Stormwater detention ponds – 2.5 acres
 TA-50 electrical substation – 1.4 acres
 Construction support/laydown area – 19.1 acres
Permanent land disturbance would
Permanent land disturbance under both the Deep and
No change in current land
Operations
have affected about 13.75 acres,
Shallow Excavation Options would affect about 12 acres,
use
including the building site and parking
including the building site, the Pajarito Road realignment,
lot. The new CMRR-NF would have
the TA-50 electrical substation, and stormwater detention
ponds. The road realignment, power substation, and
blended with the industrial look of
stormwater detention ponds would result in changes in
TA-55.
present land use. The new CMRR-NF would blend with
the industrial look of TA-55.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building; TA = technical area.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.

Construction
Electricity (MW-hours per year)
Water (million gallons per year)
Propane (gallons per year)
Operations
Electricity (MW-hours per year)
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
Water (million gallons per year)
Air Quality and Noise
Construction

Operations

No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

63
0.75
Not available

Deep Excavation
Shallow Excavation
31,000 c
5
4
19,200
19,200

Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable

19,300
Not available
10.4

161,000
58
16

59,000 d
38 d
7d

Criteria pollutant concentrations would have
remained below standards. Annual greenhouse
gas emissions would have been below CEQ
guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation
and about 1 percent of site-wide generation.

Criteria pollutant concentrations would
remain below standards. Annual greenhouse
gas emissions would be below draft CEQ
guidance threshold for more-detailed
evaluation and about 7 percent of site-wide
generation.
Slight noise increase to offsite public would
be realized from construction activities and
traffic.
Periodic testing of emergency backup
generators would not cause standards to be
exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions
would be below draft CEQ guidance
threshold for more-detailed evaluation and
about 25 percent of site-wide generation.e
No change in noise levels from LANL site
operations would be realized.

Slight noise increase to offsite public would
have been realized from construction activities
and traffic.
Periodic testing of emergency backup generators
would not have caused standards to be
exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions
would have been below CEQ guidance
threshold for more-detailed evaluation and about
3 percent of site-wide generation.
No change in noise levels from LANL site
operations would have been realized.

Not applicable

Not applicable
Periodic testing of emergency backup
generators would not cause standards to
be exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas
emissions would be below CEQ
guidance threshold for more-detailed
evaluation and about 10 percent of sitewide generation.
No change in noise levels from LANL
site operations would be realized.

CEQ = Council on Environmental Quality; CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos
National Laboratory; MW = megawatts.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for the CMRR-NF SEIS, and
transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with
the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards for a PC-3 facility and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the
analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an
alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and, accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
Site infrastructure estimates for construction and operation have been re-estimated for the Modified CMRR-NF compared to those included in the CMRR EIS. Estimates included in the CMRR EIS
were based on preconceptual design information and are now known to have been underestimated in a number of areas.
c
Annual site infrastructure estimates for electricity use for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative round to 31,000 megawatt-hours for both the Deep and Shallow Excavation construction options.
Although not apparent due to the rounding, the Deep Excavation Option would require more electricity over the life of the alternative for mixing the additional concrete for the layer of low-slump
concrete fill.
d
Operational requirements for the CMR Building are not metered separately and are accounted for in present site usage totals in the infrastructure table in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Only
RLUOB requirements are included in this column to represent the increase in site requirements associated with the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative.
e
These greenhouse gases emitted by operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would add a relatively small increment (0.001 percent) to emissions of these gases in the United States.
Note: To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028317; gallons to liters, by 3.7854.
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Resource/Material Category
Site Infrastructure b

Resource/Material Category
Geology and Soils
Construction

No Action Alternative a
A site survey and foundation study
would have been conducted as
necessary to confirm site geologic
characteristics for facility engineering
purposes.

Deep Excavation Option – The poorly welded
tuff layer would be over-excavated and replaced
with concrete fill material. The site would be
excavated to a depth of 130 feet; about
545,000 cubic yards of materials remain to be
excavated.
Shallow Excavation Option – Construction
would occur in the layer above the poorly
welded tuff layer. The site would be excavated
to a depth of 58 feet; about 236,000 cubic yards
of material remain to be excavated.
Under either option, excavated material would
be stockpiled for future beneficial reuse.
No impact on geology and soils

Same as No Action Alternative, but a larger area
of land and additional technical areas would be
affected by the construction effort (see Land
Use). In addition, under the Deep Excavation
Option, control measures would be needed for
much larger amounts of excavated spoils.
In addition, one stormwater detention pond
would be enlarged and five new ponds built to
collect runoff during construction.
No impacts on surface water or groundwater.

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Not applicable

No impact on geology and soils

Not applicable

No impacts on surface water or
No impacts on surface water or
groundwater would have been
groundwater
expected.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; NNSA = National Nuclear Security
Administration; PC = performance category.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Note: To convert feet to meters, multiply by 0.3048; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.
Operations

Summary

There would not have been any impact
on geology and soils.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Potential temporary impacts could
Construction
have resulted from stormwater runoff.
Appropriate soil erosion and sediment
control measures and spill prevention
practices would have minimized
suspended sediment and material
transport and reduced potential water
quality impacts.
Operations

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
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No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Some vegetation and wildlife habitat
would have been removed.
Implementation of this alternative may
have affected, but would not have
adversely affected, the Mexican
spotted owl.

Deep Excavation Option – Additional habitat
loss from use of about five times more land area
than under the No Action Alternative. The
project may affect, but would not adversely
affect, the Mexican spotted owl or the
southwestern willow flycatcher. Some project
elements may remove a small portion of
potential habitat for the Mexican spotted owl.
Potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat
may be indirectly affected by stormwater runoff
and erosion from spoils storage in the area.
Shallow Excavation Option – Similar to the
Deep Excavation Option; however, slightly less
potential habitat would be removed due to the
decrease in spoils storage area requirements;
potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat
would not be affected.
None

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Not applicable

None
None
Operations
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Resources in affected areas would
Resources in affected areas would be protected
Not applicable
Construction/Operations
have been protected by avoidance.
by avoidance. Sites would be protected and
Sites would have been protected and
monitored to ensure their protection.
monitored to ensure their protection.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; NNSA = National Nuclear Security
Administration; PC = performance category.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
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Resource/Material Category
Ecological Resources
Construction

Resource/Material Category
Socioeconomics
Construction

No Action Alternative a
Employment would have resulted
in little socioeconomic effect.

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Peak direct (790 workers) plus
indirect (450 workers) employment
would represent a relatively small
percentage of the total labor force in
the four-county region of influence
(less than 1 percent).
Approximately 550 workers would be
at the CMRR Facility (Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB); they would
come from the CMR Building and
other facilities at LANL so the
facility would not increase
employment or change socioeconomic conditions in the region.

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Not applicable

Summary

Approximately 550 workers would
Approximately 210 workers would continue
have been at the CMRR Facility
work at the CMR Building, many of whom
(2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB);
would be among the staff members whose
they would have come from the
offices would be relocated to RLUOB.
CMR Building and other facilities
Another 140 workers would work in RLUOB.
at LANL so the facility would not
Workers would come from the CMR Building
have increased employment or
and other facilities at LANL so there would
changed socioeconomic conditions
not be an increase in employment or a change
in the region.
in socioeconomic conditions in the region.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; NNSA = National Nuclear Security Administration; PC = performance category;
RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Operations
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Continued Use of
Resource/Material Category
No Action Alternative a
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
CMR Building Alternative b
Human Health
Normal Operations
Offsite population
Dose (person-rem per year)
1.9
1.8
0.016
Annual population LCF risk
1 × 10-3
1 × 10-3
1 × 10-5
MEI
Dose (millirem per year)
0.33
0.31
0.0023
Annual LCF risk
2 × 10-7
2 × 10-7
1 × 10-9
Workers
Worker dose (person-rem per year)
61
60
24
Annual worker population LCF risk
4 × 10-2
4 × 10-2
1 × 10-2
Average worker dose (millirem per
110
109
68
year)
Average worker annual LCF risk
7 × 10-5
7 × 10-5
4 × 10-5
c
Facility Accidents (maximum annual cancer risk [LCFs])
Population (risk)
4 × 10-3
5 × 10-5
8 × 10-1
7 × 10-3
2 × 10-7
1 × 10-5
MEI (risk)
-2
-6
1 × 10
7 × 10
3 × 10-4
Noninvolved worker (risk)
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LCF = latent cancer fatality;
MEI = maximally exposed individual; NNSA = National Nuclear Security Administration; PC = performance category.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
The impacts shown for normal operations and facility accidents under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety
and seismic concerns.
c
Facility accident risk values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for population risks and MEI and noninvolved worker doses if less than 20 rem; a dose-to
risk factor of 0.0012 LCFs per rem for MEI and noninvolved worker doses equal or greater than 20 rem; and the probability of the accident occurring.

Resource/Material Category
Environmental Justice
Construction/Operations

No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

There would not have been any
disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority or
low-income populations due to
construction or operations.

Impacts on all individuals would be low.
There would be no disproportionately
high and adverse environmental impacts
on minority or low-income populations
due to construction, operations, or
transportation. Annual doses to all
individuals would be low, and the average
individual radiological impacts on
members of minority and low-income
groups would be less than or comparable
to impacts on the average nonminority
or non-low-income member of the
general population. For the 50-mile
(80-kilometer) population:

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Impacts on all individuals would be low.
There would be no disproportionately high
and adverse environmental impacts on
minority or low-income populations due to
construction, operations, or transportation.
Annual doses to all individuals would be
low, and the average individual radiological
impacts on members of minority and lowincome groups would be less than or
comparable to impacts on the average
nonminority or non-low-income member of
the general population. For the 50-mile
(80-kilometer) population:
 Average dose to nonminority individual:

 Average dose to nonminority individual:

Summary

0.000039 millirem
0.0037 millirem
 Average dose to minority individual:
 Average dose to minority individual:
0.000027 millirem
0.0033 millirem
 Average dose to non-low-income
 Average dose to non-low-income
individual: 0.000034 millirem
individual: 0.0036 millirem
 Average dose to low-income individual:
 Average dose to low-income individual:
0.000019 millirem
0.0027 millirem
A special pathways analysis was performed
A special pathways analysis was
and found that impacts on special pathways
performed and found that impacts on
consumers would be negligible.
special pathways consumers would be
negligible.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
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Continued Use of
Resource/Material Category
No Action Alternative a
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
CMR Building Alternative b
Waste Management
Construction
Solid waste (tons) c
578
2,600
Not applicable
Operations (annual generation rates)
Transuranic waste (cubic yards)
88
88
8.2
Low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards)
2,640
2,640
310
Mixed low-level radioactive waste
26
26
4.1
(cubic yards)
Chemical waste (tons)
12.4
12.4
1.4
Solid waste (tons)
Not available
95
60
Sanitary wastewater (gallons)
7,200,000
10,800,000
5,220,000
Liquid low-level radioactive waste (gallons)
2,700,000 d
344,000
163,000
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
The impacts shown for operations under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety and seismic concerns.
c
The construction waste estimate for the No Action Alternative was based on preconceptual design information and is now known to have been underestimated.
d
The liquid low-level radioactive waste estimate for the No Action Alternative was based on assumptions and is now known to have been overestimated.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.

Resource/Material Category
Transportation and Traffic
Transportation

No Action Alternative a

Construction
Offsite truck trips

Not estimated

Traffic fatalities

Not estimated

Traffic
Construction

Not estimated c

Deep Excavation
Option – 38,000
Deep Excavation
Option – 0.3

Shallow Excavation
Option – 29,000
Shallow Excavation
Option – 0.2

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

Not applicable
Not applicable

Not estimated c

0.8 / 5 × 10-4
0.02 / 1 × 10-5
0.04 / 2 × 10-5
2.5 / 2 × 10-3

0.1 / 6 × 10-5 d
0.003 / 2 × 10-6
0.005 / 3 × 10-6
0.3 / 2 × 10-4 d

Not estimated c
Not estimated c

1 × 10-7
7 × 10-3

1 × 10-8 d
9 × 10-4 d
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Personnel and materials transportation would have
Personnel and materials transportation would
Not applicable
increased traffic on local roads but would not have
increase traffic on local roads but would not
changed the level of service on these roadways. No
change the level of service on these roadways.
abnormal damage to roadway pavement would have
No abnormal damage to roadway pavement
been anticipated.
would be anticipated.
Minimal impact on traffic would have been expected;
Minimal impact on traffic; some traffic that
No change from current traffic
Operations
some traffic that previously terminated in TA-3 would previously terminated in TA-3 would continue conditions in TA-3.
have continued through and proceeded down Pajarito
through and proceed down Pajarito Road to
Road to TA-55.
TA-55.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory;
LCF = latent cancer fatality; TA = technical area.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for the
CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for purposes of
comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards for a PC-3 facility, and
a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work. Therefore, the
No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and, accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not
generally being updated.
b
LCF values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for crew and public.
c
The CMRR EIS did not include an analysis of the shipment of radioactive waste off site because it was assumed that nearly all of the waste generated from CMRR Facility operations
would be able to be disposed of onsite at LANL.
d
The impacts shown under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety and seismic concerns.

Summary

Operations b (based on annual shipment rate)
Incident-free
Public: (person-rem/LCF)
Total Route
LANL to Pojoaque segment
Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment
Crew (person-rem/LCF)
Transportation accidents
Public radiological risk
Public traffic fatality risk

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Crew (person-rem/LCFs)
Transportation accidents
Public radiological risk
Public traffic fatality risk

Not estimated

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

1.9 / 1 × 10-3

Not estimated
1 × 10-7
Not estimated
4 × 10-2
Due to the relative sizes of the facilities, waste quantities are expected to be comparable to
Not applicable
CMRR-NF
those for CMR Building decontamination and demolition.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory;
LCF = latent cancer fatality.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for the
CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for purposes of
comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section S.4, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards for a PC-3 facility, and
a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work. Therefore, the No
Action Alternative is not being evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and, accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not
generally being updated.
b
The CMRR EIS included estimates of the amount of low-level radioactive waste and solid waste expected from decontamination and decommissioning of the CMR Building. Updated
waste projections for this effort are included in the estimates for the Modified CMRR-NF and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternatives.
c
LCF values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for crew and the public.
d
The CMRR EIS did not include an analysis of the offsite shipment of radioactive waste from decontamination and decommissioning of the CMR Building for disposal.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.
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No Action Alternative a
Resource/Material Category
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition (impacts applicable to all alternatives)
CMR Building (annual based on a 2-year decommissioning, decontamination, and demolition period)
Waste b
Transuranic (cubic yards)
Not estimated
75
Low-level radioactive
16,000
19,000
(cubic yards)
Mixed low-level radioactive
Not estimated
140
(cubic yards)
Radioactive liquid waste (gallons)
Not estimated
68,000
Chemical (tons)
Not estimated
130
Solid (cubic yards)
20,000
53,000
Transportation c, d
Incident-free
Public: (person-rem/LCFs)
Total
Not estimated
0.4 / 3 × 10-4
0.01 / 1 × 10-5
LANL to Pojoaque segment
0.02 / 1 × 10-5
Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment

Summary

S.12.2 Environmental Impacts Common to Multiple Alternatives
S.12.2.1 Impacts During the Transition from the CMR Building to the New CMRR-NF
and RLUOB
Under the No Action or Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, there would be a transition period during which
CMR operations at the existing CMR Building and other locations at LANL would be moved to the new
CMRR-NF. Because RLUOB is already constructed, activities that do not rely on the CMRR-NF could
be transitioned to RLUOB earlier. During CMRR-NF construction, the CMR Building and RLUOB
would be operating. During the 3-year transition, both the CMR Building and the CMRR-NF would be
operating, although at reduced levels, while RLUOB operations would continue. At the existing CMR
Building, where operational restrictions would remain in effect, operations would decrease as operations
move to the new CMRR-NF (beginning in 2014 for the 2004 CMRR-NF and 2020 for the Modified
CMRR-NF). At the new CMRR-NF, levels of operations would increase as the facility becomes fully
operational. In addition, routine onsite shipment of AC and MC samples would continue to take place
while both facilities are operating. With both facilities operating at reduced levels at the same time, the
combined demand for electricity, water, and manpower to support transition activities during this period
may be higher than what would be required by the separate facilities. Nevertheless, the combined total
impacts during this transition phase are expected to be less than the impacts attributed to the level of
CMR operations analyzed under the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.
Also during the transition phase, the risks for accidents would change at both the existing CMR Building
and the new CMRR-NF. At the existing CMR Building, the radiological material at risk and associated
operations and storage would decline as material is transferred to the new CMRR-NF. This would have
the positive effect of reducing the risk for accidents at the CMR Building. Conversely, at the new
CMRR-NF, as the amount of radioactive material at risk and associated operations increase towards full
operation, the risk from accidents would increase. However, the improvements in design and technology
at the new CMRR-NF would have the positive effect of reducing overall accident risks when compared to
the accident risks at the existing CMR Building. Because neither facility would be operating at its full
capacity during transition, the expected net effect would be for the risk for accidents at each facility to be
lower than the accident risks at either the existing CMR Building or the fully operational new CMRR-NF.
S.12.2.2 CMR Building and CMRR Facility Disposition Impacts
Under all alternatives in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the CMR Building would undergo DD&D. CMR Building
DD&D would be conducted in a manner protective of all environmental resources, including air quality,
surface-water and groundwater quality, ecological and cultural resources, and human health. The
CMR Building has been deemed eligible for listing in the NRHP due to its association with important
events during the Cold War years and its architectural and engineering significance (Garcia, McGehee,
and Masse 2009). In conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office, NNSA has developed
documentation measures to reduce adverse effects on NRHP-eligible properties at LANL. These
measures are incorporated into formal memoranda of agreement between NNSA and the New Mexico
Historic Preservation Division. Typical memoranda of agreement terms include the preparation of a
detailed report containing the history and description of the affected properties; such a report may need to
be prepared for the CMR Building prior to any demolition activities.
Because activities at the CMR Building over more than a 50-year period have resulted in areas having
varying levels of contamination, DD&D is projected to generate a relatively large annual quantity of
radioactive, chemical, and solid wastes, as summarized in Table S–2. Annual waste generation rates in
Table S–2 may be higher than those that would actually occur because they are based on completing
DD&D in 2 years. Nonetheless, the quantities and types of wastes to be generated are expected to be
S-53

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

within the capacity of existing waste management systems. Risks associated with transporting DD&D
wastes to offsite treatment and disposal facilities are expected to be very small; no fatalities are expected
along waste transport routes.
DD&D of the new CMRR-NF would be considered at the end of its lifetime, designed to be 50 years. For
either the 2004 CMRR-NF or the Modified CMRR-NF, impacts of DD&D of the CMRR-NF are expected
to be comparable to those of DD&D of the CMR Building. Although activities involving radioactive
materials that would be performed at the CMRR-NF are similar to those currently performed at the
CMR Building, construction and operation of the CMRR-NF would reflect over 50 years of experience in
facility design and operation and contamination control, with implementation of pollution prevention and
waste minimization practices.
S.12.2.3 Summary of Cumulative Impacts
In accordance with CEQ regulations, a cumulative impacts analysis was conducted for the
CMRR-NF SEIS that included the incremental impacts of the action added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Based on this analysis, the only area of concern that would be significantly
impacted by the actions being considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS in combination with other actions would
be infrastructure requirements. Implementation of the Modified CMMR-NF Alternative would result in
the greatest cumulative infrastructure impacts when added to the projected infrastructure requirements for
other LANL activities and the demands of other non-LANL users. In the near term, no infrastructure
capacity constraints are anticipated. LANL operational demands to date on key infrastructure resources,
including electricity and water, have been below the levels projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a) and well within site capacities. For example, actual electric peak load for LANL in 2010
was approximately 69 megawatts compared to the 109 megawatts projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 014).
Utility requirements to operate the Modified CMRR-NF are higher than those associated with operating
either the existing CMR Building (under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) or those
estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF (under the No Action Alternative). Should the utility requirements be
fully realized, LANL and Los Alamos County could cumulatively require more than 100 percent of the
current electric peak load capacity, 71 percent of its total available electrical capacity, 92 percent of the
available water capacity, and 28 percent of the available natural gas capacity. Inclusion of infrastructure
requirements associated with the construction of alternatives being analyzed in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and
GTCC-Like Waste at LANL could result in an additional increase in the requirements for electric peak
load by 3 percent, electricity by 1 percent, and water by less than 1 percent (DOE 2011a).
Of most concern is the potential to exceed peak electric load capacity. However, regardless of the
decisions to be made regarding the CMRR-NF, LANL is studying the possibility of adding a third
transmission line and/or re-conductoring the existing two transmission lines to increase transmission line
capacities from 107 (firm) to 240 megawatts, which would provide additional capacity across the site
(LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 007).
As owner and operator of the Los Alamos Water Supply System, Los Alamos County is now the primary
water supplier serving LANL. DOE transferred ownership of 70 percent of its water rights to the county
and leases the remaining 30 percent. LANL is currently using approximately 76 percent of its water
allotment, and the county is using about 98 percent of its allotment. County concerns about its water
availability will be heightened if development plans move forward for additional homes in White Rock
and Los Alamos on land that is being conveyed to the county from LANL.
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Los Alamos County has implemented a Conservation Plan for Water and Energy. In this plan, the county
describes a number of steps it has taken to conserve water, including an effluent reuse washwater system
associated with the county’s wastewater treatment plant that is estimated to conserve approximately
12 million gallons (45 million liters) annually (LADPU 2010). Los Alamos County has the right to use
up to 390 million gallons (1.5 billion liters) of San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project water
annually and is in the process of determining how best to make this water accessible to the county
(LADPU 2010). Neither the conservation savings nor the San Juan-Chama water has been included in the
analysis shown above.
In addition, the use of the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility at LANL may be expanded to include
other areas of LANL. Plans are to expand the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility to provide
additional treatment to treated effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant to allow the
reclaimed water to be used to support the nonpotable water demands for the TA-3 Power Plant, the
Metropolis Center for Modeling and Simulation, and the Laboratory Data Communications Center. Such
expansions could save millions of gallons of water annually.
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S.13 Glossary
actinide — Any member of the group of elements with atomic numbers from 89 (actinium) to
103 (lawrencium), including uranium and plutonium. All members of this group are radioactive.
analytical chemistry (AC) — The branch of chemistry that deals with the separation, identification, and
determination of the components of a sample.
areas of environmental interest (AEI) — Areas within Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) that are
being managed and protected because of their significance to biological or other resources. Habitats of
threatened and endangered species that occur or may occur at LANL are designated as AEIs. In general,
a threatened and endangered species AEI consists of a core area that contains important breeding or
wintering habitat for a specific species and a buffer area around the core area. The buffer protects the
area from disturbances that would degrade the value of the core area to the species.
Atomic Energy Commission — A five-member commission, established by the Atomic Energy Act of
1946, to supervise nuclear weapons design, development, manufacturing, maintenance, modification, and
dismantlement. In 1974, the Atomic Energy Commission was abolished, and all functions were
transferred to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Administrator of the Energy Research
and Development Administration. The Energy Research and Development Administration was later
terminated, and functions vested by law in the Administrator were transferred to the Secretary of Energy.
attractiveness level — A categorization of nuclear material types and compositions that reflects the
relative ease of processing and handling required to convert that material to a nuclear explosive device.
categories of special nuclear material (Categories I, II, III, and IV) — A designation determined by the
quantity and type of special nuclear material or a designation of a special nuclear material location based
on the type and form of the material and the amount of nuclear material present. A designation of the
significance of special nuclear material based upon the material type, form of the material, and amount of
material present in an item, grouping of items, or in a location.
classified information — (1) information that has been determined pursuant to Executive Order 12958,
any successor order, or the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011) to require protection against
unauthorized disclosure; (2) certain information requiring protection against unauthorized disclosure in
the interest of national defense and security or foreign relations of the United States pursuant to Federal
statute or Executive order.
collective dose — The sum of the individual doses received in a given period of time by a specified
population from exposure to a specified source of radiation. Collective dose is expressed in units of
person-rem or person-sieverts.
criteria pollutants — An air pollutant that is regulated by National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency must describe the characteristics and potential
health and welfare effects that form the basis for setting, or revising, the standard for each regulated
pollutant. Criteria pollutants include sulfur dioxide; nitrogen dioxide; carbon monoxide; ozone; lead; and
two size classes of particulate matter, less than 10 micrometers (0.0004 inch) in diameter, and less than
2.5 micrometers (0.0001 inch) in diameter. New pollutants may be added to, or removed from, the list of
criteria pollutants as more information becomes available.
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cultural resources — Archaeological sites, historical sites, architectural features, traditional use areas,
and Native American sacred sites.
cumulative impacts — Impacts on the environment that result when the incremental impact of a proposed
action is added to the impacts from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes the other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time (40 CFR 1508.7).
decommissioning — Retirement of a facility, including any necessary decontamination and/or
dismantlement.
decontamination — The actions taken to reduce or remove substances that pose a substantial present or
potential hazard to human health or the environment, such as radioactive or chemical contamination from
facilities, equipment, or soils by washing, heating, chemical or electrochemical action, mechanical
cleaning, or other techniques.
design-basis earthquake — The earthquake that a system, component, or structure is designed to
withstand and maintain a certain level of performance. For a Performance Category 3 facility, the
design-basis earthquake has a return period of 2,500 years.
detention pond — An area where excess stormwater is collected and stored or held temporarily to prevent
flooding and erosion.
dose (radiological) — A measure of the energy imparted to matter by ionizing radiation. A generic term
meaning absorbed dose, dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent, committed dose equivalent,
committed effective dose equivalent, or committed equivalent dose. The unit of dose is the rem or rad.
endangered species — Plants or animals that are in danger of extinction through all or a significant
portion of their ranges and that have been listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or
the National Marine Fisheries Service following the procedures outlined in the Endangered Species Act
and its implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 424). The lists of endangered species can be found in
50 CFR 17.11 (wildlife), 50 CFR 17.12 (plants), and 50 CFR 222.23(a) (marine organisms).
engineered backfill — Material that is specially prepared to refill the excavation surrounding the building
and restore the former ground surface.
environmental impact statement (EIS) — The detailed written statement required by Section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy Act for a proposed major Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment. A U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) EIS is prepared in accordance
with applicable requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality National Environmental Policy
Act regulations in 40 CFR Parts 1500–1508 and the DOE National Environmental Policy Act regulations
in 10 CFR Part 1021. The statement includes, among other information, discussions of the environmental
impacts of the proposed action and all reasonable alternatives; adverse environmental effects that cannot
be avoided should the proposal be implemented; the relationship between short-term uses of the human
environment and enhancement of long-term productivity; and any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources.
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environmental justice — The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including
racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the
execution of Federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Executive Order 12898 directs
Federal agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of their missions by identifying and
addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects of agency programs, policies, and activities on
minority and low-income populations.
habitat — The environment occupied by individuals of a particular species, population, or community.
latent cancer fatalities (LCF) — Deaths from cancer resulting from, and occurring some time after,
exposure to ionizing radiation or other carcinogens.
low-income population — Low-income populations, defined in terms of U.S. Bureau of the Census
annual statistical poverty levels (Current Population Reports, Series P-60 on Income and Poverty), may
consist of groups or individuals who live in geographic proximity to one another or who are
geographically dispersed or transient (such as migrant workers or Native Americans), where either type of
group experiences common conditions of environmental exposure or effect. (See environmental justice
and minority population.)
low-slump concrete — A concrete mix that is stiffer and spreads less than a slump concrete when
emplaced. Low-slump concrete contains less water than normal concrete.
material at risk (MAR) — The amount of radionuclides (in grams or curies of activity for each
radionuclide) available to be acted on by a given physical stress. For facilities, processes, and activities,
the MAR is a value representing some maximum quantity of radionuclide present or reasonably
anticipated for the process or structure being analyzed. Different MARs may be assigned for different
accidents as it is only necessary to define the material in those discrete physical locations that are
exposed to a given stress. For example, a spill may involve only the contents of a tank in one
glovebox. Conversely, a seismic event may involve all of the material in a building.
materials characterization (MC) — The measurement of basic material properties, and the change in
those properties as a function of temperature, pressure, or other factors.
maximally exposed individual (MEI) — A hypothetical individual whose location and habits result in the
highest total radiological or chemical exposure (and thus dose) from a particular source for all exposure
routes (for example, inhalation, ingestion, direct exposure).
minority population —“Minority” refers to individuals who are members of the following population
groups: American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or
Hispanic. “Minority populations” include either a single minority group or the total of all minority
persons in the affected area. They may consist of groups of individuals living in geographic proximity to
one another or a geographically dispersed/transient set of individuals (such as migrant workers or Native
Americans), where either type of group experiences common conditions of environmental exposure or
effect. (See environmental justice and low-income population.)
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National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) — The official list of the Nation’s cultural resources that
are worthy of preservation. The National Park Service maintains the list under direction of the Secretary
of the Interior. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts are included in the NRHP for their
importance in American history, architecture, archaeology, culture, or engineering. Properties included in
the NRHP range from large-scale, monumentally proportioned buildings to smaller-scale, regionally
distinctive buildings. The listed properties are not just of nationwide importance; most are significant
primarily at the state or local level. Procedures for listing properties on the NRHP are found in
36 CFR Part 60.
Notice of Intent — The notice that an environmental impact statement will be prepared and considered.
The notice is intended to briefly: describe the proposed action and possible alternatives; describe the
agency’s proposed scoping process including whether, when, and where any scoping meeting will be
held; and state the name and address of a person within the agency who can answer questions about the
proposed action and the environmental impact statement.
nuclear facility — A facility subject to requirements intended to control potential nuclear hazards.
Defined in U.S. Department of Energy directives as any nuclear reactor or any other facility whose
operations involve radioactive materials in such form and quantity that a significant nuclear hazard
potentially exists to the employees or the general public.
outfall — The discharge point of a drain, sewer, or pipe as it empties into a body of water.
person-rem — A unit of collective radiation dose applied to populations or groups of individuals (see
collective dose); that is, a unit for expressing the dose when summed across all persons in a specified
population or group. One person-rem equals 0.01 person-sieverts.
pit — The core element of a nuclear weapon’s primary or fission component. The pit contains a
potentially critical mass of fissile material, such as plutonium-239 or highly enriched uranium, arranged
in a subcritical geometry and surrounded by some type of casing.
Record of Decision (ROD) — A concise public document that records a Federal agency’s decision(s)
concerning a proposed action for which the agency has prepared an environmental impact statement
(EIS). The ROD is prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Council on Environmental
Quality NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1505.2). A ROD identifies the alternatives considered in reaching the
decision, the environmentally preferable alternative(s), factors balanced by the agency in making the
decision, whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been adopted, and
if not, why they were not. [See environmental impact statement (EIS).]
region of influence (ROI) — A site-specific geographic area in which the principal direct and indirect
effects of actions are likely to occur and are expected to be of consequence for local jurisdictions.
security — An integrated system of activities, systems, programs, facilities, and policies for the protection
of restricted data and other classified information or matter, nuclear materials, nuclear weapons and
nuclear weapons components, and/or U.S. Department of Energy contractor facilities, property, and
equipment.
special nuclear material(s) — A category of material subject to regulation under the Atomic Energy Act,
consisting primarily of fissile materials. It is defined to mean plutonium, uranium-233, uranium enriched
in the isotopes of uranium-233 or -235, and any other material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission determines to be special nuclear material, but it does not include source material.
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spoils — The soil and rock (uncontaminated) removed from an excavation. If excavated material is
contaminated with chemical or radioactive constituents, it is managed as waste.
Stockpile Stewardship Program — A program that ensures the operational readiness (that is, safety and
reliability) of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile by the appropriate balance of surveillance, experiments,
and simulations.
sustainable development — The incorporation of concepts and principles in the development of the built
environment that are responsive (not harmful) to the environment, use materials and resources efficiently,
and are sensitive to surrounding communities. Sustainable development and design encompass the
materials to build and maintain a building, the energy and water needed to operate the building, and the
ability to provide a healthy and productive environment for occupants of the building.
threatened species — Any plants or animals likely to become endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of their ranges and that have been listed as threatened by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service following the procedures set in
the Endangered Species Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 424). (See endangered
species.)
tuff — A fine-grained rock composed of ash or other material formed by volcanic explosion or aerial
expulsion from a volcanic vent.
vault (special nuclear material) — A penetration-resistant, windowless enclosure that has an intrusion
alarm system activated by opening the door and the following: walls, floor, and ceiling substantially
constructed of materials that afford forced-penetration resistance at least equivalent to that of
20-centimeter-thick (8-inch-thick) reinforced concrete and a built-in combination-locked steel door,
which, for existing structures, is at least 2.54 centimeters (1 inch) thick, exclusive of bolt work and
locking devices, and which, for new structures, meets Federal specifications and standards.
welded tuff — A tuff that was sufficiently hot at the time of deposition to weld together (see tuff).
wetland — Those areas that are inundated by surface water or groundwater with a frequency sufficient to
support, and under normal circumstances do or would support, a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life
that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas (for example, sloughs, potholes, wet
meadows, river overflow areas, mudflats, natural ponds).
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Abstract: NNSA, a semiautonomous agency within DOE, proposes to complete the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
by constructing the nuclear facility portion (CMRR-NF) of the CMRR Project to provide the analytical
chemistry and materials characterization capabilities currently or previously performed in the existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building. This CMRR-NF SEIS examines the potential
environmental impacts associated with NNSA’s proposed action.
The existing CMR Building, most of which was constructed in the early 1950s, has housed most of the
analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities at LANL. Other capabilities at the CMR
Building include actinide processing and waste characterization that support a variety of NNSA and DOE
nuclear materials management programs. In 1992, DOE initiated planning and implementation of CMR
Building upgrades to address specific safety, reliability, consolidation, and security and safeguards issues.
Later, in 1997 and 1998, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term
viability of the CMR Building. Because of these issues, DOE determined at that time that the extensive
upgrades originally planned would be time-consuming and of only marginal effectiveness. As a result,
DOE decided to perform only the upgrades necessary to ensure the continued safe and reliable short-term
operation of the CMR Building and to seek an alternative path for long-term reliability. Operational,
safety, and seismic issues at the CMR Building also prompted NNSA to cease performing certain activities
and to reduce the amounts of special nuclear material allowed in the CMR Building.
NNSA completed the Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS)
in 2003. In 2004, NNSA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) to construct a two-building replacement
facility in LANL Technical Area 55 (TA-55), with one building providing administrative space and
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support functions and the other building providing secure laboratory space for nuclear research and
analytical support activities (a nuclear facility). The first building, the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB), has been constructed and is being outfitted with equipment
and furniture. Enhanced safety requirements and updated seismic information have caused NNSA to reevaluate the design concept of the second building, the CMRR-NF. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
design concept would result in a more structurally sound building.
The proposed action is to complete the CMRR Project by constructing the CMRR-NF to provide the
needed nuclear facility capabilities. The Preferred Alternative is to construct a new CMRR-NF in TA-55,
in accordance with the Modified CMRR-NF design concept. Construction options for the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative include a Deep Excavation Option, in which a geologic layer of poorly welded tuff
would be removed and replaced with low-slump concrete, and a Shallow Excavation Option, in which the
foundation would be constructed in a geologic layer above the poorly welded tuff layer. As envisioned in
the 2003 CMRR EIS, tunnels would be constructed to connect the CMRR-NF to the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility and RLUOB. The No Action Alternative would be to construct the new CMRR-NF as envisioned
in the 2004 ROD. Another alternative would be to continue using the existing CMR Building,
implementing necessary maintenance and component replacements to ensure its continued safe operation.
This CMRR-NF SEIS evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts
associated with the alternatives analyzed. This CMRR-NF SEIS also presents an analysis of the impacts
associated with disposition of all or portions of the existing CMR Building and a new CMRR-NF at the
end of their useful lives.
Public Comments: In preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considered comments received
during the scoping period (October 1 through November 16, 2010) and during the public comment period
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS (April 29 through June 28, 2011) and late comments received after the close
of the public comment period on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Public hearings on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were held in Albuquerque, Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe, New Mexico. Comments on the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS were requested during a period of 60 days following publication of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. NNSA
considered every comment received at the public hearings or by U.S. mail, e-mail, or by toll-free phone or
fax lines. All comments, including late comments received through July 31, 2011, were considered during
preparation of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
This Final CMRR-NF SEIS contains revisions and new information based in part on comments received on
the draft. Vertical change bars in the margins indicate the locations of these revisions and new
information. Volume 2 contains the comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s
responses to the comments. NNSA will use the analysis presented in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, as well
as other information, in preparing a ROD regarding the construction of the CMRR-NF. NNSA will issue
the ROD no sooner than 30 days after EPA publishes a Notice of Availability of this Final CMRR-NF
SEIS in the Federal Register.
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OVERVIEW
The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) is a semiautonomous agency within the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). NNSA is responsible for the management and security of the Nation’s
nuclear weapons, nuclear nonproliferation programs, and naval reactor programs. NNSA is also
responsible for administration of Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).
Since the early 1950s, DOE has conducted analytical chemistry and materials characterization work in the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building at LANL. The CMR Building supports various
national security missions, including nuclear nonproliferation programs; the manufacturing, development,
and surveillance of pits (the fissile core of a nuclear warhead); life extension programs; dismantlement
efforts; waste management; material recycle and recovery; and research. The CMR Building is a Hazard
Category 2 nuclear facility with significant nuclear material and nuclear operations and has a potential for
significant consequences.
The CMR Building is almost 60 years old and near the end of its useful life. Many of its utility systems
and structural components are aged, outmoded, and deteriorated. In the 1990s, geological studies
identified a seismic fault trace located beneath two of the wings of the CMR Building, which raised
concerns about the structural integrity of the facility. Over the long term, NNSA cannot continue to
operate the mission-critical CMR support capabilities in the existing CMR Building at an acceptable level
of risk to worker safety and health. NNSA has already taken steps to minimize the risks associated with
continued operations at the CMR Building. To ensure that NNSA can fulfill its national security mission
for the next 50 years in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner, NNSA proposed in 2002 to
construct a CMR replacement facility, known as the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement (CMRR).
NNSA has undertaken extensive environmental review of the CMRR Project; after thoroughly analyzing
its potential environmental impacts and considering public comments, NNSA issued a final environmental
impact statement (EIS) in November 2003 and a Record of Decision (ROD) in February 2004. The ROD
announced that the CMRR would consist of two buildings: a single, aboveground, consolidated, specialnuclear-material-capable, Hazard Category 2 laboratory building (the CMRR-NF), as well as a separate but
adjacent administrative office and support building, the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
(RLUOB). Construction of RLUOB is complete, and radiological operations are scheduled to begin
in 2013.
Since issuance of the 2004 ROD, new developments have arisen indicating that changes to the CMRR are
appropriate. Specifically, a new site-wide analysis of the geophysical structures that underlie the LANL
area was prepared. In light of this new geologic information regarding seismic conditions at the site,
NNSA has proposed changes to the design of the CMRR-NF. NNSA has also developed more-detailed
information on the various support functions and infrastructure needed for construction, such as concrete
batch plants and laydown areas. Even with these changes, the scope of operations remains the same as
before (the 2004 ROD), as does the quantity of special nuclear material that can be handled and stored in
the CMRR-NF.
Though the changes would affect the structural aspects of the building and not its purpose, NNSA decided
to prepare a supplemental EIS (SEIS) to address the ways in which the potential environmental effects of
the proposed CMRR-NF have changed since the project was analyzed in the 2003 EIS. Development of
an SEIS includes a scoping process, public meetings, and a comment period on a draft SEIS to ensure that
the public has a full opportunity to participate in this review. Because NNSA decided in the 2004 ROD to
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build the CMRR—as a necessary step in maintaining critical analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities at LANL—this SEIS is not intended to revisit that decision. Instead, this SEIS
supplements the previous analysis by examining the potential environmental impacts related to the
proposed change in the CMRR design. So, in addition to the No Action Alternative (to proceed with the
CMRR-NF as announced in the 2004 ROD), this SEIS considers two action alternatives: (1) construct a
new Modified CMRR-NF that would result in a more structurally sound building (construction options
include shallow and deep excavation); and (2) continue using the CMR Building, with minor upgrades and
repairs to ensure safety, together with RLUOB.
On March 11, 2011, as the draft SEIS was in its final stages of preparation, the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant in Japan was damaged by a tsunami generated as a result of a magnitude 9.0 earthquake. A
number of comments received by NNSA on the draft SEIS expressed concerns regarding the nuclear
consequences of a seismic event affecting LANL. In response to these concerns, NNSA revised the final
SEIS to include additional information about the seismic environment of the LANL sites being considered
in the alternatives analyzed, the potential seismically initiated accidents that might occur at the CMR
Building or a CMRR-NF facility, and the critical differences between a nuclear power plant and a nuclear
materials research laboratory. NNSA remains committed to improving our understanding of the events
affecting the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and learning from Japan’s experience.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Volume 1
Chapters 1 through 10
Appendices A through D
Table of Contents ......................................................................................................................................................... ix
List of Figures .......................................................................................................................................................... xviii
List of Tables .............................................................................................................................................................. xix
Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts ................................................................................................... xxv

Chapter 1
Introduction and Purpose and Need for Agency Action
1.1

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 1-1

1.2

Background ................................................................................................................................................... 1-4

1.3

Purpose and Need for Agency Action........................................................................................................ 1-11

1.4

Scope and Alternatives ............................................................................................................................... 1-11
1.4.1
No Action Alternative..................................................................................................................... 1-12
1.4.2
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.................................................................................................... 1-13
1.4.3
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ................................................................................ 1-14

1.5

Decisions to be Supported by this CMRR-NF SEIS ................................................................................. 1-15

1.6

Other National Environmental Policy Act Documents ............................................................................ 1-16

1.7

Public Involvement ..................................................................................................................................... 1-18
1.7.1
Scoping Process .............................................................................................................................. 1-19
1.7.2
Public Comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS ............................................................................ 1-20

1.8

Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS ................................................................................................. 1-22

1.9

Organization of this CMRR-NF SEIS ....................................................................................................... 1-25

Chapter 2
Project Description and Alternatives
2.1

Current and Future Support of Stockpile Stewardship ............................................................................ 2-1

2.2

Description of the Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building ............................................. 2-2
2.2.1
Overview .......................................................................................................................................... 2-2
2.2.2
Administrative Wing and Wing 1 ..................................................................................................... 2-4
2.2.3
Laboratories (Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7) .............................................................................................. 2-5
2.2.4
Hot Cells (Wing 9) ........................................................................................................................... 2-5

2.3

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Capabilities ..................................................................................... 2-5
2.3.1
Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization ...................................................................... 2-6
2.3.2
Destructive and Nondestructive Analysis ......................................................................................... 2-6
2.3.3
Actinide Research and Processing .................................................................................................... 2-6

2.4

Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project Capabilities ................ 2-6
2.4.1
Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization Capabilities .................................................. 2-7
2.4.2
Special Nuclear Material Storage Capability .................................................................................... 2-7

ix

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

2.4.3
2.4.4

Nuclear Materials Operational Capabilities and Space for non–Los Alamos
National Laboratory Users ................................................................................................................ 2-8
Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Capabilities and Activities Not Proposed
for Inclusion within the New Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Nuclear Facility Project .................................................................................................................... 2-8

2.5

Description of Actions Taken to Date Related to the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project ..................................................................................................... 2-8

2.6

Description of the Alternatives .................................................................................................................. 2-10
2.6.1
No Action Alternative..................................................................................................................... 2-11
2.6.2
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.................................................................................................... 2-13
2.6.2.1
Construction Activities Associated with the Modified CMRR-NF ............................... 2-13
2.6.2.2
Operational Characteristics Associated with the Modified CMRR-NF ......................... 2-26
2.6.3
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ................................................................................ 2-27

2.7

Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail ............................................................................... 2-28
2.7.1
Alternative Sites ............................................................................................................................. 2-28
2.7.2
Extensive Upgrades to the Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
In Whole or In Part ......................................................................................................................... 2-29
2.7.3
Distributed Capabilities at Other Existing Los Alamos National Laboratory
Nuclear Facilities, Including New Vault Construction ................................................................... 2-30
2.7.4
Other Alternatives Considered........................................................................................................ 2-31

2.8

Facility Disposition...................................................................................................................................... 2-33
2.8.1
Disposition of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Common to All Three
Alternatives ..................................................................................................................................... 2-33
2.8.2
Overview ........................................................................................................................................ 2-33
2.8.2.1
Decontamination and Demolition Process..................................................................... 2-34
2.8.2.2
Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ............................................................... 2-35
2.8.3
Disposition of the CMRR-NF Under Both CMRR-NF Alternatives .............................................. 2-37

2.9

The Preferred Alternative .......................................................................................................................... 2-37

2.10

Summary of Environmental Consequences .............................................................................................. 2-38
2.10.1 Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives ................................................................. 2-38
2.10.2 Environmental Impacts Common to Multiple Alternatives ............................................................ 2-61
2.10.2.1 Impacts During the Transition from the CMR Building to the New CMRR-NF
and RLUOB ................................................................................................................... 2-61
2.10.2.2 CMR Building and CMRR Facility Disposition Impacts .............................................. 2-61
2.10.2.3 Summary of Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................. 2-62

Chapter 3
Affected Environment
3.1

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 3-1

3.2

Land Use and Visual Resources ................................................................................................................... 3-2
3.2.1
Land Use ........................................................................................................................................... 3-2
3.2.2
Visual Resources .............................................................................................................................. 3-5

3.3

Site Infrastructure ........................................................................................................................................ 3-8
3.3.1
Ground Transportation...................................................................................................................... 3-8
3.3.2
Electricity ......................................................................................................................................... 3-8
3.3.3
Fuel ................................................................................................................................................. 3-10
3.3.4
Water .............................................................................................................................................. 3-10
3.3.5
High Performance and Sustainable Buildings ................................................................................ 3-11

3.4

Climate, Air Quality, and Noise ................................................................................................................. 3-12
3.4.1
Climate ........................................................................................................................................... 3-12
3.4.2
Air Quality ...................................................................................................................................... 3-13

x

Table of Contents

3.4.3
3.4.4
3.4.5

Radiological Releases ..................................................................................................................... 3-15
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change ......................................................................................... 3-16
Noise ............................................................................................................................................... 3-18

3.5

Geology and Soils ........................................................................................................................................ 3-19
3.5.1
Regional Geology ........................................................................................................................... 3-19
3.5.2
Stratigraphy .................................................................................................................................... 3-20
3.5.2.1
Surficial Geologic Units ................................................................................................ 3-20
3.5.2.2
Bedrock Units ................................................................................................................ 3-21
3.5.3
Faulting ........................................................................................................................................... 3-23
3.5.4
Seismic Hazard ............................................................................................................................... 3-27
3.5.5
Volcanic Activity ............................................................................................................................ 3-29
3.5.6
Economic Geology ......................................................................................................................... 3-30
3.5.7
Soils ................................................................................................................................................ 3-31

3.6

Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality ................................................................................................ 3-31
3.6.1
Surface Water ................................................................................................................................. 3-31
3.6.2
Groundwater ................................................................................................................................... 3-35

3.7

Ecological Resources ................................................................................................................................... 3-37
3.7.1
Terrestrial Resources ...................................................................................................................... 3-37
3.7.2
Wetlands ......................................................................................................................................... 3-39
3.7.3
Aquatic Resources .......................................................................................................................... 3-40
3.7.4
Threatened and Endangered Species .............................................................................................. 3-40

3.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources ................................................................................................... 3-43
3.8.1
Archaeological Resources .............................................................................................................. 3-43
3.8.2
Historic Buildings and Structures ................................................................................................... 3-44
3.8.3
Traditional Cultural Properties ....................................................................................................... 3-45
3.8.4
Paleontological Resources .............................................................................................................. 3-45

3.9

Socioeconomics ............................................................................................................................................ 3-46
3.9.1
Regional Economic Characteristics ................................................................................................ 3-46
3.9.2
Population and Housing.................................................................................................................. 3-46

3.10

Environmental Justice ................................................................................................................................ 3-47

3.11

Human Health ............................................................................................................................................. 3-53
3.11.1 Radiation Exposure and Risk .......................................................................................................... 3-53
3.11.2 Chemical Environment ................................................................................................................... 3-55
3.11.3 Industrial Safety .............................................................................................................................. 3-55
3.11.4 Health Effects Studies..................................................................................................................... 3-56
3.11.5 Accident History ............................................................................................................................. 3-58
3.11.6 Emergency Preparedness and Security ........................................................................................... 3-59
3.11.7 Los Alamos National Laboratory Security Program....................................................................... 3-60

3.12

Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ......................................................................................... 3-60
3.12.1 Wastewater Treatment and Effluent Reduction .............................................................................. 3-62
3.12.1.1 Sanitary Liquid Waste ................................................................................................... 3-62
3.12.1.2 Sanitary Sludge .............................................................................................................. 3-62
3.12.1.3 High-Explosives-Contaminated Liquid Wastes............................................................. 3-63
3.12.1.4 Industrial Effluent .......................................................................................................... 3-63
3.12.2 Sanitary Solid Waste ...................................................................................................................... 3-63
3.12.3 Chemical Waste .............................................................................................................................. 3-64
3.12.4 Radioactive Waste .......................................................................................................................... 3-65
3.12.4.1 Solid Radioactive Waste Management .......................................................................... 3-65
3.12.4.2 Liquid Radioactive Waste ............................................................................................. 3-66

3.13

Transportation ............................................................................................................................................ 3-66

xi

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences
4.1

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 4-1

4.2

Environmental Impacts of the No Action Alternative ............................................................................... 4-2
4.2.1
No Action Alternative....................................................................................................................... 4-2
4.2.2
Land Use and Visual Resources ....................................................................................................... 4-3
4.2.2.1
Land Use.......................................................................................................................... 4-3
4.2.2.2
Visual Resources ............................................................................................................. 4-3
4.2.3
Site Infrastructure ............................................................................................................................. 4-4
4.2.4
Air Quality and Noise ....................................................................................................................... 4-5
4.2.4.1
Air Quality ....................................................................................................................... 4-5
4.2.4.2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions ............................................................................................. 4-7
4.2.4.3
Noise................................................................................................................................ 4-9
4.2.5
Geology and Soils ............................................................................................................................. 4-9
4.2.6
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality ......................................................................................... 4-9
4.2.6.1
Surface Water .................................................................................................................. 4-9
4.2.6.2
Groundwater .................................................................................................................. 4-10
4.2.7
Ecological Resources ...................................................................................................................... 4-10
4.2.7.1
Terrestrial Resources ..................................................................................................... 4-10
4.2.7.2
Wetlands ........................................................................................................................ 4-11
4.2.7.3
Aquatic Resources ......................................................................................................... 4-11
4.2.7.4
Threatened and Endangered Species ............................................................................. 4-11
4.2.8
Cultural and Paleontological Resources ......................................................................................... 4-12
4.2.9
Socioeconomics .............................................................................................................................. 4-12
4.2.10 Human Health ................................................................................................................................. 4-12
4.2.10.1 Normal Operations ........................................................................................................ 4-12
4.2.10.2 Facility Accidents .......................................................................................................... 4-15
4.2.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts .......................................................................................... 4-21
4.2.11 Environmental Justice ..................................................................................................................... 4-22
4.2.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ................................................................................ 4-22
4.2.13 Transportation and Traffic .............................................................................................................. 4-24
4.2.13.1 Transportation ............................................................................................................... 4-24
4.2.13.2 Traffic ............................................................................................................................ 4-25

4.3

Environmental Impacts of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative ........................................................... 4-27
4.3.1
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.................................................................................................... 4-27
4.3.2
Land Use and Visual Resources ..................................................................................................... 4-28
4.3.2.1
Land Use........................................................................................................................ 4-28
4.3.2.2
Visual Resources ........................................................................................................... 4-32
4.3.3
Site Infrastructure ........................................................................................................................... 4-33
4.3.4
Air Quality and Noise ..................................................................................................................... 4-36
4.3.4.1
Air Quality ..................................................................................................................... 4-36
4.3.4.2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions ........................................................................................... 4-39
4.3.4.3
Noise.............................................................................................................................. 4-42
4.3.5
Geology and Soils ........................................................................................................................... 4-43
4.3.6
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality ....................................................................................... 4-47
4.3.6.1
Surface Water ................................................................................................................ 4-47
4.3.6.2
Groundwater .................................................................................................................. 4-49
4.3.7
Ecological Resources ...................................................................................................................... 4-49
4.3.7.1
Terrestrial Resources ..................................................................................................... 4-49
4.3.7.2
Wetlands ........................................................................................................................ 4-50
4.3.7.3
Aquatic Resources ......................................................................................................... 4-51
4.3.7.4
Threatened and Endangered Species ............................................................................. 4-51
4.3.8
Cultural and Paleontological Resources ......................................................................................... 4-53
4.3.9
Socioeconomics .............................................................................................................................. 4-54

xii

Table of Contents

4.3.10

4.3.11
4.3.12
4.3.13

Human Health Impacts ................................................................................................................... 4-55
4.3.10.1 Normal Operations ........................................................................................................ 4-55
4.3.10.2 Facility Accidents .......................................................................................................... 4-59
4.3.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts .......................................................................................... 4-63
Environmental Justice ..................................................................................................................... 4-63
Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ................................................................................ 4-67
Transportation and Traffic .............................................................................................................. 4-72
4.3.13.1 Transportation ............................................................................................................... 4-72
4.3.13.2 Traffic ............................................................................................................................ 4-77

4.4

Environmental Impacts of the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ....................................... 4-81
4.4.1
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ................................................................................ 4-81
4.4.2
Land Use and Visual Resources ..................................................................................................... 4-81
4.4.3
Site Infrastructure ........................................................................................................................... 4-81
4.4.4
Air Quality and Noise ..................................................................................................................... 4-82
4.4.4.1
Air Quality ..................................................................................................................... 4-82
4.4.4.2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions ........................................................................................... 4-83
4.4.4.3
Noise.............................................................................................................................. 4-84
4.4.5
Geology and Soils ........................................................................................................................... 4-84
4.4.6
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality ....................................................................................... 4-84
4.4.7
Ecological Resources ...................................................................................................................... 4-84
4.4.8
Cultural and Paleontological Resources ......................................................................................... 4-84
4.4.9
Socioeconomics .............................................................................................................................. 4-85
4.4.10 Human Health Impacts ................................................................................................................... 4-85
4.4.10.1 Normal Operations ........................................................................................................ 4-85
4.4.10.2 Facility Accidents .......................................................................................................... 4-87
4.4.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts .......................................................................................... 4-91
4.4.11 Environmental Justice ..................................................................................................................... 4-91
4.4.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ................................................................................ 4-94
4.4.13 Transportation and Traffic .............................................................................................................. 4-96
4.4.13.1 Transportation ............................................................................................................... 4-96
4.4.13.2 Traffic ............................................................................................................................ 4-98

4.5

Facility Disposition...................................................................................................................................... 4-98
4.5.1
Impacts of CMR Building Decontamination and Decommissioning.............................................. 4-98
4.5.2
Impacts of 2004 CMRR-NF Decontamination and Decommissioning ........................................ 4-105
4.5.3
Impacts of Modified CMRR-NF Decontamination and Decommissioning.................................. 4-107

4.6

Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................................................................. 4-107

4.7

Mitigation .................................................................................................................................................. 4-120

4.8

Resource Commitments ............................................................................................................................ 4-121
4.8.1
Unavoidable, Adverse Environmental Impacts ............................................................................ 4-121
4.8.2
Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and
the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity .................................................. 4-122
4.8.3
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources ........................................................... 4-123

Chapter 5
Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Other Requirements
5.1

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 5-1

5.2

Background ................................................................................................................................................... 5-1

5.3

Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations ................................................................................................. 5-3

5.4

Applicable Executive Orders ..................................................................................................................... 5-15

5.5

Applicable U.S. Department of Energy Directives and Regulations ...................................................... 5-18

xiii

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

5.6

Applicable State and Local Laws, Regulations, and Agreements ........................................................... 5-20

5.7

Consultations ............................................................................................................................................... 5-23
5.7.1
Consultations Requirements ........................................................................................................... 5-23
5.7.1.1
Ecological Resources..................................................................................................... 5-23
5.7.1.2
Cultural Resources......................................................................................................... 5-23
5.7.1.3
Federally Recognized Native American Nations........................................................... 5-24
5.7.2
Consultation Letters ........................................................................................................................ 5-25

Chapter 6
Glossary .....................................................................................................................................................6-1
Chapter 7
References .................................................................................................................................................7-1
Chapter 8
List of Preparers .......................................................................................................................................8-1
Chapter 9
Distribution List .......................................................................................................................................9-1
Chapter 10
Index ........................................................................................................................................................10-1

xiv

Table of Contents

Appendix A
Federal Register Notices
Appendix B
Environmental Impacts Methodologies
B.1

Land Use and Visual Resources .................................................................................................................. B-1
B.1.1 Land Use .......................................................................................................................................... B-1
B.1.1.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence ......................................... B-1
B.1.1.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................. B-2
B.1.2 Visual Resources ............................................................................................................................. B-2
B.1.2.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence ......................................... B-2
B.1.2.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................. B-2

B.2

Site Infrastructure ....................................................................................................................................... B-3
B.2.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence........................................................... B-3
B.2.2 Description of Impact Assessment .................................................................................................. B-3
B.2.3 Sustainable Building ........................................................................................................................ B-3

B.3

Air Quality .................................................................................................................................................... B-5
B.3.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence........................................................... B-5
B.3.2 Description of Impact Assessment .................................................................................................. B-7
B.3.3 Greenhouse Gases............................................................................................................................ B-8
B.3.3.1 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................. B-9

B.4

Noise ............................................................................................................................................................ B-12
B.4.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-12
B.4.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-12

B.5

Geology and Soils ....................................................................................................................................... B-13
B.5.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-13
B.5.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-13

B.6

Surface and Groundwater Quality ........................................................................................................... B-14
B.6.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-14
B.6.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-15
B.6.2.1 Water Quality ............................................................................................................... B-15
B.6.2.2 Waterways and Floodplains.......................................................................................... B-16

B.7

Ecological Resources .................................................................................................................................. B-16
B.7.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-16
B.7.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-17

B.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources .................................................................................................. B-18
B.8.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-18
B.8.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-18

B.9

Socioeconomics ........................................................................................................................................... B-19
B.9.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-19
B.9.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-19

B.10 Environmental Justice ............................................................................................................................... B-20
B.10.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-20
B.10.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-22
B.11 Human Health ............................................................................................................................................ B-22
B.11.1 Description of Affected Resources ................................................................................................ B-22
B.11.1.1 Facility Operation ......................................................................................................... B-22
B.11.1.2 Industrial Safety............................................................................................................ B-22

xv

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

B.11.2 Description of Impact Assessment ................................................................................................ B-22
B.11.2.1 Facility Operation ......................................................................................................... B-22
B.11.2.2 Industrial Safety............................................................................................................ B-23
B.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention ........................................................................................ B-23
B.12.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-23
B.12.2 Description of Waste Management Impacts Assessment .............................................................. B-25
B.13 Transportation ........................................................................................................................................... B-25
B.13.1 Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence......................................................... B-25
B.13.2 Impact Assessment ........................................................................................................................ B-25
B.14 Traffic ......................................................................................................................................................... B-30
B.14.1 Description of Affected Resources ................................................................................................ B-30
B.14.2 Methodology Used to Analyze Traffic Volume Impacts ............................................................... B-30
B.14.3 Vehicle Access Portal .................................................................................................................... B-31
B.14.4 Structural Impacts on Internal Roadways at Los Alamos National Laboratory............................. B-32
B.15 Cumulative Impacts ................................................................................................................................... B-32
B.16 References ................................................................................................................................................... B-34

Appendix C
Evaluation of Human Health Impacts from Facility Accidents
C.1

Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. C-1

C.2

Overview of Methodology and Basic Assumptions ................................................................................... C-1

C.3

Accident Scenario Selection Process........................................................................................................... C-3
C.3.1 Hazard Identification – Step 1 ......................................................................................................... C-3
C.3.2 Accidents Selected for this Evaluation – Step 2 .............................................................................. C-3

C.4

Accident Scenario Descriptions and Source Terms .................................................................................. C-5
C.4.1 Accident Scenario Selection for This CMRR-NF SEIS ................................................................... C-6
C.4.2 New CMRR Facility Alternatives.................................................................................................... C-9
C.4.2.1 No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF) ...................................................................... C-9
C.4.2.2 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative ................................................................................. C-14
C.4.3 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ............................................................................... C-17

C.5

Accident Analyses Consequences and Risk Results ................................................................................ C-18

C.6

Potential Land Contamination Following Severe Earthquakes ............................................................. C-22

C.7

Combined Impacts from TA-55 Building Collapses and Fires Resulting
from a Beyond-Design-Basis Earthquake ................................................................................................ C-24

C.8

Analysis Conservatism and Uncertainty .................................................................................................. C-25

C.9

Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant Accident Implications........................................................... C-26

C.10 MACCS2 Code Description ...................................................................................................................... C-26
C.11 References ................................................................................................................................................... C-29

Appendix D
Contractor Disclosure Statements

xvi

Table of Contents

Volume 2
Comment Response Document
Section 1
Overview of the Public Comment Process
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

Public Comment Process .............................................................................................................................. 1-1
Public Hearing Format ................................................................................................................................. 1-3
Organization of this Comment Response Document ................................................................................. 1-3
Changes from the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement .............................................. 1-5
Next Steps ...................................................................................................................................................... 1-8

Section 2
Major Issues
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11

Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology ........................................... 2-1
NEPA Process ................................................................................................................................................ 2-2
Programmatic Direction and Decisions ...................................................................................................... 2-4
CMR Mission................................................................................................................................................. 2-5
Cleanup and Waste Management ................................................................................................................ 2-7
Seismic and Geologic Concerns ................................................................................................................... 2-8
Economic Impacts ....................................................................................................................................... 2-12
Nuclear Accidents ....................................................................................................................................... 2-13
Treaty Compliance...................................................................................................................................... 2-15
Water Resources and Usage ....................................................................................................................... 2-16
Alternatives Considered ............................................................................................................................. 2-19

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
Individual Commentors ................................................................................................................................ 3-3
Oral Comments Presented at the Public Hearings and NNSA Responses
Albuquerque, New Mexico .................................................................................................................... 3-989
Los Alamos, New Mexico..................................................................................................................... 3-1103
Española, New Mexico ......................................................................................................................... 3-1147
Sante Fe, New Mexico .......................................................................................................................... 3-1304

Section 4
References ................................................................................................................................................. 4-1

xvii

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

LIST OF FIGURES
Chapter 1
Figure 1–1
Figure 1–2
Figure 1–3
Figure 1–4

Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory ..................................................................................... 1-5
Identification and Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory Technical Areas ............................. 1-6
Location of Facilities in Technical Areas 3 and 55 ............................................................................. 1-8
National Environmental Policy Act Process for this CMRR-NF SEIS .............................................. 1-19

Chapter 2
Figure 2–1
Figure 2–2
Figure 2–3
Figure 2–4
Figure 2–5
Figure 2–6
Figure 2–7
Figure 2–8
Figure 2–9

Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building ...................................................................... 2-3
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Schematic ................................................................... 2-4
Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building in Technical Area 55 .............................................. 2-8
Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility Site
in Technical Area 55 ......................................................................................................................... 2-10
No Action Alternative Areas ............................................................................................................. 2-12
Utility System Floorspace in the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building .......................... 2-15
Modified CMRR-NF, Deep Excavation Option, Relative to Geologic Stratigraphy......................... 2-19
Modified CMRR-NF, Shallow Excavation Option, Relative to Geologic Stratigraphy .................... 2-20
Potentially Affected Areas Under the Modified CMRR-NF Construction Plan................................ 2-22

Chapter 3
Figure 3–1
Figure 3–2
Figure 3–3
Figure 3–4
Figure 3–5
Figure 3–6
Figure 3–7
Figure 3–8
Figure 3–9
Figure 3–10
Figure 3–11
Figure 3–12
Figure 3–13
Figure 3–14

Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Land Use ....................................................................... 3-3
Generalized Cross Section of the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area ........................................ 3-20
Bandelier Tuff Nomenclature ............................................................................................................ 3-22
Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Region ....................................................... 3-24
Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area ........................................................... 3-25
Geologic Map of Technical Area 55 ................................................................................................. 3-26
Major Watersheds in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Region .................................................. 3-32
Los Alamos National Laboratory Vegetation Zones ......................................................................... 3-38
Pueblo and Tribal Lands within 50 Miles (80 kilometers) of Los Alamos National Laboratory ...... 3-48
Minority and Nonminority Populations by County Projected to Live in the
Potentially Affected Area in 2030 ..................................................................................................... 3-50
Total and Minority Populations as a Function of Distance from Technical Area 3 in 2030.............. 3-51
Total and Minority Populations as a Function of Distance from Technical Area 55 in 2030............ 3-51
Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Populations by County Projected to Live in the
Potentially Affected Area in 2030 ..................................................................................................... 3-52
Total and Low-Income Populations as a Function of Distance from Technical Areas in 2030......... 3-52

Appendix B
Figure B–1

xviii

Analyzed Truck Routes .................................................................................................................... B-29

Table of Contents

LIST OF TABLES
Chapter 2
Table 2–1
Table 2–2
Table 2–3

Summary of Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
Project Construction Requirements ................................................................................................... 2-16
Principal CMR Building Contaminated Areas or Systems ................................................................ 2-34
Summary of Environmental Consequences of Alternatives .............................................................. 2-51

Chapter 3
Table 3–1
Table 3–2
Table 3–3
Table 3–4
Table 3–5
Table 3–6
Table 3–7
Table 3–8
Table 3–9
Table 3–10
Table 3–11
Table 3–12
Table 3–13
Table 3–14
Table 3–15
Table 3–16
Table 3–17
Table 3–18
Table 3–19
Table 3–20
Table 3–21
Table 3–22
Table 3–23
Table 3–24
Table 3–25
Table 3–26

General Regions of Influence for the Affected Environment .............................................................. 3-2
Technical Areas of Concern ................................................................................................................ 3-6
Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Infrastructure Characteristics ........................................ 3-8
Federal and New Mexico State Ambient Air Quality Standards ....................................................... 3-14
Upper Rio Grande Valley Intrastate Air Quality Control Region Emissions .................................... 3-14
Air Emissions at Los Alamos National Laboratory as Reported in the Los Alamos
National Laboratory Title V Operating Permit Emissions Reports ................................................... 3-15
Radiological Airborne Releases to the Environment at Los Alamos National Laboratory
in 2009 ............................................................................................................................................... 3-16
Average Background Concentration of Radioactivity in the Regional Atmosphere
near Los Alamos National Laboratory .............................................................................................. 3-16
Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Greenhouse Gas Inventory for Fiscal Year 2008 ........ 3-18
Terrestrial Resources of Technical Areas of Concern ....................................................................... 3-39
Threatened and Endangered and Other Sensitive Species of Los Alamos National Laboratory ....... 3-41
Archaeological Sites Present within the Technical Areas of Concern ............................................... 3-44
Housing Units and Vacancy Rates in the Region of Influence .......................................................... 3-47
Projected Populations in 2030 Surrounding Technical Area 3 .......................................................... 3-49
Projected Populations in 2030 Surrounding Technical Area 55 ........................................................ 3-49
Sources of Radiation Exposure That Affect Individuals in the Vicinity of Los Alamos
National Laboratory But Are Unrelated to Site Operations ............................................................... 3-53
Radiation Doses to Workers from Normal Los Alamos National Laboratory Operations
in 2009 (total effective dose equivalent) ........................................................................................... 3-54
Occupational Injury and Illness Rates at Los Alamos National Laboratory ...................................... 3-56
Five-Year Profile of Cancer Mortality and Incidence in the United States, New Mexico,
and Los Alamos Region, 2003 through 2007 .................................................................................... 3-57
Annual Waste Generation Rates for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
and Los Alamos National Laboratory for 2009 ................................................................................. 3-62
Los Alamos National Laboratory Sanitary Solid Waste Generation for 2009................................... 3-64
Vehicle Access Portal Capacity for Vehicles Entering Los Alamos National Laboratory ................ 3-67
Expected Peak Hour Traffic at Los Alamos National Laboratory ..................................................... 3-68
Expected Peak Hour Traffic on Pajarito Road................................................................................... 3-68
Existing Annual Average Daily Traffic and Levels of Service of Roadways in the Vicinity
of Los Alamos National Laboratory .................................................................................................. 3-69
Estimated 2011 Existing Conditions Los Pajarito Road .................................................................... 3-70

xix

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Chapter 4
Table 4–1
Table 4–2
Table 4–3
Table 4–4
Table 4–5
Table 4–6
Table 4–7
Table 4–8
Table 4–9
Table 4–10
Table 4–11
Table 4–12
Table 4–13
Table 4–14
Table 4–15
Table 4–16
Table 4–17
Table 4–18
Table 4–19
Table 4–20
Table 4–21
Table 4–22
Table 4–23
Table 4–24
Table 4–25
Table 4–26
Table 4–27
Table 4–28
Table 4–29

xx

No Action Alternative — Annual Site Infrastructure Requirements for 2004 CMRR-NF
and RLUOB Construction ................................................................................................................... 4-4
No Action Alternative — Annual Site Infrastructure Requirements for 2004 CMRR-NF
and RLUOB Operations ...................................................................................................................... 4-4
No Action Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations at Technical Area 55
Site Boundary – Construction.............................................................................................................. 4-5
No Action Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations at Technical Area 55
Site Boundary – Operations ................................................................................................................. 4-6
No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases ............... 4-7
No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations Emissions of
Greenhouse Gases ............................................................................................................................... 4-8
No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Radiological Emissions
During Normal Operations ................................................................................................................ 4-13
No Action Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of CMRR-NF and RLUOB
Operations on the Public.................................................................................................................... 4-13
No Action Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB
Operations on Workers ...................................................................................................................... 4-14
No Action Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences ................................................... 4-18
No Action Alternative — Annual Accident Risks............................................................................. 4-18
No Action Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates Projected for CMRR Facility
and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities ............................................................................... 4-23
No Action Alternative — Expected Levels of Service of Roadways in the Vicinity
of Los Alamos National Laboratory .................................................................................................. 4-27
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Land Use Impacts .......................... 4-29
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Site Infrastructure
Requirements for Facility Construction............................................................................................. 4-33
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Site Infrastructure
Requirements for Facility Construction............................................................................................. 4-34
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Site Infrastructure Requirements
for Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations ............................................................................ 4-35
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Compared to New Mexico State Standards ....................................................................................... 4-37
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Criteria Pollutant
Emissions Compared to New Mexico State Standards ...................................................................... 4-38
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations
at Technical Area 55 Site Boundary – Operations ............................................................................ 4-39
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Construction Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases ......................................................................................................................... 4-40
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Construction Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases ......................................................................................................................... 4-41
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases ........................................................................................................ 4-42
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Noise Levels During Modified CMRR-NF Construction ....... 4-43
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Deep Excavation Option, Impacted Areas of
Environmental Interest for the Mexican Spotted Owl ....................................................................... 4-52
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Cultural Resources Impacts..................................................... 4-53
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Radiological
Emissions During Normal Operations ............................................................................................... 4-56
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB Operations on the Public .............................................................................................. 4-57
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB Operations on Workers ................................................................................................. 4-58

Table of Contents

Table 4–30
Table 4–31
Table 4–32

Table 4–33

Table 4–34
Table 4–35
Table 4–36
Table 4–37
Table 4–38
Table 4–39
Table 4–40
Table 4–41
Table 4–42
Table 4–43
Table 4–44
Table 4–45
Table 4–46

Table 4–47

Table 4–48
Table 4–49
Table 4–50
Table 4–51
Table 4–52
Table 4–53
Table 4–54
Table 4–55
Table 4–56
Table 4–57

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences .................................. 4-60
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Accident Risks ............................................................ 4-60
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total Minority,
Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 5, 10, and 20 Miles
(8, 16, and 32 Kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030) ..................................................... 4-64
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total Minority,
Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 50 Miles
(80 kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030) ....................................................................... 4-65
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Construction Debris and Sanitary Solid Waste
Generation for Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF ................................................................. 4-68
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates Projected
for Modified CMRR-NF, RLUOB, and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities ...................... 4-69
Estimated Annual Offsite Shipments Under the Action Alternatives ................................................ 4-74
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting Operational
Radioactive Materials ........................................................................................................................ 4-75
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Expected Levels of Service of Roadways
in the Vicinity of Los Alamos National Laboratory .......................................................................... 4-79
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Site Infrastructure Requirements
for CMR Building and RLUOB Operations ...................................................................................... 4-82
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Nonradiological Operational Emissions
of RLUOB ......................................................................................................................................... 4-82
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — CMR Building and RLUOB Operations
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases ........................................................................................................ 4-83
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts
of CMR Building Operations on the Public....................................................................................... 4-85
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts
of CMR Building and RLUOB Operations on Workers .................................................................... 4-86
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences ............... 4-88
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Accident Risks......................................... 4-88
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total
Minority, Hispanic, Native American, and Low Income Populations Within 5, 10,
and 20 Miles (8, 16, and 32 Kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030)................................ 4-91
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total
Minority, Hispanic, Native American, and Low Income Populations Within 50 Miles
(80 kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030) ....................................................................... 4-93
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates
Projected for CMR Building, RLUOB, and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities ................ 4-95
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting Operational
Radioactive Materials ........................................................................................................................ 4-97
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Projected Waste Generation from
Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building ................................. 4-102
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Number of Offsite Shipments of
Wastes from Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building ............ 4-103
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting Radioactive
Waste from Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building ............. 4-104
Estimated Combined Infrastructure Requirements at Los Alamos (Construction).......................... 4-112
Estimated Combined Infrastructure Requirements at Los Alamos (Operations) ............................. 4-113
Nonradiological Air Quality Concentration at Technical Area 55 Site Boundary – Operations ..... 4-115
Estimated Cumulative Radiological Impacts from Normal Operations .......................................... 4-117
Estimated Annual Cumulative Waste Generated at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(cubic yards) .................................................................................................................................... 4-119

xxi

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Chapter 5
Table 5–1
Table 5–2
Table 5–3

Potentially Applicable Environmental, Safety, and Health Laws, Regulations,
and Executive Orders .......................................................................................................................... 5-3
Applicable U.S. Department of Energy Directives ............................................................................ 5-18
Applicable State and Local Regulations, and Agreements ................................................................ 5-21

Appendix B
Table B–1
Table B–2
Table B–3
Table B–4
Table B–5
Table B–6
Table B–7
Table B–8
Table B–9
Table B–10
Table B–11
Table B–12
Table B–13
Table B–14
Table B–15
Table B–16
Table B–17

Impact Assessment Protocol for Land Resources............................................................................... B-2
Impact Assessment Protocol for Infrastructure .................................................................................. B-3
Impact Assessment Protocol for Air Quality ...................................................................................... B-7
Emission Factors Used in the Construction and Operations Analysis of the Alternatives ................. B-9
Global Warming Potential for Major Greenhouse Gases ................................................................... B-9
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Factors for Propane .............................................................................. B-11
Impact Assessment Protocol for Noise ............................................................................................. B-13
Impact Assessment Protocol for Geology and Soils ......................................................................... B-14
Impact Assessment Protocol for Water Quality ............................................................................... B-15
Impact Assessment Protocol for Ecological Resources .................................................................... B-18
Impact Assessment Protocol for Cultural and Paleontological Resources ....................................... B-19
Impact Assessment Protocol for Socioeconomics ............................................................................ B-20
Total Recordable Cases and Fatality Incident Rates......................................................................... B-23
Impact Assessment Protocol for Waste Management ...................................................................... B-25
Offsite Transport Truck Route Characteristics ................................................................................. B-28
Key Resources and Associated Regions of Influence....................................................................... B-32
Selected Indicators of Cumulative Impact ........................................................................................ B-33

Appendix C
Table C–1
Table C–2
Table C–3
Table C–4
Table C–5
Table C–6

xxii

Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the No Action Alternative ...................................... C-20
Annual Accident Risks Under the No Action Alternative ................................................................ C-20
Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative ..................... C-21
Annual Accident Risks Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative ............................................... C-21
Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the Continued Use
of CMR Building Alternative ........................................................................................................... C-22
Annual Accident Risks Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative ............................ C-22

ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND CONVERSION
CHARTS

ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND CONVERSION CHARTS
AASHTO
AC and MC
ACHP
AEA
AEI
ALARA
AOC
ARF
ATSDR
BLM
BLS
CAIRS
CD
CEQ
CERCLA
CFR
CMR
CMRR
CMRR-NF
CRD
CWA
DART
dB
dBA
DD&D
DNFSB
DOE
DOT
DR
DSA
EA
EIS
EPA
FR
FY
g
GHG
GTCC
HABS/HAER
HCM
HEPA

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
analytical chemistry and materials characterization
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Atomic Energy Act
areas of environmental interest
as low as reasonably achievable
Area of Concern
airborne release fraction
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Labor Statistics
Computerized Accident/Incident Reporting System
Critical Decision
Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
Comment Response Document
Clean Water Act
days away, restricted, or transferred
decibels
decibels A-weighted
decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
U.S. Department of Energy
U.S. Department of Transportation
damage ratio
Documented Safety Analysis
environmental assessment
environmental impact statement
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Register
fiscal year
gravitational acceleration
greenhouse gases
greater-than-Class C
Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record
Highway Capacity Manual
high-efficiency particulate air filter
xxv

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

HEWTF
HLW
IPCC
LANL
LANSCE
LCF
LEED
LEED-NC
LLW
LOS
LPF
MAR
MDA
MEI
MLLW
MMI
NAAQS
NASA
NEPA
NHPA
NMAC
NMDOT
NMED
NMSSUP
NNSA
NNSS
NOI
NPDES
NRC
NRHP
OSHA
PC
PCB
PDSA
PF-4
PHV
PIDADS
P.L.
PMn
POVs
ppm
PRSs
PSHA
RCNM
xxvi

High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility
high-level radioactive waste
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Los Alamos Neutron Science Center
latent cancer fatality
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design for New Construction and Major
Renovations
low-level radioactive waste
level of service
leak path factor
material at risk
Material Disposal Area
maximally exposed individual
mixed low-level radioactive waste
Modified Mercalli Intensity
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Historic Preservation Act
New Mexico Administrative Code
New Mexico Department of Transportation
New Mexico Environmental Department
Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security Upgrades Project
National Nuclear Security Administration
Nevada National Security Site
Notice of Intent
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
National Register of Historic Places
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Performance Category
polychlorinated biphenyl
preliminary documented safety analysis
Plutonium Facility in TA-55
peak hourly volume
perimeter intrusion, detection, assessment and delay system
Public Law
particulate matter less than or equal to n microns in aerodynamic diameter
privately owned vehicles
parts per million
potential release sites
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis
Roadway Construction Noise Model

Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts

RCRA
RF
RLUOB
RLWTF
RMP
ROD
ROI
RSL
SA
SC
SEIS
SERF
SWMU
SNM
SR
SSC
SWEIS
SWPPP
SWWS
TA
TRAGIS
TRCs
TRU
TSD
U.S.C.
USFWS
VAP
VMT
WETF
WIPP
°C
°F

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
respirable fraction
Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
Resource Management Plan
Record of Decision
Region of Influence
Remote Sensing Laboratory
supplement analysis
Safety Class
supplemental environmental impact statement
Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility
solid waste management unit
special nuclear material
New Mexico State Route
structure, system, and component
site-wide environmental impact statement
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant
technical area
Transportation Routing analysis Geographic Information System
total recordable cases
transuranic waste
treatment storage and disposal
United States Code
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Vehicle Access Portals
vehicle miles traveled
Weapons Engineering Test Facility
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
degrees Centigrade
degrees Fahrenheit

xxvii

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

CONVERSIONS
METRIC TO ENGLISH
Multiply

ENGLISH TO METRIC

by

To get

Multiply

by

To get

Area
Square meters
Square kilometers
Square kilometers
Hectares

10.764
247.1
0.3861
2.471

Square feet
Acres
Square miles
Acres

Square feet
Acres
Square miles
Acres

0.092903
0.0040469
2.59
0.40469

Square meters
Square kilometers
Square kilometers
Hectares

Concentration
Kilograms/square meter
Milligrams/liter
Micrograms/liter
Micrograms/cubic meter

0.16667
1a
1a
1a

Tons/acre
Parts per million
Parts per billion
Parts per trillion

Tons/acre
Parts per million
Parts per billion
Parts per trillion

0.5999
1a
1a
1a

Kilograms/square meter
Milligrams/liter
Micrograms/liter
Micrograms/cubic meter

Density
Grams/cubic centimeter
Grams/cubic meter

62.428
0.0000624

Pounds/cubic feet
Pounds/cubic feet

Pounds/cubic feet
Pounds/cubic feet

0.016018
16,025.6

Grams/cubic centimeter
Grams/cubic meter

Length
Centimeters
Meters
Kilometers

0.3937
3.2808
0.62137

Inches
Feet
Miles

Inches
Feet
Miles

2.54
0.3048
1.6093

Centimeters
Meters
Kilometers

1.8

Degrees Fahrenheit

Degrees Fahrenheit - 32

0.55556

Degrees Celsius

Temperature
Absolute
Degrees Celsius + 17.78
Relative
Degrees Celsius

1.8

Degrees Fahrenheit

Degrees Fahrenheit

0.55556

Degrees Celsius

Velocity/Rate
Cubic meters/second
Grams/second
Meters/second

2118.9
7.9366
2.237

Cubic feet/minute
Pounds/hour
Miles/hour

Cubic feet/minute
Pounds/hour
Miles/hour

0.00047195
0.126
0.44704

Cubic meters/second
Grams/second
Meters/second

Volume
Liters
Liters
Liters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters

0.26418
0.035316
0.001308
264.17
35.314
1.3079
0.0008107

Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Acre-feet

Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Acre-feet

3.78533
28.316
764.54
0.0037854
0.028317
0.76456
1233.49

Liters
Liters
Liters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters

Weight/Mass
Grams
Kilograms
Kilograms
Metric tons

0.035274
2.2046
0.0011023
1.1023

Ounces
Pounds
Tons (short)
Tons (short)

Ounces
Pounds
Tons (short)
Tons (short)

28.35
0.45359
907.18
0.90718

Grams
Kilograms
Kilograms
Metric tons

0.000003046
0.000022957
0.0015625

Acre-feet
Acres
Square miles

ENGLISH TO ENGLISH
Acre-feet
325,850.7
Gallons
Gallons
Acres
43,560
Square feet
Square feet
Square miles
640
Acres
Acres
a
This conversion is only valid for concentrations of contaminants (or other materials) in water.

METRIC PREFIXES
Prefix
exapetateragigamegakilodecadecicentimillimicronanopicofemtoatto-

xxviii

Symbol
E
P
T
G
M
k
D
d
c
m
μ
n
p
f
a

Multiplication factor
1,000,000,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000
1,000,000
1,000
10
0.1
0.01
0.001
0.000 001
0.000 000 001
0.000 000 000 001
0.000 000 000 000 001
0.000 000 000 000 000 001

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

1018
1015
1012
109
106
103
101
10-1
10-2
10-3
10-6
10-9
10-12
10-15
10-18

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR
AGENCY ACTION

1 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

Chapter 1 presents an overview of the U.S. Department of Energy/National Nuclear Security
Administration Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) (DOE/EIS-0350-S1). This chapter briefly relates the
progression of project planning and National Environmental Policy Act environmental impact reviews,
provides background information, and discusses the purpose and need for action and the alternatives
analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS for constructing and operating the Nuclear Facility portion of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project. The chapter further summarizes the
associated environmental impact reviews, discusses decisions to be made now, and describes public
participation actions conducted for this CMRR-NF SEIS.
1.1

Introduction

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(CMRR-NF SEIS) (DOE/EIS-0350-S1) has been prepared in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.]
4321 et seq.), as well as Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations and U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
NEPA implementing procedures codified in Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508 and
10 CFR Part 1021, respectively. CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations and implementing procedures require preparation
of a supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) if
there are substantial changes in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. An
SEIS may also be prepared to further the purposes of NEPA.
The following paragraphs summarize the NEPA analyses
applicable to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) that the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA)1 has
completed over the last 8 years, as well as the changes to the
CMRR-NF proposal that are the subject of this
CMRR-NF SEIS.

Five alternatives were analyzed in the
November 2003 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):
• Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative):
Construct a new Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement (CMRR) Facility at
Technical Area 55 (TA-55).
• Alternative 2 (Greenfield Site Alternative):
Construct a new CMRR Facility at TA-6.
• Alternative 3 (Hybrid Alternative at
TA-55): Construct new Hazard Category 2
and 3 laboratory buildings (above or
below ground) at TA-55 and continue use
of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
(CMR) Building.
• Alternative 4 (Hybrid Alternative at TA-6):
Construct new Hazard Category 2 and 3
laboratory buildings (above or below
ground) at TA-6 and continue use of the
CMR Building.
• No Action Alternative: Continue use of
existing CMR Building – no new building
construction.
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1) was
selected for implementation in a 2004 Record
of Decision (69 Federal Register 6967).

1

For more information on NNSA, a semiautonomous agency within DOE, see the 1999 National Nuclear Security Administration
Act (Title 32 of the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 [Public Law (P.L.) 106-65]).
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In November 2003, NNSA issued the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS)
(DOE/EIS-0350), which was followed by the issuance of a
Record of Decision (ROD) in February 2004 (69 Federal
Register [FR] 6967) (DOE 2004a). In that 2004 ROD, NNSA
stated its decision to implement the preferred alternative,
Alternative 1, the construction and operation of a new
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
(CMRR) Facility within Technical Area 55 (TA-55) at
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). The new CMRR
Facility would include two buildings: one for administrative
and support functions and one for Hazard Category 2 and 3
special nuclear material2 (SNM) laboratory operations. Both
buildings would be constructed in aboveground locations
(under CMRR EIS Construction Option 3). The existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building located
within TA-3 at LANL would undergo decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) in its entirety
(under CMRR EIS Disposition Option 3). The preferred
alternative included the construction of the new CMRR
Facility and the movement of operations from the existing
CMR Building into the new CMRR Facility, with operations
to continue in the new facility over the next 50 years.

Nuclear Facilities Hazards
Classification (U.S. Department of
Energy [DOE] Standard 1027)
Hazard Category 1: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for significant offsite
consequences.
Hazard Category 2: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for significant onsite
consequences.
Hazard Category 3: Hazard analysis
shows the potential for only significant
localized consequences.
Special Nuclear Material (SNM)
Safeguards and Security
(DOE Order 474.2)
DOE uses a cost-effective, graded
approach to providing SNM safeguards
and security. Quantities of SNM stored
at each DOE site are categorized as
Security Category I, II, III, or IV, with the
greatest quantities included under
Security Category I and lesser quantities
included in descending order under
Security Categories II through IV.
Types and compositions of SNM are
further categorized by their
“attractiveness” by using an alphabetical
system. Materials that are most
attractive for conversion into nuclear
explosive devices are identified by the
letter “A.” Less-attractive materials are
designated progressively by the letters
“B” through “E.”

As described in the CMRR EIS, the administrative and support
building would provide office space in addition to laboratory
space used for such activities as glovebox mockup, process
testing, chemical experimentation, training, and general
research and development. The laboratory areas within it
would be allowed to contain only very small amounts of nuclear materials such that it would be
designated a radiological facility.3 All nuclear analytical chemistry (AC) and materials characterization
(MC) operations would be housed in one Hazard Category 2 nuclear laboratory building. The Hazard
Category 2 building would be constructed with one floor below ground, containing the Hazard Category 2
operations, and one floor above ground, containing Hazard Category 3 operations. Each building would
have multiple stories and a total of about 200,000 square feet (19,000 square meters) of floor space. An
underground tunnel would link the buildings. In addition, another underground tunnel would be
constructed to connect the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility with the Hazard Category 2 building; this
tunnel would also contain a vault spur for the CMRR Facility long-term SNM storage requirements.
NNSA would operate both the CMR Building and the CMRR Facility for an overlapping 2- to 4-year
period because most AC and MC operations require transitioning from the old CMR Building to the new
CMRR Facility buildings.
Since 2004, project personnel have engaged in an iterative planning process for all CMRR Project
activities and materials needed to implement construction of the two-building CMRR Facility at TA-55.
The administrative and support building, now known as the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office
2

SNM includes plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or the isotope 235, and any other material that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission determines to be SNM.
3
Facilities that handle less than Hazard Category 3 threshold quantities, but require identification of “radiological areas,” are
designated as radiological facilities.
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Building (RLUOB), was fully planned and constructed over
the past 6 years, from 2004 through 2010. NNSA prepared
the Supplement Analysis, Environmental Impact Statement
for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement (CMRR) Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico: Changes to the
Location of the CMRR Facility Components (CMRR SA)
(DOE/EIS-0350-SA-01) (DOE 2005a) in 2005 to evaluate a
proposal to place RLUOB at a location other than the one
analyzed specifically in the 2003 CMRR EIS. In the
CMRR SA, NNSA determined that the CMRR EIS impacts
analysis encompassed this proposal and that an SEIS was not
required. However, the RLUOB site location was later
changed back to the location originally considered in the
CMRR EIS, and the building site considered in the CMRR SA
was used, as proposed and analyzed in the CMRR EIS, for the
construction of a permanent paved parking area, with
temporary construction trailers and other support functions
being located within this parking area. RLUOB is now being
outfitted and equipped, and interior finishing is under way.
Occupancy of RLUOB is currently estimated to begin in 2011,
with radiological laboratory operations commencing in
about 2013.

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project
Terminology
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building (CMR Building) – refers to the
existing building in Technical Area
(TA-3) that was built primarily in the
1950s.
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Facility (CMRR
Facility) – refers to the entire facility
conceived to replace the CMR Building;
it comprises a nuclear facility and a
support facility (see below).
Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office
Building (RLUOB) – refers to the
administrative and support facility
component of the CMRR Facility.
RLUOB has been constructed in TA-55.
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project Nuclear
Facility (CMRR-NF) – refers to the
nuclear facility component or portion of
the CMRR Facility. Construction of the
CMRR-NF in TA-55 adjacent to RLUOB
is the subject of this supplemental
environmental impact statement.

Project planning and design for the CMRR-NF was initiated in
2004, but has progressed along a slower timeline than
projected in the CMRR EIS. In early 2005, NNSA initiated a site-wide environmental impact statement
(SWEIS) for the continued operation of LANL, the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0380) (DOE 2008a); a year later, in October 2006, NNSA initiated preparation of the
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex
Transformation SPEIS) (DOE 2008c) to consider the potential environmental impacts of alternatives for
transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient enterprise that could respond to
changing national security challenges and ensure the long-term safety, security, and reliability of the
nuclear weapons stockpile (DOE/EIS-0236-S4). While these two environmental impact statements (EISs)
were being prepared, CMRR-NF planning was deliberately limited to preliminary planning and design
work, and NNSA deferred implementing its decision to construct the CMRR-NF at LANL so as not to
limit the range of reasonable alternatives.
Both the LANL SWEIS and the Complex Transformation SPEIS were issued in 2008. Among the various
decisions supported by the analysis contained in the Complex Transformation SPEIS was the
programmatic decision to retain manufacturing and research and development capabilities involving
plutonium at LANL and, in partial support of those activities, to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at
LANL in accordance with the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD. These decisions were issued in a December 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644). Among the various decisions supported by the
analysis contained in the 2008 LANL SWEIS were decisions regarding the programmatic level of
operations at LANL facilities (including the CMRR Facility) for at least the next 5 years and projectspecific decisions for individual projects at LANL, including those at TA-55 and within surrounding and
nearby TAs along the Pajarito Road corridor. These decisions were issued in a September 2008
LANL SWEIS ROD (73 FR 55833) and a June 2009 LANL SWEIS ROD (74 FR 33232). Congressional
funding has been appropriated to proceed with CMRR-NF planning and design (DOE 2011e).
1-3

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Over the past 8 years, the CMRR-NF planning process has identified several design considerations that
were not envisioned in 2003, when the CMRR EIS was prepared and issued. Several ancillary and
support requirements have also been identified in addition to those identified and analyzed in the
CMRR EIS. Two support actions—installation of an electric power substation in TA-50 and removal and
transport of about 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) of geologic material per year from the
building site and other LANL construction projects to other LANL locations for storage—were identified
early enough to be included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS environmental impact analyses and the
September 2008 LANL SWEIS ROD. Both the 2008 and 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs identified NNSA’s
selection of the No Action Alternative for the baseline level of overall operations for the various LANL
facilities, which included the implementation of actions selected in the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD. These
actions included construction and operation of the two-building CMRR Facility at TA-55, transfer of
operations from the old CMR Building and its ultimate demolition, and the two support actions
mentioned above. This CMRR-NF SEIS addresses the CMRR-NF alternatives, as well as updated
information on the ancillary and support activities, that have developed since the CMRR EIS and
LANL SWEIS were published.
NNSA decided in 2008, and again in 2009, to continue to defer certain programmatic decisions until after
the release of the Administration’s next Nuclear Posture Review Report, which was issued in April 2010
(DoD 2010). To date, no further related programmatic decisions have been announced by NNSA since
this report was released, although additional decisions may be announced later through the NEPA
compliance process.
1.2

Background

LANL was originally established in 1943 as “Project Y” of the Manhattan Project in northern
New Mexico, within what is now the Incorporated County of Los Alamos (see Figure 1–1). Project Y
had a single national defense mission—to build the world’s first nuclear weapon. After World War II
ended, Project Y was designated a permanent research and development laboratory, the Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory. It was renamed LANL in the 1980s, when its mission was expanded from defense
and related research and development to incorporate a wide variety of new assignments in support of
Federal Government and private sector programs. LANL is now a multidisciplinary, multipurpose
institution primarily engaged in theoretical and experimental research and development.
LANL occupies about 40 square miles (104 square kilometers) of land on the eastern flank of the
Jemez Mountains along the area known as the Pajarito Plateau. The terrain in the LANL area consists of
mesa tops and canyon bottoms that trend in a west-to-east manner, with the canyons intersecting the
Rio Grande to the east of LANL. Elevations at LANL range from about 7,800 feet (2,400 meters) at the
highest point on the western side to about 6,200 feet (1,900 meters) at the lowest point along the eastern
side, above the Rio Grande. The two primary residential areas within the county are the Los Alamos
townsite and the White Rock residential development (see Figure 1–1). Together, these two residential
areas are home to about 18,400 people. About 13,000 people work at LANL, only about half of
whom reside within Los Alamos County. LANL operations occur within numerous facilities located
over 47 designated technical areas within the LANL boundaries and at other leased properties situated
near LANL. The 47 contiguous LANL technical areas (which are not numbered sequentially) have been
established so that they segregate the entire LANL site (see Figure 1–2). Most of LANL is undeveloped
forested land that provides a buffer for security and safety, as well as expansion opportunities for future
use. About 46 percent of the square footage of LANL facilities is considered laboratory or production
space; the rest is considered administrative, storage, service, and miscellaneous space
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 006).
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Figure 1–1 Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory
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Figure 1–2 Identification and Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory Technical Areas
Since its creation in 2000, NNSA has had the following congressionally assigned missions: (1) to enhance
U.S. national security through the military application of nuclear energy; (2) to maintain and enhance the
safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile to meet national security
requirements, including the ability to design, produce, and test; (3) to provide the U.S. Navy with safe,
militarily effective nuclear propulsion plants and to ensure the safe and reliable operation of these plants;
(4) to promote international nuclear safety and nonproliferation efforts; (5) to reduce the global danger
from weapons of mass destruction; and (6) to support U.S. leadership in science and technology
(50 U.S.C. 2401(b)). Congress identified LANL as one of three national security laboratories to be
administered by NNSA for DOE. As NNSA’s mission is a subset of DOE’s original mission assignment,
the work performed at LANL in support of NNSA has remained unchanged in character from that
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performed for DOE prior to NNSA’s creation. Specific LANL assignments for the foreseeable future
include (1) production of weapons components, (2) assessment and certification of the nuclear weapons
stockpile, (3) surveillance of weapons components and weapon systems, (4) assurance of the safe and
secure storage of strategic materials, and (5) management of excess plutonium inventories. NNSA
mission objectives at LANL include providing a wide range of scientific and technological capabilities
that support nuclear materials handling, processing, and fabrication; stockpile management; materials and
manufacturing technologies; nonproliferation programs; and waste management activities.
NNSA and DOE generally assign mission element work to LANL4 based on the facilities and expertise of
the staff located there, as well as other factors. Theoretical research (including analysis, mathematical
modeling, and high-performance computing), experimental science and engineering, advanced and
nuclear materials research, and development of applications (including weapons components testing,
fabrication, stockpile assurance, replacement, surveillance, and maintenance) are performed at LANL
using the facilities and staff there. These capabilities allow activities—such as high-explosives
processing, chemical research, nuclear physics research, materials science research, systems analysis and
engineering, human genome mapping, and research and development of biotechnology applications and
remote sensing technologies—to be performed that can be applied to resource exploration and
environmental surveillance activities conducted at LANL.
In the mid-1990s, DOE, in response to direction from the President and Congress, developed the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program (now the Stockpile Stewardship Program) to provide a
single, highly integrated technical program for maintaining the continued safety and reliability of the
nuclear weapons stockpile. Stockpile stewardship comprises activities associated with research, design,
and development of nuclear weapons; maintaining the knowledge base and capabilities needed to support
testing of nuclear weapons; and the assessment and certification of their safety and reliability. Stockpile
management includes operations associated with producing, maintaining, refurbishing, surveilling, and
dismantling the nuclear weapons stockpile. Mission-essential work conducted at LANL provides science,
research and development, and production support to these NNSA missions, with a special focus on
national security.
A particularly important facility at LANL is the nearly 60-year-old CMR Building (Building 3-29)
located in TA-3 (see Figure 1–3), which has unique capabilities for performing AC, MC and actinide5
research and development related to SNM. Actinide science-related mission work at LANL ranges from
the plutonium-238 heat source program conducted for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
to arms control technology development. CMR Building operations provide AC and MC in support of
manufacturing, development, and surveillance of nuclear weapons pits6 and nuclear nonproliferation
programs with critical national security missions. Pit production mission support work was first assigned
to LANL in 1996 in the ROD for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (61 FR 68014). DOE later determined how and where it would conduct
that mission support work through the 1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999a) and its associated ROD
(64 FR 50797). Since 2000, pit production at LANL has been established within the Plutonium Facility
Complex at TA-55 (see Figure 1–3), and several certified pits7 have been produced over the past 5 years
in that facility. Pit production does not take place at the CMR Building and would not take place in any
CMRR facility.
4
Additional information regarding DOE and NNSA work assignments at LANL is presented in both the 1999 and 2008 LANL
SWEISs. These documents and other related documents can be found on the Internet at http://nepa.energy.gov/ and
http://www.lanl.gov/.
5
“Actinide” refers to any member of the group of elements with atomic numbers from 89 (actinium) to 103 (lawrencium),
including uranium and plutonium. All members of this group are radioactive.
6
A pit is the central core of a primary assembly in a nuclear weapon typically composed of plutonium-239 and/or highly
enriched uranium and other materials.
7
A certified pit meets the specifications for use in the U.S. nuclear stockpile.
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Construction of the CMR Building was initiated in 1949 and completed in 1952. The CMR Building is
a three-story building composed of a central corridor and eight wings, with over 550,000 square feet
(51,000 square meters) of working area, including laboratory spaces and administrative and utility areas.
The CMR Building is currently designated as a Hazard Category 2, Security Category III nuclear facility.
Its main function is to house research and development capabilities involving AC, MC, and metallurgic
studies on actinides and other metals. AC and MC services support virtually all nuclear programs at
LANL. These activities have been conducted almost continuously in the CMR Building since it became
operational in 1952; however, with the closure of Wing 2, the broad spectrum of MC work once
performed at the CMR Building has been relocated to other wings of the CMR Building or has been
suspended.
The CMR Building was initially designed and constructed to comply with the building codes in effect
during the late 1940s and early 1950s. In the intervening years, a series of upgrades have been performed
to address changing building and safety requirements. In 1992, DOE initiated planning and
implementation of additional CMR Building upgrades to address specific safety, reliability, consolidation,
and safeguards and security issues with the intent to extend the useful life of the CMR Building for an
additional 20 to 30 years. Many of the utility systems and structural components were recognized then as
being aged, outmoded, and generally deteriorating. Beginning in about 1997 and continuing to the
present, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues have surfaced. A 1998 seismic study identified
two small parallel faults beneath the northernmost portion of the CMR Building (LANL 1998). No other
faults were detected. The presence of these faults gave rise to operational and safety concerns related to
the structural integrity of the building in the event of seismic activity along this portion of the Pajarito
fault system. These issues have partially been addressed by administratively restricting the amount of
material stored within the building and in use at any given time, completely removing operations from
three wings of the building, and generally limiting operations in the other three laboratory wings that
remain functional. Upgrades to the building that were necessary at the time have since been undertaken
to allow the building to continue functioning while ensuring safe and reliable operations. The planned
closeout of nuclear laboratory operations within the CMR Building was previously estimated to occur in
or around the year 2010; however, with the limited upgrades on selective facility systems and operational
restrictions implemented, NNSA plans to continue to operate the nuclear laboratories in the building until
the building can no longer operate safely, a replacement facility is available, or NNSA makes other
operational decisions.
Since the CMRR EIS ROD was issued in February 2004, advances have been made in the understanding
of seismic conditions in the Los Alamos area and at TA-3 and TA-55 in particular. These new data
have resulted in changes necessary to meet the performance standard for Performance Category 3 (PC-3)8
buildings, including the existing CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF, from being able to survive
a design-basis earthquake with a peak horizontal ground acceleration of about 0.31 g [gravitational
acceleration] and a peak vertical ground acceleration of 0.27 g.9 Based on the new data, the design-basis
earthquake for TA-3 would have a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.52 g and a peak vertical
ground acceleration of 0.6 g (LANL 2007a); the design-basis earthquake for TA-55 would have a
peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g and a peak vertical ground acceleration of 0.51 g

8

Each structure, system, and component in a DOE facility is assigned to one of five performance categories depending upon its
safety importance. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those for which failure to perform their safety function could
pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials. Design
considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example,
an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the
facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002c).
9
The return interval for the obsolete peak horizontal and vertical ground accelerations of 0.31g and 0.27 g, respectively, was
2,000 years; the return interval for the current design-basis earthquake with peak horizontal and vertical ground accelerations of
0.47 g and 0.51 g, respectively, is 2,500 years.
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(LANL 2009b). This change in peak ground accelerations is significant and has resulted in significant
changes in the design of the proposed CMRR-NF.
The new peak ground acceleration estimates for TA-55 and TA-3 are the result of ongoing seismic studies
of LANL and the surrounding area, as discussed the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis published in
2007 and updated in 2009 (LANL 2007a, 2009b). These new data increased requirements for seismic
performance for LANL plutonium facilities and have caused substantial reexamination of the safety of
both the existing CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF design. The Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB), an independent oversight agency, and NNSA have taken major interest in this
enhanced seismic understanding of the LANL area and the implications in terms of safe operations at the
CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF. It was concluded that the initial CMRR-NF design
evaluated in the CMRR EIS would not provide the desired safety margins to survive the current
design-basis earthquake (with a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g and a peak vertical ground
acceleration of 0. 51 g), and that substantial design changes were needed. In addition, it was further
concluded that activities involving nuclear materials and the amount of nuclear material stored in the
existing CMR Building needed to be significantly reduced to reduce the risks associated with continuing
to operate this building in the event of such an earthquake. Both NNSA and DNFSB concurred in these
conclusions. As a result, NNSA has significantly modified the design of the CMRR-NF such that the
Modified CMRR-NF would provide the needed safety functions even in the event of a design-basis
earthquake. Activities at the CMR Building have been significantly reduced since the CMRR EIS was
published and are expected to continue to be reduced over time as the safety of this building continues to
be evaluated.
Additional analysis has been done regarding the Deep and Shallow Construction Options associated with
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. The original building elevation (as defined by the bottom of the
basemat) considered for the CMRR-NF was located sufficiently shallow, such that extensive excavation
below the building basemat would not be required and would not extend into the poorly welded tuff layer.
This design held through the completion of the conceptual and preliminary design phases of the project.
When the probabilistic seismic hazards analysis was prepared in 2007, the design was changed to increase
both the thickness in certain floors and the thickness of the basemat to improve performance in a seismic
event. The end result was that the overall building height measured from the bottom of the basemat to the
top of the roof was now larger. In response to these changes, the design was revised to provide a deeper
building excavation and maintain the aboveground height of the building at the same elevation as the
previous design. This design change would have resulted in the penetration of the poorly welded tuff
layer requiring additional excavation, and resulted in the Deep Excavation Option. The Deep Excavation
Option entails excavating through the poorly welded tuff and filling the hole with low-slump concrete to
the elevation of the bottom of the basemat, as discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.
In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to avoid
the activities and costs associated with the additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep
Excavation Option by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The overall
building height would remain the same, but the top of the roof would be higher aboveground than it was
in the conceptual and preliminary design. At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as
the Shallow Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts and cost
without affecting other building design requirements. Both construction options require the same sets of
safety controls and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the
analyses contained in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA.
As the design studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other may be judged
to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of
construction that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option. The Shallow
Excavation Option would be reviewed by the DNFSB before it was implemented should the decision be
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made to construct the Modified CMRR-NF using this construction option. This CMRR-NF SEIS has been
prepared to address these changes and to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the
alternatives discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description and Alternatives.”
1.3

Purpose and Need for Agency Action

The purpose and need for NNSA action has not changed since issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS. NNSA
needs to act to provide the physical means for accommodating the continuation of mission-critical
AC and MC capabilities at LANL beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound
manner. Concurrently, NNSA proposes to take advantage of the opportunity to consolidate AC and MC
activities for the purpose of increasing operational efficiency and enhancing security.
AC and MC activities historically conducted at the CMR Building are fundamental capabilities required
for support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work at LANL. These AC and MC capabilities have
been available at LANL for the entire history of the site since the mid-1940s, and these capabilities
remain critical to future work at the site. As discussed above, the CMR Building’s nuclear operations and
capabilities are currently restricted to maintain compliance with safety requirements. Due to facility
limitations, the CMR Building is not being operated to the full extent needed to meet DOE and NNSA
operational requirements for the foreseeable future. In addition, consolidation of like activities at TA-55
would enhance operational efficiency in terms of security, support, and risk reduction related to handling
and transportation of nuclear materials.
1.4

Scope and Alternatives

This section introduces the three alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS for carrying out AC and
MC operations at LANL. These alternatives are addressed in more detail in Chapter 2, Section 2.6. See
Section 2.7 for a discussion of alternatives that were considered and dismissed from detailed analysis.


No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF): Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55,
adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated
2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, with two additional project
activities (management of excavated soils and tuff and a new electrical substation) analyzed in the
2008 LANL SWEIS. Based on new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would
not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA
AC and MC mission work. Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed.



Modified CMRR-NF Alternative: Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to
RLUOB, with certain design and construction modifications and additional support activities that
address seismic safety, infrastructure enhancements, nuclear safety-basis requirements and
sustainable design principles (sustainable development – see glossary). This alternative has two
construction options: the Deep Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. All
necessary AC and MC operations could be performed as required to safely conduct the full suite
of NNSA mission work. The Modified CMRR-NF embodies the maturation of the
2004 CMRR-NF design to meet all safety standards and operational requirements.



Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative: Do not construct a replacement facility to house
the capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the CMR
Building at TA-3, with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to
sustain programmatic operations for as long as feasible. Certain AC and MC operations would
be restricted. Administrative and radiological laboratory operations would take place in RLUOB
at TA-55.
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1.4.1

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, NNSA would implement the decisions made in the 2004 CMRR EIS
ROD, the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, and the 2008 LANL SWEIS RODs. NNSA would
construct the new CMRR-NF (referred to as the “2004 CMRR-NF”) at LANL within TA-55 next to the
already constructed RLUOB (see Figure 1–3). The 2004 CMRR-NF would be an aboveground building
described under Alternative 1, Construction Option 3, in the 2003 CMRR EIS. As part of the No Action
Alternative, which was selected in the LANL SWEIS ROD, the 2008 LANL SWEIS evaluated (1) the
transportation and storage of up to 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) per year of excavated soil
or spoils (soil and rock material) from the 2004 CMRR-NF construction and other construction projects
that could be undertaken at the site and (2) installation of a new substation on the existing 13.8-kilovolt
power distribution loop in TA-50 to provide an independent power feed to the existing TA-55 Plutonium
Complex and the new CMRR Facility.
AC and MC operations and associated research and development Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory
capabilities would be relocated in stages over 2 to 4 years from their current locations at the
CMR Building to the 2004 CMRR-NF; those operations and activities would continue in the 2004
CMRR-NF over about a 50-year period. After laboratory operations are removed from the CMR
Building, it would undergo DD&D activities. Following the closeout of operations at the new 2004
CMRR-NF toward the end of the twenty-first century, DD&D activities at that facility would occur.
The phased elimination of CMR Building operations was originally estimated to be completed by around
2010; completion is now projected by about 2023.
Construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF would include the construction of connecting tunnels to RLUOB
and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, material storage vaults, utility structures and trenches, security
structures, parking area(s), and a variety of other support areas (such as material laydown areas, a
concrete batch plant, and equipment storage and parking areas). The construction force would peak at
300 workers. Each of these actions and activities was described in the 2003 CMRR EIS, the 2008
LANL SWEIS, and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS. Specifically, NNSA would build the
2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55 as one building of a two-building CMRR Facility (under Alternative 1,
Construction Option 3, as analyzed in the CMRR EIS and selected in the CMRR EIS ROD).
The 2004 CMRR-NF would be entirely designed as a Hazard Category 2 facility. The 2004 CMRR-NF
would have a building “footprint” measuring about 300 by 210 feet (91 by 64 meters) and would
comprise approximately 200,000 square feet (18,600 square meters) of solid floor space divided between
two stories, and would also include one steel grating “floor” where mechanical and other support systems
would be located and one small roof cupola enclosing the elevator equipment. The 2004 CMRR-NF
would have an aboveground portion (consisting of a single story) that would house the Hazard Category 3
laboratories and a belowground portion (consisting of a single story) that would house the Hazard
Category 2 laboratories and extend an average of 50 feet (15 meters) below ground. The total amount of
laboratory workspace where mission-related AC and MC operations would be performed was not stated
in the 2003 CMRR EIS. In 2004, the estimate of 22,500 square feet (2,100 square meters) of laboratory
space was provided as a result of NNSA/LANL integrated nuclear planning activities (DOE 2004b). Fire
protection systems for the 2004 CMRR-NF would be developed and integrated with the existing exterior
TA-55 site-wide fire protection water storage tanks and services.
As it was envisioned to be constructed in the CMRR EIS, the 2004 CMRR-NF could not satisfy current
facility seismic and nuclear safety requirements. Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be able to
safely function at a level sufficient to fully satisfy DOE and NNSA mission support needs, and thus
would not fully meet DOE’s stated purpose and need for taking action. The 2004 CMRR-NF would not
be constructed.
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1.4.2

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s Preferred Alternative, NNSA would
construct the new CMRR-NF (referred to as the “Modified CMRR-NF”) at TA-55 next to the already
constructed RLUOB, as identified in the No Action Alternative, with certain construction enhancements
and additional associated construction support activities. These enhancements and associated
construction support activities are necessary to make the facility safe to operate based on new seismic
information available since the issuance of the CMRR EIS ROD in 2004. The structure would be
constructed to meet the current International Building Code; Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design® (LEED) certification requirements, as applicable; and DOE requirements for nuclear facilities,
including projected seismic event response performance and nuclear safety-basis requirements based on
new site geologic information, and fire protection and security requirements. As under the No Action
Alternative, AC and MC operations and associated research and development Hazard Category 2 and 3
laboratory capabilities would be relocated in stages from their current locations at the CMR Building and
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to the Modified CMRR-NF, where operations and activities are expected to
continue over about the next 50 years. The phased elimination of CMR Building operations is projected
to be completed by about 2023. Both the CMR Building and the Modified CMRR-NF would undergo
DD&D after operations are discontinued, as identified under the No Action Alternative.
Under this alternative, the Modified CMRR-NF construction phase would also include the construction of
connecting tunnels, material storage vaults, utility structures and trenches, security structures, parking
area(s), and a variety of other support areas identified under the No Action Alternative. Implementing the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative construction would require the use of additional structural concrete and
reinforcing steel for the construction of the building’s walls, floors, and roof; additional soil excavation,
soil stabilization, and special foundation work would also be necessary. Also, a set of fire suppression
water storage tanks would be located within the building, rather than connecting with the existing fire
suppression system at TA-55. Additional temporary and permanent actions required to construct the
Modified CMRR-NF under this alternative beyond those actions identified under the No Action
Alternative would include (1) additional construction personnel, (2) the installation and use of additional
parking areas, construction equipment and building materials storage areas, excavation spoils storage
areas, craft worker office and support trailers, and personnel security and training facilities; (3) the
installation and use of up to two additional concrete batch plants (for a total of three) and a warehouse
building; and (4) the installation of overhead and/or underground power lines, site stormwater detention
ponds, road realignments, turn lanes, intersections, and traffic flow measures at various locations.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the Modified CMRR-NF would also be an above- and
below-ground structure. The amount of laboratory floor space where AC and MC operations would occur
would be about the same as described under the No Action Alternative (22,500 square feet [2,100 square
meters]). The estimated building “footprint” is about 342 feet long by 304 feet wide (104 meters long by
93 meters wide), with about 344,000 square feet (32,000 square meters) of usable floor space divided
among four stories and a partial roof level.
The footprint of the Modified CMRR-NF is larger than that of the 2004 CMRR-NF due to space required
for engineered safety systems and equipment, such as an increase in the size and quantity of heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning ductwork and the addition of safety-class fire suppression equipment,
plus the associated electrical equipment. This equipment added 42 feet (13 meters) to the building in one
dimension. The addition of 94 feet (29 meters) in the other dimension was to provide corridor space for
movement of equipment, to avoid interference between systems (mechanical, electrical, piping), and to
allow enough space for maintenance, repair and inspection, and mission support activities (maintenance
shop, waste management areas, and radiological protection areas). Part of the increase in building
footprint over the 2004 CMRR-NF is due to thicker walls and other structural features required by current
seismic and nuclear safety requirements.
1-13

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative includes two construction options, designated as the Deep
Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. Under either option, the Modified CMRR-NF
would be designed to meet all current facility operations requirements. Under the Deep Excavation
Option, NNSA would excavate and backfill the building footprint area down to a depth below a poorly
welded tuff layer that lies from about 75 feet (23 meters) to 130 feet (40 meters) below the original
ground level. Then the excavated site would be partially backfilled with low-slump concrete to form a
60-foot-thick (18-meter-thick) engineered building site. Three of the building’s floors would be located
below ground; the fourth floor and a roof equipment penthouse would be above ground. The removed
geologic material would be transported to storage areas at LANL for reuse in other construction projects
or for landscaping purposes. The Shallow Excavation Option would avoid the poorly welded tuff layer
by constructing the basemat well above that layer in the overlying stable geologic layer, which would act
in a raft-like fashion to allow the building to “float” over the poorly welded tuff layer. Under this option,
the Modified CMRR-NF’s base elevation would be about 8 feet (2.4 meters) lower than the excavation
described under the No Action Alternative. Engineered backfill would be used to partially bury the
building. The building would have three stories below ground and one above ground on the northwest.
Due to site sloping, there would be two stories below ground and two stories and a partial roof level
above ground on the southeast.
The Modified CMRR-NF, as envisioned to be constructed under this alternative (either construction
option), would meet all applicable codes and standards for new nuclear facility construction. Therefore,
implementing this alternative would allow operations within the Modified CMRR-NF that would fully
satisfy DOE and NNSA mission support needs. This alternative would fully meet NNSA’s stated purpose
and need for taking action.
1.4.3

Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative

Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, NNSA would continue to carry out laboratory
operations in the CMR Building at TA-3, with radiological laboratory and administrative support
operations moving to the newly constructed RLUOB, located in TA-55. The continued operation of the
CMR Building over an extended period (years to decades) would result in continued reduction of
laboratory space as operations are further consolidated or eliminated due to safety concerns. It may also
include the administrative reduction of “materials at risk” as necessary within portions of the CMR
Building as part of routine safety and security measures to ensure continued safe worker conditions.
This alternative would result in very limited AC and MC capabilities at LANL over the extended period,
and these capabilities could gradually become more limited and more focused on supporting plutonium
operations, depending on the overall ability of the CMR Building to be safely operated and maintained
in a physically prudent fashion. Moving the TA-3 CMR Building personnel and radiological laboratory
functions into RLUOB over the next couple of years would result in considerable operational
inefficiencies because personnel would have to travel by vehicle between offices and radiological
laboratories at RLUOB and Hazard Category 2 laboratories that remain in the CMR Building.
Additionally, the overall laboratory space allotted for certain functions might have to be duplicated at
the two locations. When AC and MC laboratory operations eventually cease in the CMR Building, the
building would undergo DD&D.
This alternative does not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out AC and MC
operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions. However,
this alternative is analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS as a prudent measure in light of possible future fiscal
budgetary constraints.
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1.5

Decisions to be Supported by this CMRR-NF SEIS

NNSA must decide whether to implement one of the alternatives wholly or one or more of the
alternatives in part. NNSA may choose to implement either of the action alternatives in its entirety as
described and analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS, or it may elect to implement only a portion of the
alternatives.
The environmental impact analyses of the alternatives considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS provide the
NNSA decisionmakers with important environmental information to assist in the overall
CMRR-NF decisionmaking process. The 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS provided the
environmental impacts basis for the NNSA Administrator’s decision to programmatically retain the
plutonium-related manufacturing and research and development capabilities at LANL and, in support of
those activities, to maintain AC and MC functions at LANL during CMRR-NF construction and
operations in accordance with the earlier CMRR EIS ROD. These decisions were issued in the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD. Remaining project-specific decisions to be made by the NNSA
Administrator regarding the CMRR-NF include (1) whether to construct a Modified CMRR-NF to meet
recently identified building construction requirements and implement all or some of the additional
construction support activities identified under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative; or (2) whether to forgo construction of the CMRR-NF in favor of continuing to
operate the CMR Building as a Hazard Category 2 Nuclear Facility with a restricted level of operations
for mission support work under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. The remaining
alternative, to construct the 2004 CMRR-NF as it was described and analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and
its associated 2004 ROD, the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the Complex Transformation SPEIS and its associated
ROD, and in this CMRR-NF SEIS as the No Action Alternative, does not meet NNSA’s purpose and need
and thus, would not be implemented.
NNSA is not planning to revisit decisions at this time that it reached in 2008 and issued through the
2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD related to maintaining CMR operational capabilities at
LANL to support critical NNSA missions. AC and MC capabilities were a fundamental component of
Project Y during the Manhattan Project era, and the decision to establish these capabilities at the
Los Alamos site was made originally by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Manhattan District. DOE’s
predecessor agency, the Atomic Energy Commission, made the decision to continue support for and
expand AC and MC capabilities at LANL after World War II; the CMR Building was constructed to
house these needed capabilities. DOE considered the issue of maintaining CMR capabilities (along with
other capabilities at LANL) in 1996 as part of its review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program and made
decisions at that time that required the retention of CMR capabilities at LANL. DOE concluded in the
1999 LANL SWEIS ROD that, due to a lack of information on proposal(s) for replacement of the CMR
Building to provide for its continued operations and capabilities, it was not the appropriate time to make
specific decisions on the project. With the support of the 1999 LANL SWEIS impact analyses, however,
DOE made a decision on the level of operations at LANL that included the capabilities housed by the
CMR Building. In 2003, NNSA prepared the CMRR EIS and, in 2004, issued its implementation
decisions for locating the CMRR Facility at LANL in TA-55, for constructing a two-building CMRR
Facility with Hazard Category 2 operations below ground, and for the DD&D of the existing CMR
Building after all operations were re-established at the new CMRR Facility. The 2008 LANL SWEIS
supported NNSA decisions on the level of operations at LANL that included both the operational
capabilities housed by the CMR Building and the construction of the CMRR Facility at TA-55. However,
NNSA deferred implementing decision(s) on the CMRR-NF until completion of the programmatic impact
analysis (the Complex Transformation SPEIS) for transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a
smaller, more-efficient enterprise. In December 2008, NNSA issued its decisions on the nuclear
enterprise, which included the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as identified in
the CMRR EIS ROD. There is no current proposal to change or modify the operation of the CMRR-NF as
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it was described in these prior NEPA documents, nor is there any current proposal to change the
disposition of the existing CMR Building after it has been decommissioned and decontaminated.
NNSA is not planning to revisit decision(s) made recently on actions geographically located along
the LANL Pajarito Mesa (where TA-55 is located) or along the Pajarito Road corridor (which
traverses portions of Pajarito Mesa and Pajarito Canyon). These actions include the following:


Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security Upgrades Project (NMSSUP) activities, which focus
on upgrading various intrusion alarm systems and related security measures for existing LANL
facilities



The Plutonium Facility Complex Refurbishment Project, also referred to as the “TA-55
Reinvestment Projects,” which focuses on refurbishing and repairing the major building systems
at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to extend its reliable future operations



Replacement of the existing, aging Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility with a new
smaller-capacity facility



Replacement of the TRU [Transuranic] Waste Facility with a new smaller-capacity facility,
which is necessary to facilitate implementation of the TA-54 Material Disposal Area G low-level
radioactive waste disposal site closure



Closure of various material disposal areas at LANL at the direction of the New Mexico
Environment Department and in compliance with a Compliance Order on Consent
(Consent Order)10



Continuation of waste disposal projects and programs, including the Waste Disposition Project at
TA-54



Occupancy and operation of RLUOB

With the exception of NNSA’s 2004 decision to construct and operate RLUOB, the other projects and
programs listed above were analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and decisions were made to implement
these actions in the 2008 and 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs. These actions are not connected to or dependent
on the alternatives evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA may make new, additional decisions in the future on other actions analyzed in the LANL SWEIS
and Complex Transformation SPEIS, such as the need for the construction of some additional replacement
buildings to house ongoing LANL operations and to make modifications to facility operations at LANL.
As appropriate, any such decision(s) would be announced in one or more new RODs, which would be
published in the Federal Register and be made publicly available on the Internet. New NEPA documents
appear on the DOE NEPA website at http://nepa.energy.gov/.
1.6

Other National Environmental Policy Act Documents

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management
(Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236). In September 1996, DOE issued the
10

In March 2005, the New Mexico Environment Department, DOE, and the LANL management and operating contractor entered
into a Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) (NMED 2005). The purposes of the Consent Order are (1) to define the
nature and extent of releases of contaminants at, or from, LANL; (2) to identify and evaluate, where needed, alternatives for
corrective measures to clean up contaminants in the environment and prevent or mitigate the migration of contaminants at, or
from, LANL; and (3) to implement such corrective measures.
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Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS (DOE 1996a), which evaluated the potential environmental
impacts resulting from activities associated with nuclear weapons research, design, development, and
testing, as well as the assessment and certification of weapons’ safety and reliability. The document
analyzed the development of three new facilities to provide enhanced experimental capabilities. In the
December 26, 1996, Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS ROD (61 FR 68014), DOE elected to
downsize a number of weapons complex facilities, build the National Ignition Facility at Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, and re-establish a pit fabrication capability at LANL. A supplement
analysis (DOE/EIS-0236-SA) was prepared to examine the plausibility of a building-wide fire at the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility and to examine new studies regarding seismic hazards at LANL. The
supplement analysis concluded that there was no need to prepare an SEIS. The impacts of this decision
were included in the baseline assessment and in the potential cumulative impacts resulting from the
CMRR EIS proposed action. In addition, as identified in the CMRR EIS Notice of Intent (67 FR 48160),
CMR capabilities at LANL supported the Stockpile Stewardship Program mission addressed in the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS.
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EA-1101). In February 1997, DOE issued this
environmental assessment (DOE 1997a) that analyzed the effects that could be expected from performing
various necessary extensive structural modifications and systems upgrades at the existing CMR Building.
Changes to the CMR Building included structural modifications needed to meet then-current seismic
criteria and building ventilation, communications, monitoring, and fire protection systems upgrades and
improvements. A Finding of No Significant Impact was issued on the environmental assessment for the
CMR Building Upgrades Project on February 11, 1997.
As mentioned in Section 1.2, these upgrades were intended to extend the useful life of the CMR Building
for an additional 20 to 30 years. However, beginning in 1997 and continuing through 1998, a series of
operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term viability of the CMR Building.
In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined that the extensive upgrades originally planned
for the CMR Building would be much more time-consuming than had been anticipated and would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program capabilities required to
support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. As a result, DOE reduced the number of CMR Building
upgrade projects to only those needed to ensure safe and reliable operations through at least the
year 2010. CMR Building operations and capabilities are currently being restricted to ensure compliance
with safety and security constraints. The CMR Building is not fully operational to the extent needed to
meet DOE and NNSA requirements. In addition, continued support of NNSA’s existing and evolving
mission roles at LANL was anticipated to require additional capabilities, such as the ability to remediate
large containment vessels.
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE/EIS-0350).
Issued in 2003, the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) examined the potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed action of consolidating and relocating the mission-critical CMR capabilities from an
aging building to a new modern building (or buildings). NNSA issued its decision to construct a
two-building CMRR Facility adjacent to the Plutonium Facility Complex in TA-55 in the 2004 ROD
(69 FR 6967). Design and construction of RLUOB has been completed, and that building is currently
being outfitted for office occupancy in 2011 and radiological operations in 2013.
Supplement Analysis, Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement (CMRR) Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico:
Changes to the Location of the CMRR Facility Components (CMRR SA) (DOE/EIS-0350-SA-01). Issued
in 2005, the CMRR SA (DOE 2005a) was prepared to evaluate placement of the administrative and
support building (now called RLUOB) for the CMRR Project in the same vicinity, but at locations other
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than those detailed in the CMRR EIS ROD. NNSA concluded that the environmental impacts of the
proposed action were adequately bounded by the analyses of impacts presented in the 2003 CMRR EIS,
and no SEIS was required. However, the RLUOB site location was later changed back to the location
originally considered in the 2003 CMRR EIS, and the building site considered in the CMRR SA was used,
as proposed and analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS, as a location for a permanent paved parking area and
temporary construction trailers and other support functions.
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS) (DOE/EIS-0380). In the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a), NNSA analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with continued operation
of LANL. The LANL SWEIS analyzed the environmental impacts of three alternatives for the level of
operations: No Action, Reduced Operations, and Expanded Operations. Under the No Action
Alternative, LANL would operate at the levels selected in the 1999 LANL SWEIS ROD and implement
other LANL activities that had undergone NEPA analyses since 1999. The 2008 LANL SWEIS stated that
construction of RLUOB had begun, but construction of the CMRR-NF would be delayed until NNSA had
completed and issued certain programmatic NEPA analyses and decisions. Two support actions that
would potentially support CMRR-NF construction and operation (installation of an electric power
substation in TA-50 and removal and transport of about 150,000 cubic yards [115,000 cubic meters] of
geologic material per year during construction from the CMRR-NF building site and other construction
sites to other LANL locations for storage) were included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS environmental impact
analyses. The first ROD for the 2008 LANL SWEIS was signed on September 19, 2008 (73 FR 55833),
and a second ROD was signed on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 33232). Both RODs selected implementation of
the No Action Alternative, which included construction and operation of the CMRR Facility as described
in the No Action Alternative for this CMRR-NF SEIS, and the additional support activities analyzed under
that alternative, as well as certain elements from the Expanded Operations Alternative, including seismic
upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex
Transformation SPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4). The Complex Transformation SPEIS was issued on
October 24, 2008 (DOE 2008c); it analyzed the environmental impacts of alternatives for transforming
the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more-efficient enterprise that could respond to changing
national security challenges and ensure the long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear
weapons stockpile. Programmatic alternatives considered in the Complex Transformation SPEIS
specifically addressed facilities that use or store significant (that is, Security Category I/II) quantities of
SNM. In the associated 2008 ROD (73 FR 77644) for the programmatic alternatives, NNSA announced
its decision to transform the plutonium and uranium manufacturing aspects of the complex into smaller
and more-efficient operations while maintaining the capabilities NNSA needs to perform its national
security missions. The ROD also stated that manufacturing and research and development involving
plutonium would remain at LANL. To support these activities, the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD
stated that NNSA would construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of
the CMR Building, a structure that is nearly 60 years old and faces significant safety and seismic
challenges to its long-term operation.
1.7

Public Involvement

During the NEPA process, there are two opportunities for public involvement (see Figure 1–4). These
opportunities include the scoping process and the public comment period. Although scoping is optional
for an SEIS under DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures (10 CFR 1021.314(d)), NNSA invited public
participation in the scoping process and held two scoping meetings. A public comment period on the
draft SEIS is required by 40 CFR 1503.1 and 10 CFR 1021.314(d). Section 1.7.1 summarizes the scoping
process and the major comments received from the public. Section 1.7.2 summarizes the public comment
process for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and the major comments received from the public.
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1.7.1

Scoping Process

On October 1, 2010, NNSA published a Notice of Intent
to prepare this CMRR-NF SEIS in the Federal Register
(75 FR 60745) and on the DOE NEPA website. In this
Notice of Intent, NNSA invited public comment on the
CMRR-NF SEIS proposal. The Notice of Intent listed the
issues initially identified by NNSA for evaluation in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. Public citizens, civic leaders, and other
interested parties were invited to comment on these issues
and to suggest additional issues that should be considered
in this CMRR-NF SEIS. The Notice of Intent informed
the public that comments on the proposed action could be
submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free phone line, a
fax line, and in person at public meetings to be held in the
vicinity of LANL. The public scoping period was
originally scheduled to end on November 1, 2010. In
response to public comments, NNSA extended the public
scoping period through November 16, 2010
(75 FR 67711).
Public scoping meetings were held on October 19, 2010,
in White Rock, New Mexico, and on October 20, 2010, in
Pojoaque, New Mexico. NNSA representatives were
available to respond to questions and comments on the
NEPA process and the proposed scope of this
CMRR-NF SEIS. Members of the public were
Figure 1–4 National Environmental Policy
encouraged to submit written comments, enter comments
Act Process for this CMRR-NF SEIS
into a computer database, or record oral comments during
the meetings, in addition to submitting comments via letters, the DOE website, or the fax line until the
end of the scoping period. All comments were considered by NNSA in preparing this CMRR-NF SEIS.
For purposes of this NEPA document, a comment is defined as a single statement concerning a specific
issue. An individual commentor’s statement may contain several such comments. Most of the oral and
written public statements submitted during the CMRR-NF SEIS scoping period contained multiple
comments on various specific issues. These issues are summarized in the following paragraphs.
Summary of Major Scoping Comments
Approximately 85 comment statements or documents were received during the scoping process from
citizens, interested groups, local officials, and representatives of Native American Pueblos in the vicinity
of LANL. Where possible, comments on similar or related topics were grouped into common categories
for the purpose of summarizing them. After the issues were identified, they were evaluated to determine
whether they were relevant to this CMRR-NF SEIS. Issues found to be relevant to this SEIS are addressed
in the appropriate chapters or appendices of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Many comments were received regarding the type of document that NNSA should prepare, calling for a
new EIS rather than an SEIS. Others called for a programmatic EIS, reopening the question of whether
the CMRR-NF should be constructed at all and whether it should be constructed at another NNSA site.
Similarly, a commentor called for a review of available space throughout the DOE complex (nationwide)
for alternative locations for CMR operations. As indicated in Section 1.5, NNSA has determined that a
supplement to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
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regulations (40 CFR 1502.9c and 10 CFR 1021.341(a)-(b), respectively). NNSA is not planning to revisit
the decisions regarding the need for the capabilities that would be housed in the proposed CMRR-NF or
the decision to locate these capabilities at LANL, as decided in the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. There were comments about the alternatives and requests that the No Action Alternative analyze
not constructing the CMRR-NF, constructing only a vault structure, or continuing use of the existing
CMR Building for AC and MC operations. NNSA has determined that the No Action Alternative
considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS is the Preferred Alternative that was selected by NNSA for
implementation in the 2004 ROD based on the 2003 CMRR EIS, and the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative in this CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes the continued use of the CMR Building. Others suggested
that NNSA consider locating AC and MC operations in available space in other LANL facilities, such as
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility or RLUOB, or building a separate vault that could be used in conjunction
with existing LANL facilities so that the CMRR-NF would not be required. In response, RLUOB was not
constructed to address the security and safety requirements of Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear
material. Thus, NNSA would not operate RLUOB as anything other than a radiological facility, which
would significantly limit the total quantity of special nuclear material that could be handled in the
building. As a result, AC and MC operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces could not
be carried out in RLUOB. Likewise, constructing only the vault structure would not meet NNSA’s
purpose and need for action to provide sufficient space to safely conduct mission-required AC and MC
operations at LANL.
A commentor questioned the need for deep excavation below the poorly welded tuff layer. Since the
issuance of the Notice of Intent in October 2010, NNSA has added an additional construction option to
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. This CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes two construction options: Deep
Excavation, which would involve excavation to a nominal depth of 130 feet (40 meters) below the ground
surface and removal of the poorly welded tuff layer, and Shallow Excavation, which would involve less
excavation (to a nominal depth of 58 feet [18 meters]) and constructing the Modified CMRR-NF above
the elevation of the poorly welded tuff layer.
Other concerns identified by commentors were related to analyzing the impacts of waste generation,
transportation of waste, traffic, and water usage. Additional areas of concern were jobs and DD&D of the
CMR Building. NNSA addressed all of these topics in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and in this
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
1.7.2

Public Comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

NNSA prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS in accordance with NEPA and CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021, respectively). An important part of the NEPA process
is solicitation of public comments on a draft EIS and consideration of those comments in preparing a final
EIS. NNSA distributed copies of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS to those organizations, government officials,
and individuals who were known to have an interest in LANL, as well as those organizations and
individuals who requested a copy. Copies also were made available on the Internet and in regional DOE
public document reading rooms and public libraries.
On April 29, 2011, NNSA published a notice in the Federal Register (76 FR 24018), concurrent with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Notice of Availability (76 FR 24021), announcing the
availability of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the duration of the comment period, the location and timing of
the public hearings, and the various methods for submitting comments. NNSA announced a 45-day
comment period, from April 29 to June 13, 2011, to provide time for interested parties to review the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS. In response to requests for additional review time, the comment period was extended by
15 days, through June 28, 2011, giving commentors a total review and comment period of 60 days
(76 FR 28222). In addition, because of the Las Conchas wildfire, NNSA also accepted and responded to
comments submitted after the June 28, 2011, deadline through July 31, 2011.
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Three public hearings were scheduled at regional venues near LANL from May 24 through May 26, 2011
(Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe). In response to requests for additional public hearings, NNSA
held a fourth public hearing in Albuquerque on May 23 (76 FR 28222), and provided informal meetings
as requested. Newspaper advertisements related to the public hearings, including the Albuquerque
hearing, began to run in local newspapers on May 8 and continued through May 19, 2011. NNSA
representatives were available to respond to questions on the NEPA process and the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS at the hearings and informal meetings. A court reporter was present at each hearing to record the
proceedings and prepare a transcript of the public comments. These transcripts are available on the
CMRR-NF SEIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis. To facilitate participation from hearing
attendees, NNSA provided a number of other ways to submit comments at each hearing: a court reporter
to record individual comments, computers for entering comments into a computer database, a voice
recorder to receive oral comments, and comment forms that could be received at the hearing or mailed by
the commentor at a later date. For those unable to attend the hearings, NNSA indicated that comments
could be submitted by U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free phone line, and a toll-free fax line.
The following is a summary of the comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. All comments
submitted to NNSA during the public comment period and late comments were considered in preparing
this Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Comments determined not to be within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS are
acknowledged as such in the Comment Response Document (CRD) (Volume 2 of this Final
CMRR-NF SEIS). The remaining comments were reviewed and responded to by policy experts, subject
matter experts, and NEPA specialists, as appropriate. The comment letters, including campaign letters, as
well as the public hearing transcripts, are provided with NNSA responses in the CRD. The CRD is
organized as follows:


Section 1 describes the public comment process for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; the format used in
the public hearings on the draft SEIS; the organization of the CRD and how to use the document;
and the changes made by NNSA to this Final CMRR-NF SEIS in response to the public
comments and recent developments that occurred since publication of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.



Section 2 presents summaries of the major issues identified from the public comments received
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s response to each issue.



Section 3 presents a side-by-side display of all comments received by NNSA on the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS and NNSA’s response to each comment.



Section 4 contains the references cited in the CRD.

Summary of Comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
Commentors requested changes in the scope of the SEIS. A large number of commentors stated that
NNSA should prepare an EIS that would address the need for the nuclear weapons mission or the need for
the CMRR-NF. Other comments criticized the No Action Alternative, suggesting that it should analyze
not constructing the CMRR-NF as selected in the 2004 CMRR EIS ROD. Commentors objected to the
range of alternatives because two of the three alternatives would not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and
need. Others suggested different alternatives that NNSA should consider, including use of RLUOB, the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility, or other onsite and offsite locations for AC and MC operations.
A number of commentors suggested that a capacity study or a “plutonium infrastructure” study should be
conducted. Commentors made a variety of comments related to the need for and function of the
CMRR-NF. Commentors stated directly or implied that the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, or
both, were or would be used to manufacture plutonium pits or “triggers.” Some commentors questioned
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the need for the CMRR-NF, indicating that a production rate of 20 pits per year supported by current
facilities and the number of pits in storage should be sufficient. Commentors also questioned the need for
pit production because pits are reported to have a greater than 100-year life. Other commentors asked
what pit production rate the CMRR-NF was intended to support.
Many commentors expressed concerns and opinions about the geologic features of the LANL area in
general and the proposed construction site specifically. In addition to concerns expressed regarding the
nearness of a fault and the potential for a seismic event, it was also noted that the construction site lies
over a layer of soft volcanic ash that could be compacted by the weight of the building.
Additionally, commentors expressed the fear that an accident similar to that which occurred recently in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could happen at LANL. Specific comments
referenced other nuclear accidents, such as those at the Rocky Flats Plant, the Church Rock spill, and the
accidents at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. Many commentors expressed a desire to ensure that
similar accidents would not occur at LANL by not building the proposed CMRR-NF or by shutting down
other nuclear facilities at LANL. One commentor cited a recent report on volcanic activity in the LANL
region. Due to the recent Las Conchas fire of June 2011, commentors were concerned about the impact
of wildfires on the CMRR-NF.
Commentors expressed concerns that the Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) signed with the
State of New Mexico would not be honored if a new nuclear facility were constructed at LANL.
Specifically, commentors were doubtful that the cleanup of the Material Disposal Area G in TA-54 would
be implemented by December 31, 2015, as required by the Consent Order. Commentors also expressed a
desire that funds should be spent on cleanup activities at LANL rather than on a new nuclear facility.
Commentors did not agree with the results of the environmental justice analysis. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) suggested that the analysis be revised to specifically address minority and lowincome populations within 5-, 10-, and 20-mile (18-, 16-, and 32-kilometer) distances of the CMRR-NF
site.
As with the individual comments, responses to these major topics are included in Volume 2, CRD, of this
CMRR-NF SEIS. In preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA incorporated changes in response to the
comments and more recent information, as discussed in the following section.
1.8

Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

In preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA made revisions in response to comments received from
other Federal agencies, state and local government entities, Native American tribal governments, and the
public. In addition, the Final CMRR-NF SEIS was changed to provide additional environmental baseline
information, include additional analyses, correct inaccuracies, make editorial corrections, and clarify text.
The following summarizes the more important changes made in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 1, “Introduction and Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” was updated to discuss the reason
why the design of the CMRR-NF needed to be modified and how this change resulted in the need to
develop an SEIS. Section 1.7, Public Involvement, was modified to summarize the comments received
during the scoping period and to include information related to the public comment period and public
hearings on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 1.8, Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, was added
to summarize the changes that have been made. Section 1.9, Organization of this CMRR-NF SEIS, was
modified to include a paragraph on the addition of the CRD as Volume 2 of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Chapter 2, “Project Description and Alternatives,” was updated to include additional project-related
information. Section 2.4, Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project
Capabilities, was updated to include additional information on the AC and MC capabilities that would be
present in the proposed facility. Section 2.6.2, Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, was updated to include
additional information on the evolution of the Deep and Shallow Construction Options and to add
propane to the construction requirements associated with this alternative. Propane would be used to heat
the building during the winter months for 3 to 6 years. The addition of propane use resulted in small
changes in the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts for this alternative, as shown in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.4, Air Quality and Noise, as well as changes in Section 4.3.3, Infrastructure. Information was
added in Section 2.6.2 regarding the weight of the proposed CMRR-NF and the ability of the ground
beneath the proposed facility to support this weight. A bus parking lot that would be constructed on the
boundary of TA-48/55 was also added to this alternative to provide room for buses from the proposed
construction workers parking lot in TA-72 to remain near the proposed construction site. This change
resulted in a small increase in land use for this alternative, as discussed in Section 4.3.2, Land Use and
Visual Resources. The description of potential power upgrades associated with this alternative was
modified to indicate that the potential power upgrades from TA-5 to TA-55 to support the Modified
CMRR-NF could be temporary or permanent, depending on future power requirements. This does not
change the amount of land that may be affected, but could change the impacts from temporary to
permanent, as indicated in Section 4.3.2. Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered and Dismissed, was
revised to describe in more detail the alternatives that NNSA considered and determined not to be
reasonable for meeting the purpose and need for continuing CMR operations into the future.
Section 2.7.4 was added to describe other alternatives and proposals considered and to explain why they
were not analyzed further in this CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10, Summary of Environmental
Consequences, was modified to show how the environmental impacts associated with the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative have changed as a result of the
changes discussed in Chapter 4. These changes are all relatively small and do not significantly change
any of the environmental consequences presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10 has also
been modified to include a summary of the intentional destructive acts sections of Chapter 4 (Sections
4.2.10.3, 4.3.10.3, and 4.4.10.3).
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, was updated in a number of sections. Information was updated in
this Final CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect the most recent environmental data from the 2009 SWEIS Yearbook
(LANL 2011b). Information was included in Sections 3.2, Land Use and Visual Resources, and
3.7, Ecological Resources, on the Las Conchas wildfire. None of this information affects the impacts
analyses presented in Chapter 4. Section 3.3 was updated to include new estimates of the amount of
electricity available to LANL and Los Alamos County. The amount of peak power was reduced from
150 megawatts to 140 megawatts, reflecting the unavailability of two steam-driven turbine generators in
TA-3 and increased power available from the Abiquiu Turbine Hydropower Project. These changes
resulted in a change in the estimated amount of available electricity and are reflected in changes in the
infrastructure sections in Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.3, for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative and
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, respectively, as well as in Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts.
The availability of electricity continues to cover expected requirements under any of the alternatives.
However, peak demand could theoretically exceed available power under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, as discussed in the draft SEIS, but this is not expected to occur because actual LANL peak
demand has consistently been lower than the estimate included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and used in
future forecasts. Additional information was included in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to better describe the
seismic studies and information developed for the proposed CMRR-NF site and LANL. This information
is included in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, and includes information from the 2009 update
(LANL 2009b) to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazards analysis (LANL 2007a). An error in the
reported vertical peak ground acceleration at LANL (0.3 g) was corrected to 0.6 g. This typographical
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error in the Executive Summary of the source document (LANL 2007a) is not reflective of information
presented elsewhere in the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and was not used in the design of the
proposed Modified CMRR-NF. The 2009 update changed the peak horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations for the proposed CMRR-NF site in TA-55. The updated factors were lower than the factors
included in the 2007 analysis (0.47 g compared to 0.52 g for peak horizontal ground acceleration and
0.51 g compared to 0.6 g for peak vertical ground acceleration). The updated values were factored into
the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF, as described in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, and do not
change any of the analyses presented in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS. (This updated information was not
available for unlimited public distribution when the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued.) Information
was included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, describing the volcanic history in the region. This
information is factored into a revised discussion of potential accidents included in Appendix C.
Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, was updated to include the latest information from the 2010 census on the
region of influence and to show later unemployment data for the region. These changes did not result in
any significant changes to the socioeconomics impacts sections in Chapter 4.
The 2010 census data were used to update the population projections to 2030 for total population,
minority populations, and low-income population. As a result of slower than previously projected growth
through 2010, the 2030 population projection for the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius area surrounding
TA-55 was reduced from about 545,000 to 511,000, and for the area surrounding TA-3, from about
536,000 to 502,000. Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Environmental Justice, was updated to include changes as a
result of 2010 census data and to break the information down to smaller areas for evaluation (5-, 10-, and
20-mile [8-, 16-, and 32-kilometer] radii) in addition to the area within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55
and TA-3, as requested by EPA. The distribution of the population over the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius
was also updated using the latest census data, and more refined data were used (block data versus block
group data; see Appendix B) to estimate the population within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of TA-55
and TA-3. As a result, more people are located closer to LANL (within 5 miles [8 kilometers]) than
previously projected. The updated population projections and distributions were used to re-estimate the
human health impacts associated with the No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF) (Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.10.2, for accidents); the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (Section 4.3.10); and the Continued
Use of CMR Building Alternative (Section 4.4.10), as well as the environmental justice analysis
presented in Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. The projected population doses from normal operations and the
population accident doses changed slightly as a result of these changes, but not to the extent that the
assessment from the draft SEIS would change. Similarly, the doses included in the environmental justice
analysis changed, but not significantly. Additional information was included in Chapter 3, Section 3.11,
Human Health, on historical health effects studies that have been done on the area surrounding LANL.
This information is presented for background and does not affect any of the impacts analyses presented in
Chapter 4.
In addition to the updates to Chapter 4 discussed above, other changes have been made to Chapter 4 since
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. Information has been added in Section 4.2.10.2 on the accident
analysis that was performed for this CMRR-NF SEIS, as presented in Appendix C, as well as the changes
in the accident analysis since the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. These changes do not significantly
change the results, with the exception of significantly higher doses to the maximally exposed individual
(MEI) and noninvolved worker under the seismically induced spill and fire accident at the CMRR-NF. In
this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, this accident assumes that the earthquake initiates a radioactive material spill
that is followed shortly thereafter by a fire, instead of both accidents occurring simultaneously, as was
assumed in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. This change in assumptions results in a larger dose to the MEI and
noninvolved worker because the radioactive materials associated with the assumed spill are not
immediately lofted by the fire, which would lessen doses to persons close to the accident site. Additional
discussion also was added to the accident analysis section for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
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(Section 4.3.10.2) regarding the potential for a wildfire affecting the facility and the effects of a seismic
event that damages the Modified CMRR-NF and other plutonium facilities in TA-55.
A special pathways consumer analysis was added to the environmental justice sections in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11, to show the potential impacts of the alternatives on individuals who may
subsist on fish and wildlife caught within the vicinity of LANL. This analysis shows that special pathway
consumers would not be exposed to significant risks as a result of implementing either of these
alternatives. Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts, was updated to account for newly acquired information
about other projects in the vicinity of LANL, but these projects do not change the impacts discussions
presented in this section.
Appendix B was updated to include a revised Section B.3, Air Quality, which factors in the requirement
for propane use during construction at the Modified CMRR-NF and a revised number of emergency
backup generators associated with the proposed CMRR Facility. Section B.5, Geology and Soils, was
modified to eliminate Table B–9, which was related to the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. The
Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale is not considered in the design of buildings. The design of the
CMRR-NF is influenced by peak ground acceleration factors, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.
Section B.10, Environmental Justice, was modified to include a discussion of changes related to the use
of 2010 census data in projecting the affected population to the year 2030, as well as an evaluation of a
special pathways receptor.
Appendix C, Evaluation of Human Health Impacts from Facility Accidents, was updated to include a
discussion of the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident (Section C.9) and wildfires and
volcanic activity in the LANL vicinity (Section C.4.1) as they relate to the proposed action in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. Section C.6 was added to discuss the potential for offsite land contamination in the
event of a severe earthquake that results in the release of radioactive materials. Appendix C was also
updated to include a discussion of the impact of a severe earthquake on the multiple plutonium facilities
in TA-55 should the CMRR-NF be built there (Section C.7). In the event of such an earthquake, it is
expected that the consequences would be dominated by releases from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility,
which is currently being upgraded to address seismic concerns.
The population consequences and risks shown in Appendix C have been re-estimated using the latest
population projections and distributions, as discussed above. The estimated consequences for some
accidents have changed as a result of these changes, but the risks associated with these accidents are not
significantly different from those presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The accident with the largest
changes is the seismically induced spill, followed by a fire accident scenario for the CMRR-NF that
was changed, as discussed above. This accident scenario was changed from that presented in the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect changes in the understanding of how it would progress and to present a
more conservative accident scenario with respect to doses to the MEI and noninvolved worker.
1.9

Organization of this CMRR-NF SEIS

This CMRR-NF SEIS consists of Chapters 1 through 10 and Appendices A through D. The CMRR-NF
alternatives are described in Chapter 2, which also includes a comparison of potential impacts under each
of the alternatives. In Chapter 3, the LANL environment is described in terms of resource areas to
establish the baseline for the impact analysis. Chapter 4 provides descriptions of the potential impacts of
the alternatives on the resource areas. Chapter 4 also includes discussions of DD&D, cumulative impacts,
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, the relationship between short-term uses of the
environment and long-term productivity, and mitigation. Chapter 5 provides a description of the
environmental, health, and safety compliance requirements governing implementation of the alternatives,
including permits and consultations. Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 are the glossary of terms, the list of
references, the list of preparers, the CMRR-NF SEIS distribution list, and the index, respectively.
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Appendices A, B, C, and D are the list of applicable Federal Register notices, the methodologies to assess
impacts on environmental resource areas, evaluation of human health impacts from facility accidents, and
the contractor disclosure statement, respectively.
Volume 2 is the CRD for this CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 1 of Volume 2 provides an overview of the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS public comment process. Section 2 identifies the major topics from the public
comments and NNSA responses. Section 3 shows the public comment documents with the individual
comments delineated and corresponding NNSA responses in a side-by side format. Section 4 presents the
references for Volume 2.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 2 begins with a summary description of the current and future support that the Los Alamos
National Laboratory analytical chemistry (AC) and materials characterization (MC) capabilities are
providing to the Stockpile Stewardship Program. It provides descriptions of the existing Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building and current AC and MC capabilities, as well as the proposed new
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility Project. This chapter
includes a description of the reasonable alternatives, the alternatives considered and subsequently
eliminated from detailed evaluation, and the planning assumptions and bases for the analyses presented
in this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS); identifies the National Nuclear Security Administration’s
Preferred Alternative; and presents a comparison of the impacts of the three alternatives addressed in
this CMRR-NF SEIS.

2.1

Current and Future Support of Stockpile Stewardship

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has been assigned a variety of science, research and
development, and production missions that are critical to the accomplishment of the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) national security objectives, as
reflected in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE 1996a) and its associated Record of Decision (ROD), which was
published in the Federal Register (FR) on December 26, 1996 (61 FR 68014), and the Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation
SPEIS) (DOE 2008c) and its associated RODs, which were published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644; 73 FR 77656). Specific LANL assignments for the foreseeable future
include production of weapons components, assessment and certification of the nuclear weapons
stockpile, surveillance of weapons components and weapons systems, ensuring safe and secure storage of
strategic materials, and management of excess plutonium inventories. In addition, LANL supports
actinide1 science missions ranging from the plutonium-238
heat-source program for the National Aeronautics and Space
Special nuclear material (SNM) is a
Administration to arms control and technology development.
category of material subject to regulation
under the Atomic Energy Act, consisting
primarily of fissile materials. It is defined to
The capabilities needed to execute the NNSA and DOE
mean plutonium, uranium-233, uranium
missions require facilities at LANL that can be used to handle
enriched in the isotopes of uranium-233 or
actinide metals and other radioactive materials in a safe and
-235, and any other material that the
secure manner. Of primary importance are the facilities
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
determines to be SNM, but it does not
located within Technical Area 3 (TA-3) (primarily the
include source material.
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research [CMR] Building) and
TA-55 (the Plutonium Facility) that are used for processing,
characterizing, and storing large quantities of special nuclear material (SNM). The operations in these
two facilities, along with those in several support facilities, are critical to the Stockpile Stewardship
Program and to critical programs supporting the DOE Offices of Science; Environmental Management;
Nonproliferation and National Security; and Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology.
1

“Actinide” refers to any member of the group of elements with atomic numbers from 89 (actinium) to 103 (lawrencium),
including uranium and plutonium. All members of this group are radioactive.
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In January 1999, NNSA approved a strategy for managing operational risks at the CMR Building. This
strategy recognized that the 60-year-old CMR Building could not continue its mission support at an
acceptable level of risk to public and worker health and safety without operational restrictions. The
strategy also committed NNSA and its operating contractor to manage the facility to a planned end-of-life
in or about the year 2010. In addition, it committed NNSA and its operating contractor to develop
long-term facility and site plans to relocate CMR capabilities elsewhere in LANL as necessary to
maintain support of national security missions into the future. Since this strategy was approved, CMR
capabilities have been restricted substantially, both by planned NNSA actions and by unplanned facility
outages, including the shutdown of operations within three of the eight wings of the CMR Building. As
time passes, additional CMR operations and capabilities are being restricted due to safety and security
constraints. For example, the Security Category I SNM storage vault at the CMR Building has been
reclassified to a Security Category III/IV storage vault, which limits material inventories. It is apparent
that action is required to ensure that LANL can maintain its support of critical national security missions.
The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) Project
seeks to ensure long-term support of NNSA Stockpile Stewardship Program strategic objectives; these
capabilities are necessary to support the current and future directed stockpile work and campaign
activities at LANL.
2.2
2.2.1

Description of the Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Overview

The CMR Building (Building 3-29) was designed and built within TA-3 as an actinide chemistry and
metallurgy research facility (see Figure 2–1). The main corridor, with seven wings (Wings 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 7, and an Administration Wing), was constructed between 1949 and 1952. In 1960, a new wing
(Wing 9) was added for activities that must be performed in hot cells (enclosed, shielded areas that safely
facilitate the remote manipulation of radioactive materials). The planned Wings 6 and 8 were never
constructed. In 1986, an SNM storage vault was added underground. The three-story CMR Building
now has eight wings connected by a spinal corridor and contains a total of 550,000 square feet
(51,000 square meters) of space. It is a multiple-user facility in which specific wings are associated with
different activities. In the past, the CMR Building provided full capabilities for performing SNM
analytical chemistry (AC) and materials characterization (MC). The broad spectrum of MC work once
performed in Wing 2 of the CMR Building has been suspended or relocated as a result of restrictions on
the quantity of SNM allowed in the building. Now only a limited set of MC work is performed in
Wings 5 and 7. Pit production does not take place at the CMR Building.
Waste management conducted within the CMR Building is designed to meet waste acceptance criteria for
onsite or offsite waste management and disposal facilities. The aqueous waste from radioactive activities
and other nonhazardous aqueous chemical wastes from the CMR Building are discharged from each wing
into a network of drains specifically designated to transport waste solutions to the existing Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) in TA-50 for treatment and disposal. The primary sources of
radioactive liquid waste at the CMR Building are laboratory sinks, duct washdown systems, and
overflows and blowdowns from circulating chilled water systems.
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Figure 2–1 Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
The CMR Building infrastructure was designed with air, temperature, and power systems that are
operational nearly 100 percent of the time. Short-term backup power is provided for these systems by an
uninterruptible power supply; longer-term backup power is provided by the TA-3 Power Plant.
The CMR Building was constructed between 1949 and 1952 to the building code standards in effect at
that time. Over the intervening years, DOE has systematically identified and corrected some deficiencies
and upgraded some systems to address changes in standards or to improve safety performance. However,
over time, the effects of facility aging, combined with changes to safety codes, standards, and
requirements, have resulted in a situation in which the building cannot be safely operated for mission
support work without restrictions on the types and levels of activities and limits on material inventories.
Although completed upgrades to the CMR Building allow for continued safe nuclear operations at an
acceptable level of risk, it cannot be relied upon to meet mission support requirements for 50 years into
the future. Major upgrades to building structural and safety systems would be required to sustain nuclear
operations of the type and at the levels required to meet all DOE and NNSA mission support work
requirements. Furthermore, geologic studies and seismic investigations completed at LANL from
1996 through 1998 and supplemented by a 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a)
identified possible connections between several faults in the surrounding area that could increase the
likelihood of fault rupture in TA-3 and beneath the CMR Building that would result in an unacceptable
level of damage and potentially destroy the building in the event of a severe earthquake. Upgrades to the
structure of the CMR Building to address these concerns and meet the latest seismic code requirements so
that the building could be operated as needed to fully support the building’s identified mission were
recognized as being physically very complicated and difficult to the point of being almost impossible to
address without tearing down several wings of the existing structure and rebuilding them from the
basements up.
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The CMR Building was originally designated as a Hazard Category 2, Security Category II nuclear
facility under the criteria contained in DOE-STD-1027-92, Hazard Categorization and Accident
Analysis Techniques for Compliance With DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports; and
DOE Order 474.2, Nuclear Material Control and Accountability. The security category designation of a
facility is determined by the type, quantity, and attractiveness level (that is, how readily the material could
be converted into a nuclear explosive device) of the material of concern. A Hazard Category 2 facility is
defined as a nuclear facility for which a hazard analysis shows the potential for significant onsite
consequences. As noted previously, NNSA and its operating contractor have restricted CMR Building
operations and have reduced SNM quantities allowed within the building. The CMR Building is
currently operated as a Hazard Category 2, Security Category III nuclear facility.
2.2.2

Administrative Wing and Wing 1

The Administrative Wing and Wing 1 consist of individual office spaces, passageways, and conference
rooms on three floors (see Figure 2–2). Access to the CMR Building is through these wings and is
controlled. The CMR Building Operations Center, housed in the Administration Wing, monitors all
important system parameters.

Figure 2–2 Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Schematic
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2.2.3

Laboratories (Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7)

Each CMR Building wing consists of a basement and a first and second floor. Laboratory Wings 2, 3, 4,
5, and 7 consist of laboratory modules, passageways, office space, change rooms, and electrical and
ventilation equipment rooms separated by interior walls. Change rooms are located at the first floor
entrance to each wing. Radiological laboratory modules are located in the center of the first floor of the
associated wing. Office spaces are typically located outside the laboratory modules, separated by
passageways. Filter towers, which contain ventilation and electrical equipment rooms, are located at the
end of each wing, opposite the spinal corridor. A large ventilation equipment room is located on the
second floor of each wing, adjoining the spinal corridor. Radiological laboratories contain gloveboxes
(enclosed stainless steel or painted metal boxes with protective gloves that facilitate the safe handling of
hazardous materials) and hoods required for individual processes. A radioactive liquid waste drainline
system routes liquid waste from CMR Building laboratories to the existing RLWTF in TA-50. Wings 5
and 7 are currently being operated at reduced levels due to safety and seismic concerns (that is,
radiological safety in the event of an earthquake that would cause structural damage to the building).
Wings 2 and 3 are shut down to minimize risks related to seismic concerns and are currently
undergoing hazard reduction activities. Hazard reduction activities include removal of laboratory hoods,
cabinets, and miscellaneous equipment with the goal of reducing the wing inventory to less than
200 plutonium-239-equivalent grams; it does not include removal of gloveboxes or equipment and
ventilation systems connected to gloveboxes. Hazard reduction in Wing 4 has been completed. There
is no active decontamination or decommissioning work being done at the CMR Building.
2.2.4

Hot Cells (Wing 9)

Wing 9 consists of office spaces, change rooms, hydraulic plant spaces, laboratories, hot cells, and
associated operating areas, a radioactive material transfer area, a machine shop, and floor well storage.
Typically, utility service sources are located in the attic, with service piping or conduit dropping down to
the serviced spaces.
Hot cell operations include transfer of materials between the high-bay area and the hot cell corridors;
loading and unloading of radioactive materials or sources from shipping or storage casks; unpackaging
and packaging of radioactive materials, sources, or wastes; inspections; remote machining operations;
remote welding operations; remote sample preparation; chemical processing; mechanical testing; or any
similar remote-handling operation. These operations also include maintenance and setup activities
associated with the hot cells and corridors.
2.3

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Capabilities

The operational CMR capabilities at LANL involve work with both radioactive and nonradioactive
substances. Work involving radioactive material (including uranium-235, depleted uranium,
thorium-232, plutonium-238, plutonium-239, and americium-241) is performed inside specialized
ventilation hoods, hot cells, and gloveboxes. Chemicals such as various acids, bases, and organic
compounds are used in small quantities, generally in preparation of radioactive materials for processing or
analysis.
The 1999 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE 1999a) described ongoing CMR Building capabilities at the
time it was issued. This description was updated in the Environmental Impact Statement for the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE 2003b) and the 2008 Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(2008 LANL SWEIS) (DOE 2008a). Some of the capabilities described in these documents are no longer
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performed at the CMR Building. The principal capabilities currently performed at the CMR Building are
described in the following paragraphs.
2.3.1

Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization

AC capabilities involve the study, evaluation, and analysis of radioactive materials. In general terms, AC
is that branch of chemistry that deals with the separation, identification, and determination of the
components in a sample. MC relates to the measurement of basic material properties and the changes in
those properties as a function of temperature, pressure, or other factors. These AC and MC activities
support research and development associated with various nuclear materials programs, many of which are
performed at other LANL locations on behalf of or in support of other sites across the DOE complex
(such as Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, the Savannah River Site, and Sandia National
Laboratories).
Examples of sample characterization activities include assay and determination of isotopic ratios of
plutonium, uranium, and other radioactive elements and identification of major and trace elements in
materials, the content of gases, constituents at the surfaces of various materials, and methods to
characterize waste constituents in hazardous and radioactive materials. A full suite of MC capabilities
was previously performed in the CMR Building, but now only a small subset of those activities is
performed in Wings 5 and 7. If the decision is made to construct a new CMRR-NF, the full suite of
MC capabilities would be re-established.
2.3.2

Destructive and Nondestructive Analysis

Destructive and nondestructive analysis employs AC; metallographic analysis; measurement on the basis
of alpha, neutron, or gamma radiation from an item; and other measurement techniques. These activities
are used in support of product quality for weapons and nuclear fuels programs, component surveillance,
nuclear materials control and accountability, SNM standards development, research and development,
environmental restoration, and waste treatment and disposal.
2.3.3

Actinide Research and Processing

Actinide research and processing at the CMR Building typically involve small quantities of solid and
aqueous solutions. However, any research involving highly radioactive materials or remote handling may
use the hot cells in Wing 9 of the CMR Building to minimize personnel exposure to radiation or other
hazardous materials. CMR actinide research and processing may include separation of medical isotopes
from targets, research and development of nuclear fuel, processing of neutron sources, and research into
the characteristics of materials, including the behavior or characteristics of materials in extreme
environments, such as high temperature or pressure.
2.4

Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project Capabilities

This section presents the portion of the operational capabilities proposed to be included within the
CMRR-NF and identifies those capabilities that have been housed within the CMR Building that are
not planned to carry over into the CMRR-NF. Conversely, if the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative is selected for implementation, these operational capabilities would be subject to progressive
limitations based on the suitability of the structure to continue to safely shelter them, new programmatic
decisions, and DOE and NNSA mission support needs. Pit production does not take place at the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.
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2.4.1

Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization Capabilities

These capabilities include the facility space and equipment needed to support nuclear operations,
spectroscopic and analytical instrumentation, nonnuclear space and offices, and nonnuclear laboratory
space for staging and testing equipment and experimental work with stable (nonradioactive) materials.
Most of these capabilities are found at the CMR Building, although a subset of AC and MC capabilities
reside in other locations at LANL. This project element includes relocating all mission-essential CMR
Building AC and MC capabilities and consolidating other AC and MC capabilities at LANL in the
CMRR-NF, where possible, to provide efficient and effective mission support.
AC capabilities at LANL provide the definitive analysis for the references and standards of SNM. They
are the reference methods for secondary or field measurements and are used to prepare and certify
calibration standards. The national security applications include nondestructive and destructive analysis,
standards for international and domestic safeguards measurements, and working reference standards for
nuclear forensics and detection in the field.
LANL represents and maintains state-of-the-art MC capabilities. MC includes a variety of sample
preparation and characterization methods to evaluate the microstructures and properties of SNM,
including plutonium and uranium metal and oxides and mixed-oxide and nitride nuclear fuels. These
capabilities are used to develop novel techniques for SNM preparation and characterization; design and
execute plutonium alloy castings; investigate plutonium alloy aging effects on material properties; and
provide experimental data that are used to validate process and performance models.
LANL is the only site in the United States that can support various plutonium-related national security
programs because it maintains both the equipment and facilities to execute such programs and the
comprehensive supporting capabilities, including AC and MC, and technical expertise. The Modified
CMRR-NF would have the key facility infrastructure, gloveboxes, hoods, and analytical instrumentation
for handling and analyzing SNM safely, and continuing to provide these capabilities requires material
storage vault space.
At the present time, a set of MC capabilities is provided within the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to
(1) streamline material processes associated with pit fabrication and pit surveillance programs and
(2) minimize security costs and lost time associated with shipping large SNM items to the CMR Building
from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. An appropriate amount of space and equipment for the purpose of
relocating stockpile stewardship AC and MC research capabilities within the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to
the new CMRR-NF would be provided as part of the proposed action. These capabilities would be sized
consistent with mission capacity requirements.
2.4.2

Special Nuclear Material Storage Capability

A SNM storage capability for 6,000 kilograms of plutonium-239-equivalent would be provided at
CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF storage capability would be designed to replace the storage vault at the
CMR Building. The SNM storage requirements would be developed in conjunction with, and would be
integrated into, a long-term LANL SNM storage strategy.
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2.4.3

Nuclear Materials Operational Capabilities and Space for non–Los Alamos National
Laboratory Users

This operational capability would provide research laboratory space for non-LANL users. Research
laboratory space within the CMRR-NF would be used by other NNSA nuclear sites to support LANL
missions related to defense programs.
2.4.4

Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Capabilities and Activities Not Proposed for
Inclusion within the New Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Nuclear Facility Project

Not all capabilities either previously or currently performed within the existing CMR Building at LANL
would be transferred to the new CMRR Facility. Such capabilities include the Wing 9 hot cell operations,
medical isotope production, uranium production and surveillance activities, nonproliferation training, and
other capabilities that are available at DOE or NNSA sites other than LANL. These capabilities could
cease to exist at LANL when the CMR Building becomes nonoperational.
2.5

Description of Actions Taken to Date Related to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project

As envisioned in the 2004 ROD associated with the 2003 CMRR EIS, an administrative and support
function building, now referred to as the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB), has
been constructed in the southeastern corner of TA-55 (see Figure 2–3). The RLUOB equipment
installation phase is under way, and the building is scheduled to be occupied by workers beginning in
October 2011. The operation of RLUOB would be consistent across all three of the alternatives analyzed
in this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS).

Figure 2–3 Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building in Technical Area 55
RLUOB contains about 208,000 square feet (19,000 square meters) of floor space distributed over several
stories, located on a 4.0-acre (1.6-hectare) site. One story and, due to the slope of the building site, part of
another story are below ground, and three stories are above ground. RLUOB provides office space for
about 400 staff. A large number of the workers with offices in RLUOB would work in the CMRR-NF.
RLUOB includes worker training classrooms and facilities and CMRR Facility incident command and
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emergency response capabilities. In addition to office space, RLUOB contains 19,500 square feet
(1,800 square meters) of radiological laboratory space capable of handling less than Hazard Category 3
radioactive materials per DOE-STD-1027. RLUOB was classified by the preliminary hazard analysis as a
low-hazard, Performance Category 12 (PC-1) facility; however, the structure was designated to be
designed and constructed at the PC-2 level based on the prudent management practice to provide defense
in depth for safety and to maintain radiation doses as low as reasonably achievable.
A separate structure, the Central Utility Building, houses utility equipment for power, hot water, sanitary
sewer, potable water, nonpotable water, de-ionized water, chilled water, heat (natural gas), compressed
air, specialty gases, the fuel oil system, and backup power supply of the proposed CMRR Facility in
TA-55. The structure is two stories tall with a basement. Although this structure was sized to support
both RLUOB and the CMRR-NF, it has not been fully equipped to support both buildings. Equipment
has been included to support RLUOB and additional equipment would be added if the decision is made to
construct the CMRR-NF at the TA-55 site. The 25,000 square feet (2,300 square meters) of floor space
that make up the Central Utility Building are included in the total estimated square footage of RLUOB.
RLUOB is separated from the Central Utility Building by a 2-hour fire-rated construction of two concrete
walls separated by a 12-inch airspace.
RLUOB is anticipated to be awarded a Silver Certification under the U.S. Green Building Council
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design® for New Construction and Major Renovations
(LEED-NC) rating system. In 2010, NNSA awarded the CMRR Project its Pollution Prevention Award
for Best in Class for Sustainable Design/Green Building. Later in 2010, the project received the DOE
EStar Environmental Sustainability Award in Recognition of Exemplary Environmental Sustainability
Projects and Practices. The NNSA and DOE awards were presented for RLUOB integrated planning,
design, procurement, and construction. The CMRR-NF is also registered under the LEED-NC rating
system, with many of the same credits anticipated to be achievable. Lessons learned from design and
construction of RLUOB from a LEED perspective are being incorporated into the Modified CMRR-NF
design.
At the time RLUOB was being constructed, the adjacent area proposed for the CMRR-NF was also
excavated in support of geologic characterization of the CMRR-NF site and seismic mapping, and was
subsequently used as a laydown area for RLUOB construction equipment and materials. As a result, most
of the proposed site of the CMRR-NF has been excavated down to about 30 feet (9.1 meters) already.
The site is now roughly level with Pajarito Road, as shown in Figure 2–4, and would need to be further
excavated if the decision is made to proceed with construction of the CMRR-NF (either the 2004
CMRR-NF or the Modified CMRR-NF) in TA-55.
In support of the CMRR Project, a permanent paved vehicle parking lot has been built in TA-50 across
Pajarito Road from RLUOB. The parking lot currently contains construction trailers associated with the
CMRR Project and provides parking for individuals working on the project and in nearby technical areas.

2

Each structure, system, and component in a DOE facility is assigned to one of five performance categories (PCs) depending
upon its safety importance. For PC-1 structures, systems, and components, the primary concern is preventing major structural
damage, collapse, or other failure that would endanger personnel (life safety). A PC-2 structure, system, and component
designation is meant to ensure the operability of essential facilities or to prevent physical injury to in-facility workers. The PC-2
structures, systems, and components should result in limited structural damage from design-basis natural phenomena events
(such as an earthquake) to ensure minimal interruption of facility operation and repair following the event (DOE 2002c).
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Figure 2–4 Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
Site in Technical Area 55
2.6

Description of the Alternatives

As previously identified, this CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of three
alternatives. This section of Chapter 2 presents detailed descriptions of each of the three alternatives,
identifying actions that would be common across one or more of the alternatives and actions that would
be different or additive across the alternatives.
No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF): Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55,
adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and
the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, with two additional project activities (management of
excavated soils and tuff and a new electrical substation) analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. Based on
new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-33
structure as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA AC and MC mission work. Therefore,
the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed.
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative: Construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to
RLUOB, with certain design and construction modifications and additional support functions that
address seismic safety, infrastructure enhancements, nuclear safety-basis requirements, and sustainable
design principles (sustainable development – see glossary). This alternative has two construction
options: the Deep Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. All necessary AC and MC
operations could be performed as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA mission work. The
3
Each structure, system, and component in a DOE facility is assigned to one of five performance categories depending upon its
safety importance. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those for which failure to perform their safety function could
pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials. Design
considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example,
an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the
facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002c).
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Modified CMRR-NF embodies the maturation of the 2004 CMRR-NF design to meet all safety
standards and operational requirements.
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative: Do not construct a replacement facility to house the
capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the CMR Building at
TA-3, with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to sustain
programmatic operations for as long as feasible. Certain AC and MC operations would be restricted.
Administrative and radiological laboratory operations would take place in RLUOB at TA-55.
2.6.1

No Action Alternative

The 2004 CMRR-NF design would not meet the standards for a PC-3 facility and a PC-3 facility is
required to safely conduct all of the AC and MC work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work.
Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that
would meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need for action to provide a full suite of AC and MC operations
at LANL. The following description of the No Action Alternative (construction and operation of the
2004 CMRR-NF within TA-55 as described in the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the 2004 CMRR EIS
ROD [69 FR 6967]) is provided as a basis for comparison to other alternatives. The 2004 CMRR-NF was
conceived to be constructed as one part of a two-building CMRR Facility; as discussed in Section 2.5,
RLUOB has already been constructed at the southeastern corner of TA-55. Figure 2–5 shows the land
areas that have previously been analyzed in support of CMRR Facility construction. The 2004
CMRR-NF would have housed Hazard Category 2 and 3 operations, requiring the entire facility to be
designed as a Hazard Category 2 nuclear facility.
The 2004 CMRR-NF would have had a building areal footprint measuring about 300 by 210 feet (91 by
64 meters) and would have comprised approximately 200,000 square feet (18,600 square meters) of solid
floor space divided between two stories, and would also have included one steel grating “floor” where
mechanical and other support systems would have been located and one small roof cupola enclosing the
elevator equipment. The 2004 CMRR-NF would have had an aboveground portion (consisting of a single
story) that would have housed Hazard Category 3 laboratories and a belowground portion (consisting of a
single story) that would have housed Hazard Category 2 laboratories and extended an average of 50 feet
(15 meters) below ground. The total amount of laboratory workspace where mission-related AC and MC
operations would be performed was not stated in the CMRR EIS. In 2004, the estimate of 22,500 square
feet (2,100 square meters) was provided as a result of integrated nuclear planning activities (DOE 2005b).
Fire protection systems for the 2004 CMRR-NF would have been developed and integrated with the
existing exterior TA-55 site-wide fire protection water storage tanks and services.
As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1.4, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, a comprehensive update to
the LANL seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007, providing a better understanding of the
seismic behavior of the design-basis earthquake (LANL 2007a). The updated report used more-recent
field study data, most notably from the proposed CMRR-NF site, and the application of the most current
seismic analysis methods, to update the seismic source model, ground motion attenuation relationships,
dynamic properties of the subsurface (primarily the Bandelier Tuff) beneath LANL, as well as the
probabilistic seismic hazard, horizontal and vertical hazards, and design-basis earthquake for LANL.
Based on this updated seismic hazard analysis, the geotechnical properties of the bedrock (that is, the
structural stability of the rock) at the proposed CMRR-NF location have been further evaluated with
respect to the proposed CMRR-NF structure and the associated depth of excavation (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b). Using this information, it was determined that a design-basis earthquake would result in severe
damage to the 2004 CMRR-NF if it were constructed as originally envisioned and described and analyzed
in the CMRR EIS.
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General requirements necessary for public and worker safety and resulting design criteria are strongly
driven by the requirements of “Nuclear Safety Management” (10 CFR Part 830). Since the conceptual
design analyzed in the CMRR EIS was developed, the maturity of applying the Nuclear Safety
Management requirements, and the maturity of understanding seismic impact analysis have led to
concerns related to the overall conceptual design parameters used for the 2004 CMRR-NF in the
CMRR EIS. As discussed in the CMRR EIS, the CMRR-NF would need to be safety class PC-3 for
seismic events. Because of the updated and refined seismic design criteria, the 2004 CMRR-NF design
would not meet today’s PC-3 requirements.
A revised accident analysis was performed for the 2004 CMRR-NF in this CMRR-NF SEIS as discussed
in Chapter 4, Section 4.1. This revised accident analysis determined that the human health risks to
workers and the public, should the 2004 CMRR-NF be constructed and operated as originally envisioned,
would be unacceptable in the event of an actual design-basis earthquake event. Such an earthquake could
be expected to occur every 100 to 10,000 years. The damaged 2004 CMRR-NF building could provide
an open pathway for public and worker exposure to radioactive materials being stored or used in the
facility at the time of the earthquake.
Concerns about the ability of the 2004 CMRR-NF design to survive a design-basis earthquake have led to
the CMRR-NF being redesigned as described in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Updates to the
construction parameters have been completed per requirements of the seismic probabilistic hazard curve,
and the safety analysis has matured greatly beyond that performed in the preliminary hazards analysis on
which the CMRR EIS was based. Because of these updates and maturity of the facility design, the
Modified CMRR-NF now has a more complete set of safety controls and definitive design criteria. The
safety control set is the integrated set of engineered structures, systems, and components that are
incorporated into a facility’s design to control risks associated with internal and external events that could
affect facility operation. It includes systems such as the ventilation system, fire suppression system, and
radiological monitoring and alarm system. For a facility that incorporates the safety control set to be
designed, constructed and operated, to meet the updated seismic design requirements, additional floor
space is required to house the major systems. The Modified CMRR-NF structure would still be required
to meet the same functional requirement of PC-3 design today as was described in the CMRR EIS and the
latest preliminary hazards analysis. The Modified CMRR-NF would be designed to survive a designbasis earthquake (for example, with much thicker walls and more reinforcing steel) without a significant
release of radioactive materials to the environment and this alternative is being fully evaluated in this
CMRR-NF SEIS as discussed in Section 2.6.2.
2.6.2
2.6.2.1

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Construction Activities Associated with the Modified CMRR-NF

Nuclear safety requirements stemming from 10 CFR Part 830, “Nuclear Safety Management,” mandate a
comprehensive analysis of identified hazards and postulated accidents to protect the public, workers, and
the environment; this information is used for both developing the engineered designs of facilities and
equipment and identifying administrative work requirements. This safety analysis and integration process
is an iterative process that would continue as the CMRR-NF design evolves, as the CMRR-NF is
constructed, and as operations are conducted. In 2007, the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis
(LANL 2007a) for LANL was updated, providing a better understanding of the probable seismic behavior
of various geological material layers occurring at LANL and, therefore, a better understanding of the
structural building requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake event without
major damage. In 2009, the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was augmented with a study
that provided updated horizontal and vertical design ground accelerations for the proposed CMRR
Facility site in TA-55 (LANL 2009b). These updated factors were lower than the factors included in the
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2007 analysis (0.47 g [gravitational acceleration] compared to 0.52 g for peak horizontal ground
acceleration and 0.51 g compared to 0.6 g for peak vertical ground acceleration). These data were
factored into the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF and do not change any of the analyses
presented in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
In addition to the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis, other seismic and geologic studies have been
conducted for the CMRR Project (LANL 2005, 2007b, 2007c, 2008; Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a).
To meet the seismic protection design requirements resulting from the probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis and the other studies for what is referred to as the “design-basis earthquake,” together with the
nuclear safety requirements identified through iterative planning processes, it was determined that the
2004 CMRR-NF would need to be designed with various structural and equipment modifications to allow
it to fully meet the operational requirements set forth by NNSA for the facility.
The Modified CMRR-NF would require additional structural and reinforcing concrete and steel for
the construction of the building’s walls, floors, and roof than was estimated and analyzed in the
2003 CMRR EIS for the structure as it was conceived of then. These portions of the Modified CMRR-NF
would have to be thicker and stronger, with more bracing than previously estimated. Also, most of the
worker access areas for building systems and equipment access and repairs would be constructed with
solid floors rather than steel grating flooring; fire protection water storage tanks would be located inside
the Modified CMRR-NF rather than using existing exterior water storage tanks in TA-55 (the large size
and weight of these tanks require additional structural considerations by themselves); various utilities
would be installed with added protection measures and bracing; and other seismic protection and safety
measures would be incorporated into the building design and the installation requirements for the
equipment. (See Figure 2–6, photo of RLUOB, which was constructed with some of the same seismic
protections with regard to using solid floors rather than steel grating flooring in the worker access
areas for building systems and equipment and with regard to equipment bracing and other protective
installation measures.) These structural modifications resulted in an overall increase in the size and
height of the Modified CMRR-NF. The footprint of the Modified CMRR-NF is larger than that of the
2004 CMRR-NF due to space required for engineered safety systems and equipment, such as an increase
in the size and quantity of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning ductwork, addition of safety-class fire
suppression equipment, plus the associated electrical equipment. This equipment added 42 feet
(13 meters) to the building in one dimension. The addition of 94 feet (29 meters) in the other dimension
was to provide corridor space for movement of equipment, to avoid interference between systems
(mechanical, electrical, piping), and to allow enough space for maintenance, repair and inspection, and
mission support activities (maintenance shop, waste management areas, and radiological protection
areas). The increased dimensions noted above also included space required for concrete wall thicknesses
for seismic stiffening. Table 2–1 shows the estimated construction requirements associated with the
Modified CMRR-NF.
Among the concerns identified in the seismic and geologic studies is the presence of a poorly welded tuff
layer of volcanic ash material beneath the proposed CMRR-NF construction site. This layer, identified as
the lower portion of Bandelier Tuff, Unit 3, underlies the proposed facility location in TA-55 and is
widespread across LANL. Either the Modified CMRR-NF would need to be constructed at a sufficient
distance above this poorly welded tuff layer to ensure the performance of the structure during a seismic
event, or the layer would need to be excavated and backfilled with an engineered material (for example,
concrete) to provide a stable medium on which to build the structure.
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Figure 2–6 Utility System Floorspace in the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
Two options are being considered for construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. The Deep Excavation
Option would involve excavating through a layer of poorly welded tuff, then partially backfilling the
excavation with a low-slump concrete. The 10-foot-thick (3-meter-thick) concrete basemat on which the
building foundation would rest would be constructed on top of the concrete backfill. The Shallow
Excavation Option would avoid the poorly welded tuff layer by constructing the basemat well above that
layer in the overlying stable geologic layer, which would act in a raft-like fashion to allow the building to
“float” over the poorly welded tuff layer.
The original building elevation (as defined by the bottom of the basemat) considered for the CMRR-NF
was located sufficiently shallow such that extensive excavation below the building basemat would not be
required and would not extend into the poorly welded tuff layer. This design held through the completion
of the conceptual and preliminary design phases of the project. This building location was reviewed by a
number of organizations external to the project team, including NNSA and the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.
When the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was published in 2007, the building design was adjusted
to increase both the thickness in certain floors and the thickness of the basemat. The end result was the
overall building height measured from the bottom of the basemat to the top of the roof was now larger. In
response to these changes, the building excavation was deepened to maintain the aboveground height of
the building at the same elevation as the previous design. This design change would have resulted in the
penetration of the poorly welded tuff layer, requiring additional excavation, and resulted in the Deep
Excavation Option.
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Table 2–1 Summary of Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Nuclear Facility Project Construction Requirements
Building/Material Usage
Land – permanent changes (acres)

Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative
Deep Excavation Option a

Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative
Shallow Excavation Option a

12

12

Land – temporary changes (acres)

116 to 135

96 to 115

Building – length by width (feet)

342 by 304

342 by 304

407,600

407,600

130

58

545,000

236,000

4.6

3.8

Building size (square feet) b
Nominal excavation depth (feet)
Remaining material to be excavated (cubic yards)
Water (million gallons per year)
Electricity (megawatt-hours per year)

d

Propane (gallons per year for 3 to 6 years)
Concrete (cubic yards)
Steel (tons)
Peak construction workers

c

31,000

31,000

19,200

19,200

150,000 (structural)
250,000 (low-slump)

150,000 (structural)

560 (structural)
18,000 (foundation & reinforcing)

560 (structural)
18,000 (foundation & reinforcing)

790

790

Average number of construction workers

420

410

Estimated number of offsite truck trips e

38,000

29,000

Nonhazardous waste (metric tons)

2,600

2,600

9

9

2023

2023

Construction period (years)
Transition from CMR Building complete

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Nuclear Facility.
a
The Deep and Shallow Excavation Options refer to options to build the Modified CMRR-NF with a nominal 130-foot
excavation or a nominal 58-foot excavation, respectively.
b
Building size is expressed in gross square feet, including the width of the walls.
c
Includes tuff remaining to be excavated for the CMRR-NF building and the tunnels that would connect the CMRR-NF to
RLUOB and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Approximately 30 feet of material have already been excavated from the
proposed CMRR-NF site in TA-55 as part of the previous geological investigation of the site.
d
Annual site infrastructure estimates for electricity use round to 31,000 megawatt-hours for both the Deep and Shallow
Excavation construction options. However, the Deep Excavation Option is expected to require more electricity over the life
of the alternative to support the creation of additional concrete for the layer of low-slump concrete fill.
e
Offsite truck trips include the delivery of construction equipment, construction materials, and building equipment and
supplies to the building site over the estimated 9-year life of the construction project.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.404685; feet to meters, by 0.3048; gallons to liters, by 3.7854; cubic yards to
cubic meters, by 0.76455; tons to metric tons, by 0.9072.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002, 003, 026.

In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce
the amount of additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option by raising
the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The overall building height would remain
the same, but the top of the roof would be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and
preliminary design. At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts and cost without affecting
other building design requirements. Both construction options require the same sets of safety controls
and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses
contained in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA. As the
design studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other may be judged to have
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significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of construction
that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.
The Modified CMRR-NF would have a building footprint measuring about 342 by 304 feet (104 by
93 meters) and would comprise approximately 408,000 gross square feet (37,900 gross square meters),
344,000 net square feet (32,000 net square meters), of floor space divided between four floors plus a
partial roof level compared to the 200,000 gross square feet (18,600 gross square meters) estimated in the
CMRR EIS. One of these floors would be devoted to utility system floor space and, while the square
footage of this floor would add to the total building square footage amount because of the hard floor, it
would not be occupied full time by building workers. The lowest building floor or level would be
devoted to the fire suppression water storage tanks, other facility support equipment, and maintenance
areas. This floor would not be occupied full time by building workers. Inclusion of a dedicated water
source for fire protection within the building assists in meeting nuclear safety and design requirements.
The other two building levels would be occupied by the CMRR-NF workers and AC and MC operations
in dedicated laboratories, building systems, the vault, and other direct laboratory support functions such
as waste management. The total amount of laboratory workspace where mission-related AC and MC
operations would be performed would be the same as estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF, namely, about
22,500 square feet (2,100 square meters). The maximum amount of radioactive materials that could be in
the laboratories at any given time has been restricted to no more than 300 kilograms of plutonium-239equivalent SNM, the same as originally planned for the 2004 CMRR-NF. The total quantity of
plutonium-239-equivalent SNM that would be permitted in the facility (including short-term and longterm storage vaults) would also be the same as estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF, 6,000 kilograms.
The new structure would be designed and constructed in accordance with the geotechnical analyses and
design recommendations provided in the geotechnical reports (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2010a, 2010b). These
reports have concluded that the substrate is sufficiently strong to withstand the weight of the proposed
structure, such that intolerable amounts of seismically and nonseismically induced settlement and lateral
shifting of the foundation would not occur. The seismic weight of the proposed building is about
490 million pounds (220 million kilograms) under the Shallow Excavation Option.4 The total area, or
footprint, of the base slab foundation is 101,000 square feet (9,400 square meters). The load of the
building would be distributed over the area of the slab; therefore, about 490 million pounds (220 million
kilograms) per 101,000 square feet (9,400 square meters) results in a bearing pressure of
about 4,850 pounds per square foot (23,700 kilograms per square meter) (LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 010).
The geotechnical report (Kleinfelder 2007a) indicates that the allowable bearing pressure of the soil in the
level where the Shallow Excavation Option would sit is 20,000 pounds per square foot (97,600 kilograms
per square meter). This allowable bearing pressure of the soil is much greater than the pressure due to the
building. Final geotechnical and structural design calculations would also be completed upon completion
of the final building design.
NNSA would construct the Modified CMRR-NF in TA-55 next to the already constructed RLUOB
(see Figure 2–4). The structure would be constructed to meet or exceed current International Building
Code standards; LEED certification initiatives; and internal DOE requirements for nuclear facilities, fire
protection, site seismic design, and security such that it could be operated to fully meet DOE and NNSA
mission-support work requirements for AC and MC operations. Sustainable design considerations were
integrated early in the CMRR Project planning and design phases, and these would be maintained
throughout the procurement and construction process for the Modified CMRR-NF to ensure the
4

Under the Deep Excavation Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase the weight of the
building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms). The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper
excavation is estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the Deep Excavation Option, the
building would sit on rock and there are not similar concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option
as opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option.
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construction and operation of high-performance sustainable buildings. Consistent with
DOE Order 413.3B (Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets) and the
LANL Sustainable Design Guide (LANL 2002), sustainable facility designs would include features that
would allow the structures to be constructed and operated with reduced electricity and water use.
Optimized energy performance would be achieved by using highly reflective roofing materials, energyefficient equipment, specialized building envelope design and materials, and lighting controls. Low-flow
fixtures would reduce water use over the life of the building. Interior and exterior building materials
would include recycled content materials and local/regional materials. Native plant species would be used
for landscaping. Only temporary irrigation would be used to establish new landscaping. Various control
methods would be used to improve indoor air quality, including heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
system protection to control dust and debris and use of products (for example, paints, furniture, adhesives,
and sealants) that emit low amounts of volatile organic compounds. Permanent exterior safety and
security lighting at the buildings and structures, as well as along the facility’s fenced boundary, would be
designed so that it is directed toward the facility and away from roads and canyons as much as possible.
Certification under the LEED-NC rating system would be pursued.
NNSA would continue to operate and maintain the existing CMR Building on a smaller scale, with
reduced operations and limited maintenance, during the construction phase and until all necessary
functions are moved (transitioned) or otherwise cease. Based on the facility hazard categorization and the
safeguards and security requirements, the Modified CMRR-NF would be a Hazard Category 2, Security
Category I building, as the CMRR-NF was originally envisioned to be in 2003, and as analyzed in the
CMRR EIS. As was planned for the 2004 CMRR-NF, the Modified CMRR-NF would be linked to the
newly constructed RLUOB via an underground tunnel with a separate security station, and another
underground tunnel would be constructed to connect the TA-55 Plutonium Facility with the Modified
CMRR-NF. Vaults for long-term and short-term storage of SNM would be located within the footprint of
the Modified CMRR-NF.
In general, construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would be accomplished using the same methods of
construction, materials, and types of construction equipment originally planned for the 2004 CMRR-NF.
However, as already noted, the structure would be stronger, with thicker walls, floors, roof, and other
components. As previously mentioned, two different construction options are being considered for the
Modified CMRR-NF to address the previously discussed poorly welded tuff layer present beneath the
proposed building site: the Deep Excavation Option and Shallow Excavation Option. These two
construction options are described in more detail in the following paragraphs.
The Deep Excavation Option would involve excavating the identified footprint another 100 feet
(30 meters) to a nominal depth of 130 feet (40 meters) below ground, thus removing the poorly welded
tuff layer (see Figure 2–7). The resulting excavated site would then be backfilled up to about 60 feet
(18 meters) with low-slump concrete. A basemat foundation for the Modified CMRR-NF under the Deep
Excavation Option would be constructed directly on this low-slump concrete layer once it has sufficiently
cured (see Figure 2–7). The basemat provides additional structural support. The building would have
three stories located below ground and one above ground on the northwest. Due to site sloping, there
would be two stories below ground and two stories and a partial roof level above ground on the southeast.
The aboveground portion would rise approximately 53 feet (16 meters) above ground at its highest point
in the northeastern corner.
An estimated 720,000 cubic yards (550,000 cubic meters) of soil and tuff would be removed from the
excavation of the Modified CMRR-NF and the connecting tunnels under the Deep Excavation Option.
Approximately 175,000 cubic yards (134,000 cubic meters) of soil and tuff has already been removed
from the construction site for geotechnical mapping, and another 545,000 cubic yards (417,000 cubic
meters) would need to be removed if the Modified CMRR-NF were built using the Deep Excavation
Option.
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Figure 2–7 Modified CMRR-NF, Deep Excavation Option, Relative to Geologic Stratigraphy
The Shallow Excavation Option would involve much less site excavation than the Deep Excavation
Option because the Modified CMRR-NF’s base elevation would be located above the poorly welded tuff
layer (see Figure 2–8). The Shallow Excavation Option would involve excavating the building’s
footprint an additional 28 feet (8.5 meters) from the current ground level to a nominal depth of 58 feet
(18 meters) below ground. A basemat foundation for the Modified CMRR-NF under the Shallow
Excavation Option would be constructed directly in the geologic layer overlying the poorly welded tuff
layer, about 17 feet (5.2 meters) above the interface with the poorly welded tuff layer. The basemat
provides additional structural support. Engineered backfill would be used to partially bury the building.
The building would have three stories below ground and one above ground on the northwest side. Due to
site sloping, there would be two stories below ground and two stories and a partial roof level above
ground on the southeast side.
An estimated 411,000 cubic yards (315,000 cubic meters) of soil and tuff would be removed from the
excavation of the CMRR-NF and the connecting tunnels under the Shallow Excavation Option.
Approximately 175,000 cubic yards (134,000 cubic meters) of soil has already been removed from the
construction site for geotechnical mapping, and another 236,000 cubic yards (180,000 cubic meters)
would need to be removed if the Modified CMRR-NF is built using the Shallow Excavation Option.
Under either of the construction options, excavated soil and rock material (spoils) from the Modified
CMRR-NF site would be transported by truck to storage areas within LANL in accordance with routine
material reuse practices; the spoils would ultimately be beneficially reused. Under the Deep and Shallow
Excavation Options, approximately 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) of the material would be
reused as fill for other project activities related to CMRR infrastructure and construction support (such as
fill for leveling the parking lots and the TA-46/63 and TA-48/55 laydown areas), and the rest
(395,000 cubic yards [302,000 cubic meters]) under the Deep Excavation Option and 86,000 cubic yards
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[66,000 cubic meters] under the Shallow Excavation Option) would be staged at LANL materials staging
areas for future appropriate reuse on other LANL construction and landscaping projects (see discussion
below on spoils storage areas). Reuse of this material at LANL would directly offset future needs to
purchase and transport fill material from offsite locations because of the limited amount of suitable fill
material remaining within existing LANL borrow pits.

Figure 2–8 Modified CMRR-NF, Shallow Excavation Option, Relative to Geologic Stratigraphy
Because of safety and seismic concerns, additional concrete (including cement and suitable aggregate
materials), steel, and other supplies and goods would be needed to construct the stronger Modified
CMRR-NF. Under the Deep Excavation Option, it is estimated that an additional 390,000 cubic yards
(300,000 cubic meters) of concrete would be needed to build the Modified CMRR-NF beyond that
estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF. The majority of this concrete (250,000 cubic yards [190,000 cubic
meters]) would be the low-slump concrete fill upon which the building would be constructed. While the
Shallow Excavation Option would not require the low-slump concrete fill included in the Deep
Excavation Option, it would still require an additional 140,000 cubic yards (110,000 cubic meters) of
concrete compared with the 2004 CMRR-NF estimate. In addition, the Modified CMRR-NF would
require over 18,000 tons (16,000 metric tons) of additional concrete-reinforcing steel for construction
compared with the 2004 CMRR-NF estimate under either the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. These
additional construction materials and the additional construction waste that would be generated during
construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would result in additional truck transportation of materials to
and from LANL. The greater quantities of excavated soil and rock material would also require additional
transportation within LANL beyond what would have been required for the 2004 CMRR-NF.
In total, it is estimated that the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option would require up to 38,000 or
29,000 offsite truck trips, respectively, to support construction of the Modified CMRR-NF, depending on
the size of the trucks used for the construction materials deliveries and waste transportation off site for
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disposal. The increased truck trips would average from 17 to 22 additional truck trips per day on the
roads leading to LANL over the life of the construction project under the Deep or Shallow Excavation
Option, compared with 1 additional truck trip per day that would have been required for the 2004
CMRR-NF. The largest number of trips would occur during the period in which the low-slump concrete
would be poured and the materials needed to support mixing the required concrete would be delivered.
The largest number of trips under the Shallow Excavation Option would occur both during the basemat
pour and when engineered backfill would be required to support completion of the Modified CMRR-NF.
About 790 construction workers would be on site during the peak construction period under both the
Deep and Shallow Excavation Options, compared with an estimated peak of 300 workers in the
CMRR EIS. This peak number of workers would add about 500 vehicles to local LANL roadways during
peak construction times. Beginning with the basemat pour, most of these workers would park their
personal vehicles in the parking area to be built in TA-72 and would be shuttled to the construction site
using buses.
Under both construction options, construction of the infrastructure support packages for the Modified
CMRR-NF would begin in 2012, with completion expected in 2020. These construction period estimates
are longer than the approximately 3-year construction period estimated in the CMRR EIS. Under either
construction option, there would be a 3-year transition period from the existing CMR Building as the
Modified CMRR-NF is completed and approved for startup and operations.
Additional anticipated actions and activities required for the Modified CMRR-NF beyond those included
in the CMRR EIS and the 2008 LANL SWEIS regarding the CMRR-NF are described in the following
paragraphs. The locations of these CMRR Project activities are shown in Figure 2–9. In general, many
of these activities make use of previously developed5 land that is industrial in character. Most of the
undeveloped sites would be used temporarily during the construction period and then reclaimed and
revegetated.
Construction Office Trailers and Support Facilities
The Modified CMRR-NF construction phase would install temporary modular office trailers in TA-48 for
use by the construction management staff and construction subcontractor management. The construction
office trailers and parking lot in TA-50 that were established in earlier phases of the CMRR Project will
also support Modified CMRR-NF construction. When Modified CMRR-NF Alternative construction
activities reach a point that the temporary office trailers are no longer needed, they would be vacated and
removed from LANL site. As the CMRR Project nears completion, the TA-50 parking lot would be
converted for use by the CMRR Facility workforce and by other employees working at nearby technical
areas.
Due to the expected size of the construction work force to support the project, existing office space in
White Rock would be leased for personnel badging and training. All construction workers would be
processed through the badging and training facility.

5

For the purposes of this impacts analysis, areas that are considered to be “previously developed” are those in which land has
been changed such that the former state of the area and its functioning ecological processes have been altered.
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TA-72 Parking Lot
A parking lot with a perimeter property protection fence would be constructed in TA-72 along the
south side of East Jemez Road, east of the TA-72 firing range. This parking lot would provide 600 to
800 parking spaces and would include a large-truck turn-around loop. Road improvements would be
made, including turning lanes and a traffic signal light. Electrical power for the traffic signal would be
extended along the East Jemez Road right-of-way from either the intersection with New Mexico State
Road 4 or the TA-72 firing range. Between 13 and 15 acres (5.3 and 6.1 hectares) would be disturbed
for the parking lot, truck loop, and road improvements as necessary. This total acreage is mostly
undeveloped, forested land, but the site was evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS for the construction of a
large warehouse, security worker building, and permanent truck inspection site; however, NNSA has not
yet made a decision on whether to construct and operate that facility. After the Modified CMRR-NF
construction phase ends, the parking lot site would be regraded and revegetated.
The Modified CMRR-NF construction personnel would park their vehicles in this temporary lot and
would be shuttled to and from the job site in buses. The truck loop area would be used to minimize
disturbance of traffic flow along East Jemez Road. The LANL truck inspection station is located near the
intersection of East Jemez Road and New Mexico State Road 4; this truck loop would enable Modified
CMRR-NF Project supply trucks to change directions after being inspected at the LANL truck inspection
station. The trucks would continue west along East Jemez Road, enter a signaled left-turn lane into the
parking lot, use the truck loop area, and exit the parking lot, turning right to return to New Mexico State
Road 4 and then continue on toward White Rock, then to the CMRR-NF construction site.
TA-48/55 Bus Parking Lot
A bus parking lot with a perimeter property protection fence would be constructed in TA-48 and TA-55
along the northwest border of TA-55. This parking lot would provide room for buses carrying
construction personnel from the TA-72 parking lot to the CMRR-NF construction site. About 3.0 acres
(1.2 hectares) of previously disturbed land would be used for the parking lot. After the Modified
CMRR-NF construction phase ends, the parking lot site would be regraded and revegetated.
Pajarito Road Realignment
The Modified CMRR-NF Project may require the shift of a short segment of Pajarito Road slightly to the
south at a location in the vicinity of the entrance to TA-55. The road shift would be needed to integrate
permanent security requirements for the CMRR Project and TA-55 site security needs, specifically, to
ensure proper placement of the perimeter intrusion fence in proximity to Pajarito Road after construction
of the CMRR-NF is nearly complete. The proposed road shift would move an estimated one-half-mile
segment of Pajarito Road (near the entrance to TA-55 that is just southeast of RLUOB and extending an
estimated 2,100 feet [640 meters] to the northwest) so that the road centerline would be shifted up to
56 feet (17 meters) south of its current position. Underground utilities in the area (sewer line, natural gas
line, water line, and electrical and telecommunications duct banks) would be relocated; the existing
roadbed would be moved; and up to one-half mile of a new road would be constructed with two driving
lanes, shoulders, and a turn lane at the Pecos Drive/Pajarito Road intersection. The shifted road segment
may require some buildup of the ground surface along the edge of Twomile Canyon, but the road would
remain on the mesa top and would not enter the canyon after realignment. The proposed shift of the road
segment would permanently disturb less than 2 acres (0.8 hectares) of previously undeveloped land and
1.4 acres (0.6 hectares) of previously developed land. Pajarito Road is not open to the public; it has
vehicle access portals to control access to facilities between TA-64 and New Mexico State Road 4.
Construction of the new segment of road is not expected to result in a closure of Pajarito Road to LANL
worker traffic or to affect other operating facilities along Pajarito Road. No construction laydown and
support areas beyond those established for the Modified CMRR-NF construction would be needed.
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Construction Laydown and Support Areas (TA-46/63, TA-48/55, and TA-5/52)
Because of increased construction requirements for the Modified CMRR-NF, additional land would be
required for construction equipment and materials laydown and support activities beyond that estimated
in the CMRR EIS. Three additional areas for construction laydown and support services could be used:
one area is located in portions of TA-46 and TA-63, a second area is located in TA-48 and TA-55, and a
third is located in TA-5 and TA-52. These areas would be used temporarily and would occupy both
undeveloped and developed land, including areas that have been used for prior material storage and
laydown activities; after construction activities are complete, these areas would be regraded and
revegetated and would then become available for future use by LANL operations.
The TA-46/63 laydown area would occupy an estimated 40 acres (16 hectares) that span the shared
boundary of the technical areas. Activities in TA-63 would include the installation of two ten-plex
construction office trailers; the construction of short access and haul roads, approximately 110 parking
spaces, and two concrete batch plants (discussed separately later); relocation of utilities; and construction
of laydown and storage areas. An existing stormwater detention pond would be enlarged. In TA-46, the
laydown area would also require utility relocations, the installation of short access and haul roads, a
construction office trailer, a parking area, and areas for construction material and equipment laydown and
staging. A fully enclosed, climate-controlled storage building of about 60,000 square feet (5,600 square
meters) of warehouse space may be installed at this site for specialized equipment storage. The TA-46/63
area contains both undeveloped and developed land, including areas that have been used for prior material
storage and laydown activities.
The additional TA-48/55 laydown area would cover an estimated 10 acres (4 hectares) that span the
shared boundary of the technical areas; activities at the site would include the installation of short access
and haul roads, approximately 45,000 square feet (4,200 square meters) of construction craft and office
trailers, and construction laydown areas. A structure being used during remediation of TA-21 may be
used as a construction support building in TA-48/55; prior to moving the structure to TA-48/55 it would
be surveyed to ensure it meets radiological release criteria. This additional TA-48/55 laydown area would
be contiguous to the 10-acre (4.0-hectare) site in TA-55 that was identified for construction trailer,
laydown, and concrete batch plant use in the CMRR EIS.
The 20-acre (8.1-hectare) site in TA-48/55 that would be required for the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative construction is mostly developed and previously disturbed land. There is a potential release
site (PRS 48-001) that may affect a small portion of the TA-48 area proposed for use as a laydown area.
During site development of the nearby area, if contamination is suspected, work would be stopped,
characterization performed, and the necessary action and disposition completed. The extent of the
potential release site is currently being evaluated; appropriate construction and operation measures would
be employed to minimize potential disturbance of contaminated soils or other effects on the potential
release site.
The additional TA-5/52 laydown and construction support area would cover an estimated 19.1 adjacent
acres (7.7 hectares) that span the shared boundary of the technical areas. This additional TA-5/52 area
could be used for construction trailers, laydown, or spoils storage, depending on the needs of the
Modified CMRR-NF construction project.
Additional Concrete Batch Plants (TA-46/63)
The CMRR EIS included the use of a single concrete batch plant located on 5 acres (2 hectares) of land
within TA-55 to support the CMRR Project construction (DOE 2003b). More concrete would be needed
for the Modified CMRR-NF construction, which would require additional concrete production capability.
Under this Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, up to two additional batch plants, for a total of three
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concrete batch plants, would be established. The production rates of the plants would be approximately
150 to 300 cubic yards (115 to 230 cubic meters) of concrete per hour. As with the concrete batch plant
described in the CMRR EIS, the additional plants would be operated by electricity. They would be
temporary installations operated on an as-needed basis to supply concrete throughout the Modified
CMRR-NF construction period and would be subsequently removed. Two batch plants would be located
in TA-63 (adjacent to the TA-46/63 laydown area) as a single facility. Only one plant would be used at a
time, with the other serving as a backup. The TA-63 plants, including supporting functions, would
occupy about 15 acres (6.1 hectares). This area is included in the total area discussed above related to the
construction laydown area that would be built in TA-63.
The batch plants are not expected to operate at the same time. Peak operation of the TA-48/55 concrete
plant of 150 cubic yards per hour is expected during the first year of Modified CMRR-NF construction
(2012) under the Deep Excavation Option; the plant would be used to produce an estimated 250,000 cubic
yards (191,000 cubic meters) of low-slump concrete that would be placed in the lower 60 feet (18 meters)
of the site excavation to provide a stable surface for construction. In the following years, the plant would
supply structural concrete for the Modified CMRR-NF. Under both construction options, a primary and
backup concrete batch plant would be established in TA-46/63 to produce structural concrete for the
Modified CMRR-NF building.
Power Upgrades (TA-3 to TA-55 and TA-5 to TA-55)
Permanent power service to TA-55 would need to be upgraded for facility operations. This would be
done either by building the TA-50 substation, as described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, or by adding a new
feed from the TA-3 electrical substation to TA-55. This feed would be extended from the TA-3
substation south along Diamond Drive and would follow Pajarito Road through TA-64 and TA-48 to
TA-55. Existing duct banks in previously developed areas along the route would be used.
Additional power service would be needed at the Modified CMRR-NF construction site and for various
construction support activities and operations that would extend from the TA-5 East Technical Area
substation to the proposed CMRR-NF site. The necessary upgrades could be temporary or permanent,
depending on future power requirements, but in either case, the level of environmental impacts would be
similar. Power would be brought along a route from the existing TA-5 East Technical Area substation
along Puye Road through TA-52 and TA-63, then along Pajarito Road through TA-50, and along Pecos
Drive to the Modified CMRR-NF site in TA-55, affecting about 9.1 acres (3.7 hectares). Electric utility
easements and overhead power poles that currently exist along this route would be used whenever
possible, but some new overhead poles may be needed, and an estimated 2 acres (0.8 hectares) would
likely be disturbed during the placement of these new poles and line. It is also possible that underground
ducts could be used instead of new overhead poles along this segment of the route.
Additional Spoils Storage Areas (TA-36, TA-51, TA-54)
To carry out the Deep Excavation Option, the Modified CMRR-NF Project would need approximately
25 to 30 acres (10 to 12 hectares) of space for excavated spoils material storage. To carry out the Shallow
Excavation Option, only approximately 10 acres (4.0 hectares) would be needed to store excavated spoils
materials. Under either of the construction options, the space needed for spoils materials storage would
not be collocated at the building site; instead, spoils storage could be distributed across available acreage
at LANL. The 2008 LANL SWEIS estimated that about 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) per
year of excavated soils could be generated and stored on site due to the various construction projects,
including the CMRR Project, that were expected to be undertaken at LANL. Available acreage that could
be used to store and stage excavated spoils beyond the areas included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS has been
identified; however, not all of the areas would be used. Identified possible spoils storage areas include
approximately 39 acres (16 hectares) in TA-36, 9 acres (3.6 hectares) in TA-51, and 19 acres
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(7.7 hectares) in TA-54, as shown in Figure 2–9. Cultural resources and potential release sites in these
areas would be avoided.
Stormwater Detention Ponds (TA-48, TA-50, TA-63, TA-64, TA-72)
Stormwater detention ponds would be built in TA-48, TA-50, TA-63, TA-64, and TA-72 to support the
Modified CMRR-NF Project. A 0.5-acre (0.2-hectare) detention pond would be built in TA-50 to detain
runoff from the CMRR-NF site during operations. An existing stormwater detention pond in TA-63
would be expanded from approximately 0.5 acres (0.2 hectares) to 1 acre (0.4 hectares). A second 1-acre
(0.4-hectare) detention pond would also be constructed in TA-63; the detention ponds would be built in
TA-63 to collect stormwater from the proposed laydown area and concrete batch plant(s) (the detention
ponds in TA-63 are included in the acreage discussed above for construction laydown areas). A 1-acre
(0.4-hectare) stormwater detention pond would be built in TA-64 to collect stormwater from the proposed
laydown area and concrete batch plant in TA-48/55. Within the areas already identified as potentially
disturbed in TA-48 and TA-72, two additional 0.1-acre (0.04-hectare) stormwater detention ponds may be
built to support construction activities. When these temporary construction areas are reclaimed, the
temporary stormwater detention pond sites would also be regraded and these areas would be reclaimed
as well.
2.6.2.2

Operational Characteristics Associated with the Modified CMRR-NF

The following discussion highlights areas where operation of the Modified CMRR-NF would differ from
operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF as it was envisioned in the CMRR EIS. As noted in Section 2.6, the
2004 CMRR-NF could not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure as required to safely conduct the full
suite of NNSA AC and MC mission work; therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be built. The
Modified CMRR-NF would be able to operate to support the full operational requirements of NNSA’s
nuclear weapons complex, as set forth in the SSM PEIS, the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and the Complex
Transformation SPEIS RODs. Estimates of the infrastructure and utility requirements have evolved from
those in the CMRR EIS. These changes reflect progress in the design of the facility from an early
conceptual design to a more detailed design. The current stage of design provides the basis for moreaccurate estimates of utility requirements.
Infrastructure Parameters: Additional infrastructure requirements would be needed on an annual basis
for the Modified CMRR-NF compared to the 2004 CMRR-NF estimated requirements due to the
increased size of the Modified CMRR-NF building and updated estimates. The current design includes a
demineralization unit installed in the Central Utility Building to remove silica from all water used in the
CMRR-NF and RLUOB. About 6 million gallons (23 million liters) of additional water would be used
annually for the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB (16 million gallons [61 million liters] compared to the
10 million gallons [38 million liters] required by the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB). The Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB would also require about 140,000 additional megawatt-hours of electricity
annually compared with the estimate included in the CMRR EIS and an additional 24 megawatts of peak
power (the CMRR EIS electricity requirements are now known to have been underestimated). The
addition of the substation in TA-50 analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS or the extension of a power line
from the TA-3 eastern technical area substation along an existing right-of-way would ensure adequate
power continues to be available at the site, should additional power availability at the site prove to be
necessary. The Modified CMRR-NF would also require about 58 million cubic feet of natural gas
annually to heat the larger building; natural gas would be piped to the Central Utility Building, where
burners would heat air that would be conveyed to the CMRR-NF for heating. The CMRR EIS did not
project any requirement for natural gas.
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Nonradiological Liquid Effluent: The Modified CMRR-NF would not include any permitted outfalls,
so the discharge from this facility would be zero as it was from the 2004 CMRR-NF in the CMRR EIS.
Nonradiological liquid effluents would be transferred via a pipeline to the TA-46 Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant for treatment.
Radiological Liquid Effluent: The Modified CMRR-NF would generate about 344,000 gallons
(1.3 million liters) of radiological liquid effluent annually (Balkey 2011), far less than the 3.8 million
gallons (14 million liters) estimated in the CMRR EIS. The current estimate of radioactive liquid waste
from the Modified CMRR-NF is based on a recent study (Balkey 2011) performed to provide engineering
data regarding the necessary site capacity for radioactive liquid waste treatment. This recent study
considered contemporary design and planned operations data; the CMRR EIS estimate was an older,
conservatively high estimate based on unmetered water usage and a high level of operations at the CMR
Building. These wastes would be collected and discharged into a network of drains that would route the
solutions to RLWTF in TA-50 for treatment and disposal.
Sanitary Waste Generation: The CMRR Facility would include a demineralization unit (in the existing
Central Utility Building) to remove silica from water. Use of this demineralization unit would reduce
typical performance problems associated with silica in major equipment, thus reducing maintenance, and
would increase durability and operating life. The demineralization unit produces reject water that would
be discharged from the Central Utility Building into the CMRR Facility sanitary wastewater collection
system, which would be connected to the existing TA-46 Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant. It is
estimated that use of this demineralization unit would produce approximately 3.5 million gallons
(13 million liters) of reject water annually. This reject water would be in addition to the 7 million gallons
(27 million liters) of wastewater estimated in the CMRR EIS.
Workforce: The workforce that would use the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB includes a range of
users. There are staff members whose assigned work location would be in the CMRR Facility, with most
of them assigned to RLUOB. Many of these workers would perform research in the Modified CMRR-NF
laboratories; some would perform work in the RLUOB laboratories. Additional workers whose assigned
work location is another LANL facility would also perform laboratory work at the CMRR Facility
(primarily at the Modified CMRR-NF). Additional workers at the facility would include inspectors and
auditors, collaborating researchers from outside of LANL, and workers attending training. The full-time
operational workforce at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be equivalent to 550 people, the
same number estimated in the CMRR EIS. The personnel that would work in the CMRR Facility would
not be new workers to the site, but rather would be workers moving to the new facility from the existing
CMR Building or other LANL locations. It is estimated that there would be the equivalent of about
550 radiological workers, annually, using the CMRR Facility, the same number as estimated in the
CMRR EIS.
2.6.3

Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative

Continued use of the CMR Building would not involve the construction and operation of new laboratory
buildings for AC and MC operations. The existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue to be used for
SNM operations, as described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, until it was no longer considered safe to do so. As
discussed in Section 2.2.1, a portion of the CMR Building is located over a fault that could severely
damage or destroy the building in the event of a severe earthquake.
The administrative support, office space, and radiological laboratory functions that were previously
performed within the CMR Building would occur within the new RLUOB in TA-55. The CMR Building
would receive routine maintenance and limited component replacement. The CMR Building would
continue to be operated as a Hazard Category 2, Security Category III nuclear facility for as long as it
could continue to be operated safely; this designation limits the amount of SNM that can be used and the
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level of operations. These limitations do not currently support the missions that NNSA has assigned to
LANL through the SSM PEIS, LANL SWEIS, and Complex Transformation SPEIS RODs. This
alternative does not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out AC and MC
operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions. However,
this alternative is analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS as a prudent measure in light of possible future fiscal
budgetary constraints.
The various aspects of continued operation within the CMR Building are described in Section 2.3, and
these would be common to the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. Operations in the CMR
Building are generally expected to continue until the building can no longer be operated safely, a
replacement facility is available, or NNSA makes other operational decisions. Eventually, the building
would be completely shut down and demolished. Decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition
(DD&D) of the CMR Building is discussed in Section 2.8.1.
2.7

Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail

A number of alternatives were considered, but were not analyzed in detail in this CMRR-NF SEIS because
NNSA determined they are unreasonable. As required in the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
NEPA regulations, the reasons for their elimination from detailed study are discussed in this section.
2.7.1

Alternative Sites

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.6, the Complex Transformation SPEIS analyzed other possible
locations outside of LANL for the activities that would be accomplished in the CMRR-NF. In the ROD
for the Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644), NNSA included its decision to retain plutonium
manufacturing and research and development at LANL, and in support of these activities, to proceed with
construction and operation of the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the CMR
Building. These decisions support NNSA’s goal of consolidating activities and reducing the size of the
Nation’s nuclear weapons complex, together with modernizing outmoded infrastructure. Therefore,
because the alternative sites for key activities within the nuclear weapons complex, as well as the need for
the CMRR-NF, have been reviewed in depth and programmatic decisions have been issued as recently as
December 2008, no additional sites outside of LANL are being considered further in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
In the 2003 CMRR EIS, an alternative site in TA-6 at LANL was evaluated as a possible site for the
CMRR Facility. The TA-6 site was, in effect, a greenfield site that, if chosen, would have resulted in the
central portion of the technical area changing from a largely natural woodland to an industrial site. As
indicated in the 2003 CMRR EIS, development of the TA-6 site would have resulted in greater
environmental impacts than building the proposed CMRR Facility in TA-55. Located near the western
boundary of LANL at a slightly higher elevation and about 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) west of TA-55, TA-6
is situated over the same geologic stratigraphy as TA-55. It is also nearer several known fault traces.
In the February 2004 ROD (69 FR 6967) associated with the CMRR EIS, NNSA decided that the location
for the CMRR Facility would be in TA-55. The site proposed for the CMRR-NF (2004 or Modified) in
TA-55 reflects NNSA’s goal to bring all LANL nuclear facilities into a nuclear core area. Siting of the
CMRR-NF in TA-55 would collocate the AC and MC capabilities near the existing TA-55 Plutonium
Facility, where the programs that make most use of these capabilities are located. As discussed in
Section 2.5, RLUOB (which contains a training facility, incident control center, and radiological
laboratories, as well as offices for personnel who would work in the CMRR-NF) has already been
constructed in TA-55. No other sites at LANL have been identified as appropriate candidates for the
CMRR-NF and none are being considered further in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
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2.7.2

Extensive Upgrades to the Existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building In Whole
or In Part

In the 2003 CMRR EIS, DOE considered the proposal to complete extensive upgrades to the existing
CMR Building’s structural and safety systems to meet current mission support requirements for another
20 to 30 years of operations and dismissed it from detailed analysis. Beginning in 1997 and continuing
through 1998, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term
structural viability of the CMR Building. In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined that
the extensive facility-wide upgrades originally planned for the CMR Building would be less technically
feasible than had been anticipated and would be only marginally effective in providing the operational
risk reduction and program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. The
technical challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR Building are
exacerbated by the findings of the subsequent seismic hazard analysis and the magnitude of the current
design-basis earthquake (LANL 2007). Structurally upgrading the entire structure to a significant extent
would require construction of new walls and other building components adjacent to the existing ones that
have utilities and structural building features already in place. In addition, the floors of the building
would need to be significantly upgraded. This work would have to occur while continuing to provide
mission-essential operations in the CMR Building using nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals.
The technical challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR Building as
discussed in the 2003 CMRR EIS remain. NNSA has considered undertaking a more limited, yet
intensive, set of upgrades to a single wing of the CMR Building, Wing 9, to meet current seismic design
requirements so that this wing could be used for a limited set of Hazard Category 2 AC and MC
operations. After careful consideration of the complex engineering and operational issues, as well as the
CMR Building site’s seismic concerns, this potential Wing 9 upgrade alternative was also determined not
to be a reasonable alternative for meeting NNSA’s purpose and need for action.
CMR Building operations and capabilities are currently restricted due to safety and security constraints,
as discussed in Section 2.6.3 of this CMRR-NF SEIS. Although the limited Wing 9 upgrade would allow
the current operational restrictions on material quantities to be relaxed somewhat so that larger quantities
of SNM could be used within the laboratories, the size of Wing 9 would limit the amount of laboratory
space that could be developed to less than half of that required to meet NNSA’s purpose and need for
mission support work. In addition, NNSA would not be able to meet its Nuclear Enterprise goal for
consolidating plutonium operations at one LANL location as stated in the 2008 ROD for the Complex
Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644). Instead, a portion of the plutonium operations would be located
within a security perimeter in TA-3, CMR Building, Wing 9, and the balance would be located in the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility (Building PF-4). This physical separation would result in continuing
programmatic and operational inefficiencies and ongoing risks associated with transporting nuclear
material samples and hazardous materials between the two facilities. Additional life-cycle costs would be
incurred by having to maintain separate security infrastructure and nuclear safety authorization basis
documentation for the two locations. Additionally, the current set of operational safety controls present
within Wing 9 is specific for the current operations; the installation of new engineered safety controls,
such as glovebox ventilation and filtration, would be needed to address public and worker hazards
protection. These engineered safety controls would be located within or in close proximity to Wing 9. In
some cases, these controls would require a large amount of floor space; if installed in Wing 9, they would
further limit the available space for operations. In order to maximize the available space within Wing 9
for AC and MC operations, a new, separate structure to house these controls would need to be built close
to Wing 9 as part of the upgrade effort.
The CMR Building is located in close proximity to geologic faults within TA-3; a fault trace has been
identified beneath two wings of the structure. Before design of the new support structures could begin, it
would be necessary for NNSA to determine the full extent of probable ground motion behaviors during a
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significant seismic event for the general Wing 9 location. This determination would require a thorough
geotechnical characterization of the site, both to assess the potential for seismic surface rupture at the new
support structure locations and to determine the potential horizontal and vertical ground motion during a
seismic event. The geotechnical characterization, in turn, would entail the collection of detailed
geotechnical data (by drilling of boreholes, excavating characterization trenches, and other sample
collection methods) in order to support structural design. The subsurface area around Wing 9 has been
previously disturbed by LANL activities (such as the construction of Wing 9 and the installation of
subsurface site utilities); this could severely compromise the quality of the data collected for surface
rupture displacement calculations, which are a critical design input for structures located on or near
geologic faults. The extensive site geotechnical characterization performed for the TA-55 CMRR-NF site
location (including an independent technical review and concurrence process) required about 5 years to
complete. Although a limited amount of geotechnical information is already available for the TA-3 CMR
Building site from earlier site geologic investigations, the remaining extensive site characterizations
required for the Wing 9 area would be complicated by the existence of the existing structure, buried
utilities, surface infrastructure, and ongoing facility operations and would take several years to
accomplish.
Furthermore, the Wing 9 upgrades would require the installation of an enhanced security perimeter, the
construction of a separate utilities building, and a materials storage vault. Because the upgrades would be
made to a structure that is already over 50 years old, the expected lifetime of an upgraded Wing 9 would
be significantly less than the 50-year design life of a new facility. Costs for the Wing 9 geotechnical
investigations, structural and security upgrades, and construction of new support buildings and utilities
installations, would be substantial, although not likely to approach those associated with either of the
construction options considered under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. However, after
consideration of the various engineering and geological issues; the costs of implementing upgrades to an
older structure and developing a new security infrastructure; the costs of maintaining a second security
infrastructure and safety basis (in addition to that for TA-55); the mission work disruptions associated
with construction; operational constraints due to the limited laboratory space; and programmatic and
operational issues and risks from moving SNM between TA-3 and TA-55, this action was not analyzed
further as a reasonable alternative to meet NNSA’s purpose and need for action in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA also has considered the possibility of renovating, upgrading, and reusing other CMR Building
wings and additional wing combinations to provide the space needed for continuing AC and MC work in
the building. However, for the reasons cited in the previous paragraphs, the other wings and wing
combinations are not reasonable alternatives for providing adequate safe and secure space for future
operations in a feasible, cost-effective manner and are not considered further in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
2.7.3

Distributed Capabilities at Other Existing Los Alamos National Laboratory Nuclear
Facilities, Including New Vault Construction

The distribution of AC and MC capabilities among multiple facilities at LANL has been suggested.
Because of the quantities of SNM involved, to fully perform the AC and MC and plutonium research
capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category 2 and Security Category 1. Due to
seismic concerns and limitations on the quantity of SNM that can be safely managed, the CMR Building
has a limited ability to support continued operations. Using space and capabilities in the TA-55
Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing work currently being conducted there and reduce the
space available in the building that could be used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission support
work. Use of other locations at LANL would introduce new hazards for which the facilities were not
designed and would not conform to the objective of collocating plutonium operations near the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. Performing work at a location remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would
necessitate periodic closure of roadways and heightened security to enable transport of materials between
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the facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the available space, vaults, and engineered
safety controls required for this type of work.
Other designated Hazard Category 2 facilities at LANL are not candidates because they have been
decommissioned for safety and security reasons and are no longer considered Hazard Category 2
facilities, are closure sites (specifically, environmental cleanup potential release sites), or are support
facilities. The support facilities would not have the necessary space to perform AC and MC operations
and to perform their support functions (for example, waste management facilities). Additionally, as noted
above for other facilities, use of these support facilities would introduce new hazards for which the
facilities were not designed.
Construction of only the proposed CMRR-NF vault at TA-55 and use of the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
was also considered by NNSA to determine whether that proposed combination, together with the
planned future use of RLUOB, would provide adequate space for AC and MC operations over the long
term. However, augmenting the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility with only additional vault storage
space would not alleviate the need for additional work space for AC and MC laboratory operations.
Space does not exist in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to support this work, and these operations cannot be
accomplished within RLUOB because RLUOB is not able to support the level of radiological operations
required to support the work needed. As discussed in Section 2.5, RLUOB contains a radiological
laboratory capable of handling less-than-Hazard Category 3 radioactive materials per DOE-STD-1027. It
is currently authorized to handle up to 8.4 grams (0.3 ounces) of plutonium-239 equivalent. The
CMRR-NF is being designed as a Hazard Category 2 facility capable of using kilogram quantities of
plutonium-239 equivalent. This alternative was, therefore, not analyzed further in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
2.7.4

Other Alternatives Considered

Additional alternatives have also been considered by NNSA for providing the necessary physical means
for accommodating the continuation of mission-critical CMR capabilities in a safe, secure, and
environmentally sound manner at LANL. These alternatives included delaying any decision on the
CMRR-NF at this time and re-examining it at a later date, perhaps as long as several decades from now.
NNSA also considered other suggested construction proposals for building the CMRR-NF, such as
constructing a smaller building; reconfiguring the building laboratories and other room partitions;
constructing a building with a larger footprint and fewer floors so that the building would require a
shallower excavation; constructing a building with more floors above ground so that the building would
require a shallower excavation; and reconfiguring the internal walls and laboratory arrangements.
However, space is needed to support AC and MC mission-support work, and additional space has been
determined necessary for building support systems (for example, air handling and filtration), security
requirements, safety requirements and equipment, and general utilities. Building an undersized facility in
terms of useful AC and MC laboratory space would not meet NNSA’s needs and would not be a good
investment. Space for construction at TA-55 is limited by the geographic features of the mesa and canyon
setting; road requirements; other building, utilities, and land use requirements; and security requirements
related to the site that reduce the amount of appropriate available building space. A multi-storied building
design is also more efficient in terms of heating and cooling for worker comfort, as well as for other
general utility consumption.
Another construction proposal considered was a CMRR Facility comprising three buildings (RLUOB and
two nuclear facilities). A three-building CMRR Facility, as considered in the 2003 CMRR EIS, would
have separated the nuclear facility functions by hazard categorization, resulting in two buildings (a
Hazard Category 2 nuclear facility and a Hazard Category 3 nuclear facility). A parallel concept that was
also considered would be to separate the CMRR Facility functions based on their security classification
requirements, which would also result in two nuclear facilities. Segregation based on security
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requirements would be very similar to segregation according to hazard category because the materials that
contain larger quantities of plutonium and thus require a Hazard Category 2 facility are also the materials
that would need Security Category I/II levels of protection. The proposed nuclear materials vault would
be part of the Security Category I/II building, which would reside inside the TA-55 enhanced security
perimeter (that is, a perimeter intrusion, detection, assessment and delay system [PIDADS]); the Security
Category III building, which would house Hazard Category 3 activities, could reside at TA-55 outside of
the PIDADS.
To meet mission requirements, the needed laboratory space would not change appreciably if two nuclear
facilities were built rather than a single nuclear facility. Dividing the laboratory space between two
nuclear facilities rather than using a single nuclear facility does not change the task area space
requirements for performing the AC, MC, and research functions. However, dividing laboratory space
between facilities results in a slight increase in the overall task area space needed, because some task area
space would have to be duplicated in each building, specifically, space for sample management and
waste/materials management. Both buildings would require specialized ventilation systems that support
gloveboxes, open-front gloveboxes, and fume hoods.
NNSA recently performed a qualitative evaluation of constructing a two-building nuclear facility
compared to the baseline proposal of constructing a single Hazard Category 2, Security Category I/II
facility. For the two-building proposal, the evaluation indicated that an overall increase in the size of the
buildings and the building footprint would likely result because certain functions would have to be
provided in each building and, therefore, would be duplicated. Although the level of controls would
differ, each building would require credited safety controls (structures, systems, and components) to
ensure that releases would be controlled in the event of an accident. Systems and support space (for
example, change rooms, utilities, air-handling and filtration systems, and monitoring and control systems)
would be required in each building. Constructing two buildings (and duplicating the systems and support
space) would increase the required amounts of construction materials and, if they were constructed in
parallel, would require additional land areas for support space (LANL 2011f).
The two-building proposal could provide flexibility with respect to funding requirements if design and
construction were undertaken sequentially. Although segregating the CMRR-NF into two separate
buildings could provide short-term budgetary flexibility compared to the single building included in the
Modified CMRR-NF alternative, it would extend the schedule and continued reliance on the CMR
Building with no increase in function or reduction in facility size (LANL 2011f).
Programmatically, NNSA would prefer construction of the Security Category I/II building first to provide
needed vault storage and MC capabilities and capacity. However, addressing the design, construction, or
both sequentially would delay the availability of the Security Category III facility and would extend the
time (and associated risk) that NNSA would have to continue to rely on the CMR Building and the period
of construction-related disruptions at TA-55. Operating two separate buildings would require a slight
increase in personnel as a result of more support personnel (for example, radiological control technicians)
and more operational personnel (for example, materials and waste packaging and transfer staff).
In summary, various construction proposals have been considered during the iterative planning stages of
the project to date, and NNSA has arrived at the current proposed building configuration and size after
careful deliberation. Additional building configuration and construction proposals for the CMRR-NF are
not, therefore, further analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
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2.8
2.8.1

Facility Disposition
Disposition of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Common to All Three
Alternatives

Disposition of the existing CMR Building would involve DD&D of the entire building. While the DD&D
procedures for dispositioning the CMR Building would be common actions across each of the alternatives
analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS, the timing of the actions would be different under the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative versus the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. The various
dispositioning requirements common to the three alternatives are discussed in the following text in detail.
Over the past 60 years of operation, certain areas within the CMR Building, pieces of equipment, and
building systems have become contaminated with radioactive material during operations involving SNM.
These areas include contaminated conveyors, gloveboxes, hoods and other equipment items;
contaminated ducts; contaminated hot cell floor space; and laboratory floor space. It is estimated that
DD&D of the CMR Building would result in about 38,000 cubic yards (29,000 cubic meters) of low-level
radioactive waste, 150 cubic yards (115 cubic meters) of transuranic waste, and 280 cubic yards
(210 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste. In addition, after decontamination, demolition
of the building would result in about 110,000 cubic yards (84,000 cubic meters) of solid uncontaminated
waste and 260 tons (235 metric tons) of chemical waste.
The existing CMR Building has not been completely characterized with regard to types and locations of
contamination. In addition, project-specific work plans have not been prepared that would define the
actual methods, timing, or workforce to be used for the decontamination and demolition of the building.
Instead, general or typical methods of decontamination and demolition are presented in general terms
below. Additional National Environmental Policy Act compliance analysis may be required when the
specific actions of the disposition of the CMR Building actually become mature for decision.
2.8.2

Overview

The CMR Building consists of three levels and multiple wings, as described in Section 2.2. Except
for Wing 9, the CMR Building is constructed of reinforced concrete floors (typically 4 inches
[10 centimeters] thick) and walls (typically 18 inches [46 centimeters] thick). The building is supported
on reinforced concrete basement walls and columns on spread footings. Wing 9 is constructed with
above-grade walls consisting of lightly reinforced concrete masonry walls. The floor and grade slabs are
approximately 11 inches (28 centimeters) thick with massive footings and concrete around and under the
hot cells (LANL 2003). The total floor space is about 550,000 square feet (51,000 square meters)
(DOE 2003b).
Over 60 years of operation, areas within the CMR Building, as well as building systems and equipment
have become contaminated, principally with radioactive material. Principal building areas and systems
believed to be significantly contaminated are summarized in Table 2–2.
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Table 2–2 Principal CMR Building Contaminated Areas or Systems
Ventilation System

The exhaust side of the ventilation system is large and contaminated. Most contaminated ductwork is
in the basement.

Radioactive Liquid
Waste Line

The primary source of CMR Building contamination, this system carries contaminated wastewater to
the existing RLWTF at TA-50; it consists of 9,200 feet (2,804 meters) of 5-inch- (13-centimeter-)
diameter and 16,100 feet (4,907 meters) of 2.5-inch- (6-centimeter-) diameter stainless steel pipe. It
is expected that most of this piping would be transuranic waste, with some portions being mixed
transuranic or mixed low-level radioactive waste due to mercury contamination. Also, in areas of
leakage there may be contamination in surrounding walls, floors, and adjacent surfaces.

Vacuum Systems

One of the two large vacuum systems in the CMR Building is highly contaminated, while the second,
newer, system is expected to have only low levels of contamination.

Walls

Leaks from the radioactive liquid waste line have resulted in contamination within building walls.

Floors

Floor contamination is widespread and ranges from low to high levels. The basement floors have
many areas of contamination, some of which have been painted over. Floor contamination in the
attic is limited.

Asbestos Pipe
Insulation and Floor
and Ceiling Tile

Approximately 73,000 feet (22,000 meters) of asbestos pipe insulation have been found in the
CMR Building, with another 9,400 square feet (870 square meters) on ducts. Floor tiles (up to
20,000 square feet [1,900 square meters]) and ceiling tiles may also contain asbestos.

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; RLWTF = Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility; TA = technical area.
Source: DOE 2003b.

Of the three CMR Building levels, most of the contamination exists in the basement as summarized below
(DOE 2003b):


Attic—Contains primarily facility equipment and is expected to be mostly uncontaminated.



Main Floor—Contains most of the laboratory and office space, with little contamination on the
ceilings and increasing potential for contamination toward the floor. About 45 percent of
equipment and surfaces are assumed to be contaminated to some degree.



Basement—Contains facility equipment; all equipment and surfaces are assumed to be
contaminated to some degree.

The 2003 CMRR EIS addressed three disposition options for the CMR Building (DOE 2003b):


Disposition Option 1: Reuse of the building for administrative and other activities appropriate to
the physical condition of the structure, with necessary structural and systems upgrades and
repairs.



Disposition Option 2: DD&D of some portions of the CMR Building, with other portions
reused.



Disposition Option 3: DD&D of the entire CMR Building.

In the ROD for the CMRR EIS, DOE decided to implement Disposition Option 3: DD&D of the entire
CMR Building (69 FR 6967). This option is assumed for purposes of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
2.8.2.1

Decontamination and Demolition Process

The process that would be used to decontaminate and demolish the CMR Building is described in the
following text box.6 Detailed project-specific work plans would be developed and approved by NNSA
before work began. These plans would include those requirements for environmental compliance and
monitoring. All work would be planned in accordance with established state and Federal laws and
6

The decontamination and demolition work elements described in this section are meant to be illustrative, rather than
prescriptive.
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regulations, DOE orders, and LANL procedures and best management practices. Waste management and
pollution prevention techniques would be implemented.
Decontamination
Radioactive and nonradioactive contamination would be removed using techniques such as vacuum
blasting, sand blasting, carbon dioxide bead blasting, scabbling, and mechanical separation of radioactive
and nonradioactive materials. Flooring, insulation, and ceiling tiles containing asbestos would be
removed, as would paint contaminated with asbestos, lead, and other toxic materials, such as
polychlorinated biphenyls. About 50 percent of the asbestos debris is expected to be free of radioactive
contamination, while the other 50 percent is expected to require handling as radioactive waste, as would
other toxic or hazardous wastes contaminated with radionuclides. Radioactively contaminated debris
would be segregated from uncontaminated debris to the extent feasible.
Air emissions generated during decontamination activities would be controlled using tents enclosing
highly contaminated areas and high-efficiency particulate air filters to collect contaminated dust particles.
Dust suppression techniques would also be used to ensure that particulate emissions are kept to a
minimum. Decontamination workers would be protected by personal protective equipment and other
engineering and administrative controls.
Worker exposure to ionizing radiation would be controlled in accordance with DOE regulations. The
radiological limit for an individual worker is 5,000 millirem per year; however, the maximum dose to a
worker involved in operations would be kept well below the DOE Administrative Control Level of
2,000 millirem per year (10 CFR Part 835). At LANL, an additional Notification Action Level of
1,000 millirem per year is imposed and all work is performed to maintain radiation doses as low as
reasonably achievable. Occupational safety risks to workers would be mitigated by adherence to Federal
and state laws, DOE requirements including regulations and orders, and plans and procedures for
performing work. DOE regulations addressing worker health and safety include 10 CFR Part 851,
“Worker Safety and Health Program,” and 10 CFR Part 850, “Chronic Beryllium Disease Prevention
Program.” Workers are protected from specific hazards by training, monitoring, use of personal
protective equipment, and other engineering and administrative controls.
Demolition
Once the CMR Building is decontaminated, demolition could proceed. All demolition debris would be
sent to appropriate recycle or treatment, storage, or disposal facilities. The decontaminated CMR
Building is not expected to be technically difficult to demolish and waste debris would be handled,
transported, and dispositioned in accordance with standard LANL procedures.
Demolition of uncontaminated portions of the CMR Building would be performed using standard industry
practices. A post-demolition site survey would be performed in accordance with the requirements of the
Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (NRC/EPA/DOE 2000).
2.8.2.2

Waste Management and Pollution Prevention

Waste management and pollution prevention techniques would be implemented during the demolition of
the CMR Building. Some of these techniques could include segregating wastes at the point of generation
to avoid mixing and cross-contamination; decontaminating and reusing equipment and supplies; removing
surface contamination from items before discarding; avoiding use of organic solvents during
decontamination; using impermeable materials such as plastic liners to prevent the spread of
contamination; reducing waste volumes using methods such as compaction; and recycling materials such
as lead, scrap metals, and stainless steel to the extent practicable.
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Decontamination and Demolition Work Elements
Characterization, Segregation of Work Areas, and Structural Evaluation: Walls, floors, ceilings, roof, equipment, ductwork,
plumbing, and other building and site elements would be tested to determine the type and extent of contamination present. The
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building would be segregated into contaminated and uncontaminated areas, with
contaminated areas being further subdivided by the type of contamination: radioactive materials, hazardous materials, toxic
materials including asbestos, and any other Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) listed or characteristic
contamination. As part of the characterization and segregation of work areas, consideration would also be given to the
structural integrity of the CMR Building. Some areas could require demolition work before decontamination.
Removal of Contamination: Workers would remove or stabilize contamination according to the type and condition of
materials. If the surface of a wall were found to be contaminated, it might be physically stripped off. If contamination were
found within a wall, a surface coating might be applied to keep the contamination from releasing contaminated dust during
dismantlement and to keep the surface intact.
Demolition of the CMR Building, Foundation, and Parking Lot: After contaminated materials have been removed, wherever
possible and practical, the demolition of all or portions of the CMR Building would begin. Demolition could involve simply
knocking down the structure and breaking up large pieces. Knocking down portions of the CMR Building, foundation, and
parking lot could require the use of equipment such as backhoes, front-end loaders, bulldozers, wrecking balls, shears, sledge
and mechanized jack hammers, cutting torches, saws, and drills. If not contaminated, demolition material could be reused or
disposed of as construction waste. Asphalt would be placed in containers and trucked to established storage sites within
Los Alamos National Laboratory, at Technical Area 60 on Sigma Mesa.
Segregating, Packaging, and Transport of Debris: Demolition debris from the CMR Building would be segregated and
characterized by size, type of contamination, and ultimate disposition. Debris that is radioactively contaminated would be
segregated as low-level radioactive waste if no hazardous1 contamination is present. Radioactively contaminated and
uncontaminated asbestos debris would also be segregated. Other types of debris that would be segregated include mixed lowlevel radioactive waste,2 uncontaminated construction debris, and debris requiring special handling. Segregation activities could
be conducted on a gross scale using heavy machinery or on a smaller scale using hand-held tools. Segregated waste would be
packaged as appropriate and stored temporarily, pending transport to an appropriate onsite or offsite facility.
Debris would be packaged for transport and disposal according to waste type, characterization, ultimate disposition, and
U.S. Department of Transportation or U.S. Department of Energy transportation requirements. Uncontaminated demolition
debris would be recycled or reused to the extent practicable. Nonrecyclable debris would be disposed of by shipment to the
Los Alamos County Eco Station or an offsite disposal facility.
Testing and Cleanup of Soil and Contouring and Seeding: The soils beneath the CMR Building would be sampled and
tested for contamination. Contaminated soils would undergo cleanup per applicable environmental regulations and permit
requirements and would be packaged and transported to the appropriate disposal facility, depending on the type and
concentration of contamination. After clean fill and soil are brought to the site as needed, the site would be contoured.
Contouring would be designed to minimize erosion and replicate or blend in with the surrounding environment. Subsequent
seeding activities would utilize native plant seeds and the seeds of nonnative cereal grains selected to hold the soil in place until
native vegetation becomes stabilized.
1
Hazardous waste is a category of waste regulated under RCRA. Hazardous RCRA waste must exhibit at least one of four characteristics
described in 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 261.20 through 40 CFR 261.24 (ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity) or be
specifically listed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in 40 CFR 261.31 through 40 CFR 261.33.
2
Mixed low-level radioactive waste contains both hazardous RCRA waste and source material, special nuclear material, or byproduct
material subject to the Atomic Energy Act.
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Some of the wastes generated from the decontamination and demolition of the CMR Building would be
considered residual radioactive material. DOE Order 458.1, Radiation Protection of the Public and
Environment, establishes guidelines, procedures, and requirements to enable the reuse, recycle, or release
of materials that meet established criteria. The residual radioactive material that would be generated by
the decontamination and demolition of the CMR Building could include uncontaminated concrete, soil,
steel, lead, roofing material, wood, and fiberglass. Concrete material could be crushed and used as
backfill at LANL. Soil could also be used as backfill or topsoil cover. Steel and lead could be stored and
reused or recycled. Materials such as wood, fiberglass, and roofing materials could be disposed of by
transfer to the Los Alamos County Eco Station or to appropriate offsite facilities.
Radioactive liquid waste lines and other equipment or materials categorized as transuranic or mixed
transuranic waste would be packaged for disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. Radioactively
contaminated soil, concrete, walls, and tiles would be packaged as low-level radioactive waste and
disposed of off site at the Nevada National Security Site (formerly known as the Nevada Test Site) or at a
commercial disposal facility or could be disposed of on site while Area G continues to accept waste.
Mixed low-level radioactive waste would be packaged and shipped to offsite commercial and/or DOE
treatment, storage, or disposal facilities.
Toxic, hazardous, or other regulated wastes generated during building disposition would be addressed in
accordance with LANL’s chemical waste management program. Asbestos that is not radioactively
contaminated would be packaged according to applicable requirements and shipped to a permitted
asbestos disposal facility. Hazardous wastes would be packaged and possibly temporarily stored at
TA-54 at LANL until sufficient quantities are accumulated for shipment to offsite treatment, storage, or
disposal facilities. All offsite shipments would be transported by a properly licensed and permitted
shipper in compliance with U.S. Department of Transportation regulations and DOE standards.
2.8.3

Disposition of the CMRR-NF Under Both CMRR-NF Alternatives

Common to both the No Action Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, disposition of the
new CMRR-NF would be considered at the end of its designed lifetime operation of at least 50 years; it
would, therefore, likely occur in the last quarter of the twenty-first century. It is anticipated that the
impacts from the disposition of the new CMRR-NF would be similar to those discussed for the
disposition of the existing CMR Building. However, advances made by DOE in the design and operation
of nuclear facilities since the 1950s are expected to result in much lower levels of contaminated waste
from DD&D of the CMRR-NF when compared with the existing CMR Building.
2.9

The Preferred Alternative

CEQ regulations require an agency to identify its preferred alternative in the final EIS unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a preference (40 CFR 1502.14(e)). The preferred alternative is the
alternative that the agency believes would best fulfill its statutory mission, giving consideration to
environmental, economic, technical, and other factors. The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative is NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative for the replacement of the CMR capabilities. NNSA has not identified a preferred
construction option at this time. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA.
As the design studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other may be judged
to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of
construction that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.
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2.10 Summary of Environmental Consequences
This section summarizes the alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS in terms of their expected
environmental impacts and other possible decision factors. The following subsections summarize the
environmental consequences and risks by construction and operations impacts for each alternative. The
RLUOB portion of the CMRR Facility has already been constructed in TA-55. The No Action and the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternatives would result in the construction of the CMRR-NF in TA-55, adjacent
to RLUOB. Environmental impacts common to all alternatives are also summarized. These include
CMR Building and CMRR-NF disposition impacts.
2.10.1 Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives
This section provides an overview of the potential environmental consequences of each alternative. Note
that the impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect impacts as reported in the CMRR EIS for the
purpose of comparison with the action alternatives, with the exception of the facility accident results,
which were reanalyzed for this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse
gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. As stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF
could not be constructed to meet the current standards required for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is
required to safely conduct all of the AC and MC work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work.
Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that
would meet NNSA’s purpose and need. Table 2–3, at the end of this section, presents a comparison of the
environmental impacts of each of the alternatives discussed in detail in Chapter 4, including facility
construction and operations impacts.
Land Use and Visual Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, 26.75 acres (10.8 hectares) of land in TA-48, TA-50, and TA-55 were
expected to be used to support the construction of the CMRR Facility, including about 4 acres (1.6
hectares) for RLUOB, 5 acres (2.0 hectares) for a parking lot, and 4.75 acres (1.9 hectares) for the
proposed CMRR-NF. About 7 acres (2.8 hectares) would have been used to support construction
laydown areas and the concrete batch plant proposed under this alternative. About 6 acres (2.4 hectares)
of land would have been disturbed by the potential need to realign roads to allow adequate distance
between the road and the CMRR-NF site. The 2004 CMRR-NF would have blended in with the
industrial look of TA-55.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, larger amounts of land at LANL would be affected by the
Modified CMRR-NF construction effort. Additional land would be needed to provide space for
additional laydown and spoils areas due to the larger amounts of construction materials needed to support
construction of the larger building and to store greater amounts of excavated materials due to the larger
excavation needed to support construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. Also, the Modified CMRR-NF
would require up to three concrete batch plants (not operating concurrently). A total of about 128 to
147 acres (52 to 59 hectares) of land would be used under the Deep Excavation Option and a total 108 to
127 acres (44 to 51 hectares) under the Shallow Excavation Option to support the proposed construction
effort, including the proposed site of the Modified CMRR-NF. Many project elements would occur in
areas presently designated as “Reserve” (this designation is applied to areas of LANL not assigned other
specific use categories). Areas of temporary disturbance could be restored to their original land use
designation following project completion. The breakdown of land uses to support the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative includes the following:
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Permanent changes to the CMRR-NF site – 4.8 acres (1.9 hectares)



Temporary changes for construction laydown areas/concrete batch plants in TA-48/55 and
TA-46/63 – 60 acres (24 hectares)



Temporary changes for spoils storage areas inTA-36, TA-51, and TA-54 – Deep Excavation
Option, 30 acres (12 hectares); Shallow Excavation Option, 10 acres (4 hectares)



Temporary changes for a parking lot in TA-72 – up to 15 acres (6.1 hectares)



Temporary changes for a bus parking lot in TA-48/55 – up to 3 acres (1.2 hectares)



Temporary power upgrades along TA-5 to TA-55 – 9.1 acres (3.7 hectares)



Permanent changes for the Pajarito Road realignment in TA-55 – 3.4 acres (1.4 hectares)



Stormwater detention ponds in TA-48 (temporary), TA-50 (permanent), TA-63 (one temporary
and one permanent), TA-64 (permanent), and TA-72 (temporary) – up to 2.5 acres (1.0 hectares)



Permanent changes for the TA-50 electrical substation – 1.4 acres (0.6 hectares)



Temporary changes for construction laydown and support in TA-5/52 – 19.1 acres (7.7 hectares)

Permanent land disturbance under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would affect about 12 acres
(4.9 hectares), including the building site, which was previously disturbed as a result of the geologic
investigation of the TA-55 site, the Pajarito Road realignment, the TA-50 electrical substation, and
stormwater detention ponds in TA-50, TA-63, and TA-64. The Modified CMRR-NF would blend with
the industrial look of TA-55.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, there would be no new impacts in terms of land
use or visual impacts at LANL. No construction activities would be undertaken under this alternative,
and operations would be conducted in the existing CMR Building.
Site Infrastructure
Under the No Action Alternative, about 0.75 million gallons (2.8 million liters) of water and
63 megawatt-hours of electricity were estimated to be used annually to support the construction of the
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB. Annual operations for the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB were estimated
to require about 10.4 million gallons (38 million liters) of water and 19,300 megawatt-hours of electricity.
Natural gas requirements were not estimated in the CMRR EIS. These water and electrical requirements
were pre-conceptual design estimates and are now known to be greatly underestimated (see updated
estimates in the discussion of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative).
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, about 4 million to 5 million gallons (14 million to 17 million
liters) of water and 31,000 megawatt-hours of electricity would be used annually for 9 years to support
the construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. These water and electrical requirements would fall within
the normal annual operating levels of LANL and would not require the addition of any permanent
infrastructure at the site. In addition, approximately 19,200 gallons (73,000 liters) of propane would be
needed annually to support construction activities for 3 to 6 years. Annual operations for the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB are projected to require about 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of water,
161,000 megawatt-hours of electricity, and 58 million cubic feet of natural gas. These requirements are
higher than those estimated for the 2004 CMRR Facility due to the increase in the size of the Modified
CMRR-NF and the availability of more-accurate estimates. When compared to the available site capacity,
operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would require 12 percent of the available water,
31 percent of the available electricity, and 1 percent of the available natural gas. The peak electrical
demand estimate of 26 megawatts, when combined with the site-wide peak demand, could exceed the
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available capacity at the site. Regardless of the decisions to be made regarding the CMRR-NF, adding a
third transmission line and/or re-conductoring the existing two transmission lines are being studied by
LANL to increase transmission line capacities up to 240 megawatts to provide additional capacity across
the site.7
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the infrastructure requirements associated with
the continued operation of the existing CMR Building would not change from those included in the site’s
annual usage estimates and are expected to decrease over time as less work can be safely performed in the
building.
Operation of RLUOB would require 7 million gallons (26 million liters) of water, 59,000 megawatts of
electricity, and 38 million cubic feet (1.1 million cubic meters) of natural gas, annually. These RLUOB
requirements apply to all three alternatives considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Air Quality and Noise
Under the No Action Alternative, criteria pollutant concentrations were estimated to remain below
New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and Clean Air Act Standards during construction of the 2004
CMRR-NF. There were estimated to be slight noise increases associated with construction activities
and increased traffic during the construction period. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during the
construction period would have been below the draft CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed
evaluation (CEQ 2010), which suggests that proposed alternatives that are reasonably anticipated to emit
25,000 tons or more of direct carbon-dioxide-equivalent air emissions should be further evaluated, and
would have made up about 1 percent of site-wide generation based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory.8
Under the No Action Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with the operation of the 2004
CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have exceeded standards. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during
the operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have been below the CEQ guidance threshold
for more-detailed evaluation and would make up about 3 percent of site-wide generation based on
LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with electricity use during the
operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF are estimated to be approximately 12,700 tons of carbon-dioxide
equivalent per year (11,500 metric tons of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year); however, the electrical
requirement estimated in the 2003 CMRR EIS was based on preconceptual design information and is now
known to be greatly underestimated.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, criteria pollutant concentrations would remain below
New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and Clean Air Act Standards during construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF under either the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. There would also be slight noise
increases associated with construction activities and increased traffic during the construction period.
Annual greenhouse gas emissions during the construction period under either construction option would
be below the CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation and would be about 7 percent of
site-wide generation based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory. Under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with the operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would not exceed standards. Annual greenhouse gas emissions during operation of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be below the CEQ guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation and
would increase site-wide generation by about 25 percent based on LANL’s 2008 baseline inventory.

7

Evaluated by NNSA in a 2000 environmental assessment, Environmental Assessment for Electrical Power Systems Upgrades at
Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EA-1247).
8
The projected LANL site-wide greenhouse gas emissions associated with the electrical usage corresponding to the operations
selected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS RODs would be 543,000 tons per year of carbon-dioxide equivalent; the LANL 2008 baseline
inventory is 440,000 tons per year of carbon-dioxide equivalent.
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Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the air quality and noise associated with
operation of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB would not change from the minimal air quality and
noise impacts associated with building operations. Applicable New Mexico Ambient Air Quality and
Clean Air Act Standards and noise standards would not be exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions
during operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB would be below the CEQ guidance threshold for
more-detailed evaluation and would increase site-wide generation by about 10 percent based on LANL’s
2008 baseline inventory.
Geology and Soils
Under the No Action Alternative, construction in TA-55 would have occurred in the geologic layer above
the poorly welded tuff layer. Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have impacted
geology and soils on the site. (See Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10 and Appendix C for a discussion of the
impacts of a design-basis earthquake on the CMRR-NF.)
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction of the Modified CMRR-NF in TA-55 would
either occur in the layer below the poorly welded tuff layer, which would be excavated and replaced with
low-slump concrete (under the Deep Excavation Option), or in the layer above the poorly welded tuff
layer (under the Shallow Excavation Option). In addition to the material already removed from the
construction site for geologic characterization, another 545,000 cubic yards (417,000 cubic meters) of
material would be excavated from the construction site under the Deep Excavation Option and stored in
designated spoils areas for future use at LANL. About 236,000 cubic yards (180,000 cubic meters) of
material would be excavated from the construction site under the Shallow Excavation Option and would
be stored in designated spoils areas for future use at LANL. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would not result in any further impacts in terms of geology and soils at LANL.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, geology and soils at LANL would not be
affected by operation of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB. However, there are identified fault
traces in association with an identified active and capable fault zone lying below some of the wings of the
CMR Building that have called into question the ability of the building to survive a design-basis
earthquake. These concerns have resulted in reduced operations at the CMR Building. See Chapter 4,
Section 4.4.10, and Appendix C for additional information.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF in TA-55 would have resulted in
the potential for temporary impacts on surface-water quality from stormwater runoff. Appropriate soil
erosion and sediment control measures and spill prevention practices would have been implemented to
minimize suspended sediment and material transport and reduce potential water quality impacts.
Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have resulted in any direct discharges of liquid
effluent to the environment. Nonradioactive effluent would have been sent to the sanitary wastewater
system for treatment. Radiological effluents would have been piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
RLWTF does not discharge liquid to the environment.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction of the Modified CMRR-NF in TA-55 would
result in the potential for temporary impacts on surface-water quality from stormwater runoff.
Appropriate soil erosion and sediment control measures and spill prevention practices, in accordance with
an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, would minimize suspended sediment and material
transport and reduce potential water quality impacts. One stormwater detention pond would be expanded
and five new ponds would be built at LANL: one in TA-64 to collect runoff from the laydown area in
TA-48/55, one in TA-63 to collect runoff from the construction laydown and support areas in TA-46/63,
one in TA-50 to collect runoff from the facility site during construction and after operations begin, and
2-41

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

one in TA-48 and one in TA-72 to collect runoff from the parking areas, should this alternative be
implemented. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have no impact on surfacewater or groundwater quality. Radiological effluents would be piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, surface-water and groundwater quality would not
be impacted by operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB. All nonradioactive liquid effluent from the
CMR Building is now sent to the sanitary wastewater system under the LANL Outfall Reduction Project,
and there is no longer an outfall permitted by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System at the
building; all radiological effluents would be piped directly to RLWTF for treatment.
Ecological Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, construction sites would have included some recently disturbed areas
that were not vegetated due to site disturbance, as well as others that are vegetated. Where construction
would have occurred on previously developed land, there would be little or no impact on terrestrial
resources. Some construction activities would have also removed some previously undisturbed ponderosa
pine forest and might have led to displacement of associated wildlife. (Since the issuance of the 2004
ROD associated with the CMRR EIS, activities at the proposed TA-55 site related to RLUOB construction
and geological studies have resulted in the elimination of this forest land.) There would not have been
any direct or indirect impacts on wetlands or aquatic resources. Portions of the project areas that would
have been impacted by this alternative included both core and buffer zones in an area of environmental
interest for the federally threatened Mexican spotted owl. Construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF could
have removed a small portion of potential habitat area for the Mexican spotted owl; however, no Mexican
spotted owls have been observed in the areas of concern under this alternative. Therefore, NNSA
determined this project “may affect, [but] is not likely to adversely affect” the Mexican spotted owl
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred (see Chapter 5, Section 5.7). Operation of
the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not have directly affected any endangered, threatened, or special
status species. Noise levels associated with the facility would have been low, and human disturbance
would have been similar to that which already occurs within TA-55.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, construction-related areas include larger areas than those
that would be impacted under the No Action Alternative (up to 147 acres [59 hectares] compared to
26.75 acres [10.8 hectares]). Where construction would occur on previously developed land, there would
be little or no impact on terrestrial resources. Within areas of undeveloped ponderosa pine forest and
pinyon-juniper woodland, about 5 acres (2 hectares) would be permanently disturbed and 110 to 119 acres
(40 to 48 hectares) would be temporarily disturbed. Most of these areas are within or adjacent to
developed land or land that has been previously disturbed. Construction on undeveloped land in TA-72
and spoils storage areas would cause loss of some wildlife habitat, but would be timed to avoid
disturbance of migratory birds during the breeding season (June 1 through July 31). Under the Deep
Excavation Option, only wetlands located in TA-36 could be potentially indirectly affected, due to
possible stormwater runoff and erosion into the Pajarito watershed from spoils storage in the area. This
may also indirectly affect, due to erosion concerns, potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat that
lies adjacent to the potentially impacted area in TA-36. No willow flycatchers of the southwestern
subspecies have been confirmed on LANL. A sediment and erosion control plan would be implemented
to control stormwater runoff during construction, preventing impacts on the wetlands located farther
down Pajarito Canyon and potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat. Under the Shallow
Excavation Option, there would be no direct or indirect impacts on any LANL wetlands or potential
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat. Portions of TA-55 and other technical areas affected by
construction under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative include potential habitat for the Mexican
spotted owl, falling within both core and buffer zones in an area of environmental interest. Previously
undisturbed land in TA-5/52 used for a construction laydown and support area would impact 9.7 acres
(3.9 hectares) of potential core habitat and 12.9 acres (5.2 hectares) of potential buffer habitat for the
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Mexican spotted owl. However, no Mexican spotted owls have been observed during annual surveys
within any of the areas of concern potentially affected under this alternative. NNSA initiated consultation
with the USFWS, as the Federal agency with regulatory responsibility for the Endangered Species Act, in
April 2003 regarding the CMRR Facility. As the project has progressed and new areas have been
identified for project activities, NNSA performed biological assessments and amended its consultation
with the USFWS (see Chapter 5, Section 5.7). NNSA determined, and USFWS concurred, that
construction in these potential areas of concern may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the
Mexican spotted owl or the southwestern willow flycatcher (LANL 2011a:Ecological Resources, 019,
020, 021; see Chapter 5, Section 5.7). All project activities have been reviewed for compliance with the
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan (LANL 2011c). In accordance with the
plan, annual surveys are performed to determine the location of any special status species and to
determine whether any additional consultation with USFWS is necessary. Additionally, in accordance
with the Sensitive Species Best Management Practices Source Document, Version 1 (LANL 2010h), best
management practices would be implemented for project activities to reduce risks to sensitive state-listed
species. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB is not expected to adversely affect any
endangered, threatened, or special status species. Noise levels associated with operating the facility would
be low, and human disturbance would be similar to that which already occurs within TA-55.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, ecological resources would not be impacted by
operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB because no new areas would be disturbed under this
alternative, and no emissions from the building are expected to adversely impact ecological resources.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Under the No Action Alternative, project elements would have had the potential to impact cultural
resources sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; however, no impacts would
have been expected to occur through avoidance. All cultural sites would have been clearly marked and
fenced to avoid direct or indirect disturbance by construction equipment and workers. If cultural
resources sites had been discovered during construction, work would have been stopped and appropriate
assessment, regulatory compliance, and recovery measures, including consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer, would have been undertaken.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option, nine technical areas with
31 cultural resources sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places would be in the
vicinity of project activities. In all cases, there would be no effect on these sites through avoidance.
Project personnel would work with LANL cultural resources staff to relocate a portion of a cultural
resources site access trail that would be impacted by construction of the TA-72 parking lot. Under the
Shallow Excavation Option, 16 fewer cultural resources sites could be affected than under the Deep
Excavation Option because only TA-5/52 and TA-51 would be needed for spoils storage. All cultural
sites would be clearly marked and fenced to avoid direct or indirect disturbance by construction
equipment and workers. If cultural resources sites are discovered during construction, work would be
stopped and appropriate assessment, regulatory compliance, and recovery measures, including
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, would be undertaken.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, cultural resources would not be impacted by
operations of the CMR Building and RLUOB.
Socioeconomics
Under the No Action Alternative, an increase in construction-related jobs and businesses in the region
surrounding LANL would have been expected. Construction employment, over the course of the
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34-month construction period, was projected to peak at about 300 workers. Operation of the 2004
CMRR-NF and RLUOB was estimated to employ about 550 existing workers at LANL.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, an increase in construction-related jobs and businesses in the
region surrounding LANL is also expected. Construction employment would be needed over the course
of a 9-year construction period under either the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. Construction
employment under either option is projected to peak at about 790 workers, which is expected to generate
about 450 indirect jobs in the region. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would involve
about 550 workers at LANL, with additional workers using the facility on a part-time basis. The
personnel working in the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, when fully operational, would relocate from
other buildings at LANL, including the existing CMR Building, so an increase in the overall number of
workers at LANL is not expected.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, about 210 employees would continue to work in
the CMR Building until safety concerns force additional reductions in facility operations. In addition,
about 140 employees would be employed at RLUOB. A total of about 350 personnel would have their
offices relocated to RLUOB. The personnel working in the CMR Building and RLUOB, when fully
operational, would not result in an increase in the overall number of workers at LANL.
Human Health Impacts – Normal Operations
The projected human health impacts from normal operations under all of the alternatives analyzed in this
SEIS were compared to the impacts included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and were found to be consistent
with the incremental impacts associated with CMR operations or the proposed CMRR operations
included in the SWEIS. The impacts associated with any of the alternatives included in this SEIS are a
small fraction of the impacts associated with overall LANL operations, as estimated in the LANL SWEIS.
For example, the largest estimated annual population dose associated with any of these alternatives,
1.9 person-rem under the No Action Alternative, would be approximately 6 percent of the total estimated
annual population dose from normal LANL operations under the No Action Alternative in the
LANL SWEIS.
Under the No Action Alternative, the annual projected population dose to persons residing within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMRR Facility in TA-55 would have been about 1.9 person-rem,9 which
would have increased the annual likelihood of a single latent cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-3
or 1 in 1,000. The CMRR EIS used 2000 census data to estimate the population surrounding the facility
(about 309,000).10 The average individual would have received a dose of 0.0063 millirem annually.11 This
would have equated to an average annual individual risk of developing a latent cancer fatality of about
4 × 10-9, or 1 chance in 250 million. The maximally exposed individual (MEI) would have received a
projected dose of 0.33 millirem annually. This would have equated to an annual risk to the MEI of
developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-7, or 1 chance in 5 million. The total annual projected
worker dose for the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have been about 61 person-rem for the
9

Doses shown for the No Action Alternative from the CMRR EIS were based on internal dose conversion factors from Federal
Guidance Report 11 (EPA 1988) that were used in the then-current version of GENII, Version 1.485. For the same exposure,
doses would be slightly lower using the more-recent Federal Guidance Report 13 (EPA 1993b) factors included in the latest
version of GENII, Version 2, which was used to conduct the analysis of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.
10
The CMRR EIS used data from the 2000 census to estimate the population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55.
The No Action Alternative was not updated because the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as
an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need. The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative projects the population
surrounding TA-55 out to 2030 using recent data from the U.S. Census Bureau, including data from the 2010 census
(DOC 2011a, 2011b).
11
Average individual dose is calculated by dividing the projected population dose by the population of the affected area. In this
case, 1.9 person-rem was divided by 309,000 individuals, equaling an average dose of about 0.0063 millirem per individual. The
numbers are not exact due to rounding of the population and the projected population dose.
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radiological workers in the facility. The average radiological worker dose would have been 110 millirem
annually. This would have equated to an average annual individual worker risk of developing a latent
cancer fatality of about 7 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 14,000.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the annual projected population dose to persons residing
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55 would be approximately 1.8 person-rem, which would increase
the likelihood of a single latent cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-3 or 1 in 1,000 per year. This
CMRR-NF SEIS projects the population to 2030 (about 511,000) using 2010 census data to estimate
population dose. The average individual would receive a dose of 0.0035 millirem annually.12 This
equates to an average annual individual risk of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-9, or
1 chance in 500 million. The MEI would receive a projected dose of 0.31 millirem annually. This equates
to an annual risk to the MEI of developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-7, or 1 chance in
5 million. The total annual projected worker dose for the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be
about 60 person-rem for the radiological workers in the facilities. The average radiological worker dose
is projected to be 109 millirem annually. This equates to an average annual individual worker risk of
developing a latent cancer fatality of about 7 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 14,000.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the human health impacts of normal operations
of the CMR Building would be smaller than those associated with either the No Action or Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative because of the limited amount of radiological work currently allowed in the
building due to the safety concerns associated with the seismic threat to the building, as discussed
earlier in this chapter. The annual projected population dose to persons residing within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of TA-3 (projected to be about 502,000 in 2030 using 2010 census data (DOC 2011a,
2011b) would be approximately 0.016 person-rem, which would increase the likelihood of a single latent
cancer fatality in the population by 1 × 10-5 or 1 in 100,000 per year. The average individual would
receive a dose of 0.000032 millirem annually. This equates to an average annual individual risk of
developing a latent cancer fatality of about 2 × 10-11, or essentially zero. The MEI would receive a
projected dose of 0.0023 millirem annually. This equates to an annual risk to the MEI of developing a
latent cancer fatality of about 1 × 10-9, or 1 chance in 1 billion. The total annual projected worker dose
for the CMR Building and RLUOB would be about 24 person-rem for the radiological workers in these
facilities. The average radiological worker dose is projected to be 68 millirem annually. This equates to
an average annual individual worker risk of developing a latent cancer fatality from this dose of about
4 × 10-5, or approximately 1 chance in 25,000.
Human Health Impacts – Facility Accidents
The accidents associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF have been reevaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS to
reflect concerns associated with the ability of the 2004 CMRR-NF to survive the latest estimates of
ground acceleration in the event of a design-basis earthquake. Based on an updated probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis, it was concluded that a design-basis earthquake with a return interval of about
2,500 years would have an estimated peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g and a peak vertical
ground acceleration of 0.51 g (LANL 2009b). The estimated peak horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations at the time the CMRR EIS was prepared were about 0.31 g and 0.27 g, respectively.13
The accident that would have had the highest potential human health risk to the noninvolved worker,
located at the TA-55 boundary, and members of the public was determined to be a seismically induced
12

The projected population dose of 1.8 person-rem was divided by 511,000 individuals, equaling an average dose of about
0.0035 millirem per individual.
13
The return period for the obsolete peak horizontal and vertical ground accelerations of 0.31 and 0.27, respectively, was
2,000 years; the return interval for the current design-basis earthquake at TA-55, with peak horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations of 0.47 g and 0.51 g, respectively, is 2,500 years.
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spill. The frequency of such an accident was estimated to range from once every 10,000 years to once
every 100 years. A design-basis earthquake would have resulted in an unacceptable risk of developing a
fatal cancer in the population surrounding the facility if the 2004 CMRR-NF were constructed and
operated as originally envisioned in the CMRR EIS because it would not be expected to survive a
design-basis earthquake of the magnitude included in the latest probabilistic seismic hazard analysis. The
annual risk of developing a single fatal cancer in the population from this accident would have been 0.8,
or an 80 percent chance of a latent fatal cancer. As a result, latent cancer fatalities would have been
expected to occur in the surrounding population if the 2004 CMRR-NF were built and operated as
originally envisioned and a design-basis earthquake occurred at LANL. The annual risk of a latent cancer
fatality to the offsite MEI would have been 7 × 10-3 from a design-basis earthquake-induced spill, or
about 1 chance in 143 per year of facility operation. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved
worker would have been 0.01, or about 1 chance in 100 per year of facility operation. The risks
associated with seismically induced accidents at the 2004 CMRR-NF, if they were to occur, would have
exceeded DOE guidelines (DOE-STD-3009) (DOE 2006a) and would have presented unacceptable risks
to the public and the LANL workforce.
Under either the Deep Excavation or Shallow Excavation Option, the Modified CMRR-NF would be
constructed to survive the design-basis earthquake included in the latest probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis without significant damage. Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would involve the use of
larger amounts of structural concrete (150,000 cubic yards [115,000 cubic meters]) and structural steel
(560 tons [508 metric tons]) compared to the amounts estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF (3,194 cubic
yards [2,442 cubic meters] of structural concrete and 267 tons [242 metric tons] of structural steel). For a
beyond-design-basis earthquake that results in a spill of nuclear materials in the Modified CMRR-NF, the
annual risk of a single fatal cancer developing in the population surrounding the facility would be 2 × 10-5
or about 1 chance in 50,000 of a fatal cancer occurring compared to an 80 percent chance under the
No Action Alternative. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to the offsite MEI from this accident would be
9 × 10-8 or about 1 chance in 11 million per year of facility operation compared to 1 chance in 143 under
the No Action Alternative. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved worker would be 6 × 10-6
or about 1 chance in 160,000 per year of facility operation compared to 1 chance in 100 under the
No Action Alternative.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite MEI
would be a loading dock spill/fire caused by mishandling material or an equipment failure. The annual
risk of a latent cancer fatality to the offsite MEI from this accident would be 2 × 10-7, or about 1 chance in
5 million. The accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population would be a beyonddesign-basis seismically induced spill of radioactive materials followed by a fire. This accident would
present an increased risk of a single latent cancer fatality in the population surrounding the facility of
5 × 10-5 per year, or about 1 chance in 20,000. Statistically, latent cancer fatalities are not expected to
occur in the population from these accidents. The maximum risk of a latent cancer fatality to a
noninvolved worker would also be from a beyond-design-basis seismically induced spill of radioactive
materials followed by a fire. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to the noninvolved worker, located at the
TA-55 boundary, from this accident would be 7 × 10-6, or about 1 chance in 143,000 per year.
The accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population under the Continued Use of CMR
Building Alternative would be a design-basis earthquake or one of lower magnitude that could severely
damage the CMR Building, resulting in a seismically induced spill of radioactive materials. The
frequency of such an accident was estimated to range from once every 10,000 years to once every
100 years. For this accident, there would be an increased risk of a single latent fatal cancer in the
population surrounding the facility of 4 × 10-3 per year. In other words, the likelihood of developing one
fatal cancer in the population surrounding the facility would be about 1 chance in 250 per year.
Statistically, the radiological risk for the average individual in the population would be small. This
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accident would present a risk of a latent cancer fatality for the offsite MEI of 1  10-5 per year or 1 chance
in 100,000 per year. The risk of a latent cancer fatality to a noninvolved worker located at a distance of
300 yards (240 meters) from the CMR Building would be 3 × 10-4, or about 1 chance in 3,333 per year.
Intentional Destructive Acts
NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to this CMRR-NF SEIS that evaluates the potential impacts of
malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive acts. Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios,
security countermeasures, and potential impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this
information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA’s strategy for mitigation of
environmental impacts resulting from extreme events, including intentional destructive acts, has three
distinct components: (1) prevention or deterrence of incidents; (2) planning and timely and adequate
response to emergency situations; and (3) progressive recovery through long-term response in the form of
monitoring, remediation, and support for affected communities and the environment.
Depending on the intentional destructive acts, the impacts could be similar to the impacts of the accidents
analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. However, there may be intentional destructive act scenarios for which
the impacts exceed those of the accidents analyzed. Analysis of these intentional destructive act impacts
provides NNSA with information upon which to base, in part, decisions regarding the construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. The classified appendix evaluates the similarity of scenarios involving
intentional destructive acts with those evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS and presents the potential consequences to a noninvolved worker, an MEI, and the
population in terms of physical injuries, radiation doses, and latent cancer fatalities (LCFs). Although the
results of the analyses cannot be disclosed, the following general conclusion can be drawn: the potential
consequences of intentional destructive acts are highly dependent on the distance to the site boundary and
the size and proximity of the surrounding population; the closer and denser the surrounding population,
the higher the consequences. In addition, it is generally easier and more cost-effective to protect new
facilities because new security and safety features can be incorporated into their design. New facilities
can, as a result of design features, better prevent attacks and reduce the impacts of such attacks.
Environmental Justice
Under the No Action Alternative, there would not have been any disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations due to construction or normal operations
of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the potential impacts on the general population from
construction, operations, and transportation would be small, as indicated in the impact analyses presented
in Chapter 4, Section 4.3. Additionally, there are not expected to be any disproportionately high and
adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations under this alternative. As discussed in Section
4.3.8, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on cultural resources within LANL or
surrounding communities, as a result of implementing this alternative. As discussed in Sections 4.3.4 and
4.3.6, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on air or water quality as a result of
implementing this alternative during construction or operation. As discussed in Section 4.3.13, there are
not expected to be any significant impacts on transportation routes or traffic in the area surrounding
LANL during construction or operations as a result of implementing this alternative. A separate analysis
was performed on the specific impacts of transporting radioactive materials from LANL to Pojoaque,
New Mexico, and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, transportation routes that include sections
through tribal lands. The results of this analysis show that the incident-free population risks are small, at
most 2 × 10-5 or 1 chance in 50,000 that the radiological dose to the public from this transportation would
result in a latent cancer fatality in the affected population. Similarly, accident risks associated with this
transportation on these routes are small, at most 4 × 10-4 or 1 chance in 2,500 that a traffic accident
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involving one of the trucks would result in a fatality in the affected population. Radiological doses from
normal operations to all individuals would be low. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the
estimated average annual dose to a nonminority individual from operation of the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB would be 0.0037 millirem compared to 0.0033 millirem for the average minority individual;
the average annual dose to a non-low-income individual would be 0.0036 millirem compared to
0.0027 millirem for the average low-income individual.
A similar analysis was done for individuals living within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) of
TA-55 and the results were largely the same. For the most part, the estimated average annual dose to
nonminority and non-low-income individuals would be the same as or higher than the estimated doses to
the average minority and low-income individuals (see Section 4.3.11). The only instance where the
estimated average annual dose to minority individuals exceeded the estimated average annual dose to
nonminority individuals was for those individuals living within 5 miles (8 kilometers) of TA-55
(0.042 millirem compared to 0.039 millirem). In both cases, these doses are very low; the difference in
estimated annual dose of 0.003 millirem would be less than 1/1,000 of a percent of the approximately
480 millirem that a person residing near LANL would normally receive annually from background
radiation (see Chapter 3, Section 3.11.1).
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the potential impacts on the general population
from operations and transportation would be small, as indicated in the impact analyses presented in
Chapter 4, Section 4.4. There are no construction impacts under this alternative. There are not expected
to be any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations under this
alternative. As discussed in Section 4.4.8, there are not expected to be any impacts on cultural resources
within LANL as a result of implementing this alternative because no land would be disturbed. As
discussed in Sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.6, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on air or water
quality as a result of implementing this alternative. As discussed in Section 4.4.13, there are not expected
to be any significant impacts on transportation routes or traffic in the area surrounding LANL as a result
of implementing this alternative. The average annual dose to a nonminority individual from the continued
operation of the CMR Building would be 0.000039 millirem compared to 0.000027 millirem for the
average minority individual, and the average annual dose to a non-low-income individual would be
0.000034 millirem compared to 0.000019 millirem for the average low-income individual. A similar
analysis was done for individuals living within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) of TA-3 and
the results were largely the same. For the most part, the average annual dose to nonminority and
non-low-income individuals would be the same or higher than the estimated doses to the average minority
and low-income individuals (see Section 4.4.11). The only instances where the estimated average annual
dose to minority individuals exceeded the estimated average annual dose to nonminority individuals were
for those individuals living within 5 and 10 miles (8 and 16 kilometers) of TA-3 (0.00076 millirem
compared to 0.00069 millirem and 0.0005 millirem compared to 0.00048 millirem, respectively). These
doses are very low; the difference in estimated annual dose of up to 7 × 10-5 millirem would be 1/7,000 of
a percent of the approximately 480 millirem that a person residing near LANL would normally receive
annually from background radiation.
Doses under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative would be less than those projected under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative due to the reduced operations in the CMR Building as a result of
safety and seismic concerns that are limiting the work that can be safely conducted there.
A special pathways receptor analysis was performed in support of the 2008 LANL SWEIS. In this
analysis, it was determined that a special pathways receptor who consumed increased amounts of fish,
deer, and elk from the areas surrounding LANL, drank surface water and Indian tea (Cota), and consumed
other potentially contaminated foodstuffs could receive an additional dose of up to 4.5 millirem per year
from these special pathways (see Appendix C, Section C.1.4, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008a]).
Doses associated with normal operation of the proposed CMRR-NF would not be expected to increase
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these doses. Therefore, if the MEI associated with this CMRR-NF SEIS were also assumed to be a special
pathways receptor, their maximum dose would be up to 4.8 millirem per year (4.5 millirem associated
with special pathways and about 0.3 millirem associated with normal operations of the 2004 CMRR-NF
or Modified CMRR-NF). This dose is low; it would represent an increase of 1 percent above the
approximately 480 millirem that a person residing near LANL would normally receive annually from
background radiation. In terms of increased risk of a fatal cancer from the special pathways dose plus the
dose from normal operations of the CMRR-NF, it would represent an annual estimated risk of 3 × 10-6 or
about 1 chance in 333,000.
Waste Management
Under the No Action Alternative, waste generation from construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would have been about 578 tons (524 metric tons) and, based on later information from
construction of RLUOB, it is now understood that this number was underestimated. Operation of the
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have resulted in about 88 cubic yards (67 cubic meters) of
transuranic waste, 2,640 cubic yards (2,020 meters) of low-level radioactive waste, 26 cubic yards
(20 cubic meters) mixed low-level radioactive waste, and about 12.4 tons (11 metric tons) of chemical
waste per year. Operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have resulted in about 2.7 million
gallons (10 million liters) of low-level liquid radioactive waste annually that would have been treated at
RLWTF and 7.2 million gallons (27 million liters) of sanitary wastewater per year that would have been
sent to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant. The CMRR EIS did not include an estimate for solid
waste resulting from operations.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, waste generation from construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF would be larger than what was estimated for construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF (2,600 tons
[2,360 metric tons] compared to 578 tons [524 metric tons]) because the Modified CMRR-NF is a larger
facility to address the seismic concerns associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF design, and it is now known
that the earlier estimate was underestimated based on the amount of waste generated during construction
of RLUOB. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would result in the same amount of
waste annually as estimated for the No Action Alternative, with the exception of 95 tons (86 metric tons)
of solid waste that is included in the estimates for the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB. Sanitary
wastewater would be sent to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant. Also, due to efforts to reduce the
amount of liquid waste being generated as a result of LANL operations, modifications of operations at the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB are estimated to result in a much smaller amount of low-level liquid
radioactive waste, about 344,000 gallons (1.3 million liters), which would be treated at RLWTF. The
amount of radioactive waste generated under this alternative would be consistent with the levels analyzed
in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and would be a fraction of the annual amount generated at LANL. No
additional treatment or disposal facilities would be needed at LANL to handle these wastes.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, annual waste generation rates from operation of
the CMR Building and RLUOB would be lower than those estimated under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative because operations in the CMR Building are currently limited due to safety and seismic
concerns. The amount of radioactive waste generated under this alternative would be lower than the
levels analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and would be a fraction of the annual estimated waste generated
at LANL. No new treatment or disposal facilities would be needed at LANL to handle these wastes.
Transportation and Traffic
Transportation impacts associated with construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF were analyzed in this
CMRR-NF SEIS to augment the analysis in the 2003 CMRR EIS. A transportation impact assessment was
conducted in the 2003 CMRR EIS for the one-time shipment of SNM during the transition from the
existing CMR Building to the CMRR-NF. The public would not have received any measurable exposure.
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This CMRR-NF SEIS estimated that 489 truck trips would have been required for delivery of construction
materials. There would have been no change in the level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL
during the construction period. Employees currently working at the existing CMR Building and other
facilities at LANL would have relocated to the CMRR Facility for operations there. There would have
been no impact on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle access portals, or
the public roadways external to LANL over the existing conditions.
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, transportation requirements associated with construction of
the Modified CMRR-NF would be up to 38,000 and 29,000 offsite truck trips (about 4,300 and 3,300 trips
per year on average) under the Deep or Shallow Excavation Option, respectively. These trips would be
required to deliver construction materials and equipment to LANL in support of the construction effort, as
well as offsite trips related to removing construction waste from the site. This number of truck trips is
projected to result in up to 3 additional (2.5) truck accidents over the life of the construction project and
0 (0.3) additional fatalities. Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would result in additional
trips off site associated with the transportation of radioactive waste to treatment and disposal facilities.
These trips would result in annual doses of about 2.5 person-rem to the crew of the trucks shipping this
waste. No latent cancer fatalities are expected among the crews as a result of these doses. The trips would
also result in estimated doses of about 0.8 person-rem per year to the public along the transportation routes.
No latent cancer fatalities are expected in the public as a result of these doses. These waste shipments are
projected to result in less than 1 additional truck accident annually and 0 (7 × 10-3) additional fatalities.
There is a greater chance of structural damage to Pajarito Road under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
due to the greater total weight of materials that would be transported on the roadway and the longer
duration of transports. Pajarito Road may be sufficiently strong to support the transports without damage if
the underlying soil is strong. Should damage occur to the roadway surface, Pajarito road may require
rehabilitation or repair sooner than currently anticipated. No change in the level of service of roadways in
the vicinity of LANL is anticipated during the construction period. Because no net increase in operations
employees is anticipated under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, there would be no significant impact
on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle access portals, or the public
roadways external to LANL.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, there would be no transportation requirements
associated with construction. Operation of the CMR Building and RLUOB would result in additional trips
off site associated with the transportation of radioactive waste to treatment and disposal facilities. These
trips would result in annual doses of about 0.3 person-rem to the crew of the trucks shipping this waste.
No latent cancer fatalities are expected among the crews as a result of these doses. The trips would also
result in estimated doses of about 0.1 person-rem per year to the public along the transportation routes.
No latent cancer fatalities are expected in the public as a result of these doses. These waste shipments are
projected to result in less than 1 additional truck accident annually and 9 × 10-4 additional fatalities. The
estimates of doses and accidents associated with these shipments are less than those projected under the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative because less waste is generated annually at the CMR Building and
RLUOB due to reduced operations at the facility compared to full operation of the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB. Since continued CMR Building and RLUOB operations would not result in an increase in
the number of employees currently working on the site, no changes in traffic are anticipated. There would
be no change in the impact on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle
access portals, or the public roadways external to LANL over the existing conditions.
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Table 2–3 Summary of Environmental Consequences of Alternatives
Resource/Material Category
Land Use and Visual Resources
Construction

No Action Alternative a

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
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Up to 147 acres of land would be used under the Deep
Not applicable, no new
Excavation Option and up to 127 acres under the Shallow
construction
Excavation Option. Many project elements would occur
in areas presently designated as “Reserve.” Construction
would alter views along Pajarito Road; however, the road
is not open to the public. Areas of temporary disturbance
(for example, laydown areas and spoils storage areas)
would be restored to their original land use designation
following project completion. Restoration of the parking
lot in TA-72 would mitigate those long-term visual
impacts. The breakdown of land uses includes the
following:
 CMRR-NF site – 4.8 acres
 Laydown areas/concrete batch plants – 60 acres
 Spoils areas – 30 acres (Deep Excavation Option),
10 acres (Shallow Excavation Option)
 Parking lots – up to 18 acres
 Power upgrades – 9.1 acres
 Pajarito Road realignment – 3.4 acres
 Stormwater detention ponds – 2.5 acres
 TA-50 electrical substation – 1.4 acres
 Construction support/laydown area – 19.1 acres
Permanent land disturbance would
Permanent land disturbance under both the Deep and
No change in current land use
Operations
have affected about 13.75 acres,
Shallow Excavation Options would affect about 12 acres,
including the building site and parking including the building site, the Pajarito Road realignment,
the TA-50 electrical substation, and stormwater detention
lot. The new CMRR-NF would have
ponds. The road realignment, power substation, and
blended with the industrial look of
stormwater detention ponds would result in changes in
TA-55.
present land use. The new CMRR-NF would blend with
the industrial look of TA-55.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building; TA = technical area.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
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26.75 acres of land would have been
used, much of it presently disturbed.
Some activities would have occurred
on land previously designated
“Reserve.” Construction would have
altered views along Pajarito Road;
however, the road is not open to the
public. The breakdown of land uses
includes the following:
 CMRR-NF site – 4.75 acres
 RLUOB site – 4 acres (completed)
 Laydown areas/concrete batch
plant – 7 acres
 Parking lot – 5 acres
 Road realignment – 6 acres

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Operations

No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

63
0.75
Not available

Deep Excavation Shallow Excavation
31,000 c
5
4
19,200
19,200

Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable

19,300
Not available
10.4

161,000
58
16

59,000 d
38 d
7d

Criteria pollutant concentrations would have
remained below standards. Annual greenhouse
gas emissions would have been below CEQ
guidance threshold for more-detailed evaluation
and about 1 percent of site-wide generation.

Criteria pollutant concentrations would remain
below standards. Annual greenhouse gas
emissions would be below draft CEQ
guidance threshold for more-detailed
evaluation and about 7 percent of site-wide
generation.
Slight noise increase to offsite public would
Slight noise increase to offsite public would
have been realized from construction activities be realized from construction activities and
and traffic.
traffic.
Periodic testing of emergency backup
Periodic testing of emergency backup
generators would not have caused standards to generators would not cause standards to be
be exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas emissions
would have been below CEQ guidance
would be below draft CEQ guidance threshold
for more-detailed evaluation and about
threshold for more-detailed evaluation and
25 percent of site-wide generation.e
about 3 percent of site-wide generation.
No change in noise levels from LANL site
No change in noise levels from LANL site
operations would have been realized.
operations would be realized.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Periodic testing of emergency backup
generators would not cause standards to
be exceeded. Annual greenhouse gas
emissions would be below CEQ guidance
threshold for more-detailed evaluation and
about 10 percent of site-wide generation.
No change in noise levels from LANL site
operations would be realized.

CEQ = Council on Environmental Quality; CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos
National Laboratory; MW = megawatts.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for this CMRR-NF SEIS, and
transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the
action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards for a PC-3 facility and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical
chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative
that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and, accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
Site infrastructure estimates for construction and operation have been re-estimated for the Modified CMRR-NF compared to those included in the CMRR EIS. Estimates included in the CMRR EIS were
based on preconceptual design information and are now known to have been underestimated in a number of areas.
c
Annual site infrastructure estimates for electricity use for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative round to 31,000 megawatt-hours for both the Deep and Shallow Excavation construction options. Although
not apparent due to rounding, the Deep Excavation Option would require more electricity over the life of the alternative for mixing the additional concrete for the layer of low-slump concrete fill.
d
Operational requirements for the CMR Building are not metered separately and are accounted for in present site usage totals in the infrastructure table in Chapter 3 of this CMRR-NF SEIS. Only RLUOB
requirements are included in this column to represent the increase in site requirements associated with the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative.
e
These greenhouse gases emitted by operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would add a relatively small increment (0.001 percent) to emissions of these gases in the United States.
Note: To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028317; gallons to liters, by 3.7854.
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Resource/Material Category
Site Infrastructure b
Construction
Electricity (MW-hours per year)
Water (million gallons per year)
Propane (gallons per year)
Operations
Electricity (MW-hours per year)
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
Water (million gallons per year)
Air Quality and Noise
Construction

Resource/Material Category
Geology and Soils
Construction

No Action Alternative a
A site survey and foundation study
would have been conducted as
necessary to confirm site geologic
characteristics for facility engineering
purposes.

Deep Excavation Option – The poorly welded
tuff layer would be over-excavated and replaced
with concrete fill material. The site would be
excavated to a depth of 130 feet; about
545,000 cubic yards of materials remain to be
excavated.
Shallow Excavation Option – Construction
would occur in the layer above the poorly
welded tuff layer. The site would be excavated
to a depth of 58 feet; about 236,000 cubic yards
of material remain to be excavated.
Under either option, excavated material would
be stockpiled for future beneficial reuse.
No impact on geology and soils

Same as No Action Alternative, but a larger area
of land and additional technical areas would be
affected by the construction effort (see Land
Use). In addition, under the Deep Excavation
Option, control measures would be needed for
much larger amounts of excavated spoils.
In addition, one stormwater detention pond
would be enlarged and five new ponds built to
collect runoff during construction.
No impacts on surface water or groundwater.

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Not applicable

No impact on geology and soils

Not applicable

No impacts on surface water or
No impacts on surface water or
groundwater would have been
groundwater
expected.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Note: To convert feet to meters, multiply by 0.3048; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.
Operations
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There would not have been any impact
on geology and soils.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Potential temporary impacts could
Construction
have resulted from stormwater runoff.
Appropriate soil erosion and sediment
control measures and spill prevention
practices would have minimized
suspended sediment and material
transport and reduced potential water
quality impacts.
Operations

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
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No Action Alternative a

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Some vegetation and wildlife habitat
would have been removed.
Implementation of this alternative may
have affected, but would not have
adversely affected, the Mexican
spotted owl.

Deep Excavation Option – Additional habitat
loss from use of about five times more land area
than under the No Action Alternative. The
project may affect, but would not adversely
affect, the Mexican spotted owl or the
southwestern willow flycatcher. Some project
elements may remove a small portion of
potential habitat for the Mexican spotted owl.
Potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat
may be indirectly affected by stormwater runoff
and erosion from spoils storage in the area.
Shallow Excavation Option – Similar to the
Deep Excavation Option; however, slightly less
potential habitat would be removed due to the
decrease in spoils storage area requirements;
potential southwestern willow flycatcher habitat
would not be affected.
None

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Not applicable

None
None
Operations
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Resources in affected areas would
Resources in affected areas would be protected
Not applicable
Construction/Operations
have been protected by avoidance.
by avoidance. Sites would be protected and
Sites would have been protected and
monitored to ensure their protection.
monitored to ensure their protection.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
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Resource/Material Category
Ecological Resources
Construction

Resource/Material Category
Socioeconomics
Construction

No Action Alternative a
Employment would have resulted
in little socioeconomic effect.

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Not applicable

Approximately 550 workers would
Approximately 210 workers would continue
have been at the CMRR Facility
work at the CMR Building, many of whom
(2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB);
would be among the staff members whose
they would have come from the
offices would be relocated to RLUOB.
CMR Building and other facilities
Another 140 workers would work in RLUOB.
at LANL so the facility would not
Workers would come from the CMR Building
have increased employment or
and other facilities at LANL so there would
changed socioeconomic conditions
not be an increase in employment or a change
in the region.
in socioeconomic conditions in the region.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
Operations
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Peak direct (790 workers) plus
indirect (450 workers) employment
would represent a relatively small
percentage of the total labor force in
the four-county region of influence
(less than 1 percent).
Approximately 550 workers would be
at the CMRR Facility (Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB); they would
come from the CMR Building and
other facilities at LANL so the
facility would not increase
employment or change socioeconomic conditions in the region.

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
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Continued Use of
Resource/Material Category
No Action Alternative a
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
CMR Building Alternative b
Human Health
Normal Operations
Offsite population
Dose (person-rem per year)
1.9
1.8
0.016
Annual population LCF risk
1 × 10-3
1 × 10-3
1 × 10-5
MEI
Dose (millirem per year)
0.33
0.31
0.0023
Annual LCF risk
2 × 10-7
2 × 10-7
1 × 10-9
Workers
Worker dose (person-rem per year)
61
60
24
Annual worker population LCF risk
4 × 10-2
4 × 10-2
1 × 10-2
Average worker dose (millirem per
110
109
68
year)
Average worker annual LCF risk
7 × 10-5
7 × 10-5
4 × 10-5
c
Facility Accidents (maximum annual cancer risk [LCFs])
5 × 10-5
Population (risk)
8 × 10-1
4 × 10-3
7 × 10-3
2 × 10-7
1 × 10-5
MEI (risk)
-2
-6
1 × 10
7 × 10
3 × 10-4
Noninvolved worker (risk)
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LCF = latent cancer fatality;
MEI = maximally exposed individual.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
The impacts shown for normal operations and facility accidents under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety
and seismic concerns.
c
Facility accident risk values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for population risks and MEI and noninvolved worker doses if less than 20 rem; a dose-to
risk factor of 0.0012 LCFs per rem for MEI and noninvolved worker doses equal or greater than 20 rem; and the probability of the accident occurring.

Resource/Material Category
Environmental Justice
Construction/Operations

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

There would not have been any
disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority or
low-income populations due to
construction or operations.

Impacts on all individuals would be low.
There would be no disproportionately
high and adverse environmental impacts
on minority or low-income populations
due to construction, operations, or
transportation. Annual doses to all
individuals would be low, and the average
individual radiological impacts on
members of minority and low-income
groups would be less than or comparable
to impacts on the average nonminority or
non-low-income member of the general
population. For the 50-mile (80kilometer) population:
 Average dose to nonminority individual:

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative
Impacts on all individuals would be low.
There would be no disproportionately high
and adverse environmental impacts on
minority or low-income populations due to
operations or transportation. Annual doses
to all individuals would be low, and the
average individual radiological impacts on
members of minority and low-income
groups would be less than or comparable to
impacts on the average nonminority or nonlow-income member of the general
population. For the 50-mile (80-kilometer)
population.
 Average dose to nonminority individual:

0.000039 millirem
0.0037 millirem
 Average dose to minority individual:
 Average dose to minority individual:
0.000027 millirem
0.0033 millirem
 Average dose to non-low-income
 Average dose to non-low-income
individual: 0.000034 millirem
individual: 0.0036 millirem
 Average dose to low-income individual:
 Average dose to low-income individual:
0.000019 millirem
0.0027 millirem
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
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No Action Alternative a
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Continued Use of
Resource/Material Category
No Action Alternative a
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
CMR Building Alternative b
Waste Management
Construction
Solid waste (tons) c
578
2,600
Not applicable
Operations (annual generation rates)
Transuranic waste (cubic yards)
88
88
8.2
Low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards)
2,640
2,640
310
Mixed low-level radioactive waste (cubic
26
26
4.1
yards)
Chemical waste (tons)
12.4
12.4
1.4
Solid waste (tons)
Not available
95
60
Sanitary wastewater (gallons)
7,200,000
10,800,000
5,220,000
Liquid low-level radioactive waste (gallons)
2,700,000 d
344,000
163,000
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
The impacts shown for operations under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety and seismic concerns.
c
The construction waste estimate for the No Action Alternative was based on preconceptual design information and is now known to have been underestimated.
d
The liquid low-level radioactive waste estimate for the No Action Alternative was based on assumptions and is now known to have been overestimated.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.

Resource/Material Category
Transportation and Traffic
Transportation
Construction
Offsite truck trips
Traffic fatalities

No Action Alternative a

Not estimated
Not estimated

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

Deep Excavation
Option – 38,000
Deep Excavation
Option – 0.3

Shallow Excavation
Option – 29,000
Shallow Excavation
Option – 0.2

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

Not applicable
Not applicable
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Operations b (based on annual shipment rate)
Incident-free
Public: (person-rem/LCF)
Total Route
0.8 / 5 × 10-4
0.1 / 6 × 10-5 d
Not estimated c
-5
LANL to Pojoaque segment
0.02 / 1 × 10
0.003 / 2 × 10-6
0.04 / 2 × 10-5
0.005 / 3 × 10-6
Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment
Crew (person-rem/LCF)
Not estimated c
2.5 / 2 × 10-3
0.3 / 2 × 10-4 d
Transportation accidents
Public radiological risk
Not estimated c
1 × 10-7
1 × 10-8 d
c
-3
Public traffic fatality risk
Not estimated
7 × 10
9 × 10-4 d
Traffic
Personnel and materials transportation would have
Personnel and materials transportation would Not applicable
Construction
increased traffic on local roads but would not have
increase traffic on local roads but would not
changed the level of service on these roadways. No change the level of service on these
abnormal damage to roadway pavement would have roadways. No abnormal damage to roadway
been anticipated.
pavement would be anticipated.
Minimal impact on traffic would have been
Minimal impact on traffic; some traffic that
No change from current traffic
Operations
expected; some traffic that previously terminated in previously terminated in TA-3 would
conditions in TA-3.
TA-3 would have continued through and proceeded continue through and proceed down Pajarito
down Pajarito Road to TA-55.
Road to TA-55.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory; LCF = latent cancer fatality; TA = technical area.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
LCF values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for crew and public.
c
The CMRR EIS did not include an analysis of the shipment of radioactive waste off site because it was assumed that nearly all of the waste generated from CMRR Facility
operations would be able to be disposed of on site at LANL.
d
The impacts shown under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative reflect reduced operations at the facility due to safety and seismic concerns.

Public: (person-rem/LCFs)
Total
LANL to Pojoaque segment
Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment

Crew (person-rem/LCFs)
Transportation accidents
Public radiological risk
Public traffic fatality risk
CMRR-NF

Not estimated

0.4 / 3 × 10-4
0.01 / 1 × 10-5
0.02 / 1 × 10-5

Not estimated

1.9 / 1 × 10-3

Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative

Not estimated
1 × 10-7
Not estimated
4 × 10-2
Due to the relative sizes of the facilities, waste quantities are expected to be comparable to Not applicable
those for CMR Building decontamination and demolition.
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory; LCF = latent cancer fatality.
a
The impacts shown for the No Action Alternative reflect the impacts analysis in the CMRR EIS, with the exception of the facility accident results, which were reanalyzed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS, and transportation and traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, which were not analyzed in the CMRR EIS. This information is provided for
purposes of comparing the No Action Alternative with the action alternatives. However, as stated in Section 2.6, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the current standards
for a PC-3 facility, and a PC-3 facility is required to safely conduct all of the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work required to support DOE and NNSA
mission work. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not being evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS as an alternative that would meet the NNSA’s purpose and need and,
accordingly, the impacts analysis for it is not generally being updated.
b
The CMRR EIS included estimates of the amount of low-level radioactive waste and solid waste expected from decontamination and decommissioning of the CMR Building.
Updated waste projections for this effort are included in the estimates for the Modified CMRR-NF and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternatives.
c
LCF values include a dose-to-risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem for crew and the public.
d
The CMRR EIS did not include an analysis of the offsite shipment of radioactive waste from decontamination and decommissioning of the CMR Building for disposal.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; cubic yards to cubic meters, by 0.76455.
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Resource/Material Category
No Action Alternative a
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition (impacts applicable to all alternatives)
CMR Building (annual based on a 2-year decommissioning, decontamination, and demolition period)
Waste b
Transuranic (cubic yards)
Not estimated
75
Low-level radioactive
16,000
19,000
(cubic yards)
Mixed low-level radioactive
Not estimated
140
(cubic yards)
Radioactive liquid waste (gallons)
Not estimated
68,000
Chemical (tons)
Not estimated
130
Solid (cubic yards)
20,000
53,000
Transportation c, d
Incident-free
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2.10.2 Environmental Impacts Common to Multiple Alternatives
2.10.2.1 Impacts During the Transition from the CMR Building to the New CMRR-NF
and RLUOB
Under the No Action or Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, there would be a transition period during which
CMR operations at the existing CMR Building and other locations at LANL would be moved to the new
CMRR-NF. Because RLUOB is already constructed, activities that do not rely on the CMRR-NF could
be transitioned to RLUOB earlier. During CMRR-NF construction, the CMR Building and RLUOB
would be operating. During the 3-year transition, both the CMR Building and the CMRR-NF would be
operating, although at reduced levels, while RLUOB operations would continue. At the existing CMR
Building, where operational restrictions would remain in effect, operations would decrease as operations
move to the new CMRR-NF (beginning in 2014 for the 2004 CMRR-NF and 2020 for the Modified
CMRR-NF). At the new CMRR-NF, levels of operations would increase as the facility becomes fully
operational. In addition, routine onsite shipment of AC and MC samples would continue to take place
while both facilities are operating. With both facilities operating at reduced levels at the same time, the
combined demand for electricity, water, and manpower to support transition activities during this period
may be higher than what would be required by the separate facilities. Nevertheless, the combined total
impacts during this transition phase are expected to be less than the impacts attributed to the level of
CMR operations analyzed under the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.
Also during the transition phase, the risks for accidents would change at both the existing CMR Building
and the new CMRR-NF. At the existing CMR Building, the radiological material at risk and associated
operations and storage would decline as material is transferred to the new CMRR-NF. This would have
the positive effect of reducing the risk for accidents at the CMR Building. Conversely, at the new
CMRR-NF, as the amount of radioactive material at risk and associated operations increase towards full
operation, the risk from accidents would increase. However, the improvements in design and technology
at the new CMRR-NF would have the positive effect of reducing overall accident risks when compared to
the accident risks at the existing CMR Building. Because neither facility would be operating at its full
capacity during transition, the expected net effect would be for the risk for accidents at each facility to be
lower than the accident risks at either the existing CMR Building or the fully operational new CMRR-NF.
2.10.2.2 CMR Building and CMRR Facility Disposition Impacts
Under all alternatives in this CMRR-NF SEIS, the CMR Building would undergo DD&D. CMR Building
DD&D would be conducted in a manner protective of all environmental resources, including air quality,
surface-water and groundwater quality, ecological and cultural resources, and human health. The CMR
Building has been deemed eligible for listing in the NRHP due to its association with important events
during the Cold War years and its architectural and engineering significance (Garcia, McGehee, and
Masse 2009). In conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office, NNSA has developed
documentation measures to reduce adverse effects on NRHP-eligible properties at LANL. These
measures are incorporated into formal memoranda of agreement between NNSA and the New Mexico
Historic Preservation Division. Typical memorandum of agreement terms include the preparation of a
detailed report containing the history and description of the affected properties; such a report may need to
be prepared for the CMR Building prior to any demolition activities.
Because activities at the CMR Building over more than a 50-year period have resulted in areas having
varying levels of contamination, DD&D is projected to generate a relatively large annual quantity of
radioactive, chemical, and solid wastes, as summarized in Table 2–3. Annual waste generation rates in
Table 2–3 may be higher than those that would actually occur because they are based on completing
DD&D in 2 years. Nonetheless, the quantities and types of wastes to be generated are expected to be
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within the capacity of existing waste management systems. Risks associated with transporting DD&D
wastes to offsite treatment and disposal facilities are expected to be very small; no fatalities are expected
along waste transport routes.
DD&D of the new CMRR-NF would be considered at the end of its lifetime, designed to be 50 years. For
either the 2004 CMRR-NF or the Modified CMRR-NF, impacts of DD&D of the CMRR-NF are expected
to be comparable to those of DD&D of the CMR Building. Although activities involving radioactive
materials that would be performed at the CMRR-NF are similar to those currently performed at the
CMR Building, construction and operation of the CMRR-NF would reflect over 50 years of experience in
facility design and operation and contamination control, with implementation of pollution prevention and
waste minimization practices.
2.10.2.3 Summary of Cumulative Impacts
In accordance with CEQ regulations, a cumulative impacts analysis was conducted for this CMRR-NF
SEIS that included the incremental impacts of the action added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
other actions. Based on this analysis, the only area of concern that would be significantly impacted by the
actions being considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS in combination with other actions would be
infrastructure requirements. Implementation of the Modified CMMR-NF Alternative would result in the
greatest cumulative infrastructure impacts when added to the projected infrastructure requirements for
other LANL activities and the demands of other non-LANL users. In the near term, no infrastructure
capacity constraints are anticipated. LANL operational demands to date on key infrastructure resources,
including electricity and water, have been below the levels projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a) and well within site capacities. For example, actual electric peak load for LANL in 2010
was approximately 69 megawatts compared to the 109 megawatts projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(LANL 2010a).
Utility requirements to operate the Modified CMRR-NF are higher than those associated with operating
either the existing CMR Building (under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) or those
estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF (under the No Action Alternative). Should the utility requirements be
fully realized, LANL and Los Alamos County could cumulatively require more than 100 percent of the
current electric peak load capacity, 71 percent of its total available electrical capacity, 92 percent of the
available water capacity, and 28 percent of the available natural gas capacity. Inclusion of infrastructure
requirements associated with the construction of alternatives being analyzed in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and
GTCC-Like Waste at LANL could result in an additional increase in the requirements for electric peak
load by 3 percent, electricity by 1 percent, and water by less than 1 percent (DOE 2011b).
Of most concern is the potential to exceed peak electric load capacity. However, regardless of the
decisions to be made regarding the CMRR-NF, LANL is studying the possibility of adding a third
transmission line and/or re-conductoring the existing two transmission lines to increase transmission line
capacities from 107 (firm) to 240 megawatts, which would provide additional capacity across the site
(LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 007).
As owner and operator of the Los Alamos Water Supply System, Los Alamos County is now the primary
water supplier serving LANL. DOE transferred ownership of 70 percent of its water rights to the county
and leases the remaining 30 percent. LANL is currently using approximately 76 percent of its water
allotment, and the county is using about 98 percent of its allotment. County concerns about its water
availability will be heightened if development plans move forward for additional homes in White Rock
and Los Alamos on land that is being conveyed to the county from LANL.
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Los Alamos County has implemented a Conservation Plan for Water and Electricity. In this plan, the
county describes a number of steps it has taken to conserve water, including an effluent reuse washwater
system associated with the county’s wastewater treatment plant that is estimated to conserve
approximately 12 million gallons (45 million liters) annually (LADPU 2010a). Los Alamos County has
the right to use up to 390 million gallons (1.5 billion liters) of San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion
Project water annually and is in the process of determining how best to make this water accessible to the
county (LADPU 2010a). Neither the conservation savings nor the San Juan-Chama water has been
included in the analysis shown above.
In addition, the use of the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility at LANL may be expanded to include
other areas of LANL. Plans are to expand the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility to provide
additional treatment to treated effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant to allow the
reclaimed water to be used to support the nonpotable water demands for the TA-3 Power Plant, the
Metropolis Center for Modeling and Simulation, and the Laboratory Data Communications Center. Such
expansions could save millions of gallons of water annually.
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). This
information provides the context for understanding the environmental consequences described in
Chapter 4 and serves as a baseline against which any environmental changes brought about by
implementing the proposed action can be evaluated. The affected environment at LANL is described
for the following impact areas: land use and visual resources; site infrastructure; air quality and noise;
geology and soils; surface-water and groundwater quality; ecological resources; cultural and
paleontological resources; socioeconomics; environmental justice; human health; waste management
and pollution prevention; and transportation.

3.1

Introduction

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
implementing regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500 through 1508) for preparing
an environmental impact statement (EIS), the affected environment is “interpreted comprehensively to
include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.” The
affected environment descriptions presented in this chapter provide the context for understanding the
environmental consequences described in Chapter 4. They serve as a reference from which environmental
changes brought about by implementing the proposed action can be evaluated; the reference conditions are
the currently existing conditions and reflect any changes that have occurred since publication of both the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE 2003b) and the
2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS) (DOE 2008a). These changes have included a
reduction in the size of Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) due to the conveyance and transfer of
land; closure of the outfall from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building; and progress on
environmental remediation in accordance with the Compliance Order on Consent.
Within this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS), the current affected environment at LANL is described for
the following resource areas: land use and visual resources; site infrastructure; air quality and noise;
geology and soils; surface-water and groundwater quality; ecological resources; cultural and
paleontological resources; socioeconomics; environmental justice; human health; waste management and
pollution prevention; and transportation. Additional detailed information on the existing environmental
conditions may be found in the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).
The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) evaluated the environmental impacts within
defined regions of influence (ROIs) for each resource area. The ROIs are specific to the type of effect
evaluated, and encompass geographic areas within which any significant impact would occur. For
example, human health risks to the general public from exposure to airborne contaminant emissions were
assessed for an area within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of the proposed action, while economic effects
were evaluated within the Incorporated County of Los Alamos (also informally known as Los Alamos
County) and nearby counties in which substantial portions of the site’s workforce reside. Brief
descriptions of the ROIs are given in Table 3–1; more-detailed discussions are presented in Appendix B.
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Table 3–1 General Regions of Influence for the Affected Environment
Environmental Resources

Region of Influence

Land Use and Visual Resources

LANL and the areas immediately adjacent

Site Infrastructure

LANL and Los Alamos County for water and electricity

Air Quality and Noise

LANL, nearby offsite areas within local air quality control regions,
where significant air quality impacts may occur (air quality); the site,
nearby offsite areas and access routes to the site (noise)

Geology and Soils

LANL and nearby offsite areas

Surface-Water and Groundwater Resources

LANL and adjacent surface water bodies and groundwater

Ecological Resources

LANL and adjacent areas

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

LANL and adjacent to the site boundary

Socioeconomics

The counties in which approximately 90 percent of LANL employees
reside

Environmental Justice

The minority and low-income populations within 50 miles of LANL

Human Health

The site and offsite areas within 50 miles of LANL

Waste Management and Pollution Prevention

LANL

Transportation

LANL and adjacent areas

LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Note: To convert miles to kilometers, multiply by 1.6093.

3.2

Land Use and Visual Resources

LANL is located on 37 square miles (23,680 acres [9,583 hectares]) of land in north-central New Mexico
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 008) (see Chapter 1, Figure 1–1). The site is located 60 miles (97 kilometers)
north-northeast of Albuquerque, 25 miles (40 kilometers) northwest of Santa Fe, and 20 miles
(32 kilometers) southwest of Española. LANL is owned by the Federal Government and administered by
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)/NNSA. Portions of LANL are located in Los Alamos and Santa Fe
Counties.
3.2.1

Land Use

LANL is divided into 47 contiguous technical areas with location and spacing that reflect the site’s
historical development patterns, regional topography, and functional relationships (see Chapter 1,
Figure 1–2). The various technical areas are used for building sites, experimental areas, and waste
disposal locations. In total, about 20 percent of the site is developed, with facilities and structures
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001); however, major constraints to development exist and include such
factors as topography, slope, soils, vegetation, geology and seismology, climate, endangered species,
archaeological and cultural resources, and surface hydrology (LANL 2000b). Undeveloped portions of the
site provide security, safety, and expansion possibilities for future mission-support requirements.
The Los Alamos National Laboratory Comprehensive Site Plan 2000: Los Alamos National Laboratory
Project Management and Planning (LANL 2000b) identifies 10 land use categories. These include
administration, experimental science, high-explosives research and development, high-explosives testing,
nuclear materials research and development, physical/technical support, public/corporate interface, reserve,
theoretical/computational science, and waste management (Figure 3–1). The 10 land use categories are
defined as follows:
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Administration, Service, and Support—Administrative functions, nonprogrammatic technical
expertise, support, and services for LANL management and employees.
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Figure 3–1 Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Land Use
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Experimental Science—Applied research and development activities tied to major programs.



High-Explosives Research and Development—Research and development of new explosive
materials. This land is isolated for security and safety.



High-Explosives Testing—Large, isolated, exclusive-use areas required to maintain safety and
environmental compliance during testing of newly developed explosive materials and new uses for
existing materials. This land also includes exclusion and buffer areas.



Nuclear Materials Research and Development—Isolated, secured areas for conducting research
and development involving nuclear materials. This land use includes security and radiation hazard
buffer zones. It does not include waste disposal sites.



Physical and Technical Support—Includes roads, parking lots, and associated maintenance
facilities; infrastructure such as communications and utilities; facility maintenance shops; and
maintenance equipment storage. This land use generally is free from chemical, radiological, or
explosives hazards.



Public and Corporate Interface—Provides link with the general public and other outside entities
conducting business at LANL, including technology transfer activities.



Reserve—Areas that are not otherwise included in one of the other categories. It may include
environmental core and buffer areas, vacant land, and proposed land transfer areas.



Theoretical and Computational Science—Interdisciplinary activities involving mathematical and
computational research and related support activities.



Waste Management—Provides for activities related to the handling, treatment, and disposal of all
generated waste products, including solid, liquid, and hazardous materials (chemical, radiological,
and explosive).

In 1977, DOE designated LANL as a National Environmental Research Park for use by the national
scientific community as an outdoor laboratory to study the impacts of human activities on pinyon-juniper
woodland ecosystems (DOE 1996b). In 1999, the 1,000-acre (405-hectare) White Rock Canyon Reserve,
located on the southeast perimeter of LANL, was dedicated to preserve its significant ecological and
cultural resources (LANL 2000a). In 2000, land on and to the north and west of the site was affected by
the Cerro Grande Fire. The fire burned a total of 43,150 acres (17,462 hectares), of which 7,684 acres
(3,110 hectares) were within the boundaries of LANL (DOE 2002d). On June 26, 2011, the Las Conchas
Fire began as a result of a wind-thrown tree striking and shorting out a power line, burning southwest,
west, north, and northwest of LANL. As of July 20, 2011, 156,590 acres (63,370 hectares) had been
burned, including 118 acres (47.8 hectares) on LANL, most of which was an intentional back-burn
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 029; USDA 2011).1 There are no agricultural activities on the LANL site, nor
are there any prime or unique farmlands present as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981
located within the Incorporated County of Los Alamos (NRCS 2011).
As a result of the passage of Public Law 105-119, Section 632, 10 tracts on LANL were designated for
possible conveyance from DOE to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos or to the Department of the
1

Back-burning is a way of reducing the amount of flammable material during a wildfire by starting small fires along a
manmade or natural firebreak in front of a main fire front. The basic purpose of back-burning is so that there is little material
that can burn when the main fire reaches the burnt area.
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Interior to be held in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso by 2007 (DOE 2008a). This program was
analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land
Tracts Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (DOE 1999c). Due to changes in the
program, the total acreage designated for conveyance or transfer is now estimated to be 4,309 acres
(1,744 hectares) and the completion date is 2022. To date 2,441 acres (988 hectares) have been conveyed
or transferred to either the county or the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 008, 009).
Land use in the LANL region is linked to the economy of northern New Mexico, which depends heavily
on tourism, recreation, agriculture, and the state and Federal governments. Area communities are generally
small, including the Los Alamos townsite and White Rock, which are home to about 11,000 and
7,000 residents, respectively, and primarily support urban uses, including residential, commercial, light
industrial, and recreational. The region also includes Native American communities; lands of the Pueblo
of San Ildefonso share a border with LANL on its east side, while the Santa Clara and Pojoaque Pueblos
are located approximately 20 miles (32 kilometers) to the northeast and east, respectively. Numerous other
pueblos are also located in the Los Alamos area (DOE 2008a). Major governmental bodies that serve as
land stewards and determine land uses within Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties include county
governments, DOE, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (U.S. Forest Service, Santa Fe National Forest),
the U.S. Department of the Interior (National Park Service, Bandelier National Monument, and the Bureau
of Land Management [BLM]), the State of New Mexico, and several Native American pueblos. Bandelier
National Monument and Santa Fe National Forest border LANL primarily to the southwest and northwest,
respectively; however, small portions of each also border the site to the northeast.
Land use within Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties is controlled by the counties’ comprehensive plans.
LANL is designated as “Federal” in the Los Alamos County Plan (DOE 2008a). The Santa Fe County
Plan designates LANL as “Agricultural and Residential”; there are no agricultural activities on the site, nor
are there any residential uses on LANL property (DOE 2003b). However, the privately owned Royal Crest
Trailer Park, located along East Jemez Road, is surrounded by TA-61. Although the county governments
have no jurisdiction over Federal lands, they seek Federal cooperation to achieve the goals set forth in their
comprehensive plans.
Table 3–2 provides information on the technical areas of concern considered for the analysis of impacts
across the three alternatives analyzed in this SEIS. The table provides the following information for each
technical area: a description, land use categories present, and total acreage.
3.2.2

Visual Resources

The topography of northern New Mexico is rugged, especially in the vicinity of LANL. Mesa tops are cut
by deep canyons, creating sharp angles in the landform. In some cases, slopes are nearly vertical. Often,
little vegetation grows on these steep slopes, exposing the geology, with contrasting horizontal planes
varying from fairly bright reddish orange to almost white in color. A variety of vegetation occurs in the
region, the density and height of which may change over time and can affect the visibility of an area within
the LANL viewshed. Undeveloped lands within LANL have a BLM Visual Resource Contrast rating of
Classes II and III. Management activities within these classes may be seen, but should not dominate the
view. The contrast rating system was developed by BLM as a guide for evaluating the visual impacts of a
project (BLM 1986).
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Table 3–2 Technical Areas of Concern
Technical
Area
3

5

Technical Area Description
The main technical area housing approximately half of the LANL employees
and about half of its floor space. Site of the present Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building facility. The area is nearly completely
developed.

Contains five physical support facilities, an electrical substation, and test
wells, as well as archaeological sites and environmental monitoring and
buffer areas. The area is largely undeveloped and includes vegetated mesas
and canyons.
36
Contains four active sites that support explosives testing. The area is largely
undeveloped, with predominantly natural vegetation.
46
Supports basic laboratory research and site of the Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant. The central and southeastern portions of the technical area
are highly developed, while the remainder is forested.
48
Supports research in nuclear and radiochemistry, geochemistry, production
of medical isotopes, and chemical synthesis. The central portion of the
technical area is developed. Remaining portions of the mesa top are open or
sparsely vegetated, and Mortandad Canyon is largely forested.
50
Contains 33 waste support structures. Much of the technical area is
developed or disturbed grassland. The southern portion of the technical area
within Twomile Canyon is forested.
51
Used for research and studies on the long-term impact of radioactive
materials on the environment. Development within the technical area is
scattered; the north wall of Pajarito Canyon is the most heavily vegetated
area.
52
Supports theoretical and computational research and development. The
central portion of the technical area is developed; the remainder is largely
vegetated, especially the south wall of Mortandad Canyon
54
Supports management of radioactive solid and hazardous chemical wastes.
Some development and open fields occur in the western portion of the
technical area; remaining areas are largely vegetated.
55
Supports research of and applications for the chemical and metallurgical
processes of recovering, purifying, and converting plutonium and other
actinides into many compounds and forms, as well as research into material
properties and fabrication of parts for research and stockpile applications.
The technical area is largely developed; only the south wall of an extension
of Mortandad Canyon has significant vegetative cover.
63
Contains physical support facilities, a trailer, and transportable office space.
The mesa-top portion of this technical area is largely developed; however,
the south-facing wall of Twomile Canyon and north-facing wall of
Mortandad Canyon are forested.
64
Contains Central Guard Facility, office and storage space for the Hazardous
Materials Response Team, as well as several storage sheds and water tanks.
Development and open fields dominate the mesa top within this technical
area; however, the south-facing wall of Twomile Canyon is forested.
72
Contains the live firing range used by LANL protective force personnel for
required training, as well as a truck inspection station. The area is sparsely
developed and remains largely in a natural vegetated state.
LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
Source: DOE 2008a.
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Land Use Category
Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Nuclear Materials
Research and Development; Public and
Corporate Interface; Reserve; Theoretical
and Computational Science
Administration, Service, and Support;
Reserve

High-Explosives Testing
Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Reserve
Experimental Science; Reserve

Reserve

Experimental Science; Reserve

Administration, Service, and Support;
Experimental Science; Reserve
Waste Management; Reserve

Nuclear Materials Research and
Development; Reserve

Administration, Service, and
Support/Experimental Science; Reserve

Administration, Service, and Support;
Reserve

Administration, Service, and Support;
Reserve
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For security reasons, much of the development within LANL, which is generally austere and utilitarian,
has occurred out of the public’s view. Passing motorists or nearby residents can see only a small fraction
of what is actually there. Prior to the 2000 Cerro Grande Fire, the view of most LANL property from
many stretches of area roadways was that of woodlands and brushy areas. Views from various locations in
Los Alamos County and its immediate surroundings were altered by the Cerro Grande Fire. Although the
visual environment is still diverse, interesting, and panoramic, portions of the visual landscape are
dramatically stark, with the rock layers forming the mountains now visible. Grasses and shrubs initially
will replace forest stands and will contribute to the visual contrast between the burned and unburned areas
for many years. Since the fire, mechanical thinning of the forests has been in progress within LANL and
nearby areas to reduce the existing fuel loads. This tree-thinning process has increased the visibility of
industrial and residential areas within LANL and Los Alamos County (DOE 2000). A total of 955 acres
(386 hectares) were thinned from 2008 through 2010; an additional 397 acres (161 hectares) will be
thinned in 2011 (LANL 2010f).
The most visible developments at LANL are a limited number of very tall structures; facilities at relatively
high, exposed locations; or those beside well-traveled, publicly accessible roads. A number of new
buildings have been constructed in recent years, including the National Security Sciences Building in TA-3
and the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB) in TA-55. The National Security
Sciences Building is eight stories high and is visible from most locations throughout the Los Alamos
townsite. RLUOB is visible from a number of locations throughout LANL and is the key visible structure
along Pajarito Road. Many of the older structures on the site have been demolished over the past several
years, which has improved the appearance of the built environment. Developed areas within LANL are
consistent with a BLM Class IV Visual Resource Contrast rating, in which management activities
dominate the view and are the focus of viewer attention (BLM 1986).
At lower elevations, at a distance of several miles away from LANL, the site is primarily distinguishable in
the daytime by views of its water storage towers, and white dome storage structures at TA-54. Similarly,
the Los Alamos townsite appears mostly residential in character, with its white water storage towers visible
against the backdrop of the Jemez Mountains. At elevations above LANL, along the upper reaches of the
Pajarito Plateau rim, the view of LANL is primarily of scattered austere buildings and groupings of
several-storied buildings. Similarly, the residential character of the Los Alamos townsite is predominantly
visible from higher elevation viewpoints. At night, the lights of LANL, the Los Alamos townsite, and the
community of White Rock are directly visible from various locations across the viewshed and as far away
as the towns of Española and Santa Fe.
Table 3–2 presents a general description of the appearance of the various technical areas that may be
affected by actions proposed in this CMRR-NF SEIS. In general, development along Pajarito Road
decreases toward the east; there is little development to the south of the road. The visual resources along
the road generally are consistent with BLM Visual Contrast Ratings of Class III and Class IV. Under a
Class III rating, development may attract attention, but the natural landscape dominates; however, under a
Class IV rating, development dominates the view and is the major focus of the landscape. However, these
views are limited to LANL workers, as the road is closed to the public. When viewed from higher
elevations to the west along the upper reaches of the Pajarito Plateau rim, development along Pajarito Road
would be most prominent within TA-3 and would become more scattered to the east. Development in the
eastern portion of TA-72 (the area of a proposed parking lot) is limited to a shooting range and temporary
truck inspection station. Considering the presence of these facilities, the visual resources of this area
would be consistent with a BLM Visual Contrast Ratings of Class III.
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3.3

Site Infrastructure

Site infrastructure characteristics are summarized in Table 3–3. Each infrastructure characteristic is
further discussed in the following paragraphs.
Table 3–3 Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Infrastructure Characteristics
Resource
Transportation
Roads (miles)
Railroads (miles)
Electricity
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
Peak load demand (megawatts)
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
Water (million gallons per year)

Usage a

Site Capacity

Available Capacity

80 b
0

Not applicable
Not applicable

Not applicable
Not applicable

LANL 563,000
Other 150,000
LANL 101
Other 23

1,226,000 c

513,000

140 c

16

LANL 1,197
Other 1,018
LANL 412
Other 1,241

8,070 c

5,860

LANL 542 d
System Total 1,807

LANL 130
Total 153

LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
a

Usage values for electricity, fuel and water are shown for fiscal year 2010 or the projected levels of usage included in the
2008 LANL SWEIS adjusted for decisions made in the associated Records of Decision, whichever is higher. Other usage is
shown when capacity is shared by all Los Alamos County users, including LANL.
b
Includes paved roads and paved parking areas only.
c
Capacity values are for the entire service area, which includes LANL and other Los Alamos County users.
d
Equivalent to DOE’s leased water rights.
Note: To convert miles to kilometers, multiply by 1.6093; cubic feet to cubic meters, by 0.0283; gallons to liters, by 3.7853.
A decatherm is equivalent to 1,000 cubic feet.
Values may be rounded.
Source: DOE 2008a; LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001; Infrastructure, 014.

3.3.1

Ground Transportation

About 80 miles (130 kilometers) of paved roads and parking surface have been developed at LANL (see
Table 3–3). There is no railway service connection at the site. Local and linking regional transportation
systems, including roadways, are detailed in Section 3.13.
3.3.2

Electricity

Electrical service to LANL is supplied through a cooperative arrangement with Los Alamos County,
known as the Los Alamos power pool, which was established in 1985. Electric power is supplied to the
pool through two existing regional 115-kilovolt electric power lines. The first line (the NortonLos Alamos line) is owned by DOE and originates from the Norton substation east of White Rock; the
second line (the Reeves Line) is owned by the Public Service Company of New Mexico and originates
from the Bernalillo-Algodones Substation south of LANL. Both substations are owned by the Public
Service Company of New Mexico (DOE 2008a).
Import capacity is now limited only by the physical capability (thermal rating) of the transmission lines,
that is, to approximately 110 to 120 megawatts supplied from a number of hydroelectric, coal, and natural
gas power generators throughout the western United States (LANL 2011b). In addition, renewable energy
sources such as wind farms and solar plantations are providing a small (about 5 percent) but growing
percentage of Public Service Company of New Mexico’s total power portfolio (DOE 2008a).
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In April 2011, Los Alamos County completed construction of the Abiquiu Low-Flow Turbine Hydropower
Project. As a result, the low-flow turbine increased energy generation at the Abiquiu facility from
13.8 megawatts to 16.8 megawatts and currently provides additional power to Los Alamos County,
including LANL (DOE 2011d).
Within LANL, NNSA operates a natural gas-fired steam and electrical power generating plant at TA-3
(TA-3 Co-Generation Complex or Power Plant), which is capable of generating 27 megawatts from the
combustion turbine generator, and up to 10 megawatts from steam-driven turbine generators #1 and #2, for
a total of 37 megawatts, all shared by the power pool. However, the two steam-driven turbine generators
are currently unavailable and have not been used for several years. A third steam-driven turbine generator
is also out of service due to a condenser failure.
The DOE-maintained electric distribution system at LANL consists of various low-voltage transformers at
LANL facilities and approximately 34 miles (55 kilometers) of 13.8-kilovolt distribution lines. It also
consists of two older power distribution substations, the Eastern Technical Area Substation and the TA-3
Substation, and a new substation built in 2002, the Western Technical Area Substation. This 115-kilovolt
(13.8-kilovolt distribution) substation has a main transformer rated at 56 megavolt-amperes or about
45 megawatts. The new substation provides redundant capacity for LANL and the Los Alamos townsite in
the event of an outage at either of LANL’s two older substations (DOE 2008a).
Electric power availability from the existing transmission system of the power pool is conservatively
estimated at 990,000 megawatt-hours, including recent upgrades to the Abiquiu Hydroelectric Facility.
The additional 27 megawatts available from LANL via the combustion turbine generator at the TA-3
Co-Generation Complex give the power pool a total electric energy availability of 1,226,000 megawatthours. This does not include the megawatts from the unavailable steam-driven turbine generators.
In 2010, the total peak load was 69.23 megawatts for LANL and 23.3 megawatts for the rest of the
power pool users. The system peak for fiscal year (FY) 2010 was 82.72 megawatts. A total of
419,908 megawatt-hours of electricity were used at LANL in 2010. Other Los Alamos County users
consumed an additional 150,000 megawatt-hours for a power pool total electric energy consumption of
569,908 megawatt-hours. Peak demand and consumption of electricity are below those projected for the
level of operations that NNSA selected in the September 2008 and June 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs
(73 FR 55833 and 74 FR 33232). LANL annual requirements as projected in the LANL SWEIS, adjusted
for decisions made since then, was 101 megawatts peak demand and 563,000 megawatt-hours.
Historically, year-to-year fluctuations in LANL’s total electrical energy use have largely been attributable
to Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) operations. Since 2003, an increase in LANL base
peak load demand and particularly in base electrical energy use, independent of LANSCE operations, is
evident. This is punctuated by the observed spike both in LANL base electrical energy use and in use by
other Los Alamos County consumers. Nevertheless, operations at several of the large LANL load centers
continue to change, which complicates attempts to forecast future electricity demands.
The need for upgrades and the limitations of the electric transmission lines that deliver electric power to
the Los Alamos power pool was documented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. LANL has completed several
construction projects to expand and enhance existing power capabilities (LANL 2010a). Additional
upgrades are being considered, including construction of a portion of the line from the Norton substation to
the Southern Technical Area substation. The existing underground ducts need upgrading to fully realize
the capabilities of the Western Technical Area substation and the upgraded Eastern Technical Area
substation. Redundant feeders need to be added to critical facilities, and the aging TA-3 substation needs
upgrading to complete the 13.8-kilovolt distribution and 115-kilovolt transmission systems. The current
CMR Building and RLUOB are served by the TA-3 substation.
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3.3.3

Fuel

Natural gas is the primary heating fuel used at LANL and in Los Alamos County. The natural gas system
includes a high-pressure main and distribution system to Los Alamos County and pressure-reducing
stations at LANL buildings. LANL and Los Alamos County both have delivery points where gas is
monitored and measured. In August 1999, DOE sold the 130-mile-long (210-kilometer-long) main gas
supply line and associated metering stations to the Public Service Company of New Mexico. This gas
pipeline traverses the area from Kutz Canyon Processing Plant south of Bloomfield, New Mexico, to
Los Alamos County. Approximately 4 miles (6.4 kilometers) of the gas pipeline are within LANL
boundaries. Natural gas is distributed to the point of use via some 42 miles (68 kilometers) of distribution
piping (DOE 2008a).
Natural gas used by LANL is currently used for heating (both steam and hot air), with the TA-3
Co-Generation Complex being the principal user of natural gas at the site. About 200 other smaller boilers
are maintained at LANL, which are primarily natural gas fired (DOE 2008a). Relatively small quantities
of fuel oil are stored at LANL as a backup fuel source for emergency generators.
FY 2010 natural gas consumption for LANL and the Los Alamos service area was 1,104 million cubic feet
(31 million cubic meters) and 1,018 million cubic feet (29 million cubic meters), respectively. Total
natural gas consumption for LANL remains below that projected for the level of operations that NNSA
selected in the September 2008 and June 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs (73 FR 55833 and 74 FR 33232).
LANL usage projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, adjusted for decisions made since then, was
1,197 million cubic feet (34 million cubic meters), annually.
Natural gas usage at TA-55 is limited to boilers used for heating. TA-55 is estimated to use approximately
45 million cubic feet (1.3 million cubic meters) of natural gas annually (DOE 2008a).
3.3.4

Water

The Los Alamos County water production system consists of 14 deep wells, 153 miles (246 kilometers) of
main distribution lines, pump stations, and storage tanks. The system supplies potable water to all of
Los Alamos County, LANL, and Bandelier National Monument. The deep wells are located in three well
fields (Guaje, Otowi, and Pajarito). Water is pumped into production lines, and booster pump stations lift
this water to reservoir tanks for distribution. Prior to distribution, the entire water supply is disinfected
(DOE 2008a).
The system was originally owned and operated by DOE. On September 8, 1998, DOE transferred
operation of the system to Los Alamos County under a lease agreement. Under the agreement, DOE
retained responsibility for operating the distribution system within LANL boundaries, whereas Los Alamos
County assumed full responsibility for ensuring compliance with Federal and state drinking water
regulations. DOE retained the right to withdraw an equivalent of about 5,541 acre-feet or 1,806 million
gallons (6,840 million liters) of water per year from the main aquifer and its right to purchase a water
allocation of 1,200 acre-feet or 391 million gallons (1,480 million liters) per year from the
San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project (DOE 2008a).
On September 5, 2001, DOE transferred ownership of the water production system to Los Alamos County,
along with 70 percent (3,879 acre-feet or 1,264 million gallons [4,780 million liters] annually) of the DOE
water rights. DOE leased the remaining 30 percent (1,662 acre-feet or 542 million gallons [2,050 million
liters] annually) of the water rights to Los Alamos County for 10 years, with the option to renew the lease
for four additional 10-year terms. LANL is now considered a Los Alamos County water customer, and
DOE is billed and pays for the water LANL uses. The current 10-year agreement (water service contract)
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with Los Alamos County, includes an escalating projection of future LANL water consumption
(DOE 2008a). While the contract does not specify a supply limit to LANL, the water right owned by DOE
and leased to Los Alamos County (that is 1,662 acre-feet or 542 million gallons [2,050 million liters] per
year) is a target ceiling quantity under which total water consumption at LANL should remain. The
distribution system serving LANL facilities consists of a series of reservoir storage tanks, pipelines, and
fire pumps. The LANL distribution system is gravity fed with pumps for high-demand fire situations at
limited locations (DOE 2008a).
Los Alamos County has signed a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for accessing up to 391 million
gallons (1,480 million liters) of water per year from the San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project.
The water is currently inaccessible while the project completes engineering studies that will lead directly to
the environmental clearance, enabling the county to utilize its entire annual allocation of the San JuanChama water supply in the most economical and beneficial way (LACBPU 2010). Use of the San JuanChama water, along with conservation, is integral to Los Alamos County’s Long-Range Water Supply Plan
(DOE 2008a).
Water use for LANL and other Los Alamos County users is shown in Table 3–3. In 2010, LANL
operations consumed about 412 million gallons (1,560 million liters) of water. This is greater than the
408 million gallons (1.5 billion liters) annual usage projected for the level of operations that NNSA
selected in the September 2008 and June 2009 LANL SWEIS RODs (73 FR 55833 and 74 FR 33232). In
recent years, total and consumptive water use for both LANL and other Los Alamos County users has
increased. Water use at LANL has increased by about 10 percent from 2007 to 2010, whereas from
1999 to 2005 water use at the site decreased (LANL 2010e).
NNSA continues to maintain the onsite distribution system by replacing portions of the more-than-50-yearold system as problems arise. The LANL contractor is also in the process of installing additional water
meters and a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition and Equipment Surveillance System on the water
distribution system to keep track of water usage and to determine the specific water use for various
applications. Data are being accumulated to establish a baseline for conserving water. NNSA has
instituted a number of conservation and water-reuse projects, including improvements to the Sanitary
Effluent Recycling Facility to reduce potable water usage (DOE 2008a).
3.3.5

High Performance and Sustainable Buildings

NNSA’s commitment to the principles of sustainable buildings is evident in several requirements specified
in various DOE orders (for example, 413.3B, 436.1). In 2002, the LANL Sustainable Design Guide
(LANL 2002) was developed to provide a specific planning and design process for creating and meeting
site sustainability goals in buildings through energy reduction, indoor environmental quality, water
efficiency and quality, and site preservation (LANL 2002). The LANL contractor has incorporated
sustainable design into its Engineering Standards Manual, with guidance on siting, circulation, and
landscape design, and has hosted sustainable design workshops. The LANL contractor incorporates
specific requirements into design/build contracts that are designed to achieve the U.S. Green Building
Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design™ (LEED) certification for sustainable design
proficiency. Further, the LANL and Sandia National Laboratories contractors have convened a HighPerformance Group to share knowledge about sustainable design and lessons learned from ongoing
projects. In all cases, security and safety must be priorities in achieving energy goals.
Recently, LANL completed the Fiscal Year 2011 Site Sustainability Plan, Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL 2010e), which sets up specific goals for reduced energy and water use and greenhouse
gas reduction. Several strategies and measures are laid out as part of a site-wide, holistic path to achieving
sustainability goals.
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Of note, LANL recently won the 2010 NNSA Pollution Prevention Award for Best in Class for
Sustainable Design/Green Building and the 2010 EStar DOE Environmental Sustainability Award in
Recognition of Exemplary Environmental Sustainability Projects and Practices (DOE’s highest
environmental award). These awards were presented for RLUOB integrated planning, design,
procurement, and construction. RLUOB, which is part of the CMRR Project, is expected to be awarded
the level of Silver Certified under the LEED for New Construction and Major Renovations (LEED-NC)
rating system and will be the first building at LANL to register and participate in the formal process to
submit required documentation for review by the U.S. Green Building Council. The CMRR-NF is also
registered under the LEED-NC rating system, with many of the same credits anticipated to be achievable.
Lessons learned from design and construction of RLUOB from a LEED perspective are already being
incorporated into the CMRR-NF and are shared with other LANL planned construction projects.
3.4
3.4.1

Climate, Air Quality, and Noise
Climate

Climate information for an area does not change drastically over time; thus, the information presented in
the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) is still applicable. Los Alamos County is a
semiarid, temperate mountain climate characterized by seasonable, variable rainfall. Precipitation ranges
from 10 to 20 inches (25 to 51 centimeters) per year and precipitation rates within the county decline
toward the Rio Grande Valley. The town of Los Alamos is less arid (dry) than the area near the
Rio Grande, which is arid continental. Mean temperatures range from 17.4 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
(-8.1 degrees Centigrade [°C]) in January to 80.6 °F (27 °C) in July, with an extreme low temperature of
-18 °F (-28 °C) and an extreme high temperature of 95 °F (35 °C). Normal temperatures (30-year mean) in
the town of White Rock range from 14.6 °F (-9.7 °C) in January to 85.6 °F (29.8 °C) in July.
Temperatures in Los Alamos County vary with altitude, averaging 5 °F (3 °C) higher in and near the
Rio Grande Valley, which is 6,500 feet (1,981 meters) above sea level, and 5 to 10 °F (3 to 5.5 °C) lower
in the Jemez Mountains, which are 8,500 to 10,000 feet (2,590 to 3,050 meters) above sea level
(DOE 2003b).
Precipitation in Los Alamos County during July and August is 36 percent of the annual average value due
to thunderstorms. Los Alamos County averages 60 thunderstorms per year, with intense and frequent
lightning that has caused fires. Local lightning density is estimated at 15 strikes per square mile
(5.6 strikes per square kilometer) per year, commonly observed between May and September
(LANL 2009a). Flash flooding from heavy thunderstorms in canyons and low-lying areas does occur.
Winter precipitation falls as snow, with an average snowfall of 59 inches (150 centimeters). Snowfall
levels vary year to year, ranging from 9 inches (23 centimeters) to 153 inches (389 centimeters).
Los Alamos County experienced drought conditions from 1998 through 2003, the longest and most severe
drought experienced by this area during the last 80 years. Above-average precipitation in 2004 and 2005
helped to restore normal conditions. Precipitation levels were slightly below normal in 2009 (18.6 inches
[47.2 centimeters]) (LANL 2010b).
Windspeed averages 7 miles per hour (3 meters per second) in Los Alamos County. Due to storms and
cold fronts, windspeeds are lowest in December and January and highest in March through June. Due to
the complex terrain surface, winds vary dramatically with time of day, location, and elevation. Generally,
an upslope airflow occurs in the morning, with winds shifting from the south over the entire plateau by
noon. During the night, winds come from the west-southwest to the northwest over the western portion of
the plateau due to cold air drainage off the Jemez Mountains and the Pajarito Plateau (DOE 2008a).
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3.4.2

Air Quality

Air quality is determined by the type and amount of the pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the size
and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions. The baseline standards for
pollutant concentrations are the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and state air quality
standards. These standards represent the maximum allowable atmospheric concentration that may occur
and still protect public health and welfare. Based on measured ambient air pollutant concentrations, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designates whether areas of the United States meet
NAAQS. Those areas demonstrating compliance with NAAQS are considered “attainment” areas, while
those that are not are known as “nonattainment” areas. Those areas that cannot be classified on the basis of
available information for a particular pollutant are “unclassifiable” and are treated as attainment areas.
The State of New Mexico has established ambient air quality standards for the criteria pollutants and total
suspended particulates, hydrogen sulfide, and total reduced sulfur (Table 3–4). The Clean Air Act gives
the authority to states to establish air quality rules and regulations. EPA is the regulating authority for the
Clean Air Act; however, EPA has granted the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) primacy for
regulating nonradioactive air emissions under an approved State Implementation Plan. New Mexico has
adopted all Clean Air Act regulations as part of the State Implementation Plan, except the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for radionuclides (40 CFR Part 61), provisions of
the Stratospheric Ozone Protection section (40 CFR Part 82), and the Risk Management Program
(40 CFR Part 68).
Bi-annual public meetings on the status of the CMRR Project are held as a result of a formal negotiated
settlement between NNSA and local public citizens groups. A number of public citizens groups raised
concerns with NMED on the air quality construction permit application submitted in February 2005 for
RLUOB. As a means of settling raised concerns, an agreement was reached to hold public briefings on the
CMRR Project, as well as including the interested groups in the review of future air quality permit
submissions. As of March 10, 2011, eleven public meeting have been held. Transcripts of the meetings
can be viewed at http://www.lanl.gov/orgs/cmrr/publicmeetings/index.shtml.
Air quality permits have been obtained from the NMED Air Quality Bureau for various activities at
LANL, including beryllium operations; open burning of high-explosives waste; and operation of an air
curtain destructor, an asphalt plant, a rock crusher, the TA-3 power plant, and the TA-33 generator. Each
of these operations was modified or constructed after August 31, 1972. In accordance with Title V of the
Clean Air Act and New Mexico Administrative Code 20.2.70, a site-wide operating permit application was
submitted to NMED in December 1995. A modified application was submitted in 2005; a renewal
application was submitted in 2008. The current approved operating permit was issued in August 2009.
The LANL site-wide operating permit has voluntary facility-wide emission limits to ensure that LANL
remains a minor stationary source for the purposes of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Construction Permit Program and the Clean Air Act Title III requirements for hazardous air pollutants.
Prior to construction NMED requires air permits for new buildings depending on the design and operation.
An application to modify the LANL Title V permit would be submitted to NMED prior to operation of the
new facility.
LANL is located within the Upper Rio Grande Valley Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (#157). The
area encompassing LANL and Los Alamos County is classified as an attainment area for all six criteria
pollutants (40 CFR 81.332). Baseline emissions for the Upper Rio Grande Valley Intrastate Air Quality
Control Region utilized in this CMRR-NF SEIS are presented in Table 3–5. The county data include
emissions data from point sources, area sources, and mobile sources. “Point sources” are stationary
sources that can be identified by name and location. “Area sources” are point sources of emissions too
small to track individually, such as individual homes, small office buildings, or diffuse stationary sources
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(e.g., wildfires or agricultural tilling equipment). “Mobile sources” are vehicles or equipment with
gasoline or diesel engines, e.g., an airplane or a ship. Two types of mobile sources are considered: on-road
and nonroad. On-road mobile sources are vehicles such as cars, light trucks, heavy trucks, buses, engines,
and motorcycles. Nonroad mobile sources are aircraft, locomotives, diesel- and gasoline-powered boats
and ships, personal watercraft, landscaping equipment, agricultural and construction equipment, and
recreational vehicles (for example, snowmobiles) (EPA 2009b).
Table 3–4 Federal and New Mexico State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Federal Standards

Averaging
Time

New Mexico
Standards

Primary

Carbon Monoxide

8-hour
1-hour

8.7 ppm
13.1 ppm

9 ppm
35 ppm

—
—

Nitrogen Dioxide

AAM
24-hour

0.05 ppm
0.10 ppm

0.053 ppm
—

0.053 ppm
—

Sulfur Dioxide

AAM
24-hour
3-hour

0.02 ppm
0.10 ppm
—

0.030 ppm
0.140 ppm
—

—
—
0.50 ppm

Particulate Matter (PM10)

AAM
24-hour

—
—

50 g/m3
150 g/m3

50 g/m3
150 g/m3

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) a

AAM
24-hour

—
—

15 g/m3
65 g/m3

15 g/m3
65 g/m3

Total Suspended Particulates

AGM
30-day
7-day
24-hour

60 g/m3
90 g/m3
110 g/m3
150 g/m3

—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—

Hydrogen sulfide

1-hour c

0.010 ppm

—

—

½-hour c

0.003 ppm

—

—

8-hour

—

0.08 ppm

0.08 ppm

3-month

—

1.5 g/m3

1.5 g/m3

Air Pollutant

Total Reduced Sulfur

b

Ozone
Lead

Secondary

AAM = annual arithmetic mean; AGM = annual geometric mean; PMn = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less
than or equal to n micrometers; ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
a
The PM2.5 standard was promulgated in January 2005 and will be implemented over the next few years.
b
Total reduced sulfur does not include hydrogen sulfide.
c
Entire state except for the Pecos–Permian Air Basin, which includes De Baca, Chaves, Curry, Quay, and Roosevelt
Counties.
Source: EPA 2009a; NMAC 20.2.3. 2006.

Table 3–5

Upper Rio Grande Valley Intrastate Air Quality Control Region Emissions
Emissions (tons per year)
Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Oxides

PM10

Sulfur Dioxide

Volatile Organic
Compounds

Area Source

4,608

631

271,212

259

3,943

Nonroad Mobile

13,807

1,416

166

145

1,628

On-Road Mobile

75,197

8,454

214

269

5,306

Source Type

Point Source

4,119

2,970

266

35

2,652

Total

97,730

13,472

271,858

707

13,530

PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
Total may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding.
Note: To convert tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.90718.
Source: EPA 2002.
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Operations at LANL emit criteria pollutants primarily from combustion sources, such as boilers,
emergency generators, and motor vehicles. Emissions at LANL are provided in Table 3–6.
Table 3–6 Air Emissions at Los Alamos National Laboratory as Reported in the Los Alamos
National Laboratory Title V Operating Permit Emissions Reports
2008 LANL SWEIS
Title V Facility-wide Emission
2009 Emissions
Pollutants
(tons per year)
Limits (tons per year)
(tons per year)
Carbon Monoxide
58
225
33.5
Nitrogen Oxides
201
245
46.6
Particulate Matter
11
120
4.3
Sulfur Oxides
0.98
150
0.7
Note: The Title V Operating Permit Emissions Report includes two categories of sources not required in the annual emission
inventory: small, exempt boilers and heaters, and exempt standby emergency generators.
To convert tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.90718.
Source: DOE 2003b, 2008a; LANL 2011b.

The Bandelier Wilderness Area is designated as a Class I area (an area that exceeds 10,000 acres
[4,047 hectares]) in accordance with the Clean Air Act, as amended, and New Mexico regulations. This
means that facilities located within a 62-mile (100-kilometer) radius of the area must not cause appreciable
deterioration in air quality. NMED monitored levels of air pollutants of interest (sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, ozone, and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns) at a
station adjacent to Bandelier National Monument between 1990 and 1994. Operation of the station was
discontinued in 1995 because the recorded values were well below applicable standards. Visibility is
considered to be an important value (40 CFR Part 81; 20 New Mexico Administrative Code [NMAC]
2.74]) and requires protection. Visibility has been officially monitored by the National Park Service at
Bandelier National Monument since 1988. The visual range has not deteriorated during the period for
which data are available (DOE 2003b).
3.4.3

Radiological Releases

Radiological air emissions in 2009 from all LANL technical areas, as well as emissions solely from TA-55,
are presented in Table 3–7. Uranium releases for the year did not change significantly from releases in
2008. Plutonium releases were higher by a factor of three over previous years. Tritium releases are mainly
from TA-16, which accounted for 47.6 curies (62 percent) of the tritium released at LANL over the entire
year. Standards for emissions of radionuclides are discussed in Section 3.11.1.
A radiological ambient air-sampling network is fielded in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Rio Arriba Counties
and is designed to measure levels of airborne radionuclides (plutonium, tritium, and uranium) that may be
emitted from LANL operations. Radionuclides emitted from stacks and/or diffuse sources may be
captured. The network comprises more than 50 ambient air-sampling stations. Each sampler is equipped
with a filter to collect a particulate matter sample (for gross alpha/beta and radiochemical determination)
and a silica gel cartridge to collect a water sample (for tritium determination). Table 3–8 presents the
average ambient air concentrations calculated from the field and analytical data for the last 5 years by the
type of radioactivity and specific radionuclides.

3-15

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Table 3–7 Radiological Airborne Releases to the Environment at Los Alamos
National Laboratory in 2009
Radionuclide

LANL (curies)

Tritium

76.7
2.5  10

Americium-241

-6

TA-3 (curies)
—

TA-55 (curies)

2.5  10-6

5.1  10-10
8.6  10-10

7.45

Plutonium (includes isotopes -238, -239, -240)

1.3  10-5

1.29  10

-5

Uranium (includes isotopes -234, -235, -238)

1.1  10

-5

1.06  10

-5

—

Thorium

2.5  10

-7

2.50  10

-7

—

Strontium-90

1.62  10

—

Particulates/vapor activation products

1.4  10

2.34  10
—

-8

Gaseous/mixed activation products

-7

-2

—

—

775

2.6  10

Total
852
LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; TA = technical area.
Note: Dashed lines indicate no measurable releases.
Source: LANL 2010b.

—
-5

7.5

Table 3–8 Average Background Concentration of Radioactivity in the Regional Atmosphere near
Los Alamos National Laboratory a
EPA Concentration Limit b

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Gross Alpha (fCi/m )

Not applicable

0.9

1.0

1.0

0.9

1.0

3 c

Not applicable

16

17

19

17

19

1,500

0.1

-0.2

0.2

0.8

0.2

2,100

0.1

-0.3

-0.3

0.1

0.4

2,000

0.0

0.1

0.6

-0.1

1.0

Radioactivity (units)
3 c

Gross Beta (fCi/m )
3

Tritium (pCi/m )
3

Plutonium-238 (aCi/m )
3

Plutonium-239, -240 (aCi/m )
3

1,900

0.1

0.2

-0.1

-0.3

-0.6

3

7,700

12

17

15

18

17

3

7,100

1.2

0.8

0.8

1.3

0.7

8,300

13

16

15

17

16

Americium-241 (aCi/m )
Uranium-234 (aCi/m )
Uranium-235 (aCi/m )
3

Uranium-238 (aCi/m )

EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; aCi = attocuries (10-18 curies); fCi = femtocuries (10-15 curies);
pCi = picocuries (10-12 curies); m3 = cubic meters.
a
Data from regional air-sampling stations during the last 5 years. Locations can vary by year.
b
Each EPA limit is from 10 CFR Part 40 and corresponds to 10 millirem per year.
c
Alpha and beta values are gross air concentrations; all others are net air concentrations.
Note: Some values in the tables indicate measured negative concentrations, which is physically impossible. However, it is
possible for measured concentrations to be negative because the measured concentrations are a sum of the true value and all
random errors. As the true value approaches zero, the measured value approaches the total random errors, which can be
negative or positive and overwhelm the true value. Arbitrarily discarding negative values when the true value is near zero
will result in overestimated ambient concentrations.
Source: LANL 2010b.

3.4.4

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions are generated by
both natural processes and human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere affects the
Earth’s temperature. Assessments by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) indicate that
the Earth’s climate has warmed between 1.08 and 1.62 °F (0.6 and 0.9 °C) over the past century and that it
is “very likely” (that is, there is a 90 percent chance) that the effect of human activity on the atmosphere is
an important driving factor. In the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 2007), scientists conclude that
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“most of the observed increase in globally-averaged temperatures since the mid-20th century is very likely
due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations.” The IPCC goes on to state, “The
observed widespread warming of the atmosphere and ocean, together with ice mass loss, support the
conclusion that it is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be explained
without external forcing, and very likely that it is not due to known natural causes alone.”
The six primary GHGs, which are defined in Section 19(i) of Executive Order 13514 and internationally
recognized and regulated under the Kyoto Protocol, are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.
Each GHG has an estimated global warming potential, which is a function of its atmospheric lifetime and
its ability to absorb and radiate infrared energy emitted from the Earth’s surface. To allow GHGs to be
compared to each other, each GHG quantity is translated into a common unit called the “carbon-dioxide
equivalent.” A description of this methodology along with the full list of GHGs and global warming
potentials can be found in Appendix B.
NMED prepared the Inventory of New Mexico’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 2000-2007 (NMED 2010).
The state-wide inventory has been compiled as mandated in State of New Mexico Executive
Orders 2005-033 and 2006-69 to provide an update regarding trends of GHG emissions in the state. The
inventory reported 85,900,000 tons (78,000,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent in 2000, and
84,000,000 tons (76,000,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent in 2007 for New Mexico. The
focus of the report was to provide a top-down inventory; however, some bottom-up data are included.
Top-down data (for example, statewide fuel consumption) are used to estimate emissions from a broad
cross section of GHG-emitting sources, whereas bottom-up data are estimated from specific emitting
unit(s) (for example, a facility with an air permit). The year 2008 marked the first year for which NMED
received GHG reporting data from the largest sources of air pollutants that it regulates (that is, sources that
are subject to the Title V air permitting program). However, they only required reporting of carbon
dioxide. A LANL GHG inventory is shown in Table 3–9. As noted in the table, the carbon-dioxideequivalent inventory at LANL for FY 2008 is 439,673 tons (398,865 metric tons). The inventory focuses
on FY 2008 because Executive Order 13514 established greenhouse gas emissions percentage reduction
targets for three scoping categories (discussed below) to be reached by FY 2020, using FY 2008 as the
baseline.
Scope 1 emissions include direct stationary and mobile sources, as well as direct fugitive emissions from
refrigeration or air conditioning equipment owned and controlled by NNSA at LANL, and various other
sources of fluorinated gases.
Scope 2 and 3 emissions are defined as indirect greenhouse gas emissions generated outside the boundaries
of NNSA’s direct control at LANL. Originally, these were defined by the World Resources Institute and
the World Business Council for Sustainable Development to avoid double counting emissions. Double
counting would occur if two different entities were to report the same emissions. Scope 2 sources account
for emissions from the generation of purchased electricity or renewable electricity consumed at LANL.
The electricity-generating facility on site, which is currently not operating at full capacity, is owned by
LANL, and, therefore, is included under Scope 1 emissions. Scope 3 sources are derived from business
travel, employee commutes in vehicles not owned by NNSA at LANL, and municipal solid waste and
wastewater treatment.
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Table 3–9 Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Greenhouse Gas Inventory for
Fiscal Year 2008
Emissions Scope
Scope 1

Category
Sulfur Hexafluoride

Hydrofluorocarbon-23
Hydrofluorocarbon-134a
Asphalt Plant
Boilers
Permitted Generators
Power Plant
Combustion Turbine
Standby Generators
Fleet Vehicles
Other Onsite Vehicles
Total Scope 1
Scope 2
Total Scope 2
Total Scope 1 and 2
Scope 3

Purchased electricity
Purchased renewable electricity

Transmission and Distribution Losses
Employee Commuting
Business Air Travel
Municipal Solid Waste
Wastewater Treatment

Total Scope 3
Total Scope 1, 2, and 3
Note: To convert tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.90718.
Total may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding.
Source: LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 015.

3.4.5

Tons Carbon-Dioxide
Equivalent
6,805
3
674
162
31,876
52
29,931
1,046
240
6,714
1,983
79,485
269,597
9,218
278,814
358,300
18,671
53,608
9,055
31
9
81,374
439,673

Noise

Noise is defined as any unwanted sound. Defining characteristics of noise include sound level (amplitude),
frequency (pitch), and duration. Each of these characteristics plays a role in determining the intrusiveness
and level of impact that noise may have on a receptor, that is, any person, animal, or object that hears or is
affected by noise. The standard unit used to report sound pressure levels is the decibel (dB); the
A-weighted frequency scale (decibels A-weighted, or dBA) is an expression of adjusted pressure levels by
frequency that accounts for human perception of loudness.
Existing noise related to LANL facilities that is detectable by the public comes from a variety of sources,
including construction, truck and automobile movements to and from the LANL technical areas, highexplosives testing, and firearms practice by security guards. Non-LANL noise occurring within
Los Alamos County is dominated by traffic movement and, to a much lesser degree, other residential-,
commercial-, and industrial-related activities. Measurements of nonspecific background ambient noise in
the LANL area have been taken at a couple of locations near LANL boundaries next to public roadways.
Background noise levels were found to range from 31 to 35 dBA at the vicinity of the entrance to
Bandelier National Monument and New Mexico State Route (SR) 4. At White Rock, background noise
levels range from 38 to 51 dBA (1-hour equivalent sound level); the slight increase compared to Bandelier
National Monument is probably due to higher levels of traffic and the presence of a residential
neighborhood, as well as the different physical setting (DOE 2003b).
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Peak noise levels from LANL operations are represented by the detonation of high explosives. The higherfrequency, audible air pressure waves that accompany detonation of explosives can be heard by both
workers and the area public. The lower-frequency air pressure waves are not audible, but may cause
secondary and audible noises within a testing structure that may be heard by personnel.
Noise attenuation (reduction) is affected by vegetation, topography and meteorology. Much of LANL is
forested, particularly where explosive test sites are located, and varied elevations and rock formations
influence and channel noise and vibrations away from receptors. Booming noises from explosives are
similar to thunder and startle receptors and LANL workers alike. The Cerro Grande Fire reduced
vegetative cover, thereby decreasing the ability of the surrounding environment to absorb noise
(DOE 2008a).
LANL operational noise (both audible and vibration) is regulated by worker protection standards
(29 CFR 1910.95) that are consistent with the Los Alamos County Code. Los Alamos County
promulgated a local noise ordinance that establishes noise level limits for residential land uses. Noise
levels that affect residential receptors are limited to a maximum of 65 dBA during daytime hours (between
7 A.M. and 9 P.M.) and 53 dBA during nighttime hours (between 9 P.M. and 7 A.M.). During daytime
hours, the permissible noise level can be increased to 75 dBA in residential areas, provided the noise is
limited to 10 minutes in any 1 hour. Activities that do not meet the noise ordinance limits require a permit.
It was determined by the Los Alamos County Community Development Department that LANL does not
need a special permit under the Los Alamos County Code, as explosive test noise is not prolonged. Traffic
noise is exempted from the Los Alamos County Code. Wildlife and sensitive, federally protected bird
populations are vigorous in the LANL area, suggesting that noise generated at LANL is within the
acceptable tolerance range for most wildlife species and sensitive nesting birds.
3.5
3.5.1

Geology and Soils
Regional Geology

LANL is located on the Pajarito Plateau, within the Southern Rocky Mountains Physiographic Province.
The Pajarito Plateau lies between the Sierra de los Valles, located in the Jemez Mountains, to the west,
and the Rio Grande to the east (see Figure 3–2). The Sierra de los Valles form the eastern rim of
the Valles caldera, which is a cauldron-like volcanic feature, typically formed by the collapse of land
following a volcanic eruption. The first of two major caldera-forming eruptions occurred 1.61 million
years ago (Izett and Obradovich 1994), forming the Toledo caldera and producing the lower, or Otowi
Member, of the Bandelier Tuff (Spell et al. 1996). The second major caldera-forming eruption occurred
1.256 million years ago (Phillips et al. 2007), forming the Valles caldera and depositing the upper, or
Tshirege Member, of the Bandelier Tuff. The gently sloping surface of the Pajarito Plateau is divided into
multiple narrow east-southeast-trending mesas, dissected by deep parallel canyons that extend from the
Jemez Mountains to the Rio Grande. The major tectonic feature in the region is the Rio Grande rift, which
begins in central Colorado, trends southward through central New Mexico, and extends into northern
Mexico. This rift comprises a complex system of north-trending basins, formed from down-faulted blocks
of the Earth’s crust. In the LANL area, the rift is approximately 35 miles (56 kilometers) wide and
contains the Española Basin. The Sangre de Cristo Mountains border the rift on the east. The Jemez
Mountains and associated Pajarito fault system form the western margin of the rift (DOE 2003b).
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Figure 3–2 Generalized Cross Section of the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area
Rocks in the LANL region are volcanic and sedimentary. Volcanic activity began forming the Jemez
Mountains approximately 16.5 million years ago and has continued sporadically to the most recent
eruptions that produced the El Cajete pumice fall, about 50,000 to 60,000 years ago (Reneau et al. 1996).
The unusually low amount of seismic activity in the Jemez Mountains has been reinterpreted to indicate
that seismic signals of magma movement are partially absorbed deep in the subsurface, due to elevated
temperatures and high heat flow (LANL 2004). The significance of this to LANL is that magma
movement indicates that the Jemez Mountains continue to be a zone of potential volcanic activity.
3.5.2
3.5.2.1

Stratigraphy
Surficial Geologic Units

In the LANL area, the youngest surficial geologic units consist of sediment deposited by flowing water
(alluvium) and rock debris accumulated at the bases of slopes along stream channels and in canyons
(colluvium). Artificial fill is also present as a result of modern development. Extensive areas on the
Pajarito fault escarpment show evidence of mass erosion and landslides. Detailed mapping and trench
studies of the Pajarito fault system have identified multiple alluvial fan deposits, the youngest of which
were formed in the Holocene period (in the past 11,000 years). The El Cajete pumice fall, which dates
back 50,000 to 60,000 years, is contained within intermediate-aged alluvial fan deposits. Older surficial
geologic deposits are remnants from once-extensive alluvial fans, predating the incision of the present
canyons. These older alluvial deposits contain pumice beds approximately 1.1 million years old
(DOE 2003b).
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3.5.2.2

Bedrock Units

Bedrock outcrops occur on more than 50 percent of the surface at LANL. The geologic formations that are
most relevant to TA-55 are those that would influence seismic ground response and foundation
performance. Seismic ground response, as determined by two deep seismic characterization borings, is
affected by the relatively high seismic wave velocity of the Cerro del Rio basalt and Tschicoma Formation
dacite (which is a relatively hard volcanic rock) and the much lower seismic wave velocities of the
overlying, softer Bandelier Tuff (Kleinfelder 2007a).
The 1.2- to 1.6-million-year-old Bandelier Tuff is a variably consolidated ash-flow unit and forms the
bedrock on which nearly all LANL facilities are constructed. These rock layers dip gently southeastward,
representing the paleotopographic surface and thinning of units away from the volcanic source to the west
(DOE 2003b, 2008a). As described above, the Bandelier Tuff was formed in two eruptive pulses from the
nearby Valles caldera, located approximately 10 miles west of TA-55. The older member, or Otowi
Member, of the Bandelier Tuff has been dated at 1.61 million years (Izett and Obradovich 1994). The
younger member, or Tshirege Member, of the Bandelier Tuff has been dated at 1.256 million years
(Phillips et al. 2007) and is widely exposed as the mesa-forming unit around Los Alamos. Several discrete
subunits constitute the Tshirege Member of the Bandelier Tuff, and commonly accepted stratigraphic
nomenclature is described in detail by Broxton and Reneau (1995) and Lewis et al. (2009). The subunits
exposed at TA-55 include Qbt2, Qbt3, and limited exposure of Qbt4. Because of their continuity and age,
these subunits provide excellent stratigraphic marker horizons for identifying faults that have been active
in the past 1.25 million years. Therefore, understanding and identifying the differences between the
Tshirege Member subunits and the nature of the contacts between the subunits is critical to identifying
fault-generated displacements around the Pajarito Plateau.
Based on borings drilled at the CMRR Facility site within TA-55, approximately 700 feet (210 meters) of
Bandelier Tuff is present beneath the proposed CMRR-NF location (see Figure 3–3). The upper portion
of this geologic unit comprises Units 3 (Qbt3) and 4 (Qbt4) of the Tshirege member of the Bandelier Tuff.
The upper unit, Qbt4, is composed of soft volcanic tuff, with slight to moderate welding (which is a term
that refers to depositional heat consolidation and compaction) and substantial random fracturing. Some
fractures are deeply weathered and clay-filled. The upper part of underlying Unit 3 (Qbt3U) is similar to
Qbt4, but less fractured and weathered (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2010a).
The lower part of Unit 3 (Qbt3L) is nonwelded to slightly welded, is weak and friable, does not sustain
fractures, and exhibits more soil-like properties. This unit is, on average, approximately 56 feet
(17 meters) thick across LANL, from a depth of approximately 75 feet (23 meters) to approximately 125 to
131 feet (38 to 40 meters) below ground surface, with upper and lower transition zones composed of
slightly stiffer and slightly more dense material. Compared to the units above and below it, Qbt3L has
lower bearing capacity, higher porosity, and less cohesion, and is more compressible. This unit also has a
slight to moderate potential for hydro-collapse, due to wetting. Qbt3L displays properties more typical of
slightly cemented, nonplastic, medium to dense silty sand. The apparent cementation is actually weak
welding caused by vapor-phase minerals that form fragile connections between the volcanic ash particles
that constitute the matrix of this unit. This weak welding is easily broken by even slight disturbance. The
properties of Qbt3L that are most problematic to nuclear facility construction are those that affect the
seismic response of the unit, specifically, the estimated seismic wave velocities (the speed at which seismic
waves travel) associated with this rock type.
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Figure 3–3 Bandelier Tuff Nomenclature
Beneath the Bandelier Tuff is approximately 18 feet (5.5 meters) of fine sand and silt, which may be a
fine-grained interval of the older alluvial Puye Formation (see Figure 3–2). Underlying the Puye
Formation is several hundred feet (hundreds of meters) of the Cerro del Rio basalt and Tschicoma
Formation dacitic lava (Kleinfelder 2007a). Overall, the complex interfingering and interlaying of strata
beneath LANL results in variable properties that affect canyon wall formation, slope stability, subsurface
fluid flow, seismic stability, and the engineering properties of the rock (DOE 2003b, 2008a).
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3.5.3

Faulting

The Pajarito fault system defines the current active western boundary of the Rio Grande rift. This
seismically active fault system is a complex zone of deformation, consisting of many laterally
discontinuous faults and associated folds and fractures that interact in ways that have important
implications for addressing potential seismic hazards at LANL. The Pajarito fault system extends for
about 31 miles (50 kilometers) along the western margin of LANL and consists of the Pajarito, Santa
Clara, Rendija Canyon, Guaje Mountain, and Sawyer Canyon faults. These are all roughly north–south
striking, nearly parallel, and interconnected normal slip faults that overall accommodate extension in the
Earth’s crust (see Figure 3–4).
The Pajarito, Santa Clara, and Sawyer Canyon are east-dipping faults, whereas the Rendija Canyon and
Guaje Mountain are west-dipping faults. Of these faults, the Pajarito is the longest, has the largest
Quaternary displacement (during the past 1.8 million years), and together with the Santa Clara, delineates
the boundary between the Pajarito Plateau and Jemez Mountains, which is characterized by a broad, eastfacing escarpment. The Rendija Canyon, Guaje Mountain, and Sawyer Canyon faults constitute a broad
zone of smaller faults within the downthrown block of the main Pajarito and Santa Clara faults.
Locally, the Pajarito and Rendija Canyon faults define a downthrown block of the Bandelier Tuff that lies
beneath the western part of the Los Alamos townsite and TA-3, called the Diamond Drive graben. The
main trace of the Rendija Canyon fault dies out near the latitude of Los Alamos Canyon, although a
complex distribution of associated, smaller, discontinuous faults continue another couple of miles
southward, curving southwest toward the Pajarito fault (see Figures 3–4 and 3–5). Thus, the CMR
Building lies within this zone of faults, whereas the proposed CMRR-NF site lies about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system.
Although large historical earthquakes have not occurred on the Pajarito fault system, geologic evidence
indicates that it is seismically active and capable of producing large surface-faulting earthquakes of
moment magnitude (M) 6.5 to 7.3 (LANL 2007a; Lewis et al. 2009). Early Quaternary deposits have been
displaced down to the east by as much as 650 feet (200 meters) along this fault zone, which also shows
compelling evidence for repeated, late Quaternary faulting (LANL 2007a; Lewis et al. 2009). Numerous
paleoseismic trench studies (Gardner et al. 1990; Olig et al. 1996; Kelson et al. 1996; Reneau et al. 2002;
Gardner et al. 2003; McCalpin 2005) have been conducted on several different traces of the fault system,
revealing evidence of at least two, possibly three, large surface-faulting earthquakes that occurred since
11,000 years ago and as many as nine large earthquakes that occurred since about 110,000 years ago
(LANL 2007a; Lewis et al. 2009). However, individual rupture patterns are complex, and the timing of
many events (particularly older earthquakes) is not well constrained.
The Pajarito fault system has been mapped in detail in the northern and western portions of LANL
property, as well as in the vicinity of LANL (see Figure 3–5). These detailed fault data include fault
mapping from a variety of projects that were performed using different methods, that is, conventional
geologic mapping, surveying, drilling, and trenching; at different scales, ranging from 1:1,200 to 1:62,500;
and at different times, from 1987 to 2004. Portions of the data include currently unpublished mapping
performed by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team. The fault mapping includes faults and related
structures, such as folds, fissures, and fault zones.
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Figure 3–4 Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Region
Previous geologic studies used methods such as aerial photographic lineament mapping, geophysical
techniques, and fracture studies of rock outcrops in particular canyons to postulate that the southern ends
of the Rendija Canyon and Guaje Mountain faults may continue as surface faults south of the Los Alamos
townsite and trend through sensitive LANL sites (Dransfield and Gardner 1985; Vaniman and
Wohletz 1990; Wohletz 1995, 2004). Ensuing site-specific studies at and near TA-55 used careful
geologic field investigative techniques, including conventional geologic mapping, trenching, borehole
studies, and innovative, high-precision, total station mapping of Tshirege Member subunit contacts to
recognize and map vertical fault displacements so small that they would be overlooked and unmapped by
conventional geologic mapping techniques (Reneau et al. 1995; Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008;
Lavine et al. 2005). This latter procedure allowed the identification of fault locations in real time, with
data precision better than 0.05 feet (1.5 centimeters) in the horizontal directions and better than 0.02 feet
(0.6 centimeters) in the vertical direction, relative to the position of known and established benchmarks.
The high-precision geologic mapping completed by these studies is shown in Figure 3–6.
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Figure 3–5 Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area
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Figure 3–6 Geologic Map of Technical Area 55
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At TA-67 (south of TA-55, see Figure 3–1), investigations found small, complex faults with activity older
than 50,000 to 60,000 years (the age of the El Cajete pumice), but no correlation between increased
fracture density and surficial faulting. At TA-3, a fault with approximately 8 feet (2.4 meters) of
displacement was identified. In contrast, around TA-55 and the CMRR Project site, the stratigraphic
markers in the 1.25-million-year-old Bandelier Tuff are continuous and show no evidence for laterally
continuous surface-rupturing faults using high-precision total station mapping. This is consistent with
findings of a subsequent subsurface excavation at the CMRR Project site that also used high-precision
mapping techniques (Gardner et al. 2008). Although Gardner et al. (2008) did observe some fractures and
small faults confined within units of the tuff, they concluded that fractures and faults exposed at the
proposed CMRR Project site formed very shortly after emplacement of the tuff at 1.256 million years, as a
result of cooling and compaction, and the structures identified at the proposed CMRR Project site pose no
independent seismic surface rupture hazard.
3.5.4

Seismic Hazard

Although the LANL region is within an intracontinental rift zone, the area demonstrates a low-to-moderate
level of historical seismicity compared to regions bordering on active continental plate boundaries, such as
California (LANL 2007a). The largest historical earthquake observed in the Rio Grande rift in northern
New Mexico was the 1918 Cerrillos event, which had an estimated Richter local magnitude2 (ML) of
about 5.3. In contrast to the historical record, paleoseismic investigations beginning in the late 1980s
along the Pajarito fault system, as well as elsewhere on other Rio Grande rift faults, indicate that large
surface-faulting earthquakes of moment magnitude3 (M) 6.5 have repeatedly ruptured Rio Grande rift
faults in Holocene times (the last 11,000 years) (Gardner et al. 2003; LANL 2007a; Lewis et al. 2009;
Machette 1998; Reneau et al. 2002). The moment magnitude was developed in the 1970s to succeed the
Richter magnitude scale, which was developed in the 1930s. The moment magnitude is now the scale used
by the U.S. Geological Survey to estimate the magnitude of all modern large earthquakes, as the Richter
magnitude has limited range and applicability and does not accurately measure the size of the largest
earthquakes. The moment magnitude is uniformly applicable to all sizes of earthquakes. However, both
types of magnitude scales yield approximately the same value for any given earthquake (UC 1999;
USGS 2009).
A comprehensive update to the LANL seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007
(LANL 2007a). The updated study used more-recent field data, most notably from the proposed
CMRR Project site, and the application of the most current analysis methods, in order to update the seismic
source model, ground motion attenuation relationships, dynamic properties of the subsurface (primarily the
Bandelier Tuff) beneath LANL, as well as the probabilistic seismic hazard and design/evaluation-basis
earthquake ground motions for LANL. The approach used in the updated 2007 analysis follows the Senior
Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee’s guidelines for a Level 2 analysis, as described in the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s Recommendations for Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis – Guidance on
Uncertainty and Use of Experts (NRC 1997). Based on this analysis, the dominant contributor to seismic
hazard at LANL is the Pajarito fault system, due to its proximity and rate of activity.

2

The Richter local magnitude is determined from the logarithm of the amplitude of waves recorded by seismographs.
Adjustments are included for the variation in the distance between the various seismographs and the epicenter of the
earthquakes. Each whole number increase in magnitude represents about 31 times more energy.
3
Moment magnitude is a measure of earthquake magnitude, whereby the total energy released by an earthquake is calculated
based on the amount of slip on the fault times the area of the fault surface that slips. The calculated energy released is
converted into a number similar to other earthquake magnitudes by a standard formula. The result is the moment magnitude,
which is generally used to measure earthquake events greater than a magnitude of 3.5 to 5.5.
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In the 2007 seismic hazard update, the probabilistic seismic hazard was calculated for the ground surface at
the existing CMR Building location within TA-3 and the proposed CMRR Project site within TA-55 using
the new information on the Pajarito fault system and updated ground motion attenuation relationships
(LANL 2007a). The peak horizontal ground acceleration value at both sites was 0.52 g (52 percent of
gravitational acceleration) at the design return period of 2,500 years. The vertical peak ground acceleration
value was 0.6 g, also at a return period of 2,500 years (LANL 2007a).4 These peak ground acceleration
values were calculated for the Uniform Hazard Response Spectra and Design Response Spectra (see
Chapter 6, Glossary) (NRC 2007).
In 2009, the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was updated again to incorporate a new set of ground
motion attenuation relationships and to examine potential conservatisms in the 2007 study (LANL 2009b).
The results of the 2009 updated analysis were reviewed and accepted by an external review panel, DOE,
and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). Based on the 2009 study, the TA-55
horizontal and vertical peak ground acceleration values for a 2,500-year return period are 0.47 g and
0.51 g, respectively, a reduction from the 2007 study (LANL 2009b). These ground accelerations were
based on the latest geologic data, including that published in Lewis et al. (2009) and documented in the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a). Expected maximum magnitudes for the various
rupture scenarios of the Pajarito fault system range from M 6.5 to 7.3. The 2007 analysis assumed that the
dominant earthquake that controlled the seismic analysis was a single M 7.0 earthquake, at a close-in
distance. However, earthquakes of M 4.5, 5.5, 6.5, 7.5, and 8.5 were also modeled in the distance range of
1 to 248 miles (1.6 to 400 kilometers), using the stochastic ground motion modeling approach
(LANL 2007a). The expected magnitudes were calculated using well-established and widely accepted
empirical relations (Wells and Coppersmith 1994). Results were checked and peer-reviewed by an
internationally recognized Participatory Peer Review Panel during the 2007 study.
The 2009 updated study refined the estimate for the dominant earthquake, determining that a range in
magnitude of M 6.0 to M 7.0 was more appropriate at close distances. The new set of empirical ground
motion attenuation models used in the 2009 study have become available as part of the Pacific Earthquake
Engineering Research Center’s Next Generation Attenuation (NGA) Models for the Western United States
Project. The NGA models have been accepted by the seismic hazard community and have been used by
the U.S. Geological Survey as part of the National Seismic Hazards Map. The 2007 study was to have
used the NGA models relationships, but the models were not published in time. The NGA models have a
substantially better scientific bases than current relationships, such as Abrahamson and Silva (1997),
because they were developed through the efforts of five selected attenuation relationship developer teams,
working in a highly interactive process with other researchers who have developed, expanded, and
improved databases of strong motion recordings; conducted additional research regarding ground motion
effects; and developed improved statistical methods to develop attenuation relationships. These
relationships have benefited greatly from a large amount of new strong motion data from large earthquakes
(M greater than 7) at close distances (less than 15.5 miles [25 kilometers]) (DNFSB 2009; LANL 2009b).
During earthquakes, facilities near a cliff edge or in a canyon bottom are potentially susceptible to slope
instability, rock falls, and landslides. Slope stability studies have been performed at LANL facilities where
a hazard has been identified. The potential for seismically induced land subsidence at LANL is considered
low and, for soil liquefaction, negligible (DOE 2003b).
Deep geotechnical borings were drilled at TA-55 to characterize the complete geologic column down to the
basement bedrock level. These borings were completed for the purpose of geotechnical characterization
and not for the purpose of identifying the presence or absence of faults. Three boring locations were
4

An error in the reported vertical peak ground acceleration at LANL (0.3 g) was corrected to 0.6 g. This typographical error in
the Executive Summary of the source document (LANL 2007a), is not reflective of information presented elsewhere in the
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and was not used in the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF.
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initially identified; however, only two borings were deemed necessary to provide corroborative
characterization of the deeper portions of the geologic column. The third boring was identified as an
alternative and would have been drilled only if the currently planned site at TA-55 were not deemed viable.
Borehole DSC-1B was drilled to a depth of 741 feet (226 meters) below ground surface, while borehole
DSC-2A reached a total depth of 550 feet (168 meters) below ground surface. The geologic formations
that are most relevant to TA-55 are those that would influence seismic ground response and foundation
performance. Seismic ground response, as determined by data derived from these two deep seismic
characterization borings, is affected by the relatively high seismic wave velocity of the denser basement
rocks, consisting of the Cerros del Rio basalt and Tschicoma Formation dacite, and the much lower seismic
wave velocities of the overlying, softer Bandelier Tuff. From data provided by Kleinfelder (2007a),
DSC-1B was the only deep borehole to penetrate into the Tschicoma Formation dacite. In addition, the
presence of the relatively soft Qbt3L between two stiffer units, Qbt3U and Qbt2, is important with respect to
the seismic ground response of the site (Kleinfelder 2007a).
Kleinfelder (2007a) states that the sampled portion of the Cerros del Rio basalt and Tschicoma Formation
dacite was highly fractured and vesicular. Fractures and vesicles are common features of chilled upper
portions of relatively harder volcanic flows (Fink and Anderson 2000), and such features are expected in
the upper 40 to 50 feet (12 to 15 meters) of a dacite flow that is hundreds of feet thick, such as the
Tschicoma Formation dacite below the proposed CMRR-NF.
3.5.5

Volcanic Activity

Geophysical studies of the Jemez Mountains Volcanic Field have identified likely zones of molten magma
at shallow to mid-crustal depths. The U.S. Geological Survey recently rated the Valles caldera a
“moderate threat” and recommended enhanced monitoring of the Jemez Mountains Volcanic Field.
Volcanic activity began forming the Jemez Mountains approximately 16.5 million years ago and has
continued sporadically to the most recent eruptions, which occurred about 35,000 to 45,000 years ago.
Two main types of Quaternary volcanic activity have occurred close to LANL, including explosive and
effusive rhyolite (i.e., silicic) eruptions in the Valles caldera, located approximately 6 miles (10 kilometers)
west of LANL, and explosive and effusive basalt eruptions in the Cerros del Rio volcanic field, located in
the nearby (to the east) Rio Grande valley and partially underlying the eastern portions of LANL.
Silicic Eruptions. Potential future silicic eruptions within the Jemez Mountains Volcanic Field would
likely be similar to the most recent, 35,000-to 60,000-year-old rhyolitic eruptive cycle, which consisted of
relatively small rhyolite domes and flow eruptions. Potential future silicic eruptions could consist of
explosive eruption columns that produce proximal and downwind tephra fallout and pyroclastic flows in
topographic lows. In addition, proximal rhyolite lava flows and domes are expected to fill topographic low
areas near the vent, up to a distance of several kilometers. Eruptive activity may continue for days to
months for explosive eruptions and several years to tens of years for a single eruption cycle. The total
period for a phase of eruption could last thousands of years. Tephra deposits, which are undifferentiated
volcanic deposits up to several meters thick and associated with several post-Bandelier Tuff eruptions
(see Section 3.5.2, Stratigraphy), have been documented on the Pajarito Plateau and at LANL
(LANL 2010i).
If silicic volcanism occurred within the Valles caldera topographic rim, the Pajarito Plateau would likely be
impacted by centimeter-to-meter thicknesses of tephra fallout. Tephra deposits on the slopes of the Sierra
de los Valles, west of LANL, could result in the production of volcanic mudflows in the canyons as rainfall
and snowmelt mobilized the loose tephra. Tephra fallout may deposit greater than 4 inches
(10 centimeters) of ash within about 12 to 24 miles (20 to 40 kilometers) downwind, which would
encompass LANL technical areas. Volcanic blast effects, pyroclastic flows, and lava flows would be
unlikely to directly affect LANL due to distance and topographic considerations (LANL 2010i).
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Basaltic Eruptions. In addition to silicic volcanism, basaltic (mafic) volcanism has occurred over the past
30 million years. Evidence of basaltic volcanism includes the approximately 1-million-year-old Cerros de
Rio volcanic field beneath LANL and stretches tens of kilometers to the east and south. While the main
activity in the Cerros del Rio volcanic field occurred more than 1 million years ago, magmatic activity has
more recently occurred in the Rio Grande rift and along the Jemez Lineament, including eruptions near
Carrizozo and Grants, New Mexico, located approximately 200 miles (320 kilometers) and 175 miles
(280 kilometers), respectively, from LANL. These eruptions occurred 1,100 to 5,200 years ago, albeit
farther from LANL than the most recent silicic eruptions within the Jemez Mountains Volcanic Field.
Therefore, the potential for new basaltic volcanism in the Espanola Basin cannot be ruled out
(LANL 2010i).
Two main types of future basaltic eruption are possible, based on observed deposits of past eruptions,
including a Strombolian eruption, which may produce a cinder cone, tephra fallout, and lava flows via
fountaining and low ash column, and hydro-magmatic eruption, in which rising magma and surface water
combine explosively to form maar craters, surges, ash flows, and tephra fallout. New basaltic activity is
most likely within the area of existing Cerros de Rio basalts. Such explosions, surges, and magma effusion
may affect areas within several hundred meters of the vent. Lava flows may affect areas within several
kilometers of the vent. As described for silicic fallout hazards, tephra fall may produce significant impacts
on buildings, roads, and utility infrastructure. A recurrence of volcanic activity could impact the study
region for an extended period of time (months to years), until volcanic activity stopped (LANL 2010i).
Recurrence Rate. The unusually low amount of seismic activity in the Jemez Mountains has been
interpreted to indicate that seismic signals are partially absorbed deep in the subsurface, due to elevated
temperatures and high heat flow (LANL 2004). The presence of magma indicates that the Jemez
Mountains continue to be a zone of potential volcanic activity. Based on an integration of available
information on the volcanic history of the region surrounding LANL, the preliminary calculation of the
recurrence rate for silicic eruptions is about 1 × 10-5 per year in the Valles caldera study region. Although
the eruption record shows significant clustering of events, this simple calculation assumes a homogenous
(Poisson) distribution of events. Similarly, the preliminary calculation of the recurrence rate for basaltic
eruptions along the Rio Grande rift floor is 2 × 10-5 per year. The recurrence rate for an eruption that could
produce major impacts at LANL would be less than the rates listed above for the expected recurrence of
volcanic activity in the study region. Volcanism in the vicinity of LANL is very unlikely over the next
50 to 100 years, but cannot be completely ruled out. In any event, the recurrence rate for a volcanic
eruption occurring somewhere in the study region is an order of magnitude less than the performance goal
of 1 × 10-4 per year for the most hazardous facilities at LANL (LANL 2010i).
3.5.6

Economic Geology

Potential mineral resources at LANL consist of rock and soil for use as backfill or borrow material, or for
construction of remedial structures, such as waste unit covers. Rock and mineral resources, including
sand, gravel, and volcanic pumice, are mined throughout the surrounding counties. Sand and gravel are
primarily used in construction at LANL for road building. Pumice aggregate is used at LANL for
landscaping. The major sand and gravel quarry located in the LANL area is situated in the lower member
of the Puye Formation. The welded and harder units of the Bandelier Tuff are suitable as foundation
rocks, structural and ornamental stone, or insulating material. Volcanic tuff has also been used
successfully as aggregate in soil-cement sub-base for roads (DOE 2003b, 2008a).
The only borrow pit currently in use at LANL is the East Jemez Road Borrow Pit in TA-61, which is used
for soil and rubble storage and retrieval. This borrow pit is cut into the upper Bandelier Tuff, which
represents good source material for certain construction purposes. There are numerous commercial offsite
borrow pits and quarries in the vicinity of LANL. Eleven pits or quarries are located within 30 miles
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(48 kilometers) of LANL, which is the distance considered the upper economically viable limit for hauling
borrow material to a LANL site. In general, these nearby pits and quarries produce sand and gravel
(DOE 2008a). The information regarding the quantity of material produced by individual aggregate or
stone mines is not publically available (Lucas-Kamat 2010).
3.5.7

Soils

Soils in Los Alamos County have developed from decomposition of volcanic and sedimentary rocks
within a semiarid climate and range in texture from clay and clay loam to gravel. Soils that formed on
mesa tops of the Pajarito Plateau include the Carjo, Frijoles, Hackroy, Nyjack, Pogna, Prieta, Seaby,
and Tocal soils series. All of these soils are well-drained and range from very shallow (0 to 10 inches
[0 to 25 centimeters]) to moderately deep (20 to 40 inches [51 to 102 centimeters]), with the greatest depth
to the underlying Bandelier Tuff being 40 inches (102 centimeters) (DOE 1999a). More specifically,
TA-55 and TA-3 are underlain by rock outcrop-Frijoles-Hackroy soils, which consist of barren or nearly
barren areas of bedrock, as benches, ledges, and escarpments, with areas of very shallow to deep,
well drained, sandy loam, formed from tuff and pumice on 1 to 8 percent slopes. These soils are
characterized by slow to moderate permeability, very low water capacity, high shrink-swell potential, and
very high runoff (NRCS 2008).
Soils that develop in canyon settings can be locally much thicker. Soil erosion rates vary considerably at
LANL, due to the mesa and canyon topography. The highest erosion rates occur in drainage channels and
on steep slopes. Roads, structures, and paved parking lots concentrate runoff. High erosion rates are also
caused by past area logging practices, livestock grazing, loss of vegetative cover, and decreased
precipitation. The lowest erosion rates occur at the gently sloping central portions of the mesas, away from
the drainage channels. Soils at LANL are acceptable for standard construction techniques (DOE 2003b).
No prime farmland soils have been designated in Los Alamos County. The closest areas of prime farmland
are located approximately 7.5 miles (12 kilometers) east and 10 miles (16 kilometers) south of LANL,
adjacent to the Rio Grande (NRCS 2011).
3.6
3.6.1

Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Surface Water

The LANL area includes all or portions of seven principal watersheds that drain directly into the
Rio Grande (the major river in north-central New Mexico), each delineated by a master canyon.
Situated from north to south, the master canyons for these seven watersheds are Los Alamos, Sandia,
Mortandad, Pajarito, Water, Ancho, and Chaquehui Canyons, each with tributary canyons of various sizes
(Figure 3–7). Los Alamos, Pajarito, and Water Canyons have their headwaters west of LANL in the
western Jemez Mountains (mostly within the Santa Fe National Forest), while the remainder have their
upper reaches on the Pajarito Plateau. Ancho Canyon is the only regional watershed located entirely on
LANL property. Canyons that drain LANL property are generally dry for most of the year, and no
perennial surface water (that is, water that is present all year) extends completely across LANL in any
canyon (LANL 2008a, 2010b).
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Figure 3–7 Major Watersheds in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Region
Geographically, TA-55 is located on Pajarito Mesa and along the Pajarito Road corridor, which transverses
portions of Pajarito Mesa and Pajarito Canyon. TA-55 is situated on a narrow mesa (Mesita del Buey)
approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) southeast of TA-3. TA-55 is bordered by Mortandad Canyon to the
north and Twomile Canyon to the south. Twomile Canyon converges with Pajarito Canyon south and east
of TA-3 near the border of TA-55 with TA-6, and abuts TA-3 on the south and west (see Figure 3–7).
Los Alamos Canyon borders TA-3 to the north. Both TA-55 and TA-3 are heavily developed facility
complexes with surface-water drainage primarily occurring as sheet flow runoff from impervious surfaces
within each complex (DOE 2003b).
Most surface water on the Pajarito Plateau is designated by the New Mexico Water Quality Control
Commission for livestock watering, wildlife habitat, and secondary contact. NMED has identified several
impaired stream reaches (including two in Pajarito Canyon), based on evaluation of surface-water sampling
from streams within and downstream of LANL (DOE 2008a). Within LANL boundaries, four stream
segments are classified as perennial; three of these stream segments are spring-fed (Pajarito Canyon,
Cañon de Valle, and Water Canyon), and the fourth (Sandia Canyon) is fed by treated sanitary effluent
(LANL 2010b). Surface water within LANL boundaries is not a source of municipal, industrial, or
irrigation water; however, wildlife living within (or migrating through) the region utilize the water
(DOE 2003b).
While direct use of the surface water within LANL property is limited, stream flow during storm events
can extend beyond the LANL boundary, where there is greater potential for more direct use of the water.
Stream flows sometimes extend onto Pueblo of San Ildefonso land, particularly flows in Pueblo Canyon
derived from treated sanitary effluent discharged from the Los Alamos County Wastewater Treatment
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Plant. Spring water may be used traditionally and ceremonially by Pueblo of San Ildefonso members,
which may result in exposure through ingestion or direct skin contact (LANL 2010b).
Compliance activities performed through the LANL Water Stewardship Program in 2009 to manage and
protect surface water resources focused on monitoring surface-water quality and stream sediment in
northern New Mexico. Samples are collected at more than 290 sites when sufficient water is present
during stormwater runoff events. LANL workers analyze these samples for radionuclides, high explosives,
metals, a wide range of organic compounds, and general chemistry (LANL 2010b).
In general, the quality of most surface water in the LANL area is good. In more than 100 surface water
and sediment samples taken in 2009, most analytes were at concentrations far below regulatory standards
and risk-based advisory levels. LANL operations have affected major watersheds in the area, resulting in
sediment contamination in several canyons (mainly due to past industrial effluent discharges). However,
radionuclide levels are well below applicable regulatory standards and measured sediment contamination
levels are well below screening levels for recreational uses (LANL 2010b). Detailed information on
surface-water quality monitoring, including analytical results, is presented in the LANL annual site
environmental report (LANL 2010b).
NNSA must comply with 10 CFR Part 1022, which identifies DOE requirements for compliance with
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands.
Floodplains designated within LANL boundaries are generally associated with watershed canyon
drainages and are addressed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). There are several facilities and
structures located within or partially within 100-year floodplains at LANL, none of these are waste
management facilities and most are deemed “low hazard” or “no hazard” (such as small storage buildings,
guard stations, well heads, water treatment stations, and some light laboratory5 buildings) (DOE 2008a).
No developed areas of TA-55 or TA-3 are located within a delineated floodplain or a wetland
(DOE 2003b). (Wetlands as ecological features are also discussed in Section 3.7.2). The proposed
Modified CMRR-NF is located approximately 650 feet (200 meters) from the Twomile Canyon
100-year floodplain, 1,900 feet (580 meters) from the Mortandad Canyon 100-year floodplain, and
3,000 feet (910 meters) from the Pajarito Canyon 100-year floodplain. In 2009, there were no unusual
stormwater runoff events at LANL.
The largest recorded flood in 2009 was measured in Ancho Canyon below SR-4 (stream gauge E275) on
July 30, with an estimated peak discharge of 414 cubic feet (12 cubic meters) per second. In 15 years of
monitoring at this station, this was the fourth largest recorded event and resulted from a typical shortduration summer thunderstorm. No significant new sediment deposits occurred from this flood. All other
runoff events recorded at LANL in 2009 had peak discharges of 60 cubic feet (1.7 cubic meters) per
second or less (LANL 2010b).
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), which addresses watercourse dredging and fill activities,
requires LANL to obtain permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for any work within perennial,
intermittent, or ephemeral watercourses. Section 401 of the CWA requires states to certify that
Section 404 permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers will not prevent attainment of state-mandated
stream standards. During 2009, six Section 404/401 permits were issued to LANL and one Section
404/401 permit was issued to NNSA’s Los Alamos Site Office (LANL 2010b).

5

Light laboratory work would involve nonradioactive materials and chemicals as well as very small amounts of radioactive
materials. The term is used here to distinguish this work from work requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 workspace.
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Since 2008, LANL has operated entirely under the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit (effective August 1, 2007) for industrial and sanitary wastewater discharges. The
NPDES outfall permit establishes specific chemical, physical, and biological criteria that effluent from
LANL must meet before it is discharged. During 2009, the NPDES permit for industrial point sources at
LANL contained 15 permitted outfalls, covering 1 sanitary outfall and 14 industrial outfalls. The NPDES
outfall permit requires weekly, monthly, quarterly, and annual sampling at LANL to validate compliance
with effluent quality limits. LANL continues to meet requirements under the CWA. During 2009, none of
the 76 samples collected from the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant (SWWS) outfall exceeded CWA
effluent limits. Only 7 of the 1,361 samples collected from industrial outfalls exceeded effluent limits:
3 chlorine exceedances, 2 pH exceedances, 1 total suspended solids exceedance, and 1 polychlorinated
biphenyls exceedance (LANL 2010b). As part of a comprehensive LANL Outfall Reduction Project, the
NPDES-permitted outfall serving the CMR Building in TA-3 (outfall #03A-021) was closed as of
September 2010. All nonradioactive liquid effluent from the CMR Building is now sent to the SWWS
Plant. Following field verification by the New Mexico state regulator, a permit modification requesting
deletion of the outfall will be made to EPA.
Stormwater discharges from construction activities disturbing areas 1 or more acres (0.4 or more hectares)
in size are regulated under the NPDES Construction General Permit Program. Compliance with the
program includes developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) before
ground disturbance can begin, as well as conducting site inspections once soil disturbance has commenced.
During 2009, LANL maintained and implemented 52 SWPPPs (and addenda) for site construction
activities and performed 471 stormwater inspections. The inspection compliance record for Construction
General Permit at LANL in 2009 was 99.2 percent for this permit. Furthermore, during the summer, when
most high-intensity precipitation events occur, all 467 of the inspections were compliant (LANL 2010b).
The NPDES Industrial Storm Water Permit Program at LANL, covered under the EPA 2008 NPDES
Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities (MSGP-2008), regulates stormwater
discharges from regulated industrial activities and their associated facilities (such as metal fabrication;
hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal; landfill operations; vehicle and equipment maintenance;
recycling activities; electricity generation; warehousing activities; and asphalt manufacturing).
MSGP-2008 requires the development and implementation of site-specific SWPPPs. In 2009, LANL
implemented and maintained 15 SWPPPs under MSGP-2008 requirements, covering 19 facilities.
Compliance with the permit requirements is mainly achieved by implementing the following activities at
these sites:


Identifying potential contaminants and activities that may impact surface-water quality and
identifying and providing structural and nonstructural controls to limit the impact of those
contaminants



Developing and implementing facility-specific SWPPPs



Monitoring stormwater runoff at facility gauging stations and stand-alone samplers for industrial
sector-specific benchmark parameters, impaired water constituents, and effluent limitations, and
visually inspecting stormwater runoff to assess color; odor; floating, settled, or suspended solids;
foam; oil sheen; and other indicators of stormwater pollution (LANL 2010b)
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LANL has three principal wastewater treatment facilities—the SWWS Plant in TA-46; the Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) in TA-50; and the High Explosives Wastewater Treatment
Facility in TA-16. Released treated wastewater from NPDES-permitted outfalls at LANL rarely leaves the
site. In 2009, LANL facilities discharged a total of 133.3 million gallons (505 million liters) of effluent;
discharges were made to Sandia, Mortandad, Los Alamos, and Water Canyons. The majority of discharges
came from support facilities, not facilities not tied directly to operations (such as research or production).
Two facilities, the TA-46 SWWS Plant and the TA-3 steam plant, accounted for about 78 percent of all
water discharged in 2009; these discharges were made to Sandia Canyon (LANL 2011b).
3.6.2

Groundwater

Three types of groundwater are present in the LANL region: (1) perched alluvial groundwater in watershed
canyon bottom sediments, (2) intermediate-depth zones of perched groundwater (that is, location is
controlled by recharge availability and changes in rock permeability), and (3) the regional aquifer beneath
the watersheds. In wet canyons, surface water runoff from streams percolates downward through the
alluvium until less-permeable layers of tuff impede its progress. Shallow bodies of perched groundwater
are maintained within the alluvium unless the downward flow is not impeded by impermeable (or less
permeable) layers of tuff. If not impeded by less permeable layers, surface water eventually reaches the
regional aquifer (DOE 2008a).
The Los Alamos area regional aquifer occurs at a depth of approximately 1,200 feet (370 meters) along the
Pajarito Plateau’s western edge and approximately 600 feet (180 meters) along the plateau’s eastern edge.
In the central portion of the plateau, the regional aquifer occurs at a depth of approximately 1,000 feet
(300 meters). Characterization of the regional aquifer (such as directional movement of water flow, main
source of recharge, annual deficit in the groundwater table) can be found in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.
Shallow perched alluvial groundwater and intermediate-depth perched groundwater is not a source of
municipal drinking water in the Los Alamos area. The area of saturation deep below the ground surface
that forms the regional groundwater aquifer serves as the only regional aquifer in the area that is capable of
providing the public water supply for various customers including LANL, Los Alamos County, Bandelier
National Monument, and other consumers located in portions of Santa Fe and Rio Arriba Counties
(DOE 2008a).
Compliance activities performed through the Water Stewardship Program at LANL in 2009 to manage and
protect groundwater monitoring resources included groundwater monitoring (groundwater sampling to
monitor water quality beneath the Pajarito Plateau and the surrounding area), groundwater investigations,
and groundwater monitoring well construction. Groundwater monitoring and characterization is performed
in compliance with the requirements of Federal and State of New Mexico laws and regulations and DOE
orders. Groundwater samples are collected from wells and springs within or adjacent to LANL and from
the nearby Pueblo of San Ildefonso. Detailed information on groundwater monitoring, including analytical
results, is presented in the LANL annual site environmental report (LANL 2010b).
Groundwater monitoring beyond LANL boundaries is conducted in locations affected by LANL operations
in the past, as well as in areas unaffected by LANL for the purpose of providing baseline data. Since the
1940s, liquid effluent discharge at LANL has affected water quality in the shallow perched alluvial
groundwater. Liquid effluent discharge is also the primary means by which LANL contaminants have
affected the quality of intermediate-depth perched zones and the regional aquifer. However, due to the
separation of the regional aquifer (600 feet to 1,200 feet [180 to 370 meters] below dry rock on the
Pajarito Plateau) from contaminated alluvial and intermediate-depth perched groundwater bodies, less
contamination reaches the regional aquifer than is found in the shallow perched groundwater and impacts
on the regional aquifer are either reduced or do not occur (LANL 2010b).
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Four canyons (Sandia, Water [and its tributary Cañon de Valle], Mortandad, and Los Alamos) continue
to receive LANL effluent discharges, although LANL has implemented an Outfall Reduction Program
to reduce the total number of outfalls discharging to the environment under NPDES Permit
No. NM0028355. Sandia Canyon receives the largest liquid discharge volumes of any watershed canyon
due to releases of power plant cooling water and water from the SWWS Plant. Sandia Canyon has a small
drainage area that heads at TA-3. Treated effluents from the TA-46 SWWS Plant have been routed to
Sandia Canyon since 1992. Past discharges have included accidental releases from experimental reactors
and laboratories at TA-46. In the past, LANL also released wastewater into Water Canyon and
Cañon de Valle from several high-explosives processing sites in TA-16 and TA-9 (LANL 2010b).
Mortandad Canyon also has a small drainage area that heads at TA-3, receiving inflow from natural
precipitation and several NPDES-permitted outfalls, including one from RLWTF at TA-50. Intermediatedepth groundwater sampling in Mortandad Canyon indicates an impact by LANL effluents, with some
contaminant concentrations near or exceeding regulatory standards or screening levels (LANL 2010b).
Radionuclide levels in Mortandad Canyon alluvial groundwater are, in general, highest just below the
RLWTF outfall in TA-50 and decrease down the canyon. Los Alamos Canyon receives stormwater runoff
from LANL as well as discharge of effluent from LANL operations. Alluvial and intermediate-depth
groundwater in Los Alamos Canyon indicates effects of past effluent releases from LANL. DOE has
removed contaminated sediment in the canyon that was known to contain radionuclides from past LANL
operations (DOE 2008a).
Drinking water wells in the Los Alamos area have not been affected by LANL discharges, with one
exception. Perchlorate was found in Well O-1 in Pueblo Canyon during 2009 at concentrations up to
58 percent of the 4 micrograms per liter 2005 Consent Order6 screening level and 16 percent of EPA’s
interim health advisory for perchlorate in drinking water of 15 micrograms per liter. Although perchlorate
levels are below regulatory limits, Los Alamos County does not use the well for public water supply. In
2009, no radioactive analyte concentration values in a water supply well exceeded any regulatory standard,
including the 4-millirem per year DOE Derived Concentration Guide applicable to drinking water
(LANL 2010b). All drinking water produced by the Los Alamos County water supply system meets
Federal and state drinking water standards.
In 2009, alluvial groundwater sampling of several wells along Pajarito Road indicated high chloride and
total dissolved solids concentrations. Runoff related to winter road salting (resulting in an increase in
chloride, sodium, and total dissolved solids levels) is the apparent cause (LANL 2010b).

6

In March 2005, NMED, DOE, and the LANL management and operating contractor entered into a Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) (NMED 2005). The purposes of the Consent Order are (1) to define the nature and extent of releases
of contaminants at, or from, LANL; (2) to identify and evaluate, where needed, alternatives for corrective measures to clean up
contaminants in the environment and prevent or mitigate the migration of contaminants at, or from, LANL; and (3) to implement
such corrective measures.
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3.7
3.7.1

Ecological Resources
Terrestrial Resources

LANL is located in a region of diverse landform, elevation, and climate. The combination of these
features, including past and present human use, has given rise to correspondingly diverse, and often
unique, biological communities and ecological relationships at LANL and the region as a whole.
LANL contains diverse ecosystems due partly to changes in elevation, temperature, and moisture along the
approximately 12-mile- (19-kilometer-) wide, 5,000-foot (1,520-meter) elevational gradient from the peaks
of the Jemez Mountains to the Rio Grande. Approximately 20 percent of the site has been developed
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001). The remaining land has been classified under five vegetation zones,
including: Juniper (Juniperus monosperma [Engelm.] Sarg.) Savannas; Pinyon (Pinus edulis Engelm.)–
Juniper Woodlands; Grasslands; Ponderosa Pine (Pinus ponderosa P. & C. Lawson) Forests; and Mixed
Conifer Forests composed of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii [Mimel] Franco), ponderosa pine, and
white fir (Abies concolor [Gord. & Glend.] Lindl. ex Hildebr.) (Figure 3–8). This diversity in vegetation
communities is reflected by the presence of over 900 species of vascular plants (DOE 2003b, 2008a).
Terrestrial animals associated with vegetation zones in the LANL area include 57 species of mammals,
200 species of birds, 28 species of reptiles, and 9 species of amphibians, and over 1,200 species of
arthropods (DOE 2008a). Common animals found on LANL include the black-headed grosbeak
(Pheuclicus melanocephalus), western bluebird (Sialia mexicana), elk (Cervus elaphus), and raccoon
(Procyon lotor). Numerous raptors, such as the red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and great-horned owl
(Bubo virginianus), and carnivores, such as the black bear (Ursus americanus) and bobcat (Lynx rufus),
are also found on LANL (DOE 2003b). A variety of migratory birds recorded at the site are protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, including the bald eagle, which is currently monitored and protected
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
Impacts on site terrestrial resources have resulted from construction of new facilities, the Cerro Grande
Fire, a bark beetle outbreak, a period of severe drought, and more recently the Las Conchas Fire
(DOE 2008a; USDA 2011). In 2000, the Cerro Grande Fire burned 43,150 acres (17,460 hectares),
including 7,684 acres (3,110 hectares) of forest area within LANL, dramatically altering the habitat of
many animals. Starting in 1997, forests around LANL have been thinned to reduce future wildfire
potential (DOE 2008a). Between 2008 and 2010, 955 acres (386 hectares) of forest have been thinned
under a LANL Wildfire Mitigation Plan; an additional 397 acres (161 hectares) will be thinned in 2011
(LANL 2011f). Thinning creates a forest that appears more park-like and has increased the diversity of
shrubs, herbs, and grasses in the understory (Loftin 2001).
Within 2 years of the Cerro Grande Fire, a bark beetle outbreak occurred that contributed to high mortality
of pinyon, ponderosa pine, and Douglas fir trees. While at least partially the result of the fire, the bark
beetle outbreak appears to be more a consequence of stress resulting from drought conditions
(DOE 2008a).
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Figure 3–8 Los Alamos National Laboratory Vegetation Zones
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As of July 20, 2011, 156,590 acres (63,370 hectares) of land had been burned as a result of the
Las Conchas Fire. This includes 118 acres (47.8 hectares) on LANL, most of which was an intentional
back-burn and caused loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat. In addition, Lab crews continue to install
flood and erosion control measures to protect terrestrial habitats and inhibit the flow of sediments
(LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 029; LANL 2011g; USDA 2011).
Table 3–10 identifies the vegetation zones encompassed by the technical areas potentially affected by the
proposed action or alternatives. The table also presents the acreage of wetlands occurring within these
technical areas, discussed in the following section.
Table 3–10 Terrestrial Resources of Technical Areas of Concern
Technical Area
3

Vegetation Zone
Ponderosa Pine Forest, Mixed Conifer Forest

Wetlands (acres)
0.13

5

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Pinyon–Juniper Woodland

36

Pinyon–Juniper Woodland, Ponderosa Pine Forest; Grassland

46

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Pinyon–Juniper Woodland

48

Ponderosa Pine Forest

50

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Mixed Conifer Forest

0

51

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Pinyon–Juniper Woodland

0

52

Ponderosa Pine Forest

0

54

Pinyon–Juniper Woodland, Ponderosa Pine Forest

55

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Mixed Conifer Forest

0
15.23
0
1.11

0
1.19

63

Ponderosa Pine Forest

0

64

Ponderosa Pine Forest, Mixed Conifer Forest

0

72

Pinyon–Juniper Woodland, Ponderosa Pine Forest

0

Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
Source: ACE 2005; McKown et al. 2003.

3.7.2

Wetlands

Wetlands in the LANL region provide habitat for reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates (e.g., insects), and
potentially contribute to the overall habitat requirements of a number of federally and state-listed species.
A majority of the wetlands in the area is associated with canyon stream channels or are present on
mountains or mesas as isolated meadows, often in association with springs, seeps, or effluent outfalls.
Cochiti Lake and the area near the LANL Fenton Hill site (TA-57) support lake-associated wetlands.
There are also some springs within White Rock Canyon that support wetlands (DOE 2008a).
Approximately 34 acres (14 hectares) of wetlands have been identified within LANL boundaries, with
45 percent of these located in Pajarito Canyon. Of these wetlands, 13 acres (5 hectares) were created or
enhanced by process effluent wastewater from NPDES-permitted outfalls. This total has most likely been
reduced due in part to closure or rerouting of the outfall sources. Dominant wetland plants found in site
wetlands include reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea L.), narrowleaf cattail (Typha angustifolia L.),
coyote willow (Salix exigua Nutt.), Baltic rush (Juncus balticus Willd.), wooly sedge (Carex pellita Muhl.
ex Willd.), American speedwell (Veronica americana Schwein. ex Benth.), common spike rush
(Eleocharis palustris [L.] Roem. & Schult.), and curly dock (Rumex crispus L.) (ACE 2005).
During the Cerro Grande Fire, 16 acres (6 hectares), or 20 percent of the wetlands occurring at LANL,
were burned at a low or moderate intensity. Increased sedimentation as a secondary effect from the fire to
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wetlands also occurred as a result of increased stormwater runoff due to the loss of vegetation
(DOE 2008a).
Thirty separate wetlands occupy portions of 14 technical areas within LANL. This includes two in TA-3,
nine in TA-36, four in TA-48, and one in TA-55 (see Table 3–10). The wetlands in TA-3, which total
0.13 acres (0.05 hectares), lie within Sandia Canyon where three NPDES-permitted outfalls discharge
effluent to upper Sandia Canyon (NNSA 2010b). Vegetation associated with these wetlands includes rush
(Juncus spp.), willow (Salix sp.), and broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia L.). The nine wetlands located in
TA-36 total 15.23 acres (6.16 hectares) and are located along Pajarito Canyon. Plants found within these
wetlands include coyote willow, Baltic rush, sedges, common spike rush, American speedwell, and cattail.
Three of the four wetlands in TA-48 are located between TA-48 and TA-60 in Mortandad Canyon. These
wetlands, which total about 1.11 acres (0.45 hectares), are characterized by coyote willow, Baltic rush,
cattail, and wooly sedge. The fourth wetland in TA-48, which is smaller than 0.1 acres (0.04 hectares), is
located between TA-48 and TA-55 and is dominated by cattail. The wetland within TA-55 is within a
branch of Mortandad Canyon between TA-55 and TA-48; it covers 1.19 acres (0.48 hectares). This
wetland is also dominated by cattails (ACE 2005; DOE 2003b, 2008a). No wetlands have been identified
in other technical areas of concern.
3.7.3

Aquatic Resources

The Rito de Los Frijoles in Bandelier National Monument (located to the south of LANL) and the
Rio Grande are the only truly perennial streams in the LANL region; however, several of the canyon floors
within LANL contain reaches of perennial surface water. Some perennial streams occur in lower Pajarito
and Ancho Canyons, which flow to the Rio Grande. Surface water flow occurs in canyon bottoms
seasonally or intermittently as a result of spring snowmelt and summer rain. A few short sections of
riparian vegetation of cottonwood (Populus deltoides Bartr. ex. Marsh, ssp. wislizeni, [S. Wats.]
Eckenwalder), willow, and other wetland plants are present in scattered locations at LANL, as well as
along the Rio Grande in White Rock Canyon. The springs and streams at LANL do not support fish
populations; however, many other animal species utilize these waters. For example, terrestrial wildlife use
onsite streams for drinking and associated riparian habitat for nesting and feeding (DOE 2003b).
No ponds or permanent streams are identified in any of the technical areas of concern; therefore, aquatic
habitat is minimal and associated with ponding within wetland areas (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001).
As explained in Section 3.7.2, wetlands are present at TA-3 within Sandia Canyon, TA-36 within Pajarito
Canyon, and TA-48 and TA-55 within Mortandad Canyon.
3.7.4

Threatened and Endangered Species

The presence of, and use of LANL by, protected and sensitive species is influenced not only by the actual
presence and operation of the facility, but by management of contiguous lands and resources, and by years
of human use. A number of federally and state-listed species have been documented in the LANL region.
Table 3–11 provides a list of Federal and state threatened and endangered (and other special status)
species occurring or possibly occurring on LANL. LANL contains potential habitat for two federally
endangered species (Southwestern willow flycatcher [Empidonax traillii extimus] and black-footed ferret
[Mustela nigripes]), one federally threatened species (Mexican spotted owl [Strix occidentalis lucida]), and
three candidate species (Jemez Mountains salamander [Plethodon neomexicanus], yellow-billed cuckoo
[Coccyzus americanus], and New Mexico meadow jumping mouse [Zapus hudsonius luteus]).
To provide for the protection of non-federally listed threatened or endangered species at LANL, the
Sensitive Species Best Management Practices Source Document, Version 1 (LANL 2010j) was developed
as a site-wide mitigation plan to reduce risks to special status species protected at the state or local level.
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The categories of special status species addressed in this plan include Federal candidate species and
species of concern, as well as New Mexico endangered, threatened, sensitive, and critically imperiled
species. The best management practices assist in making recommendations for project activities at LANL
and provide mitigation measures for the reduction of risks to sensitive species. When LANL contractor
personnel perform surveys, they look for and record the occurrence of these special status species.
There is no evidence that the Cerro Grande Fire caused a long-term change in the overall number of
federally listed threatened or endangered species inhabiting the region within LANL. The species of
greatest concern at LANL is the Mexican spotted owl. Individual Mexican spotted owls were seen
within weeks of the fire and in all subsequent breeding seasons at LANL; however, there was no recorded
Mexican spotted owl breeding after the 2000 Cerro Grande Fire until 2005 when a nested pair was again
observed within the LANL boundaries (DOE 2008a). As stated in Section 3.7.1, the Las Conchas Fire
affected 118 acres (47.8 hectares), most of which was an intentional back-burn (LANL 2011a:LANL Site,
029; USDA 2011). Although this caused loss of wildlife habitat, the wildfire did not impact habitat
identified for protection of threatened and endangered species at LANL, including the Mexican
spotted owl.
Table 3–11 Threatened and Endangered and Other Sensitive Species of Los Alamos
National Laboratory
Common Name
Big Free-tailed Bat
Black-footed Ferret
Fringed Bat
Goat Peak Pika
Long-eared Bat
Long-legged Bat
New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse
Red Fox
Ringtail
Spotted Bat
Townsend’s Pale Big-eared Bat
Western Small-footed Myotis Bat
Yuma Bat

Scientific Name
Mammals
Nyctinomops macrotis
Mustela nigripes
Myotis thysanodes
Ochotona princeps nigrescens
Myotis evotis
Myotis volans interior
Zapus hudsonius luteus
Vulpes vulpes
Bassariscus astutus
Euderma maculatum
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens
Myotis ciliolabrum melanorhinus
Myotis yumanensis

American Peregrine Falcon
Arctic Peregrine Falcon
Bald Eagle
Broad-billed Hummingbird
Gray Vireo
Loggerhead Shrike
Mexican Spotted Owl
Northern Goshawk
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
White-faced Ibis
Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Birds
Falco peregrinus anatum
Falco peregrinus tundrius
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Cyanthus latirostris magicus
Vireo vicinior
Lanius ludovicianus
Strix occidentalis lucida
Accipiter gentilis
Empidonax traillii extimus
Plegadis chihi
Coccyzus americanus

Rio Grande Chub

Gila Pandora

Federal
Status a

State
Status b

Potential to
Occur c

SOC
FE
–
SOC
–
–
C
–
–
SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC

S
–
S
S
S
S
SE
S
S
ST
S
S
S

High
Low
High
Low
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
High
High
High
High
High

D
D
D
–
SOC
SOC
FT
–
FE
SOC
C

ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
S
ST
S
SE
–
S

High
Moderate
High
Low
Moderate
High
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate

–

S

Moderate

Fish
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Common Name
Jemez Mountains Salamander

Scientific Name
Amphibians
Plethodon neomexicanus

New Mexico Silverspot Butterfly

Insects
Speyeria nokomis nitocris

Federal
Status a

State
Status b

Potential to
Occur c

C

SE

High

SOC

–

Moderate

Plants
Greater Yellow Lady’s Slipper
Cypripedium calceolus var. pubescens
–
SE
Moderate
Wood Lily
Lilium philadelphicum var. anadinum
–
SE
High
a
Federal Status
FE = Federally Endangered; in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
FT = Federally Threatened; likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.
C = Candidate; substantial information exists in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service files on biological vulnerability to
support proposals to list as endangered or threatened.
SOC = Species of Concern; conservation standing is of concern, but status information is still needed and the species does
not receive recognition under the Endangered Species Act.
D = Federally delisted due to recovery, currently monitored.
b
State Status
SE = State Endangered
Animal: any species or subspecies whose prospects of survival or recruitment in New Mexico are in jeopardy.
Plant: a taxon listed as threatened or endangered under provision of the Federal Endangered Species Act, or is
considered proposed under the tenets of the act, or is a rare plant across its range within the state, and of such limited
distribution and population size that unregulated taking could adversely impact it and jeopardize its survival in
Mexico.
ST = State Threatened
Animal: any species or subspecies that is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of its range in New Mexico.
Plant: New Mexico does not list plants as threatened.
S = Sensitive; those taxa that, in the opinion of a qualified New Mexico Department of Game and Fish biologist, deserve
special consideration in management and planning, and are not listed as threatened or endangered by the State of
New Mexico.
c
Potential Occurrence
Low = No known habitat exists on Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Moderate = Habitat exists, though the species has not been recorded recently.
High = Habitat exists and the species is recorded to occur at Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Source: DOE 2008a; LANL 2011a:Ecological Resources, 018, 2011c; USFWS 2010.

Habitat that is either occupied by federally protected species or potentially suitable for use by these species
in the future has been delineated within LANL and is protected by the Threatened and Endangered
Species Habitat Management Plan (LANL 2011c). Site plans and monitoring plans for federally listed
threatened and endangered species that occur or may occur within LANL are defined in the Habitat
Management Plan and designed to provide a balance of current operations and future development needs
of LANL with the habitat requirements of the threatened and endangered species. The Habitat
Management Plan also facilitates DOE compliance with the Endangered Species Act and related Federal
regulations. Each site plan within the Habitat Management Plan identifies areas of environmental interest
(AEIs) for various federally listed threatened or endangered species. In general, an AEI consists of a core
area that contains potential important breeding or wintering habitat for a specific species and a buffer area
around the core area. The buffer protects the core area from disturbances that would degrade its value.
The Habitat Management Plan defines the types and levels of activities that may be conducted within these
areas. AEIs have been established for the Mexican spotted owl and southwestern willow flycatcher. AEIs
have not been established for any other federally protected animal species at LANL, as suitable habitat for
these species either does not occur at LANL or the species have never been recorded to be present in the
LANL area (LANL 2011c).

3-42

Chapter 3 – Affected Environment

Annual surveys of the Mexican spotted owl have been conducted on LANL since 1993. In 1995, a pair of
Mexican spotted owls and their nest was observed on LANL property. Since then, the nesting territory has
been occupied and young have fledged in multiple years. In 2007, a second pair of Mexican spotted owls
and their nest was observed and has also produced young. Annual surveys are done for the Mexican
spotted owl, the southwestern willow flycatcher, and the black-footed ferret. Only the Mexican spotted
owl has been observed during those surveys. Although willow flycatchers have been observed at one
location on LANL during migratory season surveys, it has not been possible to confirm the presence of the
southwestern subspecies. Management of AEIs and mitigation measures for proposed projects result in
part from these surveys (LANL 2011a:Ecological Resources, 019).
The Sandia–Mortandad Canyon Mexican Spotted Owl AEI, located in Sandia and Mortandad Canyons,
encompasses a number of the technical areas of concern. This AEI overlaps with both the Pajarito Canyon
and Los Alamos Canyon Mexican Spotted Owl AEIs. Specifically, parts of TA-3, -5, -36, -46, -48, -50,
-52, -55, -63, and -64 are within the core and/or buffer zones of the Sandia–Mortandad Canyon, Pajarito
Canyon, and/or Los Alamos Canyon Mexican Spotted Owl AEIs. The Three-Mile Canyon Mexican
Spotted Owl AEI affects a small section of TA-51 within the buffer zone and a northern part of TA-36
within the core and buffer zones. A southern portion of TA-36 is also within the core and buffer zones of
the Cañon de Valle Mexican Spotted Owl AEI. Other technical areas of concern, such as TA-54 and
TA-72, do not fall within any Mexican Spotted Owl AEIs. Also, the southwestern willow flycatcher AEI
falls completely within TA-36.
3.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Cultural resources are human imprints on the landscape that are defined and protected by a series of
Federal laws, regulations, and guidelines and include archaeological resources, historic buildings and
structures, and traditional cultural properties. To fully meet the requirements of these laws, regulations,
and guidelines, DOE is implementing A Plan for the Management of the Cultural Heritage at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, New Mexico (LANL 2006a). Implementation of this plan involves a Programmatic
Agreement between DOE, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the New Mexico State
Historic Preservation Office (DOE 2006b). By carrying out the terms of the agreement, DOE will fulfill its
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Paleontological resources, the
physical remains, impressions, or traces of plants or animals from a former geologic age, are also addressed
in this section.
3.8.1

Archaeological Resources

As of 2010, archaeological surveys have been conducted on over 88 percent of the land within LANL
boundaries. A total of 1,890 archaeological resource sites currently exist on the site; of these, most are
prehistoric sites related to the Archaic and Ancestral Pueblo Cultures (DOE 2008a).
Following the Cerro Grande Fire, surveys identified 333 archaeological resource sites that were affected by
that fire. Of these sites, 269 were damaged by the fire, 35 by suppression activities, and 29 by
rehabilitation activities. Damage included direct loss, soot staining, spalling, and cracking of stone
masonry walls of Ancestral Pueblo field houses and room blocks, and exposure of artifacts from erosion.
Additionally, the fire, as well as prior and subsequent tree thinning measures taken to reduce wildfire
hazard, resulted in the discovery of 447 new archaeological sites at LANL (DOE 2008a).
The conveyance and transfer of land has resulted in the removal of some archaeological sites from DOE
protection. However, in some cases, archaeological protection easements have been used to provide
continued protection for many of these sites (DOE 2008a). Sites located on lands to be conveyed to
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Los Alamos County for economic development were excavated and therefore mitigated under the
Programmatic Agreement (DOE 1999c; LANL 2008b).
Table 3–12 provides a summary of the number of prehistoric and historic sites present within the technical
areas of concern that are eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) and the types of archaeological sites present.
Table 3–12 Archaeological Sites Present within the Technical Areas of Concern
Technical
Area
3
5

Eligible and
Potentially
Archaeological Sites a
6
60

36

402

46

12

48
50
51

2
0
26

52
54

6
97

55
63
64
72

2
0
0
93

a

Archaeological Site Types
Cultural management unit, historic other, lithic scatter, trail and/or stair
Lithic and ceramic scatter, game pit, complex pueblo, cavate, 1- to 3-room structure,
historic structure, lithic scatter, rock art, wagon road, pueblo roomblock, trail and/or
stair, water control
Lithic and ceramic scatter, game pit, complex pueblo, cavate, 1- to 3-room structure,
Garden plot, lithic scatter, prehistoric other, rock art, wagon road, rock/wood
enclosure, rock feature, rock ring, rock shelter, pueblo roomblock, trail and/or stair,
water control
Lithic and ceramic scatter, cavate, 1- to 3-room structure, lithic scatter, pueblo
roomblock
1- to 3-room structure, historic structure
Lithic and ceramic scatter, cavate, 1- to 3-room structure, lithic scatter, wagon road,
rock feature, rock shelter, pueblo roomblock
Cavate, rock shelter
Lithic and ceramic scatter, complex pueblo, cavate, 1- to 3-room structure, garden
plot, historic artifact scatter, lithic scatter, prehistoric other, rock art, wagon road, rock
feature, rock shelter, pueblo roomblock
Historic structure, rock shelter

Lithic and ceramic scatter, game pit, cultural management unit, complex pueblo,
cavate, 1- to 3-room structure, garden plot, historic other, historic structure, lithic
scatter, prehistoric other, pit structure, rock art, rock/wood enclosure, rock feature,
rock ring, rock shelter, pueblo roomblock, trail and/or stair
Includes sites that have been determined eligible and potentially eligible and those proposed as eligible and potentially
eligible.

3.8.2

Historic Buildings and Structures

In terms of the historic built environment, there are 440 buildings and structures that date to the Manhattan
Project and early Cold War, of which 21 date back to the Manhattan Project. A total of 335 of these
440 buildings and structures have been evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP, of which
160 have been determined eligible and 165 ineligible. Among those buildings deemed eligible is the CMR
Building in TA-3, which is important due to its association with important events during the Cold War
years and its architectural and engineering significance (Garcia, McGehee, and Masse 2009). These
figures include a small number of structures younger than 50 years in age that are likely to be deemed of
exceptional national significance and are thus eligible for inclusion in the NRHP despite not yet having
achieved the 50-year age limit normally required for inclusion (DOE 2008a).
A number of factors have served to greatly reduce the number of Manhattan Project buildings still extant.
These include (1) the expedient initial construction of the original buildings and structures; (2) post-
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Manhattan Project infrastructure development, particularly during the late 1950s and early 1960s, and
again beginning in the late 1990s through the first decade of the twenty-first century; (3) the development
of the Los Alamos townsite during the 1950s and 1960s; (4) the Cerro Grande Fire; and (5) contamination
of some buildings by asbestos and radioactive isotopes. As of 2003, only 28 Manhattan Project buildings
retained sufficient historical and physical integrity for listing on the NRHP, and only a handful are deemed
suitable for long-term preservation and interpretation (LANL 2006a).
3.8.3

Traditional Cultural Properties

Within the boundaries of LANL there are ancestral villages, shrines, petroglyphs (carvings or line
drawings on rocks), sacred springs, trails, and traditional use areas that could be identified by Pueblo and
Hispanic communities as traditional cultural properties. In addition to physical cultural entities, concern
has been expressed that “spiritual,” “unseen,” “undocumentable,” or “beingness” aspects may be present at
LANL that are an important part of Native American culture. According to the DOE compliance
procedure, Native American tribes may request permission for visits to sacred sites within LANL
boundaries for ceremonies or other purposes to insure visitor safety and site security (DOE 1999a, 2008a).
When a project is proposed, NNSA arranges site visits with tribal representatives from the San Ildefonso,
Santa Clara, Jemez, and Cochiti Pueblos, as appropriate, to solicit their concerns and to comply with
applicable requirements and agreements. Provisions for coordination among these four pueblos and DOE
are contained in Accords agreements that were entered into beginning in 1992 for the purpose of
improving communication and cooperation among Federal and tribal governments (DOE 1999a, 2008a).
In accordance with the Accords and as part of NNSA’s Government-to-Government interactions, twice
yearly executive meetings are held among the Los Alamos Site Office Manager, the LANL Director, and
the respective Pueblo Governors (or their representatives) of the four Accord Pueblos (Cochiti,
San Ildefonso, Jemez, and Santa Clara). In addition, the Los Alamos Site Office Manager meets monthly
with each governor of the two pueblos closest to LANL (San Ildefonso and Santa Clara) and with the other
Accord Pueblo Governors on a less frequent basis. In both the executive meetings and the monthly
meetings, the Los Alamos Site Office Manager discusses current and planned activities taking place at
LANL and seeks comment on these activities from the governors. Additional information on consultation
is presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.7.
A “Comprehensive Plan for the Consideration of Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Sites at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico” was sent by DOE in 2000 to 24 tribes to help complete
the traditional cultural properties identification and evaluation process begun during the 1999 LANL
SWEIS preparation process. Only the Pueblo of San Ildefonso responded with site information; however,
DOE continues to consult with various Pueblos to maintain an open dialog. LANL missions are aware of
the needs of the Pueblos and are respectful of times when the Pueblos participate in ceremonies and rituals.
Various agreements, Memoranda of Agreement, Memoranda of Understanding, and Programmatic
Agreements are in place with San Ildefonso, Santa Clara, and other Pueblos to allow individuals access to
areas across LANL (DOE 2008a).
3.8.4

Paleontological Resources

A single paleontological artifact has been discovered at a site formerly within LANL boundaries that has
since been conveyed to Los Alamos County; however, in general, the near-surface stratigraphy is not
conducive to preserving plant and animal remains. The near-surface materials at LANL are volcanic ash
and pumice that were extremely hot when deposited; most carbon-based materials (such as bones or plant
remains) would likely have been vaporized or burned if present (DOE 2008a). No paleontological
resources have been identified within any of the technical areas of concern for the impact analyses across
the three alternatives analyzed in this SEIS.
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3.9

Socioeconomics

Statistics for the local economy, population, and housing are presented for the ROI, a four-county area in
New Mexico made up of Los Alamos, Santa Fe, Sandoval, and Rio Arriba Counties (see Figure 3–1). In
2010, there were 13,474 people employed at LANL. The majority of all LANL employees reside in this
four-county area. It is estimated that approximately half of the LANL workforce resides in Los Alamos
County (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001).
3.9.1

Regional Economic Characteristics

Between 2000 and 2010, the civilian labor force in the four-county area increased 14.7 percent, to about
165,000 persons. In 2010, the annual unemployment average in the ROI was 7.8 percent, which was less
than the annual unemployment average of 8.4 percent for New Mexico (NMDWS 2010, 2011a). By
May 2011, the unemployment rates in the ROI and the State of New Mexico decreased to 6.0 percent and
6.5 percent, respectively (NMDWS 2011b).
In 2010, the total government employment sector (Federal, state, and local) represented the largest
employment sector in the four-county area (26.3 percent). This was followed by professional and business
services (16.5 percent) and trade, transportation, and utilities (14.6 percent). For comparison, the totals for
these employment sectors in New Mexico represented 24.2 percent, 12.8 percent, and 16.9 percent of
employment, respectively (BLS 2011).
3.9.2

Population and Housing

From 2000 to 2010, the total population in the ROI increased approximately 19.8 percent, to
333,927 persons. All of the increased population can be attributed to Sandoval and Santa Fe Counties,
which experienced increases of 46.3 and 11.5 percent, to 131,561 and 144,170, respectively. Over this
time, the total populations of Los Alamos and Rio Arriba Counties decreased to 17,950 (-2.1 percent) and
40,246 (-2.3 percent), respectively (DOC 2010a, 2011a).
Table 3–13 displays the number of housing units, vacancy rates, and median value for homes in the ROI.
From 2000 to 2010, the total number of housing units in the ROI increased by 27.9 percent, to 151,546.
Sandoval County accounted for the largest portion of growth, increasing by approximately 17,400 units
(50.0 percent). Santa Fe County accounted for the second largest portion of growth, increasing by
approximately 13,600 units (23.5 percent). The total number of housing units in Los Alamos and
Rio Arriba Counties increased by approximately 420 units (5.3 percent) and 1,600 units (9.0 percent),
respectively (DOC 2010b, 2011a).
In 2010, the four-county ROI had a homeowner vacancy rate of 2.2 percent and a renter vacancy rate of
8.5 percent. Homeowner vacancy rates within the ROI are higher in Sandoval (2.3 percent) and Santa Fe
(2.6 percent) Counties than in Los Alamos (1.3 percent) and Rio Arriba (1.4 percent) Counties. The
opposite is true for renter vacancy rates within the ROI. Renter vacancy rates are higher in Los Alamos
(9.7 percent) and Rio Arriba (10.3 percent) Counties than in Sandoval (6.2 percent) and Santa Fe
(9.2 percent) Counties (DOC 2011a). Los Alamos County is currently working on updating the County
Comprehensive Plan and the Downtown Los Alamos Comprehensive Plan, as well as implementing the
White Rock Master Plan, all of which include additional residential development.
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Table 3–13 Housing Units and Vacancy Rates in the Region of Influence
2000 Housing Units a
2010 Housing Units e
Percent Change
Vacant Units for Sale
Owner-Occupied Units
Homeowner Vacancy Rate (percent)
Vacant Units for Rent
Renter-Occupied Units
Renter Vacancy Rate (percent)
Median Value
a
DOC 2010b.
b
DOC 2010c.
c
DOC 2010d.
d
DOC 2010e.
e
DOC 2011a.

Los Alamos
County
7,937
8,354
5.3
74
5,828
1.3
198
1,835
9.7
$287,900 b

Rio Arriba
County
18,016
19,638
9.0
179
12,528
1.4
373
3,240
10.3
$151,200 c

Sandoval
County
34,866
52,287
50.0
894
38,558
2.3
594
9,044
6.2
$ 188,700 d

Santa Fe
County
57,701
71,267
23.5
1,150
42,878
2.6
1,925
19,085
9.2
$295,000 d

Region of
Influence
118,520
151,546
27.9
2,297
99,792
2.2
3,090
33,204
8.5
Not Available

Data on home values for the counties within the ROI are taken from the Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS). Availability of data for each county is dependent upon the total population
thresholds required for inclusion in the ACS 1-year estimates, 3-year estimates, and 5-year estimates. The
latest available data is presented for each county to provide the most up-to-date representation of
conditions in the ROI. According to the Census Bureau’s 2005-2009 ACS 5-Year Estimates, the median
value of housing units in Los Alamos County was $287,900 (DOC 2010c). According to the Census
Bureau’s 2007–2009 ACS 3-Year Estimates, the median value of owner occupied housing units in
Rio Arriba County was $151,200 (DOC 2010d).
In 2009, the median value of owner-occupied housing units in Sandoval and Santa Fe Counties was
$188,700 and $295,000, respectively (DOC 2010e).
3.10 Environmental Justice
Under Executive Order 12898, DOE is responsible for identifying and addressing disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations. As discussed in Appendix B, minority
persons are those who identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino, Asian, Black or African American,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, or multi-racial (with at least
one race designated as a minority race under CEQ Guidelines (CEQ 1997). Persons whose income is
below the Federal poverty threshold are designated as low income. In 2009, the poverty threshold for a
family of four with two related children was $21,756 (DOC 2010f).
There are two locations at LANL being considered for operation of CMR activities. These are TA-3, and
TA-55 (see Chapter 1, Figure 1–2). The location for the proposed new CMRR-NF at TA-55 is
approximately 1.2 miles (1.9 kilometers) southeast of the existing CMR Building.
Populations in the ROI include persons who live within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the existing CMR
Building or the proposed location for the CMRR-NF at TA-55. There are eight counties included or
partially included in the potentially affected areas surrounding these locations: Bernalillo, Los Alamos,
Mora, Rio Arriba, Sandoval, San Miguel, Santa Fe, and Taos. Portions or all of 16 Pueblo or tribal lands
have been identified within the potentially affected area. Figure 3–9 displays the proximity of Pueblo and
tribal lands within the 50-mile (80-mile) potentially affected area relative to LANL.
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Figure 3–9 Pueblo and Tribal Lands within 50 Miles (80 kilometers) of
Los Alamos National Laboratory
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Consistent with the human health analysis, populations in the surrounding areas have been projected to the
year 2030. To evaluate the potential impacts on populations in closer proximity to the proposed sites,
additional radial distances of 5 miles (8 kilometers), 10 miles (16 kilometers), and 20 miles (32 kilometers)
are also analyzed. Tables 3–14 and 3–15 show the composition of the ROI surrounding TA-3 and TA-55
at each of these distances projected to 2030 using census data. The areas within 5 miles (8 kilometers) of
each proposed site contain the lowest concentration of minority populations. The overall composition of
the ROI is predominantly nonminority within the first 10 miles (16 kilometers). The areas between 10 and
20 miles (16 to 32 kilometers) contain the highest concentration of minority populations within the ROI.
The percent of minority populations decreases slightly in the areas from 20 to 50 miles (32 to 80
kilometers); however, the overall composition of minority populations remains high. Similar to the
minority populations, the concentration of low-income populations is lowest within the first 5 miles
(8 kilometers).
Table 3–14 Projected Populations in 2030 Surrounding Technical Area 3
5-Mile Radius
10-Mile Radius
Population
Group
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
65
12,575
63
8,029
Non-Minority
1
866
4
96
American Indian
18
3,909
20
2,275
Total Hispanic
35
7,330
37
4,319
Total Minority
12,348
100
19,905
100
Total Population
3
844
4
388
Low-Income
Note: To convert miles to kilometers, multiply by 1.6093.
Source: DOC 2011b.

20-Mile Radius
Number
Percent
20,609
33
4,392
7
33,385
54
41,791
67
62,400
100
7,407
12

50-Mile Radius
Number
Percent
214,975
43
26,009
5
230,434
46
287,478
57
502,453
100
64,288
13

Table 3–15 Projected Populations in 2030 Surrounding Technical Area 55
5-Mile Radius
10-Mile Radius
Population
Group
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
8,030
65
12,681
63
Non-Minority
142
1
939
5
American Indian
2,303
19
4,026
20
Total Hispanic
4,401
35
7,538
37
Total Minority
12,431
100
20,219
100
Total Population
398
3
881
4
Low-Income
Note: To convert miles to kilometers, multiply by 1.6093.
Source: DOC 2011b.

20-Mile Radius
Number
Percent
21,999
4,828
35,175
44,157
66,156
7,914

33
7
53
67
100
12

50-Mile Radius
Number
Percent
220,122
25,944
233,555
291,353
511,475
65,777

43
5
46
57
100
13

Using data from the 1990 census, 2000 census, and the 2010 census for each of the affected counties
within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL, projections of the affected populations were calculated
for 2030. Figure 3–10 shows the minority and nonminority populations by county projected to live within
the potentially affected area surrounding the existing CMR Building in 2030. Because the CMRR-NF and
CMR Building locations are relatively close to one another, the minority and nonminority populations
living in the potentially affected area surrounding the TA-55 site differ from those surrounding the existing
CMR Building at TA-3 by approximately 2 percent. Minority populations projected to live within the
50-mile (80-kilometer) radius constitute approximately 57 percent of the total population in the ROI. This
is slightly lower than the projected total minority population for the State of New Mexico of approximately
65 percent. Approximately 73 percent of the total population and 72 percent of the total minority
populations in the ROI reside in Sandoval and Santa Fe Counties.
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Figure 3–10 Minority and Nonminority Populations by County Projected to Live
in the Potentially Affected Area in 2030
Figures 3–11 and 3–12 show cumulative total and minority populations projected to live within the
potentially affected area in 2030 as a function of distance from TA-3 and TA-55. Values along the vertical
axis show populations residing within a given distance from these technical areas. Moving outward from
locations, the cumulative populations increase sharply in the Española, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque areas.
Approximately 37 percent of the potentially affected minority population resides in the Santa Fe area.
Approximately 80 percent of the potentially affected minority population is projected to be Hispanic or
Latino. Similarly, the Hispanic population is projected to account for approximately 82 percent of the total
minority population of the state of New Mexico. The American Indian population is projected to account
for approximately 9 percent of the total minority population of the potentially affected area in 2030, much
lower than the projected American Indian population for the state of New Mexico of approximately
16 percent. Cumulative minority populations surrounding TA-3 and TA-55 are almost identical as a
function of distance from the site.
Figure 3–13 shows the low-income and non-low-income population by county projected to live within the
potentially affected area surrounding the existing CMR Building in 2030. As indicated in the figure, the
largest potentially affected low-income populations reside in Sandoval and Santa Fe Counties.
Approximately 67 percent of the total potentially affected low-income populations reside in these two
counties. Low-income persons constituted approximately 12.9 percent of the total potentially affected
population.
Figure 3–14 shows the cumulative low-income populations projected to live within the potentially affected
area in 2030 as a function of distance from TA-3 and TA-55. The overall shape of these curves is similar
to those shown in Figures 3–10 and 3–11, indicating that increases in the cumulative populations occur at
the same distances and same rates. Low-income populations surrounding TA-3 and TA-55 are
concentrated in the Española, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque areas. Approximately 35 percent of the
potentially affected low-income population reside in Santa Fe County.
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Figure 3–11 Total and Minority Populations as a Function of Distance from
Technical Area 3 in 2030

Figure 3–12 Total and Minority Populations as a Function of Distance from
Technical Area 55 in 2030

3-51

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Figure 3–13 Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Populations by County Projected to
Live in the Potentially Affected Area in 2030

Figure 3–14 Total and Low-Income Populations as a Function of Distance from
Technical Areas in 2030
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3.11 Human Health
Public and occupational health and safety issues for LANL operations include the determination of
potential adverse effects on human health that could result from acute and chronic exposure to ionizing
radiation and hazardous chemicals. The following subsections include a discussion of radiation exposure
and chemical exposure and the associated human health risks of each.
3.11.1 Radiation Exposure and Risk
Major sources and levels of background radiation exposure to individuals in the vicinity of LANL are
shown in Table 3–16. Annual background radiation doses to individuals are expected to remain constant
over time. Background radiation doses are unrelated to LANL operations.
Normal operational releases of radionuclides to the environment from LANL operations provide another
source of radiation exposure to individuals in the vicinity of LANL. Types and quantities of radionuclides
released from LANL operations in 2009 are listed in Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos
During 2009 (LANL 2010b) and are presented in Section 3.4.3.
The annual population dose to the public resulting from these releases is about 0.6 person-rem
(LANL 2010b), which corresponds to an average annual individual dose of 0.002 millirem for individuals
residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL.7 This dose to the offsite public is primarily the result of
airborne releases from LANSCE operations. Collective annual population doses over the last 16 years
from releases at LANL have declined from a high of 4 person-rem in 1999 to less than 1 person-rem
in 2009. Future collective annual doses are expected to be less than 1 person-rem. No observable health
effects are expected from this dose.
Table 3–16 Sources of Radiation Exposure That Affect Individuals in the Vicinity of Los Alamos
National Laboratory But Are Unrelated to Site Operations
Source

Effective Dose Equivalent (millirem per year)
[Los Alamos National Laboratory]

Natural Background Radiation
External cosmic a
External terrestrial

50 to 90 [70]
b

Internal terrestrial and global cosmogenic
Radon (in homes)

50 to 150 [100]
40
200-300 [270]

Other Background Radiation
Diagnostic x-rays and nuclear medicine

300

Weapons test fallout

<1

Consumer and industrial products

10

Total

650 to 890 [790]

< = less than.
a
Cosmic radiation doses are lower in the lower elevations and higher in the mountains.
b
Variation in the external terrestrial dose is a function of the variability in the amount of naturally occurring uranium,
thorium, and potassium in the soil.
Source: LANL 2010b.
7

The population dose reported in the annual site environmental report (LANL 2010b) was based on an estimated population
of 280,000 people living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL. Based on the 2010 census, the population is estimated to
be about 383,000. Assuming that the distribution of the population remained the same, the dose to 2010 population would be
about 0.8 person-rem.

3-53

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

The annual dose from airborne releases to the maximally exposed offsite individual (at East Gate8) was
calculated to be about 0.6 millirem (LANL 2010b). This dose falls within the radiological limits
(individual dose limit of 10 millirem per year from airborne emissions [40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H] and
100 millirem per year from all sources [DOE Order 458.1]) and is much lower than those from
background radiation.
Using a risk estimator of 1 latent cancer fatality (LCF) per 1,667 person-rem or rem of dose (or
6  10-4 LCFs per person-rem or rem) (DOE 2003a), the estimated probability of this maximally exposed
person developing a latent fatal cancer from radiation exposure associated with 1 year of LANL operations
is about 1 chance in 3 million (3.6  10-7). According to the same risk estimator, 0.00034 excess LCFs are
projected in the population living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL from 1 year of normal LANL
operations. To place this number in perspective, it may be compared with the number of fatal cancers
expected in the same population from all causes. The mortality rate associated with cancer for the entire
U.S. population is 0.2 percent per year. Based on this mortality rate, the number of fatal cancers to be
expected during 2009 from all causes in the population of about 280,000 living within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of LANL would be 560, much higher than the 0.00034 LCFs resulting from total LANL
operations that was estimated in 2009 (LANL 2010b).9
LANL workers receive the same dose as the general public from background radiation, but they also
receive an additional dose from working in facilities with nuclear materials. The average dose to the
individual worker and the cumulative dose to all workers at LANL from operations in 2009 are presented
in Table 3–17. These doses fall within the radiological limits established by 10 CFR Part 835. Using a
risk estimator of 1 LCF per 1,667 person-rem among workers (6  10-4 LCF per person-rem) and a total
dose to workers of 115.7 person-rem, the number of estimated LCFs among LANL workers from normal
operations in 2009 is 0.070.
In 2009, the average onsite concentrations in air of plutonium-239, gross alpha, and gross beta radiation on
the LANL site were measured to be 1  10-18 curies per cubic meter, 7  10-16 curies per cubic meter, and
1.7  10-14 curies per cubic meter, respectively. The concentrations of plutonium-239, gross alpha, and
gross beta radiation were about the same as those measured regionally (see Table 3–8). No specific
measurements were reported for the technical areas, but the concentrations are expected to be similar to the
average site values.
Table 3–17 Radiation Doses to Workers from Normal Los Alamos National Laboratory Operations
in 2009 (total effective dose equivalent)
Onsite Releases and Direct Radiation
Occupational Personnel
Average radiation worker (millirem)
Total workers (person-rem)

b

Standard

Actual

(a)

83

None

115.7

a

The radiological limit for an individual worker is 5,000 millirem per year (10 CFR Part 835). However, DOE’s goal is to
maintain radiological exposure as low as reasonably achievable. Therefore, DOE has recommended an administrative
control level of 500 millirem per year (DOE 1999b); the site must make reasonable attempts to maintain individual worker
doses below this level.
b
There were 1,392 workers with measurable doses in 2009.
Source: DOE 2010a.

8

The individual at this location would receive the maximum dose from all releases at LANL.
For the 2010 population of about 383,000 people, the number of fatal cancers from all causes would be about 770 compared
to the increased risk of a latent cancer fatality from LANL operations of 0.00048.
9

3-54

Chapter 3 – Affected Environment

3.11.2 Chemical Environment
The background chemical environment important to human health consists of the atmosphere, which may
contain hazardous chemicals that can be inhaled; drinking water, which may contain hazardous chemicals
that can be ingested; and other environmental media with which people may come in contact (such as soil
through direct contact or via the food pathway).
Adverse health impacts on the public are minimized through administrative and design controls to decrease
hazardous chemical releases to the environment and to achieve compliance with permit requirements. The
effectiveness of these controls is verified through the use of monitoring information and inspection of
mitigation measures. Health impacts on the public could occur during normal operations at LANL via
inhalation of air containing hazardous chemicals released to the atmosphere by LANL operations. Other
potential pathways that pose risks to public health include ingestion of contaminated drinking water or
direct exposure.
Baseline air emission concentrations for air pollutants and their applicable standards are presented in
Section 3.4.2. These concentrations are estimates of the highest existing offsite concentrations and
represent the highest concentrations to which members of the public could be exposed. These
concentrations are compared with applicable guidelines and regulations.
Chemical exposure pathways to LANL workers during normal operations could include inhaling the
workplace atmosphere, drinking LANL potable water, and possible other contact with hazardous materials
associated with work assignments. Workers are protected from hazards specific to the workplace through
appropriate training, protective equipment, monitoring, and management controls. LANL workers are also
protected by adherence to the Occupational Safety and Health Administration and EPA occupational
standards that limit atmospheric and drinking water concentrations of potentially hazardous chemicals.
Appropriate monitoring, which reflects the frequency and amounts of chemicals used in the operation
processes, ensures that these standards are not exceeded. Additionally, DOE requirements ensure that
conditions in the workplace are as free as possible from recognized hazards that cause or are likely to cause
illness or physical harm. Therefore, worker health conditions at LANL are substantially better than
required by standards.
3.11.3 Industrial Safety
Work-related accidents in terms of total recordable cases, injuries, and deaths from normal activities
(facility operation, construction, disposition) are evaluated using historical accidents databases for LANL.
Two categories of industrial safety impacts are represented: (1) total recordable cases and (2) days away,
restricted, and transfer cases. Total recordable cases include work-related death, illness, or injury that
results in loss of consciousness, restriction of work or motion, transfer to another job, or medical treatment
beyond first aid. A fatal occurrence is a work-related injury or illness that causes the death of the
employee.
Table 3–18 summarizes occupational injury and illness rates at LANL over the last 4 years and the
average rates evaluated in 2008 LANL SWEIS for the years 1999 through 2005. These rates correlate to
reportable injuries and illnesses during the year for 200,000 hours worked or roughly 100 worker-years.
Analysis of NNSA’s injury and illness performance at LANL shows significant improvement over the last
3 years. This has been influenced by a decrease in some types of injuries that have been historically high,
such as repetitive trauma and push/pull/lift injuries. The LANL contractor continues to strengthen the
interface between the LANL worker organizations with respect to timely reporting of injuries and the
completion and analysis of injury investigation reports. To derive learning from injury/illness events, the
LANL contractor requires that facility managers engage in a systematic in-depth analysis of the event
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causes and consider the efficiency of the remaining lines of defense associated with the events they
evaluate.
Accident information for activities at facilities across DOE result in rates of 1.6 total recordable cases and
0.7 days away, restricted, or transferred cases, based on occupational injuries or illnesses from 2004
through 2008 (DOE 2011a). These rates are well below industry averages, which in 2006 through 2009
were 4.0 recordable cases and 2.0 days away, restricted, or transferred cases as a result of an occupational
injury or illness (BLS 2010a).
There were no work-related fatalities at LANL. The DOE and contractor work-related fatality rate from
2002 to 2009 is about 0.0008 for 100 worker-years or 200,000 labor hours (DOE 2011a).
Table 3–18 Occupational Injury and Illness Rates at Los Alamos National Laboratory
Calendar Year
2006
2007
2008
Total recordable cases a
2.56
2.0
1.83
Days away, restricted, transfer b
1.15
0.80
0.65
a
Total recordable cases, number per 200,000 hours worked.
b
Days away, restricted, or transfer, number of cases per 200,000 hours worked.
Source: LANL 2007d, 2009a, 2010a, 2011b.

2009
1.90
0.73

LANL SWEIS
2.40
1.18

3.11.4 Health Effects Studies
Numerous epidemiological studies have been conducted in the LANL area. For example, a 1993 study
found that the incidence of some cancers was greater than that observed in reference populations, while the
incidence of other cancers was lower (Athas and Key 1993). The most notable increase was for thyroid
cancer incidence observed in the mid-1980s, with increased incidence rates also observed for melanoma of
the skin, prostate cancer, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, ovarian cancer, and female breast cancer. The related
epidemiologic investigation did not identify a specific cause for the high number of thyroid cancers
observed in Los Alamos County, but indicated that it was likely the result of several causes (Athas 1996).
Using cancer incidence data for the years 1973 to 1997, a study identified a statistically significant cluster
of childhood cancers in Los Alamos County and six counties to the south and west of Los Alamos County
(Bernalillo, Cibola, McKinley, Sandoval, San Juan, and Valencia Counties), when all cancers were
considered (Zhan 2001). The same study identified a statistically significant cluster of childhood acute
lymphoblastic leukemia in a nine-county area south and southwest of Los Alamos County (Bernalillo,
Catron, Cibola, Dona Ana, Lincoln, Sierra, Socorro, Torrance, and Valencia Counties). Over the same
years, another study identified a statistically significant cluster of female breast cancer within the fourcounty area of Los Alamos, Sandoval, Santa Fe, and Bernalillo Counties (Zhan 2002).
In 2003, a study compared annual age-adjusted cancer incidence and mortality rates for the years 1970 to
1996 for 24 types of cancer in Los Alamos County, with rates calculated for a New Mexico state reference
population (Richards 2003). Cancer incidence rates considered elevated or significantly elevated
compared with the New Mexico state reference population included those for the brain, breast,
colon/rectum, esophagus, Hodgkin’s lymphoma, leukemia, melanoma of the skin, non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma, ovary, prostate, testis, and thyroid. Cancer mortality rates considered elevated or
significantly elevated compared with the New Mexico state reference population included those for
breast, colon/rectum, kidney, liver, melanoma of the skin, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, ovary, and
pancreas. Incidence and/or mortality rates for other analyzed cancers were not considered elevated in
Los Alamos County.
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The 2008 LANL SWEIS presented a summary of cancer incidence and mortality figures for the Los Alamos
region as derived from data made available by the National Cancer Institute (through 2003) (DOE 2008a).
Table 3–19 presents a summary of total cancer mortality, incidence of all cancers, and incidence of
selected cancer types for the state of New Mexico, as well as Los Alamos, Santa Fe, Sandoval, and
Rio Arriba Counties, for the period 2003 through 2007. During that period, the overall cancer incidence
(403.6) and death rates (162.2) for the state of New Mexico were somewhat below the national average
(464.5 and 183.8, respectively). Total cancer incidence in Los Alamos (433.4), Santa Fe (417.2), and
Sandoval (444.7) Counties exceeded the state average, although the rates in all four counties were below
the national averages. As reported in the State Cancer Profiles in the National Cancer Institute web site
(see Table 3–19), the cancer incidence rates of melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, and female breast
cancer are elevated in Los Alamos County with respect to the state averages. The rate of thyroid cancer
also exceeded the state average for the period. Cancers of the colon and rectum occurred at rates below the
state averages. Due to the small number of reported cases (3 or fewer) and resulting statistical unreliability
of the data, the rates of lung and bronchus cancer, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, ovarian cancer, brain cancer,
leukemia, and stomach cancer in Los Alamos County were not reported by the National Cancer Institute
(NCI 2011).
Table 3–19 Five-Year Profile of Cancer Mortality and Incidence in the United States, New Mexico,
and Los Alamos Region, 2003 through 2007 a
Statistic
Average Deaths Per Year
Annual Death Rate (per
100,000)
All sites c
Brain and Other Nervous
System
Lung and Bronchus
Colon and Rectum
Stomach
Breast Cancer
Leukemia
Melanoma of Skin
Non-Hodgkin’s
Lymphoma
Ovary
Prostate
Thyroid

Los Alamos
Santa Fe
New Mexico
County
County
3,132
24
213
162.2
127.4
148.3
(159.6 - 164.8) (105.1 - 153.2) (139.4 - 157.6)
Annual Cancer Incidence Rate (per 100,000)
464.5
403.6
433.4
417.2
(464.1 - 464.8)
(399.6 - 407.6) (393.5 - 476.4) (402.5 - 432.3)
5.7
4.3
N/A d
7.2
(5.7 - 5.8)
(3.8 - 5.0)
(4.8 - 10.5)
84.9
55.5
N/A d
40.3
(84.7 - 85.1)
(53.3 - 57.8)
(33.4 - 48.1)
57.0
48.0
37.8
44.9
(56.9 - 57.2)
(45.9 - 50.1)
(22.8 - 59.8)
(37.8 - 53.0)
4.8
5.2
N/A d
4.8
(4.7 - 4.8)
(4.6 - 5.9)
(2.9 - 7.6)
120.6
108.5
133.5
131.7
(120.4 - 120.9) (105.7 - 111.4) (104.3 - 169.0) (120.8 - 143.4)
9.6
10.1
N/A d
12.1
(9.6 - 9.7)
(9.3 - 11.0)
(8.8 - 16.2)
23.1
21.1
38.2
23.0
(23.0 - 23.2)
(19.7 - 22.5)
(22.5 - 61.0)
(18.2 - 28.7)
23.1
18.1
N/A d
24.0
(23.0 - 23.3)
(16.9 - 19.4)
(19.0 - 30.0)
12.8
12.2
N/A d
15.5
(12.8 - 12.9)
(11.3 - 13.2)
(11.9 - 19.8)
153.5
143.3
219.3
169.8
(153.2 - 153.8) (139.8 - 146.8) (181.0 - 264.0) (156.2 - 184.2)
10.2
12.2
33.6
13.6
(10.2 - 10.3)
(11.5 - 12.9)
(22.1 - 48.7)
(11.1 - 16.6)

United States b
558,564
183.8
(183.6 - 184.0)

Sandoval
County
166
165.3
(154.2 - 177.1)

Rio Arriba
County
66
163.1
(145.8 - 181.8)

444.7
(426.4 - 463.5)
N/A d

336.9
(312.2 - 363.1)
N/A d

49.7
(40.7 - 60.0)
49.5
(40.6 - 59.6)
N/A d

28.6
(18.5 - 42.0)
61.5
(46.5 - 79.7)
N/A d

131.1
(118.1 - 145.2)
10.4
(7.0 - 15.0)
24.9
(18.9 - 32.2)
14.8
(10.1 - 20.8)
17.1
(12.5 - 22.8)
158.4
(142.3 - 175.8)
14.0
(11.0 - 17.5)

79.6
(63.8 - 98.3)
N/A d
N/A d
N/A d
N/A d
145.2
(121.8 - 171.8)
13.5
(8.9 - 19.6)

N/A = not available.
a
Age-adjusted incidence rates; the 95 percent confidence intervals are in parentheses.
b
The U.S. average number of deaths and annual death rate reported by the National Cancer Institute are for the entire 2003 through
2007 rate period. The U.S. annual incidence rates reported by the National Cancer Institute are for the year 2010.
c
All cancers, all races, both sexes.
d
Data not available. When the number of reported cases is small (3 or fewer), some data are suppressed in National Cancer Institute
reports to ensure confidentiality and stability of rate estimates.
Source: NCI 2011.
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In a study entitled Public Health Assessment, Final, Los Alamos National Laboratory, the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services reported
on its review of possible public exposures to radioactive materials and other toxic substances in the
environment near LANL (ATSDR 2006). The study also examined the results of the Athas and
Key (1993) and Athas (1996) studies and determined that there were no data to link environmental factors,
other than naturally occurring ultraviolet light from the sun, with the observed incidence of any cancer in
Los Alamos County. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry concluded that, “[o]verall,
cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in other communities. In some time
periods, some cancers will occur more frequently and others less frequently than seen in reference
populations. Often, the elevated rates are not statistically significant.”
In 1999, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention began a dose reconstruction project to estimate
the possible exposures of populations from releases of radioactive and chemical materials from LANL
since 1943. A final report addressing the first phase of the project – the Los Alamos Historical Document
Retrieval and Assessment project – has been published (ChemRisk et al. 2010).
3.11.5 Accident History
Unanticipated incidents have occurred at the CMR Building during the course of its 50-plus years of
operation that had the potential for impacts on workers and the public. To provide a perspective on facility
hazards, a compendium of major accidents or hazardous situations that have occurred through 2008 was
reviewed using historical analyses and CMR Building occurrence reports.
Radiological occurrences categories and the number of incidences are: skin contamination – 107;
internal dose received – 12; clothing contamination (personal or personal protective equipment) – 79;
area contamination – 73; loss of source or radiological control – 20; high airborne activity in operational
area – 11; effluent stack release – 2; radiation exposure – 4; other – 9. The consequences of most of the
incidents were minor, and none resulted in fatal worker injuries. Following are examples of the types of
incidents that have occurred:


An incident in Wing 9 involved an uptake of plutonium-238 during work on a heat source in an
argon-purged atmosphere. The airborne radioactive material was released through a puncture in a
boot around a manipulator in the operating area. Several personnel in the area received intake
exposures. Intensive decontamination efforts were required to clean up the wing.



A radiological incident occurred in Wing 3 in which plutonium-238 heat source material was
accidently spilled. As a result, there was widespread building contamination and 15 laboratory
employees were contaminated. Radioactive contamination on workers was transferred to two
residential houses in Santa Fe that required decontamination.



Several incidents occurred that resulted in contamination outside of the CMR Building. One
incident was the result of contaminated material being sent to the Los Alamos landfill. Other
incidents were the result of stack releases in excess of DOE guidelines. There were two releases at
the CMR Building involving 116 microcuries of uranium-235 from Wing 4 and 1.24 microcuries
of plutonium-239 from Wing 3. In addition, a hot-cell manipulator seal leak and glove tear in
Wing 9 resulted in both a stack release of 55 curies of plutonium-238 to the environment and an
individual worker exposure of 15 rem in the lungs.



There have also been incidents of small fires. One fire was a result of the ignition of a container of
isopropyl alcohol and potassium hydroxide. The incident occurred either by spontaneous ignition
of the bath or the evolution of vapors that were ignited by an external source. A second fire
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occurred in Wing 5 involving an unattended electric oven that was being used to dry a potentially
contaminated mop head. A third fire occurred in Wing 9 as a result of an explosion.


Over the history of the CMR Building, there have been a number of spills of radioactive materials
during operations within ventilated hoods and operations outside of containment boxes. As an
example, a spill occurred when a worker working in a ventilated hood was splashed with a
radioactive solution spilled inside the hood. Another spill occurred when a worker dropped a glass
vial containing 140 micrograms of dried plutonium-238 residue.

In recent years, the frequency of accidents is lower than in earlier years of CMR Building operations.
Investigations of these and other occurrences were conducted to determine root causes, implement
corrective actions, evaluate trends, and communicate lessons learned. A review of incidents at the CMR
Building verifies that accidents occur both during laboratory processes and during activities to operate and
maintain the facility.
On June 13, 2007, two workers were exposed above the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
permissible time-weighted average limit for silica. Sampling during this period indicated that an
overexposure occurred when the two workers were using a jackhammer on concrete. Although the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration permissible exposure limit was exceeded, a single
overexposure should not result in measurable harm to the workers.
3.11.6 Emergency Preparedness and Security
Each DOE site has established an emergency management program that is activated in the event of an
accident. This program has been developed and maintained to ensure adequate response to most accident
conditions and to provide response efforts for accidents not specifically considered. The emergency
management program includes emergency planning, training, preparedness, and response.
NNSA maintains equipment and procedures to respond to situations where human health or the
environment is threatened. These include specialized training and equipment for the local fire department,
local hospitals, state public safety organizations, and other government entities that may participate in
response actions, as well as specialized assistance teams (DOE Order 151.1C). These programs also
provide for notification of local governments whose constituencies may be threatened. Broad ranges of
exercises are run to ensure the systems are working properly, from facility-specific exercises to regional
responses. In addition, DOE has specified actions to be taken at all DOE sites to implement lessons
learned from the emergency response to an accidental explosion at the Hanford Site in Richland,
Washington, in May 1997.
Emergency response facilities and equipment, trained staff, and effective interface and integration with
offsite emergency response authorities and organizations support NNSA’s emergency management system
at LANL. LANL personnel maintain the necessary apparatus, equipment, and a state-of-the-art Emergency
Operations Center to respond effectively to virtually any type of emergency, not only at LANL, but
throughout the local community as well.
The Emergency Operations Center serves as the command center for emergency responders in the event of
an emergency and has space and resources to house up to 120 personnel, including representatives from
neighboring pueblos, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
DOE, U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, National Guard, New Mexico State Police, Los Alamos
County police and firefighters, Emergency Managers, the Red Cross, and others.
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NNSA’s Emergency Response and Management Program at LANL effectively combines Federal and local
emergency response capabilities. A coordinated effort to share emergency information with Los Alamos
County is a cornerstone of the Emergency Response and Management Program. LANL emergency
response and management staff and Los Alamos County police, fire, emergency medical, and 911 dispatch
personnel operate out of the LANL Emergency Operations Center. It is the United States’ first Emergency
Operating Center that combines Federal and local operations. A computer-aided dispatch system provides
a centralized dispatch capability for the Los Alamos police and fire departments. First responders from
different agencies can share real-time information in the same Emergency Operations Center, resulting in a
more coordinated emergency response. Additional information on the Emergency Response and
Management Program is provided in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).
3.11.7 Los Alamos National Laboratory Security Program
LANL workers maintain special nuclear material inventories, classified matter, and facilities that are
essential to nuclear weapons production. These security interests are protected against a range of threats
that include adversarial groups, theft or diversion of special nuclear material, sabotage, espionage, and loss
or theft of classified matter or government property.
NNSA’s physical security protection strategy at LANL is based on a graded and layered approach
supported by an armed guard force trained to detect, deter, and neutralize adversary activities and backed
up by local, state, and Federal law enforcement agencies. This strategy employs the concept of defensible
concentric layers where each layer provides additional controls and protections. The defense-in-depth
approach begins in the airspace above LANL, which is restricted to approximately 5,000 feet
(1,500 meters) above the ground surface. On-the-ground protection begins at the site perimeter and facility
access control points and builds inwardly to facility exteriors and designated interior zones and control
points.
Physical security protection also includes barriers, electronic surveillance systems, and intrusion detection
systems that form a comprehensive site-wide network of monitored alarms. Various types of barriers are
used to delay or channel personnel, or to deny access to classified matter, special nuclear material, and vital
areas. Barriers are used to direct the flow of vehicles through designated entry control portals and to deter
and prevent penetration by motorized vehicles where vehicular access could significantly enhance the
likelihood of a successful malevolent act.
Barriers may be passive, active, or a combination of the two. Barriers may also have an active component
designed to dispense an obscuration agent, viscous barrier, or sensory irritant. Tamper-protected
surveillance, intrusion detection, and alarm systems designed to detect an adversary action or anomalous
behavior inside and outside LANL facilities are paired with assessment systems to evaluate the nature of
the adversary action. Random patrols and visual observation are also used to deter and detect intrusions.
Penetration-resistant alarmed vaults and vault-type rooms are used to protect classified materials.
Guards are stationed in mobile and fixed posts around LANL 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. They are
trained and equipped to respond to alarms and adversary action, in accordance with well-designed and
thoroughly tested plans, using specialized equipment and weapons.
3.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
A wide range of waste types are generated through activities at the CMR Building and LANL that are
related to research, production, maintenance, construction, decontamination, decommissioning, demolition,
and environmental restoration. These waste types include wastewaters (sanitary liquid waste,
high-explosives-contaminated liquid waste, and industrial effluent); solid waste, including routine office3-60
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type (sanitary solid) waste and construction and demolition debris; and radioactive and chemical wastes.
Management of these wastes is addressed in detail in the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and the 2008
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). Sections 3.12.1 through 3.12.4 of this CMRR-NF SEIS summarize
information and updates information from these and other sources.
Wastes managed at the CMR Building and LANL are regulated in accordance with a variety of Federal
and state regulations, applicable to specific waste types and their radiological and nonradiological content.
Requirements for waste management activities are determined and documented by Institutional
Requirements. These Institutional Requirements provide details on proper management of all process
wastes and contaminated environmental media. The waste management operation tracks waste-generating
processes; waste quantities; chemical and physical characteristics; regulatory status; compliance with
applicable treatment and disposal standards; and final disposition (DOE 2008a).
Several capabilities have been established at the CMR Building for managing waste within overall LANL
capabilities, including analyzing, packaging, storing, and transporting all wastes generated from CMR
Building operations. All liquid wastes generated at the CMR Building are determined to meet appropriate
waste acceptance criteria before the wastes are sent to designated LANL waste management facilities.
Liquid wastes are treated at LANL at the SWWS Plant and RLWTF. Liquid radioactive and inorganic
chemical wastes from the CMR Building are piped to RLWTF for processing, while liquid organic
chemical wastes (which are low in volume) are collected in small containers in temporary holding areas,
packaged, and trucked to TA-50 for disposition. Wastes from processing operations are solidified and
transported to TA-54, Area G, or off site for disposal. Solid low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level
radioactive waste, transuranic waste, and chemical waste generated at the CMR Building are packaged
there and shipped to on- and offsite facilities for disposition (DOE 2003b, 2008a).
The CMR Building conducts operations in accordance with the LANL waste minimization and pollution
prevention program. The preferred method for minimizing waste is source reduction, including materials
substitution and process improvement. Recycling and reuse practices are also implemented, along with
volume reduction and treatment options. Progress in pollution prevention initiatives at LANL is measured
annually against metrics approved by DOE.
In 2004, LANL began development and implementation of an environmental management system to
comply with the then-current DOE Order 450.1. DOE Order 450.1 defined an environmental management
system as a continuous cycle of planning, implementing, evaluating, and improving processes and actions
undertaken to achieve environmental missions and goals. The environmental management system
at LANL was third-party-certified to the ISO 14001:2004 standard in April 2006, and recertified in
April 2009, by the National Science Foundation’s International Strategic Registrations (LANL 2011b).
Research, production, maintenance, and construction activities at LANL, as well as the environmental
restoration activities, generate radioactive, chemical, and other wastes. The volumes of all types of waste
produced at LANL are projected to be large over the next several years because of the need for site
remediation pursuant to the 2005 Consent Order and from decontamination, decommissioning, and
demolition (DD&D) of facilities, in addition to routine operations. Actual waste volumes from
remediation may be smaller than projected, depending on regulatory decisions and because of the
employment of possible waste volume reduction and sorting techniques.
Table 3–20 compares 2009 waste generation rates by waste type for the CMR Building and site-wide
LANL (LANL 2010b). Note that routine and nonroutine solid wastes from operations are not tracked on
a facility-specific basis, but only on a LANL site-wide basis.

3-61

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Table 3–20 Annual Waste Generation Rates for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
and Los Alamos National Laboratory for 2009 a
Waste Type

Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building

Los Alamos National
Laboratory Site-Wide

0

133.3

(d)

2,630

Liquid NPDES discharge (millions of gallons)
Routine solid waste (tons) b
Nonroutine solid waste (tons)

c

(d)

3,013

0.5057

1,899.2

138.8

4,933.5

Mixed low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards)

0.9

17.59

Transuranic waste (cubic yards)

5.1

48.72

0

98.5

Chemical waste (tons) e
Low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards)

Mixed transuranic waste (cubic yards)

NPDES = National Pollutant Detection and Elimination System.
a
Waste generation rates reflect the current reduced capacity and limited capabilities of the CMR Building.
b
Routine solid waste consists mostly of food and food-contaminated waste and cardboard, plastic, glass, Styrofoam® packing
material, and similar items.
c
Nonroutine solid waste is typically derived from construction and demolition projects and consists of materials such as
asphalt, concrete, dirt, or brush.
d
Generation of routine and nonroutine solid waste is not reported on a facility-specific basis.
e
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category, but per the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), is used in this table to
denote a broad category of materials, including hazardous wastes, toxic wastes, and special wastes so designated under the
New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations.
Note: Values have been converted from original units in the source document using the same number of significant figures.
To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.90718; cubic yards to cubic meters,
multiply by 0.76456.
Source: LANL 2011b.

3.12.1 Wastewater Treatment and Effluent Reduction
LANL has three primary sources of nonradioactive wastewater: sanitary liquid wastes, high-explosivescontaminated liquid wastes, and industrial effluent. Radioactive liquid waste is addressed in
Section 3.12.4.2.
3.12.1.1 Sanitary Liquid Waste
The SWWS Plant in TA-46 treats liquid sanitary wastes. In 2009, the plant processed about 85.3 million
gallons (323 million liters) of wastewater, all of which was pumped to TA-3 to be either recycled at the
TA-3 power plant (as makeup water for the cooling towers), or discharged into Sandia Canyon via
permitted Outfall Number 001 (LANL 2011b). The Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility treats some
liquid effluent for reuse in the cooling towers at the Metropolis Center for Modeling and Simulation
(DOE 2008a).
3.12.1.2 Sanitary Sludge
Sanitary sludge from the SWWS Plant is dried for a minimum of 90 days to reduce pathogens and then
disposed of as special waste (as determined by the State of New Mexico) at an authorized, permitted
landfill. The volume of sanitary sludge generated and disposed of by DOE is reported in the annual site
environmental surveillance report (DOE 2008a).
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3.12.1.3 High-Explosives-Contaminated Liquid Wastes
The High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility, located in TA-16, treats process waters containing
high-explosives compounds using three treatment technologies. Sand filtration is used to remove
particulate high explosives; activated carbon is used to remove organic compounds and dissolved high
explosives; and ion exchange units are used to remove perchlorate and barium. The High Explosives
Wastewater Treatment Facility receives some wastewaters by truck from processing facilities located
outside TA-16 (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building does not generate high-explosives-contaminated liquid
wastes.
Equipment upgrades have significantly reduced the quantities of high-explosives wastewater treated and
effluent discharged to NPDES-permitted outfalls. In 2009, high-explosives processing and highexplosives laboratory operations generated approximately 16,000 gallons (61,000 liters) of highexplosives-contaminated water, which were treated at the High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility
(HEWTF) using an evaporator system that resulted in no liquid discharge during that year (LANL 2011b).
3.12.1.4 Industrial Effluent
Industrial effluent is discharged through NPDES-permitted outfalls across LANL. The number of outfalls
has been reduced in recent years with an eventual goal of achieving zero liquid discharge from LANL
operations. As of December 31, 2009, LANL had 15 permitted wastewater outfalls (14 industrial and
1 sanitary) regulated under NPDES Permit Number NM0028355. In 2009, however, flow was recorded at
only 12 outfalls. In 2009, combined discharges totaled 133.3 million gallons (505 million liters),
approximately 25.1 million gallons (95 million liters) less than the 2008 total of 158.4 million gallons
(599.4 million liters) (LANL 2011b), and well below the maximum flow of 279.5 million gallons
(1,058 million liters) projected for the No Action Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The
outfall from the CMR Building (03A-21) recorded no discharge in 2009 (LANL 2011b). The CMR outfall
was discontinued as of September 30, 2010, and effluent is now piped to the SWWS Plant in TA-46.
3.12.2 Sanitary Solid Waste
Sanitary solid waste is excess material that is not radioactive or hazardous and can be disposed of in a
permitted solid waste landfill. LANL sanitary solid waste was historically disposed of at the Los Alamos
County Landfill, which is located within LANL boundaries, but operated by Los Alamos County. Waste
volumes delivered to the landfill varied considerably over the last decade, with a peak of more than
14,000 tons (12,700 metric tons) transferred to the landfill in 2000 due to removal of Cerro Grande fire
debris. The Los Alamos County Landfill has been replaced by a solid waste transfer station, the
Los Alamos County Eco Station, which is located at the landfill site. A landfill closure plan was submitted
to NMED in September 2005 (LANL 2011b). Solid waste from the Los Alamos County Eco Station is
transported off site for recycle or disposal, typically to the Rio Rancho and Valencia County solid waste
facilities for disposal.
Sanitary solid waste can be classified as routine or nonroutine. Routine sanitary waste consists mostly of
food and food-contaminated waste and cardboard, plastic, glass, Styrofoam® packing material, and similar
items. Nonroutine sanitary waste is typically derived from construction and demolition projects and
includes materials such as concrete, asphalt, dirt, or brush that may be separated and sorted by material for
recycle or beneficial reuse. Routine and nonroutine sanitary solid wastes may be recycled or disposed of as
summarized in Table 3–21 for 2009 (LANL 2011b). These wastes may be sent to the Los Alamos Eco
Station or directly to an offsite facility for recycle or disposal.
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Table 3–21 Los Alamos National Laboratory Sanitary Solid Waste Generation for 2009
Disposition
Recycled

Routine Waste (tons)

Nonroutine Waste (tons)

Total (tons)

564

2,255 a

2,820

b

2,824
5,644

Landfill disposal

2,066

757

Total

2,630

3,013

a

Brush, dirt, concrete, and asphalt.
Construction and demolition debris, nonhazardous solid waste from TA-54.
Total may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding.
Note: Values have been converted from original units in the source document using the same number of significant figures.
To convert tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.9072.
Source: LANL 2011b.
b

DOE/NNSA has instituted a waste minimization and recycling program at LANL that has reduced the
amount of waste disposed of in sanitary landfills. Per capita generation of routine sanitary waste at LANL
fell from 584 pounds (265 kilograms) per person per year in 1993 to 359 pounds (163 kilograms) per
person per year in 2001 to 344 pounds (156 kilograms) per person per year in 2008, equivalent to a
41 percent decrease in routine waste generation over 16 years. This reduction is the result of waste
minimization programs that includes recycle of mixed office paper, cardboard, plastic, and metal and
source reduction efforts (LANL 2010a). As shown in Table 3–21, of the routine solid waste that was
generated in 2009, about 21 percent was recycled rather than being disposed of.
Nonroutine waste from construction and demolition projects is regulated as a separate category of solid
waste under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations. This waste may be disposed of in a municipal or
construction and demolition debris landfill (NMAC 20.9.1), but is frequently separated by material and
recycled or beneficially reused. Recycling programs for concrete, asphalt, dirt, and brush were established
at LANL in FY 2001 and, as a result, LANL is recycling more construction waste and decreasing landfill
disposal (LANL 2011b). As shown in Table 3–21, of the nonroutine solid waste that was generated at
LANL in 2009, about 75 percent was recycled. During construction of RLUOB, over 81 percent of
construction-generated waste materials was recycled (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001; Waste
Management, 022).
Construction of new facilities and demolition of old facilities are expected to continue to generate
substantial quantities of this type of waste. The annual average generation of 310,000 cubic yards
(240,000 cubic meters) of construction and demolition debris has been projected for LANL activities
(LANL 2010a). In 2009, construction and demolition projects included those at TA-8, TA-16, TA-21,
TA-43, and TA-54 (LANL 2011b). Additional wastes could be generated from environmental restoration
activities, depending on regulatory decisions regarding the restoration of several material disposal areas at
LANL (DOE 2008a).
3.12.3 Chemical Waste
“Chemical waste” is not a formal LANL waste category, but per the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), is
used in this CMRR-NF SEIS to denote a broad category of materials, including hazardous wastes, toxic
wastes, and special wastes. Hazardous and toxic wastes are those wastes defined as such pursuant to the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Toxic Substances Control Act, respectively.
Typical hazardous waste streams include solvents, unused chemicals, acids and bases, solids such as
barium-containing explosive materials, laboratory trash, and cleanup materials such as rags. Toxic wastes
principally include waste materials containing asbestos or polychlorinated biphenyls. Special wastes are
designated under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations and include industrial waste, infectious waste,
and petroleum-contaminated soil (DOE 2008a).
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Construction and demolition debris is tracked in LANL SWEIS yearbooks as a component of chemical
wastes that, in most cases, are sent directly to offsite disposal facilities. Construction and demolition
debris consists primarily of asbestos and construction debris from DD&D projects, and may be disposed of
in permitted solid waste landfills pursuant to Subtitle D of RCRA (DOE 2008a). This waste typically
consists of a mixture of materials that would be difficult to separate and sort for recycle or beneficial reuse.
The 2008 LANL SWEIS projected that chemical waste volumes would decline for normal LANL operations
but potentially increase for environmental restoration activities. In 2009, chemical waste generation at the
CMR Building was 0.5057 tons (0.4588 metric tons) (LANL 2011b), which represents about 4.2 percent
of the 12 tons (11 metric tons) of annual chemical waste projected for the continued operation of the CMR
Building over the next several years (DOE 2008a).
3.12.4 Radioactive Waste
3.12.4.1 Solid Radioactive Waste Management
Solid radioactive waste consists of low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste,
transuranic waste, and mixed transuranic waste. Waste minimization efforts have reduced waste
generation rates for specific waste types as facility processes have been improved and nonhazardous
product substitutions implemented (DOE 2008a). In some cases, facility workloads have been less than
those projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and environmental restoration activities have generated less
waste than the estimated bounding levels.
Low-Level Radioactive Waste – Low-level radioactive waste is defined as waste that is radioactive and
does not fall within any of the following classifications: high-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste,
spent nuclear fuel, or byproduct materials (uranium and thorium mill tailings). These wastes are generated
at LANL when materials, equipment, and water are used in radiological control areas as part of work
activities; when these contaminated items are no longer useable, they are removed from the area as lowlevel radioactive waste. Typical waste streams include laboratory equipment, service and utility
equipment, plastic bottles, disposable wipes, plastic sheeting and bags, paper, and electronic equipment
(DOE 2008a). Environmental restoration and DD&D activities also generate low-level radioactive waste,
primarily contaminated soil and debris.
Low-level radioactive waste generated at LANL may be disposed of on site at Area G in TA-54 (a small
amount of certain types of low-level radioactive waste) or shipped off site for disposal at the Nevada
National Security Site or a commercial disposal facility (beginning about 2008, most low-level radioactive
waste generated by LANL operations has been disposed of off site). In 2009, the CMR Building operating
at reduced capacity and with limited capabilities generated 138.8 cubic yards (106.1 cubic meters) of
low-level radioactive waste (LANL 2011b), representing about 6 percent of the 2,400 cubic yards
(1,800 cubic meters) annually projected for the CMR Building for the next several years of continued
operations (DOE 2008a).
Mixed Low-Level Radioactive Waste – Mixed low-level radioactive waste is waste that contains both lowlevel radioactive waste and hazardous waste as defined by RCRA. Most operational mixed low-level
radioactive waste is generated by stockpile stewardship and research and development programs. Typical
waste streams include contaminated lead bricks and debris, spent chemical solutions, fluorescent light
bulbs, copper solder joints, and used oil. Environmental restoration and DD&D activities also produce
some mixed low-level radioactive waste. In 2009, the CMR Building generated 0.9 cubic yards (0.7 cubic
meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste (LANL 2011b), representing about 4 percent of the
25 cubic yards (19 cubic meters) projected for the continued operation of the CMR Building over the next
several years (DOE 2008a). Mixed low-level radioactive waste may be sent for treatment to a variety of
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permitted commercial facilities (located, for example, in Florida, Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and
Utah) with subsequent disposal at a commercial facility such as the EnergySolutions facility in Utah or at
the Nevada National Security Site in Nevada.
Transuranic and Mixed Transuranic Waste – Transuranic waste is waste containing more than
100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes having half-lives greater than 20 years per gram of
waste. This type of waste contains radioactive isotopes such as plutonium, neptunium, americium, and
curium. Specific categories are excluded from the definition of transuranic waste: (1) high-level
radioactive waste; (2) waste that DOE has determined, and EPA has concurred, does not need the same
degree of isolation as most transuranic waste; and (3) waste that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has approved, on a case-by-case basis, for disposal at a low-level radioactive waste facility (DOE 2008a).
Mixed transuranic waste is transuranic waste that also contains hazardous constituents regulated
under RCRA.
Transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes may be generated during research, development, and stockpile
manufacturing and management activities. Waste forms include contaminated scrap and residues, plastics,
lead gloves, glass, and personnel protective equipment. Transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes may
also be generated through environmental restoration, legacy waste retrieval, offsite source recovery, and
DD&D activities. Transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes are characterized and certified prior to
shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (DOE 2008a).
In 2009, the CMR Building operating at reduced capacity and with limited capabilities generated 5.1 cubic
yards (3.9 cubic meters) of combined transuranic and mixed transuranic waste (LANL 2011b),
representing about 9 percent of the 55 cubic yards (42 cubic meters) of combined transuranic waste
annually projected for the continued operation of the CMR Building in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a).
3.12.4.2 Liquid Radioactive Waste
The principal facility for treating radioactive liquid waste at LANL is RLWTF, located in TA-50. RLWTF
consists of the treatment facility, support buildings, and liquid and chemical storage tanks and receives
liquid waste from various sites across LANL. Several upgrades to RLWTF have been implemented in
recent years to upgrade the tank farm, install new ultrafiltration and reverse osmosis equipment, and install
new nitrate reduction equipment. RLWTF Outfall Number 051 discharges into Mortandad Canyon. In
2009, discharge volumes were 1.1 million gallons (4.2 million liters) (LANL 2011b), which is about a
quarter of the annual discharge volume of 4 million gallons (15 million liters) projected for RLWTF for
the next several years of LANL operations (DOE 2008a). Source reduction and process improvements
both contributed to these reduced volumes. For example, process waters are now used instead of tap
water for the dissolution of chemicals needed in the treatment process and for filter backwash operations
(LANL 2011b). RLWTF is slated for replacement with a new facility in accordance with the
2008 LANL SWEIS ROD; this new facility is being planned with an evaporation unit to eliminate
liquid discharge into the environment.
3.13 Transportation
Transportation infrastructure includes the public roadway network, public transportation systems, airports,
railroads, and pedestrian/bicycle facilities on and in the immediate vicinity of LANL. Motor vehicles are
the primary means of transportation in Los Alamos County and to LANL.
Regional transportation routes to LANL include: from Albuquerque and Santa Fe, Interstate 25 to
U.S. Routes 84/285 to SR-502; from Española, SR-30 to SR-502; and from Jemez Springs and
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communities to the west of LANL, SR-4. Only two major roads (SR-502 and SR-4) access Los Alamos
County. To the west of LANL, SR-501 (also known as West Jemez Road) connects SR-502 and SR-4
via Diamond Drive. SR-501 and SR-502 generally bound the site to the west and north. To the south,
LANL is bounded by SR-4, which is a two-lane roadway. SR-501 is also a two-lane roadway that is a
DOE-owned roadway internal to LANL, although it has a State Road numerical designation.
SR-4 connects to SR-502 to the north and east of LANL. SR-502 is a two- to six-lane roadway to the
north of the site that becomes a multi-lane divided freeway to the east of the intersection with SR-4.
Los Alamos County traffic volume on these two segments of highway is primarily associated with LANL
activities. The location of arterial public roadways and LANL Vehicle Access Portals (VAPs) are shown
in Figure 3–1.
The public road system feeds into an internal LANL road system. The main townsite access is from
Diamond Drive. The major roadways of the internal LANL road system are Pajarito Road, East Jemez
Road, and West Jemez Road. Pajarito Road is a two-lane, access-controlled roadway, while East Jemez
Road and West Jemez Road are two-lane roadways that are not access-controlled, although the
infrastructure to facilitate access control is present. About 80 miles (129 kilometers) of paved roads exist
at LANL. There is no railroad service connection to the site or Los Alamos County.
A public bus service (Atomic City Transit) operates within Los Alamos County 5 days a week. The
nearest commercial bus terminal is located in Española. The nearest commercial rail connection is at
Santa Fe, 35 miles (56 kilometers) southwest of LANL. The primary commercial international airport in
New Mexico is located in Albuquerque. The Santa Fe Municipal Airport currently has four daily
commercial flights, three to Dallas/Fort Worth and one to Los Angeles (Santa Fe 2010). The small
Los Alamos County Airport is owned by the Federal Government and is operated and maintained by the
county.
Workers access LANL using both public transportation and privately owned vehicles. The New Mexico
Park and Ride regional bus service delivers 300 riders per day to the site, and Atomic City Transit also
serves LANL. Additionally, car/vanpool programs are operated by the State of New Mexico, private
companies, and by individuals. The number of workers using privately owned vehicles and car/van pools
is 11,750 (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001).
TA-55 is located along Pajarito Road, a two-lane roadway connecting to Diamond Drive on the west end
and SR-4 on the east end. Pajarito Road has a VAP approximately 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) to the west
of TA-55 off of Diamond Drive (West VAP). The West VAP has five lanes for incoming traffic and one
lane for outgoing traffic. Pajarito Road also has a VAP approximately 5 miles (8 kilometers) east of
TA-55 off of SR-4 near the community of White Rock (East VAP). The East VAP has four lanes for
incoming traffic and one lane for outgoing traffic. Approximately 70 percent of existing Pajarito Road
traffic uses the West VAP. The capacity of a VAP is directly related to the type of identification
processing being used and the number of lanes available. The existing capacity of the current gates is
provided in Table 3–22.
Table 3–22 Vehicle Access Portal Capacity for Vehicles Entering Los Alamos National Laboratory
West Vehicle Control Point
(vehicles per hour)

East Vehicle Control Point
(vehicles per hour)

Identification check

2,100

1,400

Identification check tandem processing

3,000

2,000

Identification Processing

Source: SDDCTEA 2006.
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LANL has approximately 13,500 site workers, of whom 11,752 use personally owned vehicles and car/van
pools to commute to work (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001). Using the methodology developed by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, traffic generated by 11,750 employees has been estimated to be
approximately 20,000 trips per day. A trip is defined as a one-way vehicle movement. Table 3–23
provides the estimated peak hour traffic at LANL (ITE 2003).
Table 3–23 Expected Peak Hour Traffic at Los Alamos National Laboratory
Peak Hour Trips
Time Period

Entering

Exiting

2,600

400

Weekday P.M.

300

2,700

Saturday

440

50

Sunday

430

40

Weekday A.M.

Approximately 4,600 LANL employees (34 percent) work along Pajarito Road (LANL 2010b).
Thus, 34 percent of the trips listed in Table 3–22 are expected to take place along this roadway
(see Table 3–24). For both LANL as a whole and the Pajarito Road corridor, the expected peak hour
traffic would occur during the weekday morning and evening rush hours. Actual traffic counts conducted
in 2008 at Diamond Drive and Pajarito Road confirmed a peak hour traffic volume of approximately
1,000 vehicles per hour in the morning peak hour (the 60-minute period with the highest traffic volume
between 7 and 9 A.M.) and 950 vehicles per hour in the afternoon peak hour (the 60-minute period with
the highest traffic volume between 3:30 and 7 P.M.) (Wilson 2010).
The existing VAPs have adequate capacity for the existing traffic.
Table 3–24 Expected Peak Hour Traffic on Pajarito Road
Peak Hour Trips
Time Period

Entering

Exiting

Weekday A.M.

880

140

Weekday P.M.

100

920

Saturday

150

17

Sunday

150

14

The ability of roadways to function is measured in terms of level of service (LOS), which is determined
based on the peak hour traffic. LOS is a measure of the operational characteristics of a roadway. In
general, it reflects the amount of congestion and ease of use of a roadway segment by individual drivers.
Significant impacts on traffic LOS are generally considered to occur when the LOS on the studied roadway
segment falls below the acceptable LOS for that roadway.
Arterial roadways primarily serve through-traffic and secondarily provide access to adjoining properties.
Collector roadways primarily serve to provide access to adjoining properties and are not intended to serve
through-traffic. Rural areas are areas with widely scattered development and a low density of housing and
employment. Urban areas are typified by high-density development or large concentrations of population.
Rural arterials are roadways primarily serving through-traffic in rural areas. Urban arterials are roadways
primarily serving through-traffic in urban areas. All roadways primarily serving through-traffic in an
incorporated area are considered urban arterials.
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The desired LOS for roadways depends on the classification of the roadway.


For rural arterial roadways, LOS C or better is desired.



For urban arterial roadways, LOS D or better is desired.



For collector roadways, LOS D or better is desired.

Pajarito Road is a collector roadway within LANL. Diamond Drive and SR-502 are urban arterials within
the Los Alamos townsite and rural arterials outside of the developed areas. SR-4 is an urban arterial within
the community of White Rock and a rural arterial outside of the developed areas.
Representative existing average annual daily traffic and LOS classifications of the public roadways in the
vicinity of LANL are provided in Table 3–25.
Table 3–25 Existing Annual Average Daily Traffic and Levels of Service of Roadways in the
Vicinity of Los Alamos National Laboratory
Location
SR-4 at Los Alamos County Line to SR-501

Road Type and Number of
Lanes
Minor Arterial/Two Lanes

AADT per
Year (2009)

Percent
Trucks

Existing
LOS

734

9

A

SR-4 at Bandelier Park Entrance

Minor Arterial/Two Lanes

681

7

A

SR-4 at Junction of Pajarito Road –
White Rock

Minor Arterial/Two Lanes

9,302

9

D

SR-4 at Jemez Road

Minor Arterial/Two Lanes

9,358

12

D

SR-501 at Junction of SR-4 and Diamond
Drive

Minor Arterial/Two Lanes

11,848

11

D

SR-501 at Junction of Diamond Drive

Primary Arterial/Four Lanes

21,211

8

C

SR-501 at SR-502

Primary Arterial/Four Lanes –
Divided

17,807

8

C

SR-502 at Oppenheimer Street

Primary Arterial/Four Lanes –
Divided

12,817

6

C

SR-502 at Los Alamos/Santa Fe County Line

Primary Arterial/Four Lanes

12,256

9

A

AADT = annual average daily traffic; LOS = Level of Service; SR = New Mexico State Route.
Source: Valencia 2010.

Traffic on arterial roadway segments is generally described by assigning LOS categories, as defined below:


LOS A describes the highest quality of traffic service, with motorists able to travel at their desired
speed. Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS A roadway to be stress free.



LOS B describes a condition where the drivers have some restrictions on their speed of travel.
Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS B roadway slightly stressful.



LOS C describes a condition of stable traffic flow that has significant restrictions on the ability of
motorists to travel at their desired speed. Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS C
roadway somewhat stressful.



LOS D describes unstable traffic flow. Drivers are restricted in slow-moving platoons and
disruptions in the traffic flow can cause significant congestion. There is little or no opportunity to
pass slower-moving traffic. Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS D roadway stressful.
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LOS E represents the highest volume of traffic that can move on the roadway without a complete
shutdown. Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS E roadway very stressful.



LOS F represents heavily congested flow, with traffic demand exceeding capacity. Traffic flows
are slow and discontinuous. Most drivers find operating a vehicle on a LOS F roadway extremely
stressful.

A review of information contained in the Pajarito Road Closure Study indicates that the LOS of Pajarito
Road is LOS C or better for all intersection legs except for Pajarito Road and Diamond Drive in the A.M.
peak hour, which has an unacceptable LOS of E (Wilson 2010). Traffic count information provided for
each intersection in the Pajarito Road Closure Study has been used to estimate the current LOS for road
segments between each intersection (Table 3–26). All segments were found to be LOS C or D for both
the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.
Table 3–26 Estimated 2011 Existing Conditions Los Pajarito Road
2008 A.M. Peak
Hour Vehicles per
Pajarito Road Segment
Hour per Year
Diamond Drive to TA-48/64
770
TA-48/64 to Pecos Drive
699
Pecos Drive to Lubbock
807
Lubbock to SR-4
794
SR = New Mexico State Route; TA = technical area.
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2008 A.M. Peak Hour
Vehicles per Hour
per Year
694
692
807
770

2011 A.M.
Level of Service
C
C
D
D

2011 P.M.
Level of Service
C
C
D
C
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Chapter 4 describes the environmental consequences of the alternatives to replace the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building at Los Alamos National Laboratory. The impact on each
resource area is evaluated for the three proposed alternatives: the No Action Alternative
(2004 Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility [CMRR-NF]); the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative; and the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. In addition,
the analysis evaluates the impacts of two options under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative: the Deep
Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option. Chapter 4 also describes the cumulative
impacts of these alternatives when combined with other past, present, and future actions that could
affect the region; mitigation measures; and resource commitments.

4.1

Introduction

The environmental impacts analysis evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner
commensurate with the importance of the potential effects on each area. The methodologies used to
prepare the assessments for the following resource areas are discussed in Appendix B of this supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS): land use and visual resources; site infrastructure; air quality and
noise, including greenhouse gas emissions; geology and soils; surface-water and groundwater quality;
ecological resources; cultural and paleontological resources; socioeconomics; human health; environmental
justice; waste management and pollution prevention; and transportation and traffic. With the exception of
the Continued Use of Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building Alternative, all alternatives
would involve a significant amount of construction activity. All construction would take place on land
already owned by the Federal Government and administered by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) and, for the most part, on land that has already been
disturbed by other DOE activities. This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) addresses the potential
effects associated with land disturbance that construction and operation activities would have on air and
water resources, as well as the effects on ecological, cultural, and paleontological resources and on
socioeconomic conditions within the environment influenced by DOE’s potential actions at Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL). The potential effects on the health and safety of workers, the public, and the
environment from postulated accident conditions are analyzed. In addition, this SEIS addresses the
impacts of transportation of materials both on site and off site, as well as the impacts of
construction-related traffic on the roads in and around LANL.
Activities expected to occur during normal operations under the alternatives would not be characterized by
any significant release of effluent, radiological or nonradiological, hazardous or nonhazardous. Therefore,
the effects on the health and safety of workers, the public, and the environment from normal facility
operations are presented in detail in deference to public interest rather than as an indication of their
significance. This is also true of the assessments presented for environmental justice and waste generation.
Chapter 4 is organized by environmental resource areas under each alternative. These sections include
discussions of potential impacts on all environmental resources due to construction (except for the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) and operations for the proposed alternatives at LANL.
Section 4.2 discusses the environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative, building and
operating the 2004 Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
(CMRR-NF) at Technical Area 55 (TA-55), in accordance with the preferred alternative described in the
2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
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Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) and
selected in the 2004 Record of Decision (ROD).
Section 4.3 discusses the environmental consequences of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative under both
the Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options. Section 4.4 discusses the environmental
consequences of the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative.
Other sections of this chapter present additional information as follows:
•

Section 4.5, Facility Disposition: This section discusses disposition of the existing CMR Building
and the CMRR-NF.

•

Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts: This section discusses cumulative impacts at LANL and the
surrounding region, as appropriate.

•

Section 4.7, Mitigation: This section discusses mitigation measures that could reduce, minimize,
or eliminate unavoidable environmental impacts.

•

Section 4.8, Resource Commitments: This section discusses the resource commitments required for
the proposed action, including unavoidable, adverse impacts; the relationship between short-term
uses of the environment and maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity; and
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources.

4.2
4.2.1

Environmental Impacts of the No Action Alternative
No Action Alternative

This section discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with the No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, NNSA would have constructed and operated a new CMRR-NF at
TA-55, adjacent to the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB), as analyzed in the
2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD. The 2004 CMRR-NF would have been linked
to RLUOB by a tunnel and to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility by another tunnel. Based on information
learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a Performance Category 31
(PC-3) structure as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and materials
characterization mission work. Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed. Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.1, provides a description of the No Action Alternative.
Because the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed, the potential impacts of constructing and
operating the 2004 CMRR-NF have not been fully re-evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS. Instead, with the
exceptions discussed below, the potential impacts as presented in the 2003 CMRR EIS for the alternative
selected in the 2004 ROD are presented for comparison to the impacts of the action alternatives. Many of
the analyses in the 2003 CMRR EIS did not distinguish between the potential impacts of the CMRR-NF
and RLUOB; therefore, the impacts of constructing and operating both buildings are included in this
section.

1
Each structure, system, and component in a DOE facility is assigned to one of five performance categories depending upon its
safety importance. Performance Category 3 (PC-3) structures, systems, and components are those for which failure to perform
their safety function could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or
toxic materials. Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural
phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are
protected, and the functioning of the facility is not interrupted.
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Analyses have been updated in three areas. A comprehensive update to the LANL seismic hazard analysis
was completed in June 2007 (LANL 2007a), after completion of the 2003 CMRR EIS. The updated report
used more-recent field study data, most notably from the proposed CMRR-NF site, to update the seismic
characterization of LANL, including the probabilistic seismic hazard and horizontal and vertical ground
accelerations that would constitute what is considered a design-basis earthquake for the proposed
CMRR-NF site. The seismic hazard analysis was updated again in 2009 (LANL 2009b). Based on the
updated probabilistic seismic hazard analysis, it was concluded that a design-basis earthquake with a return
interval of about 2,500 years would have an estimated peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g
[gravitational acceleration] and a peak vertical ground acceleration of 0.51 g. At the time the CMRR EIS
was prepared, the peak horizontal ground acceleration was about 0.31 g and the peak vertical ground
acceleration was about 0.27 g for a design-basis earthquake.2 As a result of this updated understanding of
the seismic hazard, it was concluded that the 2004 CMRR-NF design, as originally conceived, would not
survive the updated design-basis earthquake. Therefore, the accident analysis of the 2004 CMRR-NF was
updated in this CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect the potential consequences and risks associated with such an
earthquake. Additionally, analyses of greenhouse gas emissions and the potential impacts of construction
transportation on traffic, both of which were not included in the 2003 CMRR EIS, have been added to the
No Action Alternative analysis.
4.2.2
4.2.2.1

Land Use and Visual Resources
Land Use

Construction and Operations Impacts—Under the No Action Alternative, a total of 26.75 acres
(10.8 hectares) in TA-48, TA-50, and TA-55 would be disturbed during construction of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Facility (that is, the CMRR-NF and RLUOB). A
total of 13.75 acres (5.6 hectares), consisting of land used for buildings (2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB)
and parking lots, would be permanently disturbed. The remaining 13 acres (5.26 hectares) would consist
of a construction laydown area (2 acres [0.8 hectares]), an area for a concrete batch plant (5 acres
[2 hectares]), and land affected by a road realignment (6 acres [2.4 hectares]). Potential development sites
at TA-48 and TA-55 include some areas that have already been disturbed, as well as others that are
currently covered with native vegetation, including some mature trees that would have to be cleared prior
to construction. Construction and operation of the CMRR Facility at TA-55 would be consistent with the
designation of the area for Research and Development and Nuclear Materials Research and Development.
4.2.2.2

Visual Resources

Construction and Operations Impacts—Impacts on visual resources resulting from the construction of the
2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55 under the No Action Alternative would be temporary in nature and could
include increased levels of dust and human activity. Once completed, the 2004 CMRR-NF would be one
story above ground, and its general appearance would be consistent with current development at LANL.
The facility would be readily visible from Pajarito Road and from the upper reaches of the Pajarito Plateau
rim. Although the 2004 CMRR-NF would add to the overall development at TA-55, it would not alter the
industrial nature of the area. Thus, the current Visual Resource Contrast Class IV rating for TA-55 would
not change.

2

There are many input parameters used in determining the seismic hazard for a site. However, when designing a structure, it is
the ground motion, defined in terms of peak horizontal and vertical ground acceleration, that is key to determining the loads that
the structure must resist. The return period for the obsolete peak horizontal and vertical ground accelerations of 0.31 and 0.27,
respectively, was 2,000 years; the return interval for the current design-basis earthquake with peak horizontal and vertical
ground accelerations of 0.47 g and 0.51 g, respectively, is 2,500 years.
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4.2.3

Site Infrastructure

Construction Impacts—Projected annual demands on key site infrastructure resources associated with
construction under the No Action Alternative are presented in Table 4–1. Existing LANL infrastructure
would easily be capable of supporting the construction requirements for the CMRR Facility proposed
under this alternative without exceeding site capacities. Although gasoline and diesel fuel would be
required to operate construction vehicles, generators, and other construction equipment, fuel would be
procured from offsite sources and, therefore, would not be a limited resource. Construction impacts on the
local transportation network would be minimal.
Table 4–1 No Action Alternative — Annual Site Infrastructure Requirements for
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Construction
Resource

Available
Site Capacity a

Total
Requirement b

Percentage of Available
Site Capacity

Electricity
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
513,000
63
0.01
Peak load demand (megawatts)
16
0.3
1.9
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
5,860
0
0
130
0.75
0.6
Water (million gallons per year)
CMRR-NF= Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Capacity minus the current site requirements, a calculation based on the data provided in Chapter 3, Table 3–3, of
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
b
Total estimated infrastructure requirements for the CMRR-NF and RLUOB are presented annually, assuming a 5-year
construction period for both facilities.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.78533; cubic feet to cubic meters by 0.028317.
Source: Table 3–3; DOE 2003b.

Operations Impacts—Resources needed annually to support operations under the No Action Alternative
are presented in Table 4–2. All of the requirements associated with CMRR Facility operations would be
well within the available site capacity.
Table 4–2 No Action Alternative — Annual Site Infrastructure Requirements for
2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations
Resource

Available
Site Capacity a

Total
Requirement

Percentage of Available
Site Capacity

513,000

19,300

3.8

16

2.6

16

5,860

Not available

Not available

130

10.4

8.0

Electricity
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
Peak load demand (megawatts)
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
Water (million gallons per year)

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Capacity minus the current site requirements, a calculation based on the data provided in Chapter 3, Table 3–3, of
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.78533; cubic feet to cubic meters by 0.028317.
Source: Table 3–3; DOE 2003b.
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4.2.4

Air Quality and Noise

NNSA determined that the Clean Air Act “General Conformity Rule” would not apply, and no conformity
analysis would be required because LANL is located in an attainment area for all criteria pollutants and
ambient air quality standards would not be exceeded (DOE 2003b).
4.2.4.1

Air Quality

Construction Impacts—Construction of a CMRR Facility (2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB) at TA-55 would
result in temporary emissions from construction equipment, trucks, and employee vehicles. Criteria
pollutant concentrations were modeled for the construction of the CMRR Facility at TA-55 and compared
to the most stringent standards (see Table 4–3 and Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2). The maximum ground-level
concentrations off site or along the perimeter road to which the public has regular access would be below
the ambient air quality standards. Concentrations along Pajarito Road adjacent to the construction site
would be higher and could exceed the 24-hour ambient standards for nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10), and total suspended
particulates. However, the public would not be allowed access to this section of road. Actual criteria
pollutant concentrations are expected to be less because conservative emission factors and other
assumptions, which tend to overestimate the impacts, were used in the modeling of construction activities.
The maximum short-term concentrations during construction would occur at the eastern site boundary at
points accessible to the public on a regular basis. The maximum annual criteria pollutant concentrations
would occur at a receptor located to the north at the Royal Crest Trailer Park.
Table 4–3 No Action Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations at
Technical Area 55 Site Boundary – Construction
Criteria Pollutant
Carbon monoxide
Nitrogen dioxide

Averaging Time

NMAAQS
(parts per million) a

Calculated Concentration
(parts per million) b

1 hour

13

0.20

8 hours

8.7

0.026

Annual

0.05

0.00059

3 hours

0.5 c

0.0089

24 hours

0.1

0.0011

Annual

0.02

0.000039

PM10

24 hours

150 μg/m³

34 μg/m³

Total suspended
particulates

24 hours

150 μg/m³

67 μg/m³

Annual

60 μg/m³

4.0 μg/m³

Sulfur dioxide

μg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards; PM10 = particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
a
NMAAQS are more stringent than the Federal standards; thus, emissions are compared to the latest NMAAQS consistent
with other air quality analyses in this CMRR-NF SEIS. All emissions were converted from micrograms per cubic meter, as
shown in Table 4–9 of the CMRR EIS, to parts per million using the appropriate corrections for temperature (70 degrees
Fahrenheit) and a site elevation of 7,229 feet (2,200 meters), in accordance with New Mexico dispersion modeling
guidelines (NMAQB 2010).
b
The annual concentrations were analyzed at locations to which the public has access: the site boundary and nearby sensitive
areas. Short-term concentrations were analyzed at the site boundary and at the fence line of the technical area to which the
public has short-term access.
c
NMAAQS does not have a 3-hour standard; thus, the current Federal standard (from the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards [NAAQS]) is used here.
Source: DOE 2003a.
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Radiological releases from construction activities are not expected. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.5,
the RLUOB has been constructed and the CMRR-NF site has been excavated down to about 30 feet
(9.1 meters) already and no contamination was encountered. Any suspected or known contaminated areas
from prior LANL activities would be evaluated to identify procedures for working within those areas and
to determine the need to remove site contamination. Contaminated soils would be removed as necessary to
protect worker health or the environment before construction was initiated. Any contaminated soil
removed would characterized and disposed of appropriately at LANL or an offsite waste management
facility.
Operations Impacts—Under the No Action Alternative, criteria and toxic air pollutants would be
generated from operation and testing of an emergency generator at TA-55. Table 4–4 summarizes the
concentrations of criteria pollutants from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55. The concentrations are
compared to their corresponding ambient air quality standards (see Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2). The
maximum ground-level concentrations that would result from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would
be below the ambient air quality standards. Actual criteria pollutant concentrations are expected to be less
because conservative stack parameters were assumed in the modeling of the diesel emergency generator.
The maximum annual criteria pollutant concentrations would occur at the Royal Crest Trailer Park. The
maximum short-term concentrations would also occur at the Royal Crest Trailer Park north of TA-55 at the
LANL site boundary. No major changes in emissions or air pollutant concentrations at LANL would be
expected under this alternative.
Approximately 0.00076 curies per year of actinides and 2,645 curies of fission products and hydrogen-3
(tritium) would be released to the environment from relocated CMR Building operations at TA-55
(DOE 2003b). Impacts of radiological air pollutants are discussed in Section 4.2.10.
Table 4–4 No Action Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations at
Technical Area 55 Site Boundary – Operations
Criteria Pollutant
Carbon monoxide

Averaging Time

NMAAQS
(parts per million) a

Calculated Concentration
(parts per million) b

1 hour

13

0.027

8 hours

8.7

0.060

Annual

0.05

0.000012

3 hours

0.5 c

0.10

Sulfur dioxide

24 hours

0.1

0.014

Annual

0.02

0.0000055

PM10

24 hours

150 μg/m³

1.4 μg/m³

Total suspended
particulates

24 hours

150 μg/m³

2.4 μg/m³

Annual

60 μg/m³

0.001 μg/m³

Nitrogen dioxide

μg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards; PM10 = particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
a
NMAAQS are more stringent than the Federal standards; thus, emissions are compared to the latest NMAAQS consistent
with other air quality analyses in this CMRR-NF SEIS. All emissions were converted from micrograms per cubic meter, as
shown in Table 4–10 of the CMRR EIS, to parts per million using the appropriate corrections for temperature (70 degrees
Fahrenheit) and a site elevation of 7,229 feet (2,200 meters), in accordance with New Mexico dispersion modeling
guidelines (NMAQB 2010).
b
The annual concentrations were analyzed at locations to which the public has access: the site boundary and nearby sensitive
areas. Short-term concentrations were analyzed at the site boundary and at the fence line of the technical area to which the
public has short-term access.
c
NMAAQS does not have a 3-hour standard; thus, the Federal standard (from the NAAQS) is used here.
Source: DOE 2003a.
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4.2.4.2

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions were not analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS. The impacts on greenhouse gas
emissions due to construction and operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF under the No Action Alternative are
discussed below.
Construction Impacts—Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55
would result in temporary greenhouse gas emissions from construction equipment, material transport
trucks, personnel commutes, and electricity consumption.
Emissions of greenhouse gases from these construction activities, excluding electricity consumption,
were estimated to be more than 4,000 tons (3,700 metric tons) carbon-dioxide equivalent per year
(see Table 4–5). Compared to the 2008 site-wide greenhouse gas baseline emissions, 440,000 tons
(400,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 015)3, there
would be a minimal and temporary increase (about 1 percent) in greenhouse gases from the construction of
the 2004 CMRR-NF under the No Action Alternative.
Table 4–5 No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Emissions Scope
Scope 3 a

Activity

CO2

CH4 CO2e

N2O CO2e

Total CO2e

Sitework/grading

1,300

1

10

1,310

Construction

1,900

3

40

1,940

Materials
transport

100

0

0

100

Personnel
Commutes

850

1

20

871

4,150

5

70

4,220

Subtotal
Scope 2

b

Electricity Use
Total

66

0

0

66

4,220

5

71

4,290

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; CO2 = carbon dioxide;
CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide equivalent;
CO2e = carbon-dioxide equivalent.
a
Scope 3 sources include indirect emissions of construction equipment not owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generation of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually occur
at sources off site and not at sources owned or controlled by LANL.
c
The electrical requirement estimated in the 2003 CMRR EIS was based on preconceptual design information and is now
known to be greatly underestimated.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.90718.

Direct greenhouse gas emissions at LANL are those described as Scope 1. There are no established
thresholds for greenhouse gases, but in draft guidance issued February 18, 2010, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) suggested that proposed actions that are reasonably anticipated to cause
direct emissions of 27,600 tons (25,000 metric tons) or more of carbon-dioxide equivalent should be
evaluated by quantitative and qualitative assessments. This is not a threshold of significance, but an
indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decisionmakers and the
public and would require consideration in National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation

3

The projected LANL site-wide greenhouse gas emissions associated with the electrical usage corresponding to the operations
selected in the 2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (LANL SWEIS) RODs would be 543,000 tons (493,000 metric tons) per year.
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(see Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, and Chapter 5, Section 5.4). There would be no direct or Scope 1
greenhouse gas emissions during construction under the No Action Alternative.
Operations Impacts—Operations of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB would release greenhouse gases into
the atmosphere annually as a result of emissions associated with personnel commutes, refrigerants used to
cool the building, three emergency backup diesel generators at RLUOB, and electricity consumption
(see Table 4–6). Since no new hires would be needed, emissions from personnel commutes are already
included in the baseline inventory and are not included here. Total greenhouse gases emitted during
normal operations of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB under the No Action Alternative, excluding the
offsite emissions from electricity consumption, would be approximately 1,200 tons (1,090 metric tons) of
carbon-dioxide equivalent per year. Compared to site-wide greenhouse gas emissions, 440,000 tons
(400,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 015), there
would be a minimal increase in greenhouse gases from normal operations of the 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB under the No Action Alternative.
Emissions from the generation of purchased electricity occur at offsite power plants that are not owned or
controlled by LANL. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with electricity use during the operation of
the 2004 CMRR-NF are approximately 12,700 tons (11,500 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per
year; however, the electrical requirement estimated in the 2003 CMRR EIS was based on preconceptual
design information and is now known to be greatly underestimated. The total greenhouse gas emissions
from the operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB, including electricity use, would be approximately
13,900 tons (12,600 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year.
Table 4–6 No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Activity
CO2
CH4 CO2e
N2O CO2e
HFC CO2e
Total CO2e
Refrigerants Used
N/A
N/A
N/A
1,100
1,100
Backup Generator
95
0
0
N/A
95
Subtotal
95
0
0
1,100
1,200
Scope 2 b
Electricity Use c
12,600
5
55
N/A
12,700
Total
12,700
5
55
1,100
13,900
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; CO2 = carbon dioxide;
CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide equivalent;
CO2e = carbon-dioxide equivalent; HFC CO2e = hydrofluorocarbons in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N/A = not applicable;
RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Scope 1 sources include emissions of direct stationary sources owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generation of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually
occur at sources off site and not owned or controlled by LANL.
c
The electrical requirement estimated in the 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico was based on
preconceptual design information and is now known to be greatly underestimated.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.09718.
Emissions
Scope
Scope 1 a

Direct greenhouse gas emissions at LANL are those described as Scope 1. There are no established
thresholds for greenhouse gases, but in draft guidance issued February 18, 2010, the CEQ suggested that
proposed actions that are reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 27,600 tons
(25,000 metric tons) or more of carbon-dioxide equivalent should be evaluated by quantitative and
qualitative assessments. This is not a threshold of significance, but an indicator that a quantitative and
qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decisionmakers and the public and would require
consideration in NEPA documentation. The direct (Scope 1) greenhouse gas emissions during operations
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of the 2004 CMRR-NF under the No Action Alternative are from the occasional use of three emergency
backup generators and the refrigerants used for cooling. Together, the Scope 1 emissions during operation
of the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB under the No Action Alternative (1,200 tons or 1,100 metric tons
of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year) would be below the CEQ suggested level of 27,600 tons
(25,000 metric tons) per year set for quantitative and qualitative assessments.
4.2.4.3

Noise

Construction Impacts—Construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55 would result in some temporary
increase in noise levels near the area from construction equipment and activities. Some disturbance to
wildlife near the area could occur as a result of the operation of construction equipment. There would be
no change in noise impacts on the public outside of LANL as a result of construction activities, except for
a small increase in traffic noise levels from construction employees’ vehicles and materials shipment.
Noise sources associated with construction at TA-55 are not expected to include loud, impulsive sources
such as from blasting.
Operations Impacts—Noise impacts resulting from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would be similar
to those resulting from existing operations at TA-55. Although there would be a small increase in traffic
and equipment noise (such as heating and cooling systems) near the area, there would be little change in
noise impacts on wildlife and no change in noise impacts on the public outside of LANL as a result of
moving CMR Building activities to TA-55.
4.2.5

Geology and Soils

Construction Impacts—Construction of the CMRR Facility under this alternative would require aggregate
and other geologic resources to support construction activities at TA-55, but these resources are abundant
within a 500-mile (800-kilometer) radius. Relatively deep subsurface excavation would be required to
construct belowground portions of the CMRR Facility. A site survey and foundation study would be
conducted as necessary to confirm site geologic characteristics for facility engineering purposes.
Operations Impacts— CMRR Facility operations under this alternative would not impact geologic or soil
resources at LANL. The potential impacts on the 2004 CMRR-NF, with few exceptions, were not reevaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS. The increased seismic hazard has been evaluated and is addressed in
Section 4.2.10.2, Facility Accidents, and Appendix C, Section C.4.1. Volcanic hazards identified for the
LANL vicinity would apply to the 2004 CMRR-NF. These include ash and pumice falls, mudflows and
flooding, seismic activity, lava flows, atmospheric effects, and acid rains (see Appendix C, Section C.4.1).
4.2.6
4.2.6.1

Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Surface Water

Construction Impacts—There are no natural surface-water drainages in the vicinity of the proposed 2004
CMRR-NF site in TA-55 or Mesita del Buey, and no surface water would be used to support facility
construction. It is expected that portable toilets would be used for construction personnel, resulting in no
onsite direct discharge of sanitary wastewater and no impact on surface waters. Waste generation and
management activities are detailed in Section 4.2.12.
Stormwater runoff from construction areas could potentially impact downstream surface-water quality.
Appropriate soil erosion and sediment control measures (such as sediment fences and mulching disturbed
areas) and spill prevention practices would be employed during construction to minimize suspended
sediment and material transport and potential water quality impacts. TA-55 activities are not expected to
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affect floodplains; TA-55 is not in an area that is prone to flooding, and the nearest 100-year floodplains
are located at a distance of approximately 650 feet (200 meters) in Twomile Canyon, 1,900 feet
(580 meters) in Mortandad Canyon, and 3,000 feet (910 meters) in Pajarito Canyon, all at much lower
elevations.
Operations Impacts—No impacts on surface-water quality are expected as a result of CMR operations at
TA-55 under this alternative. No surface water would be used to support facility activities, and there
would be no direct discharge of sanitary or industrial effluent to surface waters. Sanitary wastewater
would be generated by facility staff use of lavatory, shower, and break room facilities and from
miscellaneous potable and sanitary uses. As planned, this wastewater would be collected by an expanded
TA-55 sanitary sewer system and conveyed to appropriate wastewater treatment facilities for ultimate
disposal. Radioactive liquid waste would be transported via a radioactive liquid waste pipeline to the
existing Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF). The design and operation of new
buildings would incorporate appropriate stormwater management controls to safely collect and convey
stormwater from facilities while minimizing washout and soil erosion. Overall, operational impacts on site
surface waters and downstream water quality would be expected to be minimal.
4.2.6.2

Groundwater

Construction Impacts—Groundwater would be required to support construction activities at TA-55. The
volume of groundwater required for construction would be small compared to site availability and historic
usage, and there would be no onsite discharge of wastewater to the surface or subsurface. No impact on
groundwater availability or quality is anticipated from construction activities in TA-55.
Operations Impacts—Relocated CMR operations and activities at TA-55 under the No Action Alternative
would use groundwater primarily to meet the potable and sanitary needs of facility support personnel, as
well as for miscellaneous building mechanical uses. It is estimated that new building operations under this
alternative would require about 10.4 million gallons (39.4 million liters) per year of groundwater. This
demand is a small fraction of total LANL usage and would not exceed site availability. Therefore, no
additional impact on regional groundwater availability is anticipated.
Waste generation and management activities are detailed in Section 4.2.12. No sanitary or industrial
effluent would be discharged directly to the surface or subsurface. Thus, no operational impacts on
groundwater quality are expected.
4.2.7
4.2.7.1

Ecological Resources
Terrestrial Resources

Construction Impacts—Although TA-55 is located within the ponderosa pine forest vegetation zone, few
trees exist in developed portions of the area. Where construction would occur on previously disturbed
land, there would be little or no impact on terrestrial resources. However, construction would remove
some previously undisturbed ponderosa pine forest, resulting in the loss of less-mobile wildlife, such as
reptiles and small mammals, and causing more-mobile species, such as birds or large mammals, to be
displaced. The success of displaced animals would depend on the carrying capacity4 of the area into which
they move. If the area were at or near its carrying capacity, displaced animals would not likely survive.
(Since the issuance of the 2004 ROD associated with the CMRR EIS, activities at the proposed TA-55 site
4

Carrying capacity in the ecological context is defined as the threshold of stress above which populations and ecosystem
functions cannot be sustained. Biological carrying capacity is an equilibrium between the availability of habitat and the number
of a given species the habitat can support over time.
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related to RLUOB construction and geological studies have resulted in the elimination of this forestland.)
Indirect impacts of construction, such as noise or human disturbance, could also impact wildlife living
adjacent to the construction zone. Although temporary, such disturbance would span the construction
period and the time required for the habitat to naturally regenerate. The work area would be clearly
marked to prevent construction equipment and workers from disturbing adjacent natural habitat.
Operations Impacts—CMRR Facility operations would have a minimal impact on terrestrial resources
within or adjacent to TA-55. As wildlife residing in the area has already adjusted to current levels of noise
and human activity associated with current TA-55 operations, it is unlikely to be adversely affected by
similar activities associated with CMRR Facility operations. Areas not permanently disturbed by the new
CMRR Facility (for example, construction laydown areas) would be landscaped. While these areas would
provide some habitat for wildlife, it is likely that species composition and density would differ from
preconstruction conditions.
4.2.7.2

Wetlands

Construction and Operations Impacts—Although there are three areas of wetlands located within TA-55,
none is present in the proposed 2004 CMRR-NF construction area. Thus, there would be no direct impacts
on wetlands. Further, indirect impacts on these wetlands due to erosion should not occur because water
from the site drains into the Pajarito watershed and not the Mortandad watershed, in which these wetlands
are located. In addition, a sediment and erosion control plan would be implemented to control stormwater
runoff during construction and operation, thus preventing impacts on wetlands located further down
Pajarito Canyon.
4.2.7.3

Aquatic Resources

Construction and Operations Impacts—The only aquatic resources present at TA-55 are small pools
associated with wetlands. There would be no impact on these resources from the construction of the
2004 CMRR-NF or operation of the CMRR Facility.
4.2.7.4

Threatened and Endangered Species

Construction Impacts—Areas of environmental interest have been established for the Mexican spotted owl
and southwestern willow flycatcher. (Since the issuance of the 2004 ROD associated with the CMRR EIS,
the bald eagle has been federally delisted due to recovery.) Portions of TA-55 include both core and buffer
zones for the Mexican spotted owl, federally classified as a threatened species; however, annual surveys
have not identified the spotted owl within these zones. Construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF is not
expected to directly affect individuals of this species, but could remove a small portion of the Mexican
spotted owl’s habitat buffer area; this potential effect on Mexican spotted owl habitat would not likely be
adverse. In 2003, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with NNSA’s determination that the
construction and operation of the CMRR Facility at TA-55 would not be likely to adversely affect either
individuals of threatened or endangered species currently listed or their critical habitat at LANL. Core and
buffer zones for the southwestern willow flycatcher do not overlap TA-55. No impacts that violate the
provisions of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act or the Migratory Bird Treaty Act have been
identified.
Operations Impacts—CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would not directly affect any endangered,
threatened, or special status species. Noise levels associated with the CMRR Facility would be low, and
human disturbance would be similar to that already occurring within TA-55; however, parking activities at
the CMRR Facility could be in close proximity to the Mexican spotted owl’s potential habitat area and may
indirectly affect that potential habitat. In addition, nighttime lighting at the parking lot could indirectly
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affect prey species activities; therefore it would not be directed toward canyon areas to reduce such
impacts. These are not likely to be adverse effects on the Mexican spotted owl’s potential habitat areas.
4.2.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Construction and Operations Impacts—Adverse impacts on historic resources at TA-55 resulting from
construction and operation of the CMRR Facility are not expected. There are no prehistoric sites located
within TA-55. There is one prehistoric site located near the boundary of TA-55 within TA-48 that is
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). This site would be avoided during
construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF and operation of the CMRR Facility. Some of the 10 historic sites
located within TA-55 could be disturbed by the construction of the 2004 CMRR-NF. As appropriate,
NNSA would consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer and, if necessary, data and artifact
recovery would be conducted. There are no known paleontological resources present at TA-55 at LANL.
The area at TA-55 proposed to house the 2004 CMRR-NF has not been surveyed for traditional cultural
properties. If any traditional cultural properties are found during construction, work would stop while
appropriate actions are undertaken. Thus, it is expected that there would be no impacts on these resources.
4.2.9

Socioeconomics

Construction Impacts—Construction of new buildings at TA-55 to house CMR activities would require a
peak construction employment level of 300 workers. This level of employment would generate about
852 indirect jobs in the region around LANL. The potential total employment increase of 1,152 direct and
indirect jobs represents an approximate 1.3 percent increase in the workforce and would occur over the
proposed construction period. This small increase would have little or no noticeable impact on the
socioeconomic conditions of the region of influence (ROI).
Operations Impacts—CMRR Facility operations would require a workforce of approximately 550 workers.
As evaluated in the CMRR EIS, this would be an increase of about 340 workers over currently restricted
CMR Building operational requirements. Nevertheless, the increase in the number of workers in support
of expanded CMRR Facility operations would have little or no noticeable impact on socioeconomic
conditions in the LANL ROI. New LANL employees hired to support the CMRR Facility would compose
a small fraction of the LANL workforce and an even smaller fraction of the regional workforce.
4.2.10 Human Health
4.2.10.1 Normal Operations
Radiological Impacts
Construction Impacts—No radiological risks would be incurred by members of the public from
construction activities. Construction workers would be at a small risk for construction-related accidents
and radiological exposures. They could receive doses above natural background radiation levels from
exposure to radiation from other past or present activities at the site. However, these workers would be
protected through appropriate training, monitoring, and management controls. Their exposure would be
limited to ensure that doses are kept as low as is reasonably achievable.
Operations Impacts—Normal operations of the CMRR Facility at TA-55, as evaluated in the
2003 CMRR EIS, are not expected to result in an increase in latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) in the general
public. Under this alternative, the radiological releases to the atmosphere from the 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB at TA-55 would be those shown in Table 4–7. The actinide emissions listed in this table are in
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the form of plutonium, uranium, thorium, and americium isotopes. In estimating the human health
impacts, all emissions were considered to be plutonium-239. This is conservative because the human
health impacts on a per-curie basis are greater for plutonium-239 than for the other actinides associated
with CMR activities.
Table 4–7 No Action Alternative — 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB Radiological Emissions
During Normal Operations
Nuclide
Emissions (curies per year)
Actinides
0.00076
Krypton-85
100
Xenon-131m
45
Xenon-133
1,500
Hydrogen-3 (tritium) a
1,000
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
The tritium release is in the form of both tritium oxide (750 curies) and elemental tritium (250 curies). Tritium oxide is
more readily absorbed by the body; therefore, the health impact of tritium oxide on a receptor is greater than that for
elemental tritium. For this reason, all of the tritium release has been conservatively modeled as if it were tritium oxide.
Source: DOE 2003b.

Doses from radiological emissions under the No Action Alternative are presented as they were reported in
the 2003 CMRR EIS. They were based on internal dose conversion factors from Federal Guidance
Report No. 11 (EPA 1988). For the same exposure, doses would be slightly lower using the more recent
Federal Guidance Report No. 13 (EPA 1993b) factors. Table 4–8 shows the annual collective dose to the
population living within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of the CMRR Facility at TA-55 was estimated to
be 1.9 person-rem under the No Action Alternative. This population dose increases the annual risk of a
single latent fatal cancer in the population by 1 × 10-3. Another way of stating this is that the likelihood
that one fatal cancer would occur in the population as a result of radiological releases associated with this
alternative is about 1 chance in 1,000 per year. Statistically, LCFs are not expected to occur in the
population as a result of CMRR Facility operations at TA-55.
Table 4–8 No Action Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of CMRR-NF and
RLUOB Operations on the Public
Population Within
Average Individual
Maximally Exposed
50 Miles a
Within 50 Miles
Individual
(80 kilometers)
(80 kilometers)
Dose
0.33 millirem
1.9 person-rem
0.0063 millirem
Cancer fatality risk b
1 × 10-3
4 × 10-9
2 × 10-7
c
Regulatory dose limit
10 millirem
Not applicable
10 millirem
Dose as a percentage of the regulatory limit
3.3
Not applicable
0.06
d
Dose from background radiation
450 millirem
139,000 person-rem
450 millirem
Dose as a percentage of background dose
0.07
0.0014
0.0014
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
The population dose for this table was based on the 2000 population estimate of about 309,000 surrounding TA-55, as
shown in Table 4–12 of the 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS).
b
Based on a risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
c
40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 61, Subpart H, establishes an annual limit of 10 millirem via the air pathway to any
member of the public from DOE operations. There is no standard for a population dose.
d
The listed annual individual dose from background radiation is as presented in the 2003 CMRR EIS, Table 4–12.
Source: DOE 2003b.
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The average annual dose to an individual in the population would be 0.0063 millirem. The corresponding
increased risk of an individual developing a fatal cancer from receiving the average dose would be 4 × 10-9,
or about 1 chance in 250 million per year. The maximally exposed individual (MEI) member of the public
would receive an estimated annual dose of 0.33 millirem. This dose corresponds to an increased annual
risk of developing a fatal cancer of 2 × 10-7. In other words, the likelihood that the MEI would develop a
fatal cancer is about 1 chance in 5 million for each year of operation.
Estimated annual doses to workers involved with CMRR Facility operations (involved workers) under the
No Action Alternative are provided in Table 4–9. The estimated worker doses are based on historical
exposure data for LANL workers (DOE 2003b). Based on the reported data, the average annual dose to a
LANL worker who received a measurable dose was 104 millirem. A value of 110 millirem has been used
as the estimate of the average annual worker dose per year of operations at the 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB at TA-55.
Table 4–9 No Action Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of 2004 CMRR-NF and
RLUOB Operations on Workers
Individual Worker
Worker Population a
Dose
110 millirem
61 person-rem
b
-5
Fatal cancer risk
4 × 10-2
7 × 10
c
Dose limit
5,000 millirem
Not available
Administrative control level d
500 millirem
Not available
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Based on a worker population of 550 for the 2004 CMRR-NF at Technical Area 55. Dose limits and administrative
control levels do not exist for worker populations.
b
Based on a worker risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
c
10 CFR 835.202.
d
DOE 1999b (DOE Standard 1098-99).
Source: DOE 2003b.

This 110-millirem dose is well below the DOE worker dose limit of 5 rem (5,000 millirem) (10 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 835) and is significantly less than the recommended Administrative
Control Level of 500 millirem (DOE 1999b). This average annual dose corresponds to an increased risk of
a fatal cancer of 6.7 × 10-5 for each year of operations. In other words, the likelihood that a worker would
develop a fatal cancer from annual work-related exposure is about 1 chance in 14,000.
Based on a worker population of 550, the estimated annual worker population dose would be
61 person-rem. This would increase the likelihood of a fatal cancer within the worker population by
4 × 10-2 per year. In other words, on an annual basis, there is less than 1 chance in 25 of one fatal cancer
developing in the entire worker population (550 workers) as a result of exposures associated with activities
under this alternative.
Hazardous Chemical Impacts
No chemical-related health impacts on the public would be associated with this alternative. The laboratory
quantities of chemicals that could be released to the atmosphere during normal operations are minor
quantities and would be below the screening levels used to determine the need for additional analysis.
Workers would be protected from adverse effects from the use of hazardous chemicals by adherence to
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) occupational standards that limit concentrations of potentially hazardous chemicals.
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4.2.10.2 Facility Accidents
Radiological Impacts
Radiological impacts of facility accidents, including hazards from volcanic eruptions, at the 2004
CMRR-NF were evaluated in the CMRR EIS. Appendix C of the CMRR EIS provides the methodology
and assumptions used to develop facility accident scenarios and estimate doses to the general public within
50 miles (80 kilometers), to an MEI, and to an onsite worker near the facility.
The safety documents for the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, and the other plutonium facilities
at LANL start with hazard evaluations that systematically consider a wide range of potential hazards and
identify the controls needed either to prevent the incident from occurring or to mitigate the potential
consequences should an incident occur. Incidents that could result in high consequences or risks are further
evaluated to identify controls to reduce the likelihood of the accident occurring and to reduce the potential
radiological consequences to the extent practicable.
For facilities like the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, and the other plutonium facilities at LANL,
the general safety strategy requires the following:
•

Plutonium materials be contained at all times with multiple layers of confinement that prevent the
materials from reaching the environment.

•

Energy sources that are large enough to disperse the plutonium and threaten confinement be
minimized.

This basic strategy means that operational accidents, including spills, impacts, fires, and operator errors,
never have sufficient energy available to threaten the multiple levels of confinement that are always present
within a plutonium facility. For plutonium facilities, such as the proposed CMRR-NF, the final layer of
confinement is the reinforced concrete structure and the system of barriers and multiple stages of highefficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters that limit the amount of material that could be released to the
environment even in the worst realistic internal events.
The operational events that present the greatest threats to confinement in facilities like the proposed
CMRR-NF are large-scale internal fires, which, if they occurred, could present heat and smoke loads that
threaten the building’s HEPA filter systems. For modern plutonium facilities, the safety strategy is to
(1) prevent large internal fires by limiting the energy sources, such as flammable gases and other
combustible materials, to the point that a wide-scale, propagating fire is not physically possible, and (2) to
defeat smaller internal fires with fire-suppression systems.
Modern plutonium operations, such as the proposed CMRR-NF, are designed and operated such that the
estimated frequency of any large fire within the facility would fall into the “extremely unlikely” category
and would require multiple violations of safety procedures to introduce sufficient flammable materials into
the facility to support such a fire. Any postulated large-scale fire in a modern plutonium facility would be
categorized as a “beyond-design-basis” event and is not expected to occur during the life of the facility.
Other events that might threaten the integrity of the building and the ability to confine the materials were
also considered, including external events such as aircraft crashes and wildfires and rare natural
phenomena-initiated events such as volcanic eruptions. Each of these types of events is considered in the
safety analyses that support existing or proposed plutonium facilities and are discussed briefly below (see
Appendix C for additional information on these accident scenarios).
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Airplane Crash—The potential release of radioactive materials from an unintentional airplane crash into a
building was considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS. In accordance with DOE Standard 3014, an aircraft
impact analysis was performed for the CMRR-NF (LANL 2011h). This analysis concluded that the largest
aircraft that would exceed the DOE Standard 3014 evaluation guideline of 10-6 (1 chance in 1 million) per
year for an aircraft crash into the CMRR-NF was a general aviation aircraft (DOE 2006a, LANL 2011h).
Accident impacts from larger aircraft (air carrier and large military) were determined to have a probability
of less than 10-7 (1 chance in 10 million) per year of crashing into the CMRR-NF and were not considered
further in this CMRR-NF SEIS. The impacts of a general aviation aircraft crash into the facility have been
evaluated and accounted for in the design of the Modified CMRR-NF and are bounded by other accidents
addressed in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Wildfires—The potential impacts of wildfires on LANL were evaluated in Appendix D of the 2008 SiteWide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS) (DOE 2008b). Wildfires are a reasonably expected event in
the region; in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the annual frequency of occurrence was estimated to be 0.05 (once
every 20 years). The evaluation included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS identified the facilities most at risk of
radiological release in the event of a wildfire and did not include the CMR Building or any buildings in
TA-55. Wildfires such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and Cerro Grande fire of May 2000 are not
expected to threaten these facilities or the proposed Modified CMRR-NF because the shells of these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and a buffer area free of combustible materials is
maintained around them. In the unlikely event that a wildfire would directly affect one of the facilities, the
impacts are not expected to exceed those of other fire scenarios evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Volcanism—A preliminary evaluation of volcanic hazards at LANL was reported in the Preliminary
Volcanic Hazards Evaluation for Los Alamos National Laboratory Facilities and Operations
(LANL 2010i) (see Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5). Based on an evaluation of information on the volcanic
history of the region surrounding LANL, the report described the potential volcanic hazards to LANL from
future eruptions in the region. The preliminary calculation of the recurrence rate for silicic eruptions is
about 1 × 10-5 per year in the Valles Caldera study region. Similarly, the preliminary calculation of the
recurrence rate for basaltic eruptions along the Rio Grande rift 4 is 2 × 10-5 per year. These recurrence
rates were calculated by dividing the number of eruptive events by the active eruption period. The
estimates of past recurrences rates are not the same as the probability of future eruptions that might affect a
given facility. Although it cannot be ruled out, volcanism in the vicinity of TA-55 within the lifetime of the
CMRR-NF (50 to 100 years) is unlikely (LANL 2011a:LANL Site, 030). Ash fall may be sufficient to
exceed roof design load limits for the CMR Building or the proposed CMRR-NF. In that event, structural
failure could occur. Since the release associated with structural failure resulting from ash fall loads is
driven by the same physical phenomena, the material at risk and the release mechanisms should be similar
to those for the analyzed seismic events. Thus, conservative damage ratios and respirable release fractions
applied to the material released as a result of impact or thermal stress for seismic events are applicable to
the volcanic ash fall event. The building leak path factor conservatively assumed for the seismic analysis is
expected to be the same as or higher than the leak path factor associated with volcanic ash fall events
because the ash would contribute to the tortuousness of the leak path. The frequency of an earthquake that
results in wide-scale damage and loss of confinement for the building (on the order of once in
100,000 years), coupled with a widespread seismically initiated fire, is conservatively assumed to be
0.00001 per year for risk calculation purposes. This is expected to be the same order of magnitude as the
upper limit for the volcanic events described above.
Based on the review discussed above, four accidents are included in this CMRR-NF SEIS, representing a
wide range of possible accidents and risks that are expected to envelope the consequences and risks
associated with all of the accidents discussed above. The four accident scenarios are common to all three
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alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS and include a facility-wide fire, a seismically induced spill, a
seismically induced spill followed by a fire, and a loading dock spill/fire. The seismically induced spill
followed by a fire scenario has been changed from that included in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS for the
CMRR-NF. In this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, this accident assumes that the earthquake initiates a radioactive
material spill that is followed shortly thereafter by a fire, instead of both accidents occurring
simultaneously. This change in assumptions results in a larger dose to the MEI and noninvolved worker
because the radioactive materials associated with the assumed spill are not immediately lofted by the fire,
which would lessen doses to persons close to the accident site.
The doses included in the CMRR EIS were calculated using MACCS2 [MELCOR Accident Consequence
Code Systems], Version 1.12. The accident scenarios in the CMRR EIS were reviewed and compared with
accidents from more-recent safety analyses for the CMR Building and preliminary analyses for the
2004 CMRR-NF (LANL 2011d).
In this CMRR-NF SEIS, doses were estimated using MACCS2, Version 1.13.1. Using the scenarios
discussed above, the only other changes in parameters used from those presented in Appendix C of the
CMRR EIS are a new 2030 projected population distribution within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the 2004
CMRR-NF (projected to be about 511,000 persons surrounding TA-55) and a revised distance to the
nearest offsite individual (0.75 miles [1.2 kilometers]) from the 2004 CMRR-NF. All other assumptions
are consistent with those presented in Appendix C of the 2003 CMRR EIS. Because of these changes, the
calculated consequences and risks presented in this SEIS are different from those estimated in the
2003 CMRR EIS.
As indicated in Appendix C of this CMRR-NF SEIS, two sets of accident source terms are presented. First,
the conservative source terms developed in the safety-basis process at LANL are presented. In general,
these conservative source term estimates take little or no credit for the integrity of containers or building
confinement under severe accidents and assume a damage ratio of 1, meaning that all material at risk
would be subjected to the similar, near worst-case conditions. Furthermore, these safety evaluations
assume that all of the material at risk that is made airborne and respirable is released to the environment
(leak path factor of 1).
For purposes of this CMRR-NF SEIS, a second set of source terms was developed that presents reasonable,
but still conservative, estimates of source terms. These source terms take into account a range of responses
of facility features and materials containers and typical operating practices at plutonium facilities at LANL
and elsewhere. Therefore, for design-basis-type accidents, a damage ratio of 1 normally would not be
realistic if the containers, process enclosures, limits on combustibles, and similar types of safety systems
functioned during the accident. Similarly, the building containment, including HEPA filters, would be
expected to remain functioning, although at perhaps a degraded level, during and after the accident.
Tables 4–10 and 4–11 provide the revised accident consequences and risks, respectively. These tables
provide accident consequences and risks to the offsite MEI, a member of the public at the nearest public
location (0.75 miles [1.2 kilometers] north-northeast from TA-55); the offsite population living within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMRR-NF at TA-55; and a noninvolved worker assumed to be at the
TA-55 boundary, about 240 yards (220 meters) from the CMRR-NF.
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Table 4–10 No Action Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences
Maximally
Exposed Individual
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Offsite Population a
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(person-rem)
Fatalities c

Noninvolved Worker
at TA Boundary
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Frequency
Accident
(per year)
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.0001
1.1
0.0007
700
0 (0.4)
5.9
0.004
Seismically induced spill
0.01
600
0.7
140,000
80
20,000
1
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
5,600
1
3,900,000
2,000
47,000
1
and fire d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.01
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.000001
0.011
0.000007
7.2
0 (0.004)
0.059
0.00004
Seismically induced spill
0.001
6.0
0.004
1,400
1 (0.8)
200
0.2
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
6.2
0.004
1,500
1 (0.9)
200
0.2
and fire d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.0001
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS = supplemental environmental impact statement, TA = technical area.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual if the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs in the offsite population if the accident occurs (results rounded to one significant figure). When
the reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the risk factor
(0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.

Table 4–11 No Action Alternative — Annual Accident Risks
Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Maximally
Exposed Individual a

Noninvolved Worker at
Accident
Offsite Population b, c
TA Boundary a
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
7 × 10-8
4 × 10-5
4 × 10-7
-3
-1
Seismically induced spill
7 × 10
8 × 10
1 × 10-2
d
-4
-1
Seismically induced spill and fire
1 × 10
2 × 10
1 × 10-4
-7
-5
Loading dock spill/fire
2 × 10
4 × 10
6 × 10-6
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
7 × 10-12
4 × 10-9
4 × 10-11
-6
-4
Seismically induced spill
4 × 10
8 × 10
2 × 10-4
d
-7
-5
Seismically induced spill and fire
4 × 10
9 × 10
2 × 10-5
-9
-7
Loading dock spill/fire
2 × 10
4 × 10
6 × 10-8
SEIS = supplemental environmental impact statement, TA = technical area.
a
Increased risk of an LCF to the individual.
b
Increased risk of an LCF in the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.
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Table 4–10 presents the frequencies and consequences of the postulated set of accidents for these three
receptors, and Table 4–11 presents the accident risks obtained by multiplying each accident’s
consequences by the likelihood (frequency per year) that the accident would occur.
As shown in Table 4–11, the accident with the highest potential risk would be a seismically induced spill
(safety-basis scenario) that would severely damage the 2004 CMRR-NF. The annual risk of an LCF for
the MEI would be 7 × 10-3. In other words, the MEI’s likelihood of developing a fatal cancer from this
event would be about 1 chance in 143 per year. The dose to the offsite population would increase the risk
of fatal cancers in the entire population. The risk of developing one fatal cancer in the entire population
from this event would be 8 × 10-1 per year. Therefore, LCFs are expected to occur in the population if this
accident occurs in the 2004 CMRR-NF. The risk of an LCF to a noninvolved worker would be 1 × 10-2, or
about 1 chance in 100 per year.
The risks associated with seismically induced accidents at the 2004 CMRR-NF, if they were to occur,
would exceed DOE guidelines (see Appendix C) and would present unacceptable risks to the public and
the LANL workforce. This is because the building is predicted to fail in the event of a design-basis
earthquake (see Appendix C). The results presented in Tables 4–10 and 4–11 indicate that the 2004
CMRR-NF presents a very high risk to the offsite population. To reduce the doses to the offsite MEI and
offsite population from these accidents to acceptable levels, the material at risk in the 2004 CMRR-NF
would have to be reduced from 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) to about 11 pounds (5 kilograms) or less,
severely limiting the usefulness of the building and rendering it unable to fulfill its mission.
Land contamination—A severe seismic event that results in the failure of building containment also has
the potential to release sufficient quantities of plutonium that could lead to land contamination near the
facility. Even for severe earthquakes that result in major damage to the building structure and failure of
confinement systems, there should not be large energy sources to drive the materials that would typically
be used in the proposed CMRR-NF, such as plutonium metal and oxides, out of the damaged building and
rubble. Seismic collapse scenarios that result primarily in spills could release plutonium materials through
the rubble, but that material would not generally go far from the building site. Seismic collapse scenarios
that involve large fires have the potential to loft materials such that transport of radioactive materials
downwind might result in land contamination at levels that could require monitoring or additional actions.
The No Action Alternative SEIS scenarios involving a seismically induced spill or a seismically induced
spill and fire were modeled to evaluate the potential extent of land that might be contaminated above a
screening level of 0.2 microcuries per square meter.5 Estimates of land area that might be contaminated
are highly dependent on specific accident source terms and metrological modeling assumptions. This is
because the amount of radioactive material that may accumulate on the ground is highly dependent on the
size of the particles that get through the building rubble and are released to the environment (which
determines how fast they settle back to the ground), specific accident conditions (for example, presence of
a fire), and specific meteorological conditions at the time of the earthquake (for example, high winds). In
general, unless there is a fire that can effectively loft the plutonium particles into the air, most of the
particles would return to the ground within a few hundred meters of the building location. In the event of a
seismically induced spill followed by a large fire at the proposed 2004 CMRR-NF, the heat energy could
effectively raise the release height such that ground contamination at the screening level could extend out
to approximately 10 miles (16 kilometers) from TA-55, depending in large part on the meteorological
conditions at the time of the accident.
5

This CMRR-NF SEIS uses a plutonium areal concentration of 0.2 microcuries per square meter as a screening level for
determining the lateral extent of contamination that might require cleanup actions (Chanin 1996). This screening level was first
proposed by EPA in the late 1970s, but never formally adopted. It has been used in many environmental impact statements as a
screening level to indicate land areas that would or would not likely require remedial actions.
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Areas contaminated above a specified screening level (for example, 0.2 microcuries per square meter)
would require further action, such as radiation surveys or cleanup. Costs associated with radiation surveys,
cleanup, and continued monitoring could vary widely depending upon the characteristics of the
contaminated area and could range in the hundreds of million dollars per square kilometer for land
decontamination (NASA 2006). In addition to the potential direct costs, there are potential secondary
societal costs associated with the mitigation from such high-consequence accidents. Those costs could
include, but may not be limited to, the following:
•

Temporary or longer-term relocation of residents

•

Temporary or longer-term loss of employment

•

Destruction or quarantine of agricultural products

•

Land-use restrictions (which could affect real estate values, businesses, and recreational activities)

•

Public health effects and medical care

Dose Impacts from Common Failure Mode Seismic Event—If a severe earthquake were to occur in the
Los Alamos area, individuals close to and downwind from TA-55 might receive exposure from radioactive
material releases at the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility, as well as from the 2004 CMRR-NF, if it were
built. As noted earlier, NNSA would not construct the 2004 CMRR-NF because it would not meet the
standards for a PC-3 facility as required to safely conduct the full suite of CMR mission work. The TA-55
Plutonium Facility was originally designed to a lower seismic standard, but is in the process of being
upgraded to withstand higher seismic loadings. In the LANL SWEIS, a site-wide seismic event that
corresponded to approximately a PC-3 earthquake6 resulted in estimated doses from the Plutonium Facility
(TA-55-4), the Storage Facility (TA-55-185), and the Safe, Secure Transport Facility (TA-55-355) of
160 rem to the MEI and 14,880 person-rem to the population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of
TA-55. About 150 rem of the dose to the MEI was estimated to be from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, the
remaining 10 rem was from the other two facilities.
DOE has committed to seismic upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility that will result in an updated
safety-basis estimate (NNSA 2010c, 2011) of mitigated consequences of less than 25 rem to the MEI
(the DOE Evaluation Guideline described in DOE Standard 3009) for a seismically induced fire. Proposed
future improvements that will be incorporated into the TA-55 Plutonium Facility include fire-rated
containers, seismically qualified fire-suppression systems, and seismically qualified portions of the
confinement ventilation system. The 2011 safety basis analysis prepared in support of NNSA’s response
to the DNFSB concluded that seismically upgrading the fire-suppression system would further reduce
calculated offsite consequences to the MEI to the level estimated for the seismically induced spill without
fire, which is about 9 rem (NNSA 2010c, 2011).
Under the No Action Alternative (the 2004 CMRR-NF), the MEI doses from the seismically induced spill
or the seismically induced spill plus fire under the SEIS scenarios are estimated to be about 6 rem. For the
MEI closest to the TA-55 area and for the surrounding population, doses from the 2004 CMRR-NF would
add directly to those from the other TA-55 facilities in the event of such accidents. As discussed above,
6
The estimated dose consequences included in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008b) were based on a PC-3 seismic event with a
return period of 2,000 years and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of approximately 0.31 g (the current PC-3 seismic event
return period is 2,500 years). The 2007 Update of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic
Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2007a) had been recently issued and an evaluation of the
effects of the new data on LANL facilities was just getting underway. The consequences of a current PC-3 seismic event could
be higher than estimated in the LANL SWEIS.
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upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility are ongoing and will be completed a few years after the
projected completion of the 2004 CMRR-NF. Prior to completion of the upgrades, the combined doses for
the 2004 CMRR-NF and the TA-55 facilities would be those included in the LANL SWEIS, plus the dose
from the 2004 CMRR-NF – approximately 166 rem to the MEI and 16,400 person-rem to the population
for a seismically induced spill plus fire. Once the TA-55 Plutonium Facility upgrades are complete, the
dose to the MEI would be about 25 rem, and the estimated dose to the population within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of LANL would be about 6,000 person-rem. For the MEI, this analysis takes into account
the revised MEI dose of 19 rem (9 rem from the revised 2011 safety basis for the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility and 10 rem for releases from other facilities at TA-55 per the 2008 LANL SWEIS). Given a
severe seismic event accompanied by a fire, these doses represent a probability of the MEI developing a
fatal cancer from this dose of 0.03, or approximately 1 chance in 33, and it is expected to result in up to
4 LCFs in the exposed population surrounding the site.
Involved Worker Impacts
Approximately 550 workers would be at the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB during operations. The
impacts on involved workers are very dependent on the type of accident, the severity of the accident, the
location of workers, and protective action taken. An additional approximately 900 workers would be in
close proximity in the Plutonium Facility. Any workers near an accident could be at risk of serious injury
or death. Following initiation of accident and site emergency alarms, workers in adjacent areas of the
facility would evacuate the area or shelter in place in accordance with the technical area and facility
emergency operating procedures and training in place.
Hazardous Chemicals and Explosives Impacts
Some of the chemicals used in CMRR Facility operations are toxic and carcinogenic. The quantities of the
regulated hazardous chemicals and explosive materials stored and used in the 2004 CMRR-NF would be
well below the threshold quantities set by EPA (40 CFR Part 68) and would pose minimal potential
hazards to the public health and the environment in an accident condition. These chemicals would be
stored and handled in laboratory quantities and would only be a hazard to involved workers under accident
conditions.
4.2.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts
NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to this CMRR-NF SEIS that evaluates the potential impacts of
malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive acts. Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios,
security countermeasures, and potential impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this
information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA’s strategy for mitigation of
environmental impacts resulting from extreme events, including intentional destructive acts, has three
distinct components: (1) prevention or deterrence of successful attacks; (2) planning and timely and
adequate response to emergency situations; and (3) progressive recovery through long-term response in the
form of monitoring, remediation, and support for affected communities and the environment.
Depending on the intentional destructive acts, the impacts could be similar to the impacts of the accidents
analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS. However, there may be intentional destructive act scenarios for which
the impacts exceed those of the accidents analyzed. Analysis of these intentional destructive act impacts
provides NNSA with information upon which to base, in part, decisions regarding the construction and
operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF. The classified appendix evaluates the similarity of scenarios involving
intentional destructive acts with those evaluated in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (LANL SWEIS)
and Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement and presents
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the potential consequences to a noninvolved worker, an MEI, and the population in terms of physical
injuries, radiation doses, and LCFs. Although the results of the analyses cannot be disclosed, the following
general conclusion can be drawn: the potential consequences of intentional destructive acts are highly
dependent on the distance to the site boundary and the size and proximity of the surrounding population;
the closer and denser the surrounding population, the higher the consequences. In addition, it is generally
easier and more cost-effective to protect new facilities because new security features can be incorporated
into their design. In other words, the protective forces needed to defend new facilities may be smaller due
to the inherent security features of a new facility. New facilities can, as a result of design features, better
prevent security attacks and reduce the impacts of such attacks.
4.2.11 Environmental Justice
Construction Impacts—As discussed throughout the other subsections of Section 4.2, environmental
impacts due to construction would be temporary and would not extend beyond the boundary of LANL.
For these reasons, under the No Action Alternative, construction at TA-55 would not result in
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on the public living within the potentially
affected area surrounding TA-55, including low-income and minority populations.
Operations Impacts—Radiological and hazardous chemical risks to the public resulting from normal
operations would be small. Table 4–8 shows the health risks associated with these releases also would be
small. Normal operations at the CMRR Facility at TA-55 are not expected to cause fatalities or illness
among the general population surrounding TA-55, including minority and low-income populations living
within the potentially affected area.
Residents of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have expressed concern that pollution from CMRR Facility
operations could contaminate Mortandad Canyon, which drains onto pueblo land and sacred areas. CMRR
Facility operations under this alternative are not expected to adversely affect air quality. There would be
no direct liquid discharges and stormwater management controls would be in place to collect stormwater
and prevent washout and soil erosion. Thus, there would be no contamination of tribal lands adjacent to
the LANL boundary (DOE 2003b). In summary, implementation of the No Action Alternative would not
pose disproportionately high and adverse environmental risks to low-income or minority populations living
in the potentially affected area around the CMRR Facility at TA-55.
4.2.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
Construction Impacts—Only nonhazardous waste would be generated from construction activities to
relocate CMR Building operations and materials to the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55. No radioactive or
hazardous waste would be generated during construction activities.
Solid, nonhazardous waste generated from construction activities associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF at
TA-55 would be processed at the Los Alamos County Eco Station, where it would be separated into
materials suitable for recycle or disposal, then disposed of at an offsite solid waste facility permitted to
accept the waste. Approximately 578 tons (524 metric tons) of solid, nonhazardous waste, consisting
primarily of gypsum board, wood scraps, nonrecyclable scrap metals, concrete, steel, and other
construction waste, would be generated from the construction activities. Management of this additional
waste at LANL would be within the capabilities of the LANL waste management program, but additional
waste management personnel may be required.
Construction debris would be collected in appropriate waste containers and transported to the receiving
landfill on a regular basis. Sanitary wastewater generated as a result of construction activities would be
managed using portable toilet systems. No other nonhazardous liquid wastes are expected.
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Operations Impacts—The impacts on the LANL waste management systems, in terms of managing
the waste, are discussed in this section. Waste generation rates, by waste type, are summarized in
Table 4–12 for CMRR Facility operations and overall LANL activities. Radioactive solid and liquid
wastes from CMRR Facility operations would constitute only a portion of the total amounts of these wastes
generated, treated, and/or disposed of at LANL. The radiological and chemical impacts of managing
CMRR Facility radioactive waste on workers and the public have been evaluated along with the other
LANL site wastes in other environmental documentation (at the time of the 2003 CMRR EIS, the
1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999a) included evaluation of these wastes).
Table 4–12 No Action Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates Projected for
CMRR Facility and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities
Waste Type

Units

CMRR Facility
Generation Rate a
c

Transuranic and mixed
transuranic

Cubic yards per year

88

Low-level radioactive

Cubic yards per year

2,640 d

Liquid low-level radioactive

Gallons per year

Mixed low-level radioactive

Cubic yards per year

Chemical e

Tons per year

Sanitary

Gallons per year

Site-Wide LANL Projections b
440 to 870
21,000 to 115,000

2,700,000

4,000,000

26

320 to 18,100

12.4
7,200,000

3,200 to 5,750
f

156,000,000 g

CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; SEIS = supplemental
environmental impact statement.
a
DOE 2003b.
b
Estimated site-wide LANL projections based on estimates included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).
c
Includes both transuranic and mixed transuranic waste.
d
Volumes of low-level radioactive waste include solid wastes generated by the treatment of low-level radioactive liquid
wastes generated by CMRR Facility operations.
e
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category; however, as was done in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the
term is used in this SEIS to denote a variety of materials including hazardous waste regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act; toxic waste regulated under the Toxic Substances Control Act; and special waste
designated under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations, including industrial waste, infectious waste, and petroleumcontaminated soil.
f
Calculated assuming 550 CMRR Facility workers, each generating 50 gallons per day for 260 workdays per year.
g
The value shown is the annual volume of wastewater processed at the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46,
assuming operation at its 600,000-gallon-per-day (2.27-million-liter-per-day) design capacity for 260 working days per year
(DOE 2003b). Sanitary wastewater and nonradioactive liquid waste are both projected to be routed to the Sanitary
Wastewater Systems Plant for treatment.
Note: The generation rates are attributed to facility operations and do not include the waste generated from environmental
restoration actions. To convert cubic yards to cubic meters, multiply by 0.76456; gallons to liters, by 3.78533; tons to metric
tons, by 0.90718.

Transuranic and Mixed Transuranic Wastes
Analytical, processing, fabrication, and research and development activities at the CMRR Facility would
generate transuranic waste. Approximately 88 cubic yards (67 cubic meters) of transuranic and mixed
transuranic waste would be generated each year. Any transuranic waste generated by CMRR Facility
operations would be transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) or a similar facility for
disposition. Transuranic waste volumes generated through CMRR Facility operations over the life of the
facility are estimated to be less than 2 percent of the WIPP capacity. Offsite disposal capacities for
transuranic waste are expected to be adequate for the disposal needs of LANL, including CMRR Facility
operations.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste
About 2,640 cubic yards (2,020 cubic meters) of solid low-level radioactive waste would be generated
each year from CMRR Facility operations. Volumes of low-level radioactive waste from CMRR Facility
operations include the solid low-level radioactive component of liquid wastes treated through RLWTF or a
similar facility. The impacts of managing this waste at LANL would be minimal.
CMRR Facility operations would also generate liquid low-level radioactive waste. Because the exact
amount of liquid low-level radioactive waste that would be generated by the CMRR Facility at TA-55 is
not known, the 10,400 gallons (39,400 liters) per day (2.7 million gallons [10 million liters] per year)
associated with operations in the CMR Building were estimated to be generated by operations at the
CMRR Facility as well. Therefore, the amount of solid low-level radioactive waste that would result from
RLWTF treatment of liquid low-level radioactive waste generated by CMRR Facility operations was
estimated to be 200 cubic yards (150 cubic meters) annually and is included as low-level radioactive waste
in Table 4–12. RLWTF capacity is expected to be sufficient to manage the liquid low-level radioactive
waste generated by CMRR Facility operations.
Mixed Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Mixed low-level radioactive waste generated from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would be surveyed
and decontaminated on site, if possible. Those remaining wastes would be treated on site or stored and
processed at TA-54, Area G, or Area L and transported to a commercial or DOE offsite treatment and
disposal facility. About 26 cubic yards (20 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste would be
generated each year. The impacts of managing this waste at LANL would be minimal.
Sanitary Wastewater
Sanitary wastewater generated from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would be sent to the Sanitary
Wastewater Systems Plant. Approximately 27,500 gallons per day (104,000 liters per day) of sanitary
wastewater would be generated for 260 working days per year. This would represent about 4.6 percent of
the 600,000-gallon-per-day (2.27-million-liter-per-day) design capacity of the Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant.
Chemical Waste
Chemical waste generated from CMRR Facility operations at TA-55 would be decontaminated or recycled,
if possible. Typically, chemical waste is not held in long-term storage at LANL. Approximately 12.4 tons
(11.2 metric tons) of chemical waste would be generated each year. The impacts of managing this waste at
LANL would be minimal.
4.2.13 Transportation and Traffic
4.2.13.1 Transportation
A transportation impact assessment was conducted for (1) the one-time movement of special nuclear
material (SNM), equipment, and other materials during the transition from the existing CMR Building to
the 2004 CMRR-NF and (2) the routine onsite shipment of analytical chemistry and materials
characterization samples between the Plutonium Facility at TA-55 and the CMRR Facility at TA-55. The
results of this impact assessment are presented below for incident-free and transportation accident impacts
to the public and workers.
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Routine (Incident-Free) Transportation
One-Time Movement of SNM, Equipment, and Other Materials—Transport of SNM, equipment, and other
materials currently located at the CMR Building to the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55 would occur on open or
closed roads. The public is not expected to receive any measurable exposure from the one-time movement
of radiological materials associated with this action.
CMR Building workers could receive a minimal dose from shipping and handling of SNM during the
transition from the existing CMR Building to the 2004 CMRR-NF. Based on a review of radiological
exposure information, the average dose to CMR Building workers (including material handlers) is about
110 millirem per year. The material handler worker dose from shipping and handling of SNM would be
similar to those for normal operations currently performed at the CMR Building.
Routine Onsite Shipment of Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization Samples—The public is
not expected to receive any additional measurable exposure from the movement of small quantities of
radioactive materials and SNM samples between the Plutonium Facility at TA-55 and the CMRR Facility
at TA-55. These include metal, liquid, or powder samples of weapons-grade plutonium, plutonium-238,
uranium-235, uranium-233, and other actinide isotopes.
Transportation Accidents
One-Time Movement of SNM, Equipment, and Other Materials—Potential handling and transport
accidents during the one-time movement of SNM, equipment, and other materials during the transition
from the existing CMR Building to the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55 would be bounded in frequency and
consequence by other facility accidents under each of the alternatives presented in this chapter. Once a
shipment is prepared for low-speed movement, the likelihood and consequences of any foreseeable
accident are considered to be very small.
4.2.13.2 Traffic
Construction Impacts – Truck Traffic—Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the 2004
CMRR-NF would take approximately 3 years. Construction impacts would occur in the time period from
2012 to 2015. This alternative would require excavation of a 68,000-square-foot (6,300-square-meter)
area to a depth of 50 feet (15 meters), of which approximately 30 feet (9.1 meters) have already been
excavated as part of the geologic analysis of the site, leaving approximately 20 feet (6.1 meters) to be
excavated. The excavated soil and rock material would be stored in temporary storage piles assumed to be
located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) from the 2004 CMRR-NF construction site in appropriate
storage areas. Excavation of the additional 20 feet and the tunnels to be constructed between RLUOB and
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to the 2004 CMRR-NF would require the removal of approximately
77,000 cubic yards (59,000 cubic meters) of material. This would take approximately 5,000 20-ton truck
round trips or 3,300 30-ton truck round trips to move. This material would be staged at a LANL materials
staging area for future reuse in other LANL projects.
The number of truck trips per hour would depend on the method used for excavation of the 2004
CMRR-NF. Assuming a 20-minute round trip to the LANL materials staging area, it would take
approximately 54 days with one loader and 20-ton trucks or approximately 36 days with one loader and
30-ton trucks to remove the excavated soils and rock. This time period could be shortened by using two
loaders, which would be preferable because it would keep trucks operating more efficiently. On a per-hour
basis, these trips would be insignificant to the level of service on Pajarito Road. The acceleration of the
loaded earthwork trucks would be slow and would result in lower speeds and some reduction in the level
of service in the road segment where the trucks accelerate. Pajarito Road is not accessible by the public.
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Bulk materials would be delivered to the 2004 CMRR-NF by either standard three-axle dump trucks
(20-ton trucks) or five-axle bottom dump trucks (30-ton trucks). This material would be required over the
period when the foundation and shell of the 2004 CMRR-NF are being constructed. Approximately
3,200 cubic yards (2,400 cubic meters) of structural concrete and 5,000 cubic yards (3,800 cubic meters)
of other concrete would be required (DOE 2003b). To support the concrete batch plant operation for all
concrete operations, the following materials would be required (DOE 2003b):
•

Approximately 3,700 tons (3,400 metric tons) of coarse aggregate (180 20-ton trucks or 120 30-ton
trucks)

•

Approximately 3,700 tons (3,400 metric tons) of fine aggregate (sand) (180 20-ton trucks or
120 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 1,500 tons (1,400 metric tons) of cement (75 20-ton trucks or 50 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 800 tons (730 metric tons) of fly ash (40 20-ton trucks or 27 30-ton trucks)

•

The No Action Alternative would also require approximately 270 tons (240 metric tons) of
structural steel (14 20-ton trucks or 9 30-ton trucks) (DOE 2003b).

Most of the length of Pajarito Road from TA-63 to White Rock was repaved in October 2010
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 001). It now consists of an average of 4 inches (10.2 centimeters) of
asphaltic concrete over 8 inches (20.3 centimeters) of aggregate base course. Consideration of the methods
contained in the AASHTO Guide for Design of Pavement Structures (AASHTO 1993) indicates that this
pavement would withstand the expected truck traffic only if the relative quality of the roadbed soil is “very
good” according to American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials standards. If the
relative quality of the roadbed soil is less strong, it is possible that the pavement would fail structurally. A
second method of failure would be at the edge of the pavement if that edge is not adequately supported
laterally. Pajarito Road has 8-foot, paved shoulders, which would provide the necessary lateral support.
The roadway shoulders and especially the edges of the shoulders might be subject to damage if trucks were
to use the shoulders on a regular basis.
Construction Impacts – Worker Traffic—Under all alternatives, the workers going to the 2004 CMRR-NF
are expected to use the public roadways. A peak of 300 workers is anticipated to commute to parking
areas. For this analysis, the peak commuting time of these workers would align with the peak-hour traffic
on the adjoining public roadways. Three hundred construction workers are anticipated to add an estimated
200 peak-hour trips. These 200 additional commuter vehicles (300 workers) were added to the existing
traffic to determine the anticipated level of service. As shown in Table 4–13, the impacts on traffic were
compared for the year 2012, the year that construction would start, and 2015, the year that construction
would be completed. No change in the level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL is anticipated
during the construction period.
Operations Impacts—The employees currently working at the existing CMR Building and other facilities
at LANL are expected to relocate to the CMRR Facility. There would be no impact from traffic or
transportation on the internal LANL road system, the vehicle access portals, or the public roadways
external to LANL over the existing conditions.
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Table 4–13 No Action Alternative — Expected Levels of Service of Roadways in the Vicinity of
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Existing Traffic

Location

AADT/
Peak Hour/
LOS

AADT/
Peak Hour/
LOS

Comments
(assumed
percentage of
Peak Hour/
construction
LOS
traffic assigned to
road segment)
2015
(200 VPH)

No Action Alternative
Peak Hour/
LOS

Road Type and
Number of
Lanes

AADT/Year/
Percentage
Trucks

2012

2015

2012

SR 4 at
Los Alamos County
Line to SR 501

Minor arterial/
two lanes

734/
2009/9

760/
80/A

780/80/A

100/A

100/A

(10)
No change in
level of service

SR 4 at Junction
Bandelier Park
Entrance

Minor arterial/
two lanes

681/
2009/7

700/
70/A

710/70/A

90/A

90/A

(10)
No change in
level of service

SR 4 at Junction of
Pajarito Road –
White Rock

Minor arterial/
two lanes

9,302/
2009/9

9,580/
960/D

9,770/
980/D

1,140/D

1,160/D

(90)
No change in
level of service

SR 4 at Junction of
Jemez Road

Minor arterial/
two lanes

9,358/
2009/12

9,640/
960/D

9,830/
980/D

1,140/D

1,160/D

(90)
No change in
level of service

SR 501 at Junction
of SR 4 to
Diamond Drive

Minor arterial/
two lanes

11,848/
2009/11

12,210/
1,220/D

12,460/
1,250/D

1,260/D

1,290/D

(90)
No change in
level of service

SR 501 at Junction
of Diamond Drive
and Onward

Primary arterial/
four lanes

21,211/
2009/8

21,850/
2,190/C

22,290/
2,230/C

2,230/C

2,270/C

(90)
No change in
level of service

SR 501 at
Junction 502

Primary arterial/
four lanes –
divided

17,807/
2009/8

18,350/
1,840/C

18,720/
1,870/
C

1,940/C

1,970/C

(20)
No change in
level of service

SR 502 at Junction
Openheimer Street

Primary arterial/
four lanes –
divided

12,817/
2009/6

13,210/
1,320/C

13,480/
1,350/C

1,420/C

1,450/C

(20)
No change in
level of service

SR 502 East of
Junction with SR 4

Primary arterial/
four-lane
freeway

6,341/
2009/12

6,530/
650/A

6,660/
670/A

670/A

690/A

(10)
No change in
level of service

Year

AADT = average annual daily traffic; LOS = level of service; SR = State Road; VPH = vehicles per hour.

4.3
4.3.1

Environmental Impacts of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative

This section presents the environmental impacts associated with the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.
This alternative addresses seismic safety and security concerns associated with the No Action Alternative.
Among the concerns identified in the seismic and geologic studies is the presence of a subsurface layer of
poorly welded volcanic tuff. The layer would need to be removed or modified to provide a stable medium
on which to build the Modified CMRR-NF or the facility would be constructed at a sufficient height above
this layer. As a result, two construction options are being considered under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative.
The Deep Excavation Option would involve excavating the identified footprint another 100 feet
(30 meters) to a nominal depth of 130 feet (40 meters), thus removing the poorly welded tuff layer. The
excavation would then be backfilled with concrete up to 60 feet (18 meters) to provide a stable surface on
which to build. The Shallow Excavation Option would involve constructing the Modified CMRR-NF in
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the stable geologic layer overlying the poorly welded tuff layer, 17 feet (5.2 meters) above the interface
between the two layers.
Additional CMRR Project activities analyzed under this alternative include the following (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.6):
•

TA-50 electrical substation

•

TA-48/55 bus parking lot and TA-72 parking lot

•

Pajarito Road realignment and buried utilities relocation activities

•

Construction laydown areas and warehouse (TA-46/63 and TA-48/55)

•

Construction laydown and support areas (including spoils storage areas) (TA-5/52)

•

Concrete batch plants (TA-46/63 and TA-48/55)

•

Power upgrades (TA-5 to TA-55)

•

Spoils storage areas (TA-36, TA-51, TA-54)

•

Stormwater detention ponds (TA-48, TA-50, TA-63, TA-64, TA-72)

As under the No Action Alternative, the Modified CMRR-NF would be linked to the newly constructed
RLUOB via an underground tunnel, and another underground tunnel would be constructed to connect the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility with the Modified CMRR-NF. The vault for long-term storage of SNM would
be within the footprint of the Modified CMRR-NF. Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, provides a complete
description of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. The impacts of construction and operation of this
proposed facility are described in the following sections for both the Deep Excavation Option and the
Shallow Excavation Option. Regardless of the construction option, the impacts from operations would not
affect the performance of the building once it was constructed. Under either construction option, the
resulting building would meet the current standards required for a PC-3 facility so it would perform the
same in the event of a seismic accident. The operations impacts discussed below include those from the
operation of RLUOB. The impacts of operating the existing CMR Building would continue during the
construction of the Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55. In addition, under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, there would be a transition period of 3 years, during which operations impacts could exist in
whole or in part from both the existing CMR Building and the Modified CMRR-NF. Disposition of this
Modified CMRR-NF is discussed in Section 4.5.
4.3.2
4.3.2.1

Land Use and Visual Resources
Land Use

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Deep Excavation Option of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative encompasses numerous project elements
that would involve both temporary and permanent facilities. These project elements would have the
potential to impact land use within TA-5, TA-36, TA-46, TA-48, TA-50, TA-51, TA-52, TA-54, TA-55,
TA-63, TA-64, and TA-72. Table 4–14 lists the various project elements and the technical areas in which
they would occur. Also presented in the table are the total acreages involved and the acreage of land that is
presently undeveloped, whether the action would be temporary or permanent, the present land use
designation of the area in which each project element would occur, and whether there would be a change
in land use. Impacts on land use under the Deep Excavation Option for the various project elements are
addressed below.
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Table 4–14 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Land Use Impacts
Technical
Area

Acreage
(total/undeveloped)

Status

Present Land Use

Change in Land Use

Pajarito Road
realignment

55

3.4/2

P

Reserve

Yes

Electrical substation

50

1.4/1.4

P

Reserve

Yes

Stormwater
detention ponds

50

0.5/0.5

P

Reserve

Yes

64

1/1

P

Reserve

Yes

Spoils storage
areas a

36

39.1/39.1

T

High Explosives Testing

Yes

51

9.1/9.1

T

Reserve

Yes

54

18.6/18.6

T

Reserve

Yes

Parking lot and
associated road
improvements

72

13–15/13–15

T

Reserve

Yes

Bus parking lot

48/55

3/3

T

Reserve

Yes

Power upgrades

55 through
50, 63, and
52 to 5

9.1/2

T/P

Along or adjacent to
existing rights-of-way
within developed areas;
however, within TA-52
and -5, the right-of-way is
within an area designated
Reserve.

No change along
portions of the route
that are developed;
however, land use
would change along the
portion of the route
designated Reserve.

46/63

40/33.5

T

Administrative, Service,
and Support (TA-46);
Reserve (TA-63)

No (TA-46); Yes
(TA-63)

48/55

20/16

T

Reserve and Experimental
Science (TA-48);
Theoretical and
Computational Science
(TA-55)

No (Experimental
Science portion of
TA-48 and TA-55); Yes
(Reserve portion of
TA-48)

5/52

19.1/19.1

T

Reserve

Yes

Project Element

Construction
laydown/concrete
batch plant

Construction
laydown and
support area a

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; P = permanent; T = temporary;
TA = technical area.
a
About 67 acres (27 hectares) of potential spoils storage area have been identified in TA-36, TA-51, and TA-54; also
additional acreage in TA-5/52 could be used for spoils storage. However, only 30 acres (12.1 hectares) are expected to be
needed to support this project under the Deep Excavation Option.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002, 003, 025, 027.

Pajarito Road Realignment—The realignment of a 0.5-mile (0.8-kilometer) section of Pajarito Road south
of the Modified CMRR-NF would disturb 3.4 acres (1.4 hectares) of land on the south side of the road,
2 acres (0.8 hectares) of which have not been previously developed, in addition to requiring movement of
the buried utilities. The road shift would ensure proper placement of the Modified CMRR-NF perimeter
intrusion security fence in proximity to Pajarito Road (LANL 2010d). The undeveloped portion of the
affected area is presently designated as Reserve, indicating that it is vacant land not otherwise included in
one of the other land use categories (see Chapter 3, Figure 3–1). Thus, this area would be dedicated to
transportation and would fall under the Physical and Technical Support land use category and no longer be
classified as Reserve. The realignment would not impact operations at any other facilities along
Pajarito Road.
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Electrical Substation—If needed, the CMRR Project would install a new substation, as analyzed in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, on the existing 115-kilovolt power distribution loop in TA-50, just south of the
existing RLUOB construction office trailers. The new substation would be a permanent installation that
would provide an independent power feed (about 40 megawatts) to the existing TA-55 complex and the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB. The substation would require 1.4 acres (0.57 hectares) (LANL 2010d).
This project would result in a permanent change in the land use designation of the area from Reserve to
Physical and Technical Support. Instead of installing this substation, another action being evaluated is the
installation of a new electrical feed from the TA-3 substation along an existing utilities right-of-way.
Stormwater Detention Ponds—Approximately 1.5 acres (0.6 hectares) would be required for permanent
stormwater detention ponds to be located south of Pajarito Road in TA-64 and adjacent to the electrical
substation in TA-50. Each of these areas is presently designated as Reserve; however, once the detention
ponds are in place, the land use designation would change to Physical and Technical Support. Additional
stormwater detention ponds would be located within TA-63 (one temporary and one permanent), TA-48
(temporary), and TA-72 (temporary). However, because these fall within those portions of the technical
areas that would be disturbed by other activities, their acreage is not included here to avoid double
counting. The existing detention pond at TA-63 that would be enlarged would not experience a change in
land use designation. As the project proceeds, there may be a need for additional or larger detention ponds;
however, they would be placed within areas already identified and analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Spoils Storage Areas—Spoils storage would require a total of 30 acres (12.1 hectares) of land. The space
needed for excavated materials storage would not have to be collocated; that is, it could be broken up
across available acreage. Thus, a number of areas, not all of which would be needed, have been identified
that could be used to stage excavated spoils. The determination of which areas would be used would be
made at a later date once the exact construction schedule is developed (LANL 2010d). As indicated in
Table 4–14, spoils storage could take place within TA-36, TA-51, and TA-54. Land use within the
potential spoils areas in TA-51 and TA-54 is designated Reserve, while land use in TA-36 is designated
High Explosives Testing. Thus, the use of any of these areas for spoils storage would change the present
land use. Temporary spoils storage areas would be restored to a more-natural state after they are no longer
needed, which could lead to a re-establishment of the current land use designation.
Parking Lot— Two temporary parking lots are planned under this alternative. A bus parking lot would be
constructed straddling the boundary of TA-48 and -55, with capacity for 15 buses. Its construction would
disturb 3 acres (1.2 hectares).
A second parking lot for commuters and associated road improvements would be constructed in TA-72
along the south side of East Jemez Road, east of the TA-72 firing range. This lot would have 600 to
800 parking spaces and a truck loop area and would require from 13 to 15 acres (5.3 to 6.1 hectares)
(LANL 2010d). Both areas are designated Reserve; thus, their use for temporary parking lot would result
in a change in land use designation to Physical and Technical Support. Both parking areas would be
restored to a more-natural state after they are no longer required for Modified CMRR-NF construction.
This could lead to a re-establishment of the Reserve land use designation.
Power Upgrades—It would be necessary to upgrade power services for the Modified CMRR-NF
construction site and support activities. These upgrades could be either temporary or permanent,
depending on future power requirements. The power upgrades project would bring in power along a route
from the TA-5 eastern technical area substation along Puye Road through TA-5, TA-52, and TA-63, then
through TA-50, along Pecos Drive and through a new underground duct to the Modified CMRR-NF site in
TA-55. In general, the project would use existing electric utility easements and overhead power poles
(LANL 2010d). However, some new overhead poles may be needed, which would disturb an estimated
2 acres (0.8 hectares) of the 9.1 acres (3.7 hectares) total for this activity. The land that would be newly
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disturbed is primarily in TA-52 adjacent to Puye Road and is presently designated Reserve. It is also
possible that underground ducts could be used instead of new overhead poles for this segment of the route.
Use of this area would change the land use designation either temporarily or permanently to Physical and
Technical Support. Other alternatives for power upgrades are discussed above in the Electrical Substation
section.
Construction Laydown and Concrete Batch Plants—The Modified CMRR-NF Project would utilize two
areas for construction laydown and support services: one would be located in portions of TA-46 and
TA-63 and a second would be located in TA-48 and TA-55. Both areas would provide space for
construction office trailers, temporary parking, a concrete batch plant, and construction laydown and
storage. Both would also be temporary and would include some areas that were formerly used as material
storage and laydown sites. The TA-46/63 site covers 40 acres (16.2 hectares) and is designated
Administrative, Service, and Support (TA-46) and Reserve (TA-63). The TA-48/55 site covers 20 acres
(8.1 hectares) and is designated Reserve and Experimental Science (TA-48) and Theoretical and
Computational Science (TA-55) (LANL 2010d). The use of both construction laydown sites would
require some clearing of vegetation and would alter the current land use designation for the duration of the
project. However, following construction, the portions of each area currently designated as Reserve would
be restored and revert to that designation.
Construction Laydown and Support Area—Construction support would require an area of 19.1 acres
(7.7 hectares) within TA-5/52. This area could be used for a variety of construction-related needs,
including storage of equipment and spoils. The use of this area during construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF would result in a change in its present Reserve land use designation. However, upon
completion of construction, the area could be restored to its present condition, thus leading to the
re-establishment of its current land use designation.
The duration of the temporary use of land would vary depending primarily on the land use under the
project. Land used for batch plants, laydown, support areas, detention ponds, and parking would be
revegetated soon after it is no longer needed for the project. Temporary use of land for spoils storage
would continue until the spoils are used up (for landscaping or for other construction projects elsewhere).
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Shallow Excavation Option would entail the same project elements noted above under the Deep
Excavation Option. However, only 10 acres (4 hectares) would be required for spoils storage. Further, the
potential spoils storage areas being considered for this option would only include the 19.1-acre
(7.7-hectare) site in TA-5/52 and the 9.1-acre (3.7-hectare) site in TA-51. A determination of which areas
would be used would be made at a later date after the exact construction schedule is developed
(LANL 2010d).
Operations Impacts—Under both of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative construction options, there
would be a land commitment associated with facility operations of 28.1 acres (11.4 hectares), including
4.8 acres (1.9 hectares) for the Modified CMRR-NF, 4 acres (1.6 hectares) for RLUOB, 13 acres
(5.3 hectares) for the TA-50 parking lot, 3.4 acres (1.4 hectares) for the Pajarito Road realignment,
1.4 acres (0.6 hectares) for the electrical substation, and 1.5 acres (0.6 hectares) for stormwater detention
ponds. There would be no additional change in land use as a result of operations of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB because any changes that would take place would have already occurred during
construction.
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4.3.2.2

Visual Resources

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—A general description of the appearance of each
technical area affected by the proposed action and alternatives is presented in Chapter 3, Table 3–2.
Project elements undertaken under the Deep Excavation Option of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
would affect the appearance of the individual technical areas in which they would take place. More
importantly, when taken together, they have the potential to affect the overall visual environment of
LANL. Most development under this option would occur along the central portion of the Pajarito Road
corridor; however, spoils storage could occur to the east in TA-36, TA-51, and TA-54. Additionally, a
parking lot would be located in TA-72.
As much of the proposed development associated with the various project elements that would take place
under the Deep Excavation Option for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would occur within or
adjacent to developed areas along the central Pajarito Road corridor, there would be little overall change in
the industrial appearance of the area. New construction in these areas would generally take place within or
adjacent to previously developed areas; thus, it would not represent a significant change in the visual
environment. Because Pajarito Road is closed to the public, near views of CMRR-related development
along the roadway would be restricted to site workers. As viewed from higher elevations to the west, new
development along the central portion of Pajarito Road would result in little change to the area’s present
appearance. Further, new required lighting would not noticeably change the present nighttime appearance
of the site. Overall, there would be no change in the current U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Visual Resource Contrast Class IV rating along the central portion of Pajarito Road. Visual impacts to the
east along Pajarito Road in the vicinity of TA-36, TA-51, and TA-54 could be more noticeable because
this portion of the roadway has little adjacent development. Because many project elements are temporary
in nature, visual impacts would decrease once the construction phase of the Modified CMRR-NF project is
complete and temporarily disturbed areas are restored to a more-natural appearance.
One project element that would be located some distance from the Pajarito Road corridor under this
alternative is the TA-72 parking lot, which would be built approximately 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) west
of the intersection of East Jemez Road and New Mexico State Road 4. Construction of the 13- to 15-acre
(5.3- to 6.1-hectare) parking lot would require removal of all vegetation, as well as leveling the site, which
would change its natural appearance. The parking lot would be readily seen by both site workers and the
general public because traffic along the road is not restricted, as it is along Pajarito Road. In addition,
because it would be lit at night, it would be readily seen from East Jemez Road, and the nighttime sky glow
would be visible from New Mexico State Road 4 and the Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument.
It would also be readily seen from nearby higher elevations. Installed lighting would comply with the
New Mexico Night Sky Protection Act to the extent that it would not compromise security. Development
of this part of TA-72 would result in a change in the BLM visual resource contrast rating from Class III to
a Class IV. Following completion of the Modified CMRR-NF, the parking lot would be restored to a
more-natural state. However, it would take years before the area would return to its predisturbance
appearance.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Impacts on visual resources resulting from
implementation of the Shallow Excavation Option would be similar to those described under the Deep
Excavation Option. However, only 10 acres (4 hectares) within TA-5/52 and TA-51 would be needed for
spoils storage. Thus, overall visual impact of the project during the period when spoils would be stored
would be less than under this option compared with the Deep Excavation Option.
Operations Impacts—Once the Modified CMRR-NF becomes operational and the spoils storage area(s) is
closed and restored to a more-natural state, the appearance of the involved technical areas under both
options for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would approximate preconstruction conditions. The
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Modified CMRR-NF itself, excluding the cupola roofs, would range from about 20 feet (6 meters) to
55 feet (17 meters) above ground, which would primarily be viewed by LANL employees because Pajarito
Road is closed to the public. When viewed from higher elevations to the west, the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB would blend in with existing development along the central portion of Pajarito Road. Their
presence would not change the BLM Visual Resource Contrast Class IV rating.
4.3.3

Site Infrastructure

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Planned and proposed construction activities
(see Table 4–15) are expected to have a temporary effect on the electrical power requirements at LANL.
During the construction phase (about 9 years), the temporary increase in power would be approximately
6 percent of the available (surplus) energy capacity at LANL and would not impact the available energy
supply to any current or projected uses. The temporary increase in the peak load demand would be
approximately 75 percent of the available (surplus) capacity. With planned upgrades and modifications
(see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2), existing infrastructure would be capable of supporting the construction
requirements for the Modified CMRR-NF proposed under this alternative without exceeding site
capacities.
Table 4–15 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Site Infrastructure
Requirements for Facility Construction
Resource

Available
Site/System Capacity a

CMRR-NF
Project
Requirement

Percentage of Available
Site Capacity

Electricity
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
513,000
31,000
6
Peak load demand (megawatts)
16
12
75
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
5,860
Not applicable
Not applicable
b
Propane (gallons per year)
Not applicable
19,200
Not applicable
130
5
4
Water (million gallons per year)
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
A calculation based on the system-wide (site-wide for water) capacity from data provided in Chapter 3, Table 3–3, of this
CMRR-NF SEIS.
b
Use of propane would be limited to the winter months for a period of 3 to 6 years.
Note: To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028314; gallons to liters by 3.78533.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002; Infrastructure, 026.

No natural gas would be needed for construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. Although gasoline and
diesel fuel would be required to operate construction vehicles, generators, and other construction
equipment, fuel would be procured from offsite sources and, therefore, would not be a limited resource for
the purposes of this CMRR-NF SEIS. An estimated 19,200 gallons (73,000 liters) of propane would be
used annually during a portion of the construction period (3 to 6 years) for heating purposes. The propane
would be procured from offsite sources and, therefore, would not be a limited resource for the purposes of
this SEIS (LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 026).
Primary construction water use would be for concrete, site preparation, and earthwork (for example,
grading, compaction, dust control). There would be a temporary effect on the water supply at LANL.
During the construction phase, it was estimated that approximately 5 million gallons (19 million liters) of
water per year (42 million gallons total [159 million liters]) would be needed. This would be
approximately 4 percent of the available (surplus) capacity at LANL. The volume of groundwater that
would be used is within the retained water right quantity at LANL, which is figured on an annual use
ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,000 million liters). However, the site is currently at a baseline of
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76 percent of the available capacity due to other site requirements. With the proposed construction
included, the site would be at 76.9 percent of capacity. The ROI, which includes water used by LANL and
Los Alamos County, is over 91 percent; with the proposed construction included, the total ROI would be at
91.8 percent of capacity.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Planned and proposed construction activities
(see Table 4–16) are expected to have a temporary effect on the electrical power requirements. During the
construction phase (about 9 years), 7 the temporary increase in power would be approximately 6 percent of
the available (surplus) energy capacity and would not impact the available energy supply to any current or
projected uses. The temporary increase in the peak load demand would be approximately 75 percent of the
available (surplus) capacity. With planned upgrades and modifications, existing infrastructure would be
capable of supporting the construction requirements of the Modified CMRR-NF proposed under this
alternative without exceeding site capacities.
No natural gas would be needed for construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. Although gasoline and
diesel fuel would be required to operate construction vehicles, generators, and other construction
equipment, fuel would be procured from offsite sources and, therefore, would not be a limited resource for
the purposes of this SEIS. An estimated 19,200 gallons (73,000 liters) of propane would be used annually
during a portion of the construction period (3 to 6 years) for heating purposes. The propane would be
procured from offsite sources and, therefore, would not be a limited resource for the purposes of this SEIS
(LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 026).
Table 4–16 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Site Infrastructure
Requirements for Facility Construction
Resource

Available
Site/System Capacity a

CMRR-NF Project
Requirement

Percentage of
Available Site Capacity

Electricity
31,000
6
513,000
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
12
75
16
Peak load demand (megawatts)
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
5,860
Not applicable
Not applicable
Propane (gallons per year) b
Not applicable
19,200
Not applicable
130
4
3
Water (million gallons per year)
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; SEIS = supplemental
environmental impact statement.
a
A calculation based on the system-wide (site-wide for water) capacity from data provided in Chapter 3, Table 3–3, of
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
b
Use of propane would be limited to the winter months for period of 3 to 6 years.
Note: To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028314; gallons to liters by 3.78533.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 003; Infrastructure, 026.

Similar to the Deep Excavation Option, there would be a temporary effect on the water supply at LANL.
During the construction phase (about 9 years), it was estimated that approximately 4 million gallons
(15 million liters) of water per year (35 million gallons [130 million liters] total) would be needed. This
temporary increase in water use would be approximately 3 percent of the available (surplus) capacity at
LANL. The volume of groundwater that would be used is within the retained water right quantity at
LANL, which is figured on an annual use ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,000 million liters). However,
the site is at a baseline of 76 percent of the available capacity due to other site requirements. With the
7

The construction period is the same regardless of the construction option; the additional excavation required for the Deep
Excavation Option would occur in parallel with other activities (for example, preparing laydown areas and installing
construction utilities) that would occur under both options.
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proposed construction included, the site would be at 76.7 percent of capacity. The ROI, which includes
water used by LANL and Los Alamos County, is over 91 percent; with the proposed construction included,
the ROI would be at 91.7 percent of capacity.
Operations Impacts—Resources needed to support the projected demands on key site infrastructure
resources associated with CMRR Facility operations under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative are
presented in Table 4–17. CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations together would require 161,000 megawatthours per year, or approximately 31 percent of the available (surplus) energy capacity. The peak electrical
demand estimate of 26 megawatts, when combined with the projected site-wide peak demand, would
exceed the available (surplus) capacity at the site. The peak load demand assumes all electrical demands
are at their peak need at the same time. Actual peak demand for LANL has been below projected levels in
the past and well within site capacities (see Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2). Regardless of the decisions to be
made regarding the CMRR-NF, adding a third transmission line and/or reconductoring the existing two
transmission lines are being studied by LANL to increase transmission line capacities up to 240 megawatts
to provide additional capacity across the site.8 If the proposed TA-50 electrical substation is constructed, it
would provide reliable additional electrical power as the independent power feed to the existing TA-55
complex and the CMRR Facility. LANL is also considering establishing an independent power feed to the
existing TA-55 complex and the CMRR Facility from TA-3 along existing utility rights-of-way. If
additional capacity and reliability can be added to the existing TA-3 substation, this would negate the need
to build the proposed TA-50 substation.
Natural gas is used to supply boilers and emergency generators, but is restricted to the utility building
attached to RLUOB. The required amount would only use about 1 percent of the available site capacity.
Table 4–17 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Site Infrastructure Requirements for Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations
Resource

Available
Site/System
Capacity a

CMRR Facility
Requirement

Percentage of
Available Site
Capacity

Electricity
RLUOB energy (megawatt-hours per year)

59,000

Modified CMRR-NF energy (megawatt-hours per year)

102,000

Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB energy (megawatt-hours per year)

513,000

RLUOB peak load demand (megawatts)

31

11

Modified CMRR-NF peak load demand (megawatts)
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB peak load demand (megawatts)

161,000
15

16

26

Exceeds available
capacity b

Fuel (million cubic feet per year)
RLUOB natural gas

38

Modified CMRR-NF natural gas
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB natural gas

20
5,860

58

1.0

Water (million gallons per year)
RLUOB water

7

Modified CMRR-NF water

9

Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB water

130

16

12

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office
Building.
a
A calculation based on the system-wide (site-wide for water) capacity from data provided in Chapter 3, Table 3–3, of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
b
Actual peak demand for LANL has been below projected levels in the past and well within site capacities.
Note: To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028314; gallons to liters by 3.78533.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 005; Infrastructure, 011, 012, 013.
8

Evaluated by NNSA in a 2000 environmental assessment, Environmental Assessment for Electrical Power Systems Upgrades at
Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EA-1247).
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Under this alternative, water would be needed for building mechanical uses, including a demineralization
system, and to meet the potable and sanitary needs of facility support personnel. It was estimated that
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would require about 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of
groundwater per year. During operations, the increase in water would be approximately 12 percent of the
available (surplus) capacity at LANL. The volume of groundwater that would be used is within the
retained water right quantity at LANL, which is figured on an annual use ceiling of 542 million gallons
(2,000 million liters). However, the site is at a baseline of 76 percent of capacity. With the proposed
operations included, the site would be at 79 percent of capacity. The ROI, which includes water used by
LANL and Los Alamos County, is at over 91 percent; with the proposed Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB operations included, the ROI would be at 92.4 percent of capacity.
4.3.4
4.3.4.1

Air Quality and Noise
Air Quality

For both of the construction options considered under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, air quality
emissions were calculated for construction activities, transport of materials to and from the work site,
transport of personnel from the proposed parking area in TA-72 to the work site, and production of
concrete from the temporary batch plants that would be located on site. A detailed discussion of
calculation methods is included in Appendix B. Nonradiological air emissions are discussed for both
options. There would be no discernable effect on air quality from the use of propane heaters during
construction under either construction option because propane burns clean, with little emissions. No
radiological emissions would occur during the construction phase.
Construction permits for nonradiological air emissions would be required. Specifically, emissions from
combustion sources and concrete batch plant would require construction permits from the New Mexico
Environment Department. In addition, pre-construction approval from EPA would be required for
radioactive air emissions, in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart H. Due to the LANL site-wide
operating permit discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2, a Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit
would not be required. It is expected that the LANL site-wide Title V operating permit would require
future modification to incorporate permit requirements for construction of the Modified CMRR-NF.
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Deep Excavation Option would result in temporary emissions from construction equipment, trucks
transporting materials, and employee vehicles. Criteria pollutant concentrations at the boundary of TA-55
due to construction activities and at the LANL boundary due to the transport of people and materials were
compared to the New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards, which are more stringent than the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (see Table 4–18). Construction emissions would not exceed the
New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards or the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for any of the
criteria pollutants. These levels are based on the concentrations expected at the boundary of TA-55 during
active construction. Actual criteria pollutant concentrations are expected to be less because emission
factors were used to complete modeling of construction and associated activities that tend to overestimate
impacts. The model generates concentrations based on assumptions for a worst-case scenario. The public
would not be allowed access to this area during construction. Emissions calculated to determine potential
impacts on the nearest residents located at the Royal Crest Trailer Park, north of the project site, found
pollutant concentrations to be well below the most stringent standards. Criteria pollutant concentrations
would not exceed the most stringent standards during construction activities or transport of materials to
and from the site. Mitigation actions were not considered in the analysis. Actual concentrations are
expected to be less than predicted.
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Table 4–18 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Criteria Pollutant
Emissions Compared to New Mexico State Standards
Calculated Concentration (parts per million)

Criteria Pollutant

Averaging
Time

NMAAQS a
(parts per
million)

Carbon monoxide

1 hour

13

0.31

N/A

0.35

<<0.01

8 hours

8.7

0.22

N/A

0.24

<<0.01

Nitrogen dioxide

Annual

0.05

0.02

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

Sulfur dioxide

3 hours

0.5 e

0.06

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

24 hours

0.1

0.01

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

Annual

0.02

<<0.01

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

24 hours

150 μg/m³

15 μg/m³

0.26 μg/m³

20 μg/m³

0.06 μg/m³

24 hours

150 μg/m³

15 μg/m³

0.26 μg/m³

20 μg/m³

0.06 μg/m³

Annual

60 μg/m³

3.0 μg/m³

0.05 μg/m³

4.0 μg/m³

0.01 μg/m³

PM10
Total suspended
particulates

e

Construction b

Concrete
Batch c

Materials
Transport d

Personnel
Transport d

<< = much less than; μg/m = micrograms per cubic meter; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Nuclear Facility; N/A = not applicable; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards;
PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
a
NMAQB 2010.
b
Construction emissions were modeled using TA-55 as the total area in which pollutants are distributed.
c
Concrete batch plant emissions were modeled using the area of TA-63 in which pollutants are distributed.
d
Emissions from mobile sources were modeled using an area that would encompass the length of road used.
e
EPA 2010c. There are no NMAAQS for PM10; therefore, NAAQS are used here.
3

The following corrective actions may be used to decrease construction-related emissions. In addition to
standard construction emissions controls, emissions from construction equipment may be mitigated by
maintaining the equipment to ensure that the emissions control systems and other components are
functioning at peak efficiency. Exposed soil during construction activities is a source of particulate matter
(fugitive dust) and may be controlled with routine watering. Application of chemical stabilizers to exposed
areas and administrative controls such as planning, scheduling, and the use of special equipment could
further reduce emissions.
Radiological releases from construction activities are not expected. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.5,
RLUOB has been constructed and the CMRR-NF site has been excavated down to about 30 feet
(9.1 meters) already and no contamination was encountered. Any suspected or known contaminated areas
from prior LANL activities would be evaluated to identify procedures for working within those areas and
to determine the need to remove site contamination. Contaminated soils would be removed as necessary to
protect worker health or the environment before construction was initiated. Any contaminated soil
removed would be characterized and disposed of appropriately at LANL or an offsite waste management
facility.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—The Shallow Excavation Option for the Modified
CMRR-NF would also include construction, production of concrete via temporary batch plants, and the
transport of personnel and materials to and from the site. Criteria pollutant emissions under the Shallow
Excavation Option are summarized in Table 4–19. Annual construction and personnel transport emissions
are predicted to be comparable to those under the Deep Excavation Option. Less concrete is needed for
this option; thus, less particulate matter emissions from the batch plants are expected. Similar to the Deep
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Excavation Option, criteria pollutant concentrations would not exceed the most stringent standards during
construction activities and transport of materials to and from the site. Emissions calculated to determine
potential impacts on the nearest residents located at the Royal Crest Trailer Park, north of the project site,
found pollutant concentrations to be well below the most stringent standards.
Table 4–19 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Criteria Pollutant
Emissions Compared to New Mexico State Standards

Criteria Pollutant
Carbon monoxide
Nitrogen dioxide
Sulfur dioxide

Averaging
Time

NMAAQS a
(parts per
million)

Calculated Concentration (parts per million)
Construction b

Concrete
Batch c

Materials
Transport d

Personnel
Transport d

1 hour

13

0.31

N/A

0.27

<<0.01

8 hours

8.7

0.22

N/A

0.19

<<0.01

Annual

0.05

0.02

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

3 hours

0.5

e

0.06

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

24 hours

0.1

0.01

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

Annual

0.02

<<0.01

N/A

<<0.01

<<0.01

PM10

24 hours

150 μg/me

15 μg/m³

0.19 μg/m³

15 μg/m³

0.06 μg/m³

Total suspended
particulates

24 hours

150 μg/m³

15 μg/m³

0.19 μg/m³

15 μg/m³

0.06 μg/m³

Annual

60 μg/m³

3.0 μg/m³

0.04 μg/m³

3.0 μg/m³

0.01 μg/m³

<< = much less than; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Nuclear Facility; N/A = not applicable; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards;
PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
a
NMAQB 2010.
b
Construction emissions were modeled using TA-55 as the total area in which pollutants are distributed.
c
Concrete batch plant emissions were modeled using the area of TA-63 in which pollutants are distributed.
d
Emissions from mobile sources were modeled using an area that would encompass the length of road used.
e
EPA 2010b. There are no NMAAQS for PM10; therefore, National Ambient Air Quality Standards are used here.

Operations Impacts—Operations impacts from nonradiological emissions under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative would be from the routine testing of seven emergency backup generators. Radiological
emissions would be the same as those estimated under the No Action Alternative (see Section 4.2.4.1).
Table 4–20 summarizes the concentrations of criteria pollutants from operations at the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB. The maximum ground-level concentrations that would result from Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations at TA-55 would be below ambient air quality standards.
The proximity of the site to the Bandelier National Monument, a Class I Prevention of Significant
Deterioration area, requires more-stringent thresholds to maintain a high level of air quality and visibility.
The pollutants of interest are: nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter in two classes, with
an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 and 2.5 microns. The proposed action would not exceed
the allowable Prevention of Significant Deterioration increments for a Class I area established in
NMAC 20.2.74.504.
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Table 4–20 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Nonradiological Air Quality Concentrations at
Technical Area 55 Site Boundary – Operations
Criteria Pollutant
Carbon monoxide

Averaging Time

NMAAQS
(parts per million) a

Calculated Concentration
(parts per million) b

1 hour

13

0.002

8 hours

8.7

0.001

Annual

0.05

0.000079

3 hours

0.5 c

0.001

Sulfur dioxide

24 hours

0.1

0.00018

Annual

0.02

0.000035

PM10

24 hours

150 μg/m³

0.031 μg/m³

Total suspended
particulates

24 hours

150 μg/m³

0.031 μg/m³

Annual

60 μg/m³

0.006 μg/m³

Nitrogen dioxide

μg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear
Facility; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter
less than or equal to 10 micrometers.
a
NMAAQS are more stringent than the Federal standards; thus, emissions are compared to the latest NMAAQS consistent
with other air quality analyses in this CMRR-NF SEIS. All emissions were converted from micrograms per cubic meter, as
shown in Table 4–10 of the 2003 CMRR EIS, to parts per million using the appropriate corrections for temperature
(70 degrees Fahrenheit) and a site elevation of 7,229 feet (2,200 meters), in accordance with New Mexico dispersion
modeling guidelines (NMAQB 2010).
b
The annual concentrations were analyzed at locations to which the public has access: the site boundary and nearby sensitive
areas. Short-term concentrations were analyzed at the site boundary and at the fence line of the technical area to which the
public has short-term access.
c
NMAAQS does not have a 3-hour standard; thus, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards are used here.
Source: DOE 2003a.

4.3.4.2

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Under the Deep Excavation Option, construction of the
Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55 would result in temporary greenhouse gas emissions from construction
equipment, material transport trucks, personnel commutes, propane heaters used during the winter months,
and electricity consumption. Operation of the concrete batch plants would not require natural gas, but
would require electricity, which is accounted for in the total electricity use presented in Table 4–21.
Emissions of greenhouse gases (see Table 4–21) from these construction activities, excluding electricity
use, were estimated to be approximately 12,500 tons (11,300 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent
per year. Compared to the 2008 site-wide greenhouse gas baseline emissions, about 440,000 tons
(400,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 015),9 there
would be a minimal and temporary increase (about 2.8 percent) in greenhouse gases from the construction
of the Modified CMRR-NF under the Deep Excavation Option.

9

The projected LANL site-wide greenhouse gas emissions associated with the electrical usage corresponding to the operations
selected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS RODs would be 543,000 tons per year.
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Table 4–21 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option — Construction Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Emissions Scope
Activity
CO2
CH4 CO2e
N2O CO2e
Total CO2e
Propane Use
123
0
0
123
Scope 1
Sitework/grading
2,500
0
5
2,500
Construction
2,500
3
40
2,540
Scope 3 a
Materials transport
6,000
1
10
6,010
Personnel commutes
1,250
2
27
1,280
12,400
6
82
12,500
Subtotal
Scope 2 b
Electricity Use
20,000
6
86
20,100
32,400
12
168
32,600
Total
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; CO2 = carbon dioxide;
CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide equivalent;
CO2e = carbon-dioxide equivalent.
a
Scope 3 sources include indirect emissions of construction equipment not owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generation of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually
occur at sources off site and not at sources owned or controlled by LANL.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.90718.

Total greenhouse gases from construction activities, including electricity consumption, would be
approximately 32,600 tons (29,600 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year. Greenhouse gas
emissions from electricity use during construction of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep
Excavation Option, would be approximately 4.6 percent of the total site-wide carbon-dioxide-equivalent
emissions.
Direct greenhouse gas emissions at LANL are those described as Scope 1. There are no established
thresholds for greenhouse gases, but in draft guidance issued February 18, 2010, the CEQ suggested that
proposed actions that are reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 27,600 tons
(25,000 metric tons) or more of carbon-dioxide equivalent should be evaluated by quantitative and
qualitative assessments. This is not a threshold of significance, but an indicator that a quantitative and
qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decisionmakers and the public and would require
consideration in NEPA documentation. The only direct, or Scope 1, greenhouse gas emissions during
construction under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Deep Excavation Option, would be from the use
of propane heaters in the winter months. The use of propane would result in emissions of approximately
123 tons (112 metric tons) per year of carbon-dioxide equivalent, which is well below the CEQ suggested
level of 27,600 tons (25,000 metric tons) per year set for quantitative and qualitative assessments.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Under the Shallow Excavation Option, construction
at TA-55 would result in temporary greenhouse gas emissions from construction equipment, material
transport trucks, personnel commutes, propane heaters used during the winter months, and electricity
consumption. Operation of the concrete batch plants would not require natural gas, but would require
electricity. Construction and personnel transport emissions annually are similar to the Deep Excavation
Option, but with lower emissions from fewer truck trips. Emissions of greenhouse gases (see Table 4–22)
from these construction activities, excluding electricity consumption, were estimated to be approximately
11,000 tons (10,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year.
Total greenhouse gases from construction activities, including electricity consumption, would be
approximately 31,100 tons (28,200 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year. The greenhouse
gas emissions from electricity use during construction of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow
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Excavation Option, are approximately 4.6 percent of the total site-wide carbon-dioxide-equivalent
emissions. As with the Deep Excavation Option, the only direct, or Scope 1, greenhouse gas emissions
during construction under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option, would be
from the use of propane heaters in the winter months. This use of propane would result in approximately
123 tons (112 metric tons) per year of carbon-dioxide equivalent, which is well below the draft CEQ
guidance suggested level of 27,600 tons (25,000 metric tons) per year set for quantitative and qualitative
assessments.
Table 4–22 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, Shallow Excavation Option — Construction
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Emissions Scope

Activity

CO2

CH4 CO2e

N2O CO2e

Total CO2e

Scope 1

Propane Use

123

0

0

123

Scope 3 a

Sitework/grading

2,500

0

5

2,500

Construction

2,500

3

40

2,540

Materials transport

4,600

0

10

4,610

Personnel commutes

1,200

2

26

1,250

10,900

5

81

11,000

20,000

6

86

20,100

30,900

11

167

31,100

Subtotal
Scope 2 b

Electricity use
Total

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; CO2= carbon dioxide;
CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide equivalent;
CO2e = carbon-dioxide equivalent.
a
Scope 3 sources include indirect emissions of construction equipment not owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generation of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually occur
at sources off site and not at sources owned or controlled by LANL.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.90718.

Operations Impacts—Greenhouse gas emissions during operations of both the CMRR-NF and RLUOB
from refrigerants used to cool the building and backup generators are approximately 2,100 tons
(1,900 metric tons) per year of carbon-dioxide equivalent. Since there would be no new hires under this
alternative, emissions from personnel commutes (Scope 3) already included in the baseline are not
included here. Compared to the site-wide greenhouse gas emissions, about 440,000 tons
(400,000 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 015), there
would be a minimal increase (less than 1 percent) in greenhouse gases on site from normal operations of
the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB.
Direct greenhouse gas emissions at LANL are those described as Scope 1. There are no established
thresholds for greenhouse gases, but in draft guidance issued February 18, 2010, the CEQ suggested that
proposed actions that are reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 27,600 tons
(25,000 metric tons) or more of carbon-dioxide equivalent should be evaluated by quantitative and
qualitative assessments. This is not a threshold of significance, but an indicator that a quantitative and
qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decisionmakers and the public and would require
consideration in NEPA documentation. The only direct (Scope 1) greenhouse gas emissions during
operations of the CMRR-NF and RLUOB under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would be from
backup generators and refrigerants used to cool the building. Together, the Scope 1 emissions during
operation of the CMRR-NF and RLUOB under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, approximately
2,100 tons (1,900 metric tons), would be below the CEQ suggested level of 27,600 tons
(25,000 metric tons) per year set for quantitative and qualitative assessments.
4-41

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Total greenhouse gases, including both indirect (Scope 2 and 3) and direct (Scope 1) emissions, during
operation of the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be approximately 107,000 tons (97,000 metric tons) of
carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (see Table 4–23). This is an increase of approximately 25 percent of
the total site-wide carbon-dioxide-equivalent emissions per year based on the 2008 baseline inventory for
LANL. These greenhouse gases emitted by operations under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
add a relatively small increment to emissions of these gases in the United States and the world
(see Section 4.6).
Table 4–23 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Activity
CO2
CH4 CO2e
N2O CO2e
HFC CO2e
Total CO2e
1,860
Refrigerants
used
N/A
N/A
N/A
1,860
Scope 1 a
N/A
Backup generator
210
2
30
242
1,860
210
2
30
2,100
Subtotal
N/A
Scope 2 b
Electricity use
105,000
30
450
105,000
1,860
105,000
32
480
107,000
Total
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; CO2 = carbon dioxide;
CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N/A = not applicable; N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide
equivalent; HFC CO2e = hydrofluorocarbons in carbon-dioxide equivalent; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office
Building.
a
Scope 1 sources include direct emissions by stationary sources owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generators of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually occur
at sources off site and not owned or controlled by LANL.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.90718.
Emissions Scope

4.3.4.3

Noise

Construction noise was evaluated using RCNM [Roadway Construction Noise Model], Version 1.1, the
Federal Highway Administration’s standard model for the prediction of construction noise (DOT 2006).
RCNM has the capability to model types of construction equipment that are expected to be the dominant
construction-related noise sources associated with this action. All construction noise analyses were
assumed to make use of a standard set of construction equipment. Construction noise impacts are
quantified using the 8-hour noise level equivalent (Leq[8]) noise metric, as calculated on an average busy
working day during construction. The maximum sound level (Lmax) shows the sound level of the loudest
piece of equipment, which is generally the driver of the Leq(8) sound level.
Construction noise was evaluated for one construction site; this evaluation may be applied to each of the
sites individually as an assessment of the potential negative effects on sensitive receptors in the vicinity of
the construction site. Construction noise was evaluated at 100-foot (30.5-meter) increments from the
construction equipment. Noise abatement measures were not considered in this analysis, which provides
for a more-conservative analysis. The same types of equipment were assumed to be used on each
construction site. At noise levels greater than 65 decibels A-weighted (dBA), the potential for annoyance
increases, and at levels above 75 dBA, possible harm to health may occur; thus, noise levels above 65 dBA
were used as the significance threshold. Table 4–24 shows the noise levels expected at receptor distances
at 100-foot (30.5-meter) increments and the residential area 0.6 miles (1.0 kilometer) north of TA-55.
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Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—On site, all workers potentially exposed to elevated
noise associated with their activities would comply with all hearing-protective requirements specified by
OSHA. Any other personnel visiting on site also would adhere to the OSHA standards for hearing
protection.
Off site, noise experienced on a day-to-day basis depends on the specific activity under way and its
proximity to the site edge, where a receptor may be present. Nevertheless, the relatively low time-averaged
noise levels calculated indicate that project-related construction activities would not be excessively
intrusive.
Table 4–24 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Noise Levels During Modified CMRR-NF
Construction
Distance from Equipment (feet)
Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) a dBA
Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) b dBA
100
79
81
200
73
75
300
69
72
400
67
69
500
65
67
1000
59
61
Residential area c
49
51
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; dBA = decibels A-weighted.
a
Calculated maximum sound level is the loudest equipment value.
b
Equivalent sound level is the sound averaged over an 8-hour period.
c
Residential area located approximately 0.6 miles (1 kilometer) north of TA-55.
Note: To convert feet to meters, multiply by 0.3048.

The areas involving construction are situated within areas already exposed to some form of noise from
vehicular highway traffic. Construction noise emanating off site would probably be noticeable in the
immediate site vicinity, but is not expected to create adverse impacts. Construction-related noise is
intermittent and transitory and would cease at the completion of the project. Construction noise would
have no adverse effects on residents with construction noise levels of 51 dBA. No adverse effects of
construction noise are expected.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Noise under the Shallow Excavation Option would
be the same as shown under the Deep Excavation Option. This option would be completed in the same
amount of time as the Deep Excavation Option; because of the distance to the exposed public, no
differences in effects from construction noise are expected.
Operations Impacts—Operations of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have noise levels similar
to those of existing operations at TA-55. A slight increase in traffic and equipment (such as heating and
cooling systems) noise near the area is expected. These noise levels would not cause adverse impacts on
wildlife or the public located outside of LANL.
4.3.5

Geology and Soils

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option
Ground Disturbance. Under the Deep Excavation Option, minimal additional land would be disturbed at
TA-55. RLUOB has already been constructed adjacent to the proposed Modified CMRR-NF site, and up
to 30 feet (9 meters) of the 130-foot (40-meter) excavation required for the Deep Excavation Option of the
Modified CMRR-NF has already been completed as part of the geologic evaluation of the site. Additional
land disturbance at TA-55 would primarily be associated with installation and construction of
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infrastructure associated with the Modified CMRR-NF, such as buried utilities and security fence
relocation. However, other aspects of the project would result in additional land disturbance
(see Section 4.3.2.1).
This construction option requires the excavation of an additional 100 feet (30 meters) of bedrock for
construction of the Modified CMRR-NF, as approximately 30 feet (9 meters) of the Modified CMRR-NF
excavation has already been completed. Some of the material excavated from TA-55 would be reused as
fill for other Modified CMRR-NF infrastructure and construction support-related projects, such as fill for
the TA-46/63 and TA-48/55 laydown areas. The remaining amount would be staged at a LANL materials
staging area for future reuse on other LANL projects. Reuse of this material at LANL would directly
offset the future need to transport purchased fill material from offsite locations, as is currently the case
because of the limited amount of suitable fill material available within existing LANL borrow pits.
Although many of the areas to be developed are previously disturbed, the following actions would expose
soils to wind and water erosion: removal of vegetation, grading for new laydown areas, and temporary
stockpiling of soils adjacent to utility trenches and other infrastructure excavations and in staging areas.
See Section 4.3.6 for more information related to erosion impacts. The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed
impacts associated with management of 150,000 cubic yards (115,000 cubic meters) per year of spoils
from the Modified CMRR-NF site and other construction projects at LANL (DOE 2008a).
Aggregate Supply. Large tonnages of aggregate would be required to support construction activities at
TA-55. Approximately 313,000 tons (284,000 metric tons) of coarse aggregate and 320,000 tons
(290,000 metric tons) of fine aggregate (sand) would be required to support all concrete operations,
including placement of up to 250,000 cubic yards (227,000 cubic meters) of low-slump concrete fill
material in the lower 60 feet (18 meters) of the Modified CMRR-NF excavation.
Additional excavation under the Deep Excavation Option would require the removal of approximately
545,000 cubic yards (417,000 cubic meters) of material. Such material would be suitable for some
construction backfill for this project, as well as for construction projects located throughout LANL, but it is
unlikely that the characteristics of this material would make it suitable as aggregate for concrete. Similarly,
the East Jemez Road Borrow Pit, located in TA-61, which represents good source material for certain
construction purposes, is not anticipated to be used as a source for Modified CMRR-NF construction
purposes. For purposes of analysis, aggregate for concrete was assumed to come from sources within
100 miles (160 kilometers) of LANL. Aggregate would be procured from existing commercial vendors
operating in accordance with all necessary permits. As practical, nearer sources of materials would be
used. There are numerous commercial offsite borrow pits and quarries in the vicinity of LANL, including
11 pits or quarries located within 30 miles (48 kilometers) of LANL.
Seismicity. All proposed new facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in compliance with
applicable DOE orders, requirements, and governing standards established to protect public and worker
health and the environment. DOE Order 420.1B requires that nuclear or nonnuclear facilities be designed,
constructed, and operated so that the public, the workers, and the environment are protected from the
adverse impacts of natural phenomena hazards, including earthquakes. The order stipulates the natural
phenomena hazards mitigation requirements for DOE facilities. DOE Standard 1020-2002 (DOE 2002a)
implements DOE Order 420.1B and provides criteria for the design of new structures, systems, and
components to ensure that DOE facilities can safely withstand the effects of natural phenomena hazards,
such as earthquakes. See Section 4.3.10.2 for an evaluation of the potential radiological impacts of
an earthquake.
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As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.4, in 2007, the Final Report, Update of the Probabilistic Seismic
Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis) (LANL 2007a), was issued, which provided a better
assessment of the seismic behavior during a design-basis earthquake. The seismic hazard analysis was
updated again in 2009 (LANL 2009b). As a result, the hazard assessment for the site of the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF has been updated so that these data could be used during facility design to meet DOE
orders, requirements, and governing standards.
Based on the updated seismic hazard analysis, the geotechnical properties of the bedrock (the structural
stability of the rock) at the proposed Modified CMRR-NF location have been further evaluated with
respect to the proposed Modified CMRR-NF structure and associated depth of excavation
(Kleinfelder 2010a, 2010b). As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2, approximately 700 feet
(210 meters) of Bandelier Tuff is present beneath the site. The Modified CMRR-NF excavation would be
affected by the uppermost units of this geologic formation, consisting of Units 3 (Qbt3) and 4 (Qbt4) of the
Tshirege Member of the Bandelier Tuff (see Chapter 2, Figure 2–7). In comparison to the units above and
below, the lower part of Unit 3 (Qbt3L) has lower bearing capacity, is more compressible, has higher
porosity, and has less cohesion. These rock properties, coupled with the vertical proximity of Unit 3 to the
Modified CMRR-NF foundation grade and its lateral proximity to the slope of Twomile Canyon, have led
to potentially significant structural design issues, including the following (Kleinfelder 2010a):
•

Potential for static deflection (compression)

•

Potential for hydro-collapse, due to wetting

•

Potential for excessive movement of buttress, due to dynamic slope instability

•

Inadequate resistance to dynamic sliding forces

•

Seismic shaking and building response

The geotechnical contractor prepared a draft slope stability analysis that indicated that global slope stability
is not an issue for the Deep Excavation Option (LANL 2011a:LANL site, 028). If this construction option
were selected, as part of the ongoing design and evaluation process, studies would be completed to verify
that all geotechnical stability issues had been addressed.
As previously discussed, a 130-foot (40-meter) excavation would be required for the Modified CMRR-NF
construction under the Deep Excavation Option. Qbt3L , the poorly welded to nonwelded tuff, occurs from
a depth of approximately 75 feet (23 meters) to approximately 125 to 130 feet (38 to 40 meters) below
ground surface (Kleinfelder 2010b) (see Chapter 2, Figure 2–7). Therefore, under the Deep Excavation
Option, Qbt3L would be excavated and replaced with concrete fill, as evaluated in the Phase I Ground
Modification Alternatives Feasibility Study, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)
Nuclear Facility, Los Alamos National Laboratory (Kleinfelder 2010a), and as detailed in the Work Plan,
Excavation Support Design, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) Project,
Los Alamos National Laboratory (Kleinfelder 2010b). A 10-foot-thick (3-meter-thick) basemat and the
Modified CMRR-NF foundation would be constructed directly upon this concrete fill material.
The new structure would be designed and constructed in accordance with the geotechnical analyses and
design recommendations provided in the geotechnical reports (Kleinfelder 2007a:46-108, 2010a:23, and
2010b:2-10). These reports have concluded that the substrate is sufficiently strong to withstand the weight
of the proposed structure, such that intolerable amounts of seismically and non-seismically induced
settlement and lateral shifting of the foundation would not occur. Final geotechnical and structural design
calculations would be completed in conjunction with final building design.
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To meet the seismic protection design requirements resulting from the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis and other seismic studies (LANL 2005, 2007a, 2008a; Kleinfelder 2010a, 2010b), the Modified
CMRR-NF would require large amounts of structural concrete and reinforcing steel for construction of the
walls, floors, and roof of the building. These portions of the Modified CMRR-NF would, accordingly, be
thicker and heavier than was previously estimated. In addition, most of the worker access areas inside the
building would be constructed with solid floors rather than steel grating floors; fire suppression water
storage tanks would be located inside the Modified CMRR-NF rather than using existing exterior water
storage tanks (the large size and weight of these tanks require additional building structural
considerations); various utilities would be installed with added protection measures; and other seismic
protection and safety measures would be incorporated into the building design and the installation
of equipment.
Volcanism: As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1, limited evaluation of volcanic hazards to LANL was
undertaken in 2010. The report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards Evaluation, integrated available
information on the volcanic history of the region surrounding LANL, and described potential volcanic
hazards to LANL from future eruptions in the region (LANL 2010i).
Potential volcanic hazards affecting facilities at TA-55 include ash and pumice falls, mudflows and
flooding, seismic activity, lava flows, atmospheric effects (volcanogenic thunderstorms with lightning),
and acid rains. The primary hazard to the Modified CMRR-NF would be roof loads of ash and pumice
from a silicic eruption and ash and scoria from a basaltic eruption. A related hazard would be mudflows
formed by rain containing ashfall and resulting flooding. This possible hazard would be naturally mitigated
by the relatively low slopes at TA-55 and the presence of deep canyons that would channel flows from the
Jemez Mountains west of Los Alamos. Earthquakes associated with a silicic eruption of this kind could lie
in the magnitude 3 to 5 range, based on past eruptions.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option
Ground Disturbance. Under the Shallow Excavation Option, additional land would be disturbed at
TA-55 beyond that disturbed under the No Action Alternative. RLUOB has already been constructed
adjacent to the Modified CMRR-NF site, and up to 30 feet (9 meters) of the 58-foot (18-meter) excavation
required for the Shallow Excavation Option of the Modified CMRR-NF has already been completed as
part of the geologic evaluation of the site. Excavation of the additional 28 feet (8.5 meters) would require
the removal of approximately 236,000 cubic yards (180,000 cubic meters) of material. This material
would be managed the same way as discussed under the Deep Excavation Option.
Aggregate Supply. Approximately 120,000 tons (110,000 metric tons) of coarse aggregate and
120,000 tons (110,000 metric tons) of fine aggregate (sand) would be required to support construction
under this construction option. Offsite sources of aggregate for concrete would be the same as discussed
under the Deep Excavation Option.
Seismicity. As discussed under the Deep Excavation Option, a comprehensive update to the LANL
seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007 and again in 2009 (LANL 2007a, 2009b). Based on
this updated seismic hazard analysis, the geotechnical properties of the bedrock at the proposed Modified
CMRR-NF location have been further evaluated with respect to the proposed Modified CMRR-NF
structure and associated depth of excavation (Kleinfelder 2007a). Similar to the Deep Excavation Option,
the Modified CMRR-NF excavation under the Shallow Excavation Option would be affected by the
uppermost units of this geologic formation, consisting of Units 3 (Qbt3) and 4 (Qbt4) of the Tshirege
Member of the Bandelier Tuff (see Chapter 2, Figure 2–8). In comparison to the units above and below,
the lower part of Unit 3 (Qbt3L) has lower bearing capacity, is more compressible, has higher porosity, and
has less cohesion. These rock properties, coupled with its vertical proximity to the Modified CMRR-NF
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basemat and foundation grade (about 15 feet [4.6 meters] separate Qbt3L from the proposed foundation)
and its lateral proximity to the slope of Twomile Canyon, have led to potentially significant basemat and
structural design issues (Kleinfelder 2010a).
Under the Shallow Excavation Option, a 58-foot (18-meter) excavation would be required for the
Modified CMRR-NF construction. Qbt3L, the poorly welded to nonwelded tuff, occurs from a depth of
approximately 75 feet (23 meters) to approximately 125 to 130 feet (38 to 40 meters) below ground surface
(Kleinfelder 2010b) (see Chapter 2, Figure 2–8). Therefore, Qbt3L would remain in place under this
construction option, with about 17 feet (5.2 meters) of vertical separation between Qbt3L and the
10-foot-thick (3-meter-thick) basemat and foundation. The new structures would be designed and
constructed in accordance with geotechnical recommendations provided in the geotechnical report
prepared specifically for the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). In addition, the geotechnical
report concluded that the 17-foot-thick (5.2-meter-thick) layer of competent material, located below the
proposed structure and above Qbt3L, is sufficiently strong to withstand the weight of the proposed
structure, such that intolerable amounts of seismically and non-seismically induced settlement and lateral
shifting of the foundation would not occur.
The hazards from volcanic eruptions would be the same as those discussed under the Deep Excavation
Option.
Operations Impacts—Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would not impact geologic and soil
resources at LANL, as no ground disturbance would occur and no additional geologic resources would be
required.
4.3.6

Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality

Water quality impacts are not expected to occur as a result of constructing and operating the Modified
CMRR-NF at TA-55. Construction activities could lead to a short-term increase in stormwater runoff,
erosion, and/or sedimentation, but potential impacts on surface-water quality would be mitigated through
implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) and their designated controls (best
management practices). Groundwater quality impacts are not expected during construction or operations
under this alternative.
4.3.6.1

Surface Water

There are no natural surface-water drainages in the vicinity of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF at
TA-55, and no surface water would be used to support facility construction. All project areas were
reviewed, and it was determined that none would require a New Mexico Section 401 Water Quality
Certification or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Dredge and Fill Permit. During construction, it is
expected that portable toilets would be used for construction personnel, resulting in no onsite discharge of
sanitary wastewater and no impact on surface waters (DOE 2003b). However, plumbed restrooms made
available to construction workers would generate sanitary effluent during the construction period; this
effluent would be discharged to sanitary sewer lines for treatment at the Sanitary Wastewater Systems
Plant in TA-46, and then piped to TA-3 and discharged to Sandia Canyon via a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)-permitted outfall (DOE 2008a).
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Stormwater runoff from construction activities under
the Deep Excavation Option could potentially impact downstream surface-water resources, but would be
minimized through stormwater control, implemented as part of an SWPPP, and therefore is not expected to
adversely impact downstream surface-water resources. The SWPPP would be prepared, prior to
commencement of construction, to implement requirements and guidance from Federal and state
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regulations under the Clean Water Act, including the NPDES Construction General Permit and Clean
Water Act Section 401 and 404 permits. Stormwater management controls, including best management
practices for increased stormwater flows and sediment loads, would be included in the construction design
specifications (DOE 2008a). To monitor the effectiveness of erosion and sediment control measures, the
SWPPP would include a mitigation monitoring program, such as consistent and continual inspection and
maintenance, to ensure that an adequate schedule and procedures are in place and implemented.
TA-55 activities are not expected to affect floodplains; TA-55 is not in an area that is prone to flooding,
and the nearest 100-year floodplains are located at a distance of approximately 650 feet (200 meters) in
Twomile Canyon, 1,900 feet (580 meters) in Mortandad Canyon, and 3,000 feet (910 meters) in Pajarito
Canyon, all at much lower elevations.
Construction activities associated with the Modified CMRR-NF and the Pajarito Road right-of-way
realignment at TA-50 and TA-55 would not require a New Mexico Section 401 Water Quality
Certification or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Dredge and Fill Permit. However, these construction
activities would require an NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharge from Construction
Activities and an associated SWPPP. If oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, or other petroleum products spill onto the
ground, they must be cleaned up, containerized, characterized, and disposed of. Excess materials, such as
product debris, equipment, chemicals, waste, concrete, asphalt, and stockpiled soil, are considered wastes
and would not be abandoned at the end of the project (NNSA 2010a) (see Section 4.3.12 for discussion of
construction waste generation and management). The shifted road segment would be closer to the edge of
Twomile Canyon, but would remain on the mesa top and not enter the canyon (LANL 2010d). Potential
impacts on surface-water quality due to construction for the Pajarito Road realignment would be
minimized through implementation of the SWPPP to control soil erosion in accordance with the NPDES
Construction General Permit.
Soil and rock material excavated from the Modified CMRR-NF location would be transported by truck to
storage areas within LANL in accordance with routine material reuse practices at the site. Best
management practices to control stormwater runoff and minimize erosion and/or sedimentation would be
employed to protect surface waters. Management of construction fill is expected to have no effect on
surface-water quality. An existing stormwater detention pond would be enlarged at TA-63, and an
additional detention pond would be constructed to collect and control runout from the TA-46/63
construction laydown area spanning land across the shared boundary of both technical areas. Another
detention pond would be constructed to collect and control runout from the TA-48/55 construction
laydown area in TA-64, and two more would be constructed in TA-48 and TA-72 to collect runoff from
the parking areas. A smaller detention pond would be constructed in TA-50 to collect and control runoff
from the Modified CMRR-NF construction site in TA-55 (LANL 2010d).
An SWPPP would be prepared and implemented for construction of a new, permanent 115-kilovolt
electrical substation in TA-50. The new substation, located on approximately 1.4 acres (0.6 hectares),
would include construction of a short, unpaved service access road from Pajarito Road to the substation
(LANL 2010d). Construction of the 115-kilovolt electrical substation in TA-50 is not expected to
negatively impact surface-water quality.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Implementation of the Shallow Excavation Option is
expected to result either in impacts similar to those under the Deep Excavation Option for surface-water
quality during construction or reduced impacts because there would be less excavated soil under the
Shallow Excavation Option that would need to be controlled for erosion and sedimentation. All of the
same stormwater management controls identified under the Deep Excavation Option during construction
would be utilized if the Shallow Excavation Option is implemented.
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Operations Impacts—No impacts on surface-water quality are expected as a result of Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB operations under this alternative, including operations at RLUOB. No surface water would
be used to support the facility, and there would be no direct discharge of effluent to surface waters during
facility operations (LANL 2010d).
The Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB stormwater control system would be sized to collect and manage
flow from both buildings and the surrounding area for up to a 25-year design storm. The system includes
design features and best management practices that comply with sustainable design principles, as well as
LANL and EPA standards. It would include roof drains, ditches, curbs and gutters, catch basins,
manholes, storm sewer pipes, and a stormwater sediment basin or detention pond. The stormwater
detention pond (located south of Pajarito Road in TA-50) would control erosion from stormwater runoff by
detaining and releasing the storm flow in a controlled manner (LANL 2010d).
4.3.6.2

Groundwater

No impacts on groundwater are anticipated to result from construction and operation of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB.
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—No onsite discharges that would affect groundwater are
planned for construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. Appropriate spill prevention, countermeasures, and
control procedures (for example, proper management of hazardous and nonhazardous wastes and materials
such as diesel fuel or petroleum, oils, and lubricants from construction equipment) would be utilized to
minimize potential releases that could affect groundwater.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Implementation of the Shallow Excavation Option is
expected to result in impacts similar to those under the Deep Excavation Option for groundwater quality
during construction.
Operations Impacts—No impacts on groundwater resources (that is, groundwater quality or availability)
are anticipated during operations of the Modified CMRR-NF or RLUOB under this alternative. No
discharges to the surface or subsurface are planned, and spill prevention, countermeasures, and control
procedures would be employed to minimize the probability of, and the potential for, an unplanned release
that could infiltrate and affect groundwater (LANL 2010a). (The volume of groundwater required during
construction and operations is discussed in Section 4.3.3.)
4.3.7
4.3.7.1

Ecological Resources
Terrestrial Resources

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Under the Deep Excavation Option, the affected areas
within TA-5, TA-46, TA-48, TA-50, TA-52, TA-55, TA-63, and TA-64 are located on the mesa top and
mostly within the ponderosa pine forest vegetation zone; however, areas within TA-36, TA-51, TA-54, and
TA-72 are located on mesa tops or canyons at lower elevations to the east and fall within the
pinyon-juniper woodland vegetation zone. About 5 acres (2.02 hectares) of undeveloped land, consisting
mostly of ponderosa pine forest, would be permanently disturbed by vegetation removal and grading.
About 110 – 119 acres (40 – 48 hectares) of undeveloped land, consisting of grasslands, ponderosa pine
forest, and pinyon-juniper woodland, would be temporarily disturbed by vegetation removal and grading
(see Table 4–14). Pajarito Road realignment, electrical substation, stormwater detention ponds,
construction laydown areas, and concrete batch plants are within or adjacent to developed land or have
been previously used for material storage and laydown activities (LANL 2010d). Vegetation and habitat
would be most impacted by the parking lot located within TA-72; potential spoils storage areas within
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TA-51, TA-54, and TA-36; and a construction laydown and support area in TA-5/52. These areas are
largely undeveloped and would remove mostly pinyon-juniper woodland. There are several areas of
undeveloped land being considered for spoils storage, 30 acres (12.1 hectares) of which would be used on
a long-term temporary basis under this construction option. Areas of temporary disturbance would be
revegetated using native species following the construction period or, in the case of spoils storage areas,
once they are no longer needed (LANL 2010c, 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002).
Where construction would occur on previously developed land, there would be little or no impact on
terrestrial resources. Within areas of undeveloped ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland,
construction would result in the loss of less-mobile wildlife, such as reptiles and small mammals, and
displacement of more-mobile species, such as birds and large mammals. Construction is not expected to
impact the movement of wildlife across LANL because the main construction site is located within an area
that has been disturbed for many years, adjacent to developed and fenced areas. Other areas needed to
support construction are either in built-up areas or are relatively small and would not present a barrier to
the movement of animals. No impacts that would violate provisions of the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act or the Migratory Bird Treaty Act have been identified. The Migratory Bird Best
Management Practices Source Document for Los Alamos National Laboratory provides site-wide
mitigation measures, including timing of forest clearing to avoid the breeding season of migratory birds
(June 1 through July 31), which would reduce risks to birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
at LANL (LANL 2010h). Indirect impacts of construction, such as noise or human disturbance, could also
temporarily impact wildlife living adjacent to the construction zone. All work areas would be clearly
marked to prevent construction equipment and workers from disturbing adjacent natural habitat.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Potential impacts under the Shallow Excavation
Option on terrestrial resources at LANL are similar to those expected under the Deep Excavation Option,
with the exception that less land is required for spoils storage. Only about 10 acres (4 hectares) would be
needed for spoils storage compared to 30 acres (12 hectares) under the Deep Excavation Option. The two
potentially impacted areas would be 9.1 acres (3.7 hectares) of mostly undeveloped pinyon-juniper
woodland within TA-51 and 19.1 acres (7.7 hectares) of mostly ponderosa pine forest within TA-5/52
along both sides of Puye Road. Spoils storage sites would potentially be established in either one or both
of these areas. Potential impacts on terrestrial resources would be the same as discussed above under the
Deep Excavation Option.
Operations Impacts—Operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would have a minimal impact
on terrestrial resources within or adjacent to TA-55. Because wildlife residing in the area has already
adjusted to levels of noise and human activity associated with current TA-55 operations, it is unlikely to be
adversely affected by similar types of activity associated with Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB
operations (DOE 2003b).
4.3.7.2

Wetlands

Construction and Operations Impacts – Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options—As noted in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.2, there is one wetland located within TA-55, four within TA-48, and nine within
TA-36. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, no wetlands would be present in the areas where
Modified CMRR-NF construction would occur, meaning there would be no direct impacts on wetlands.
The wetlands within TA-48 and TA-55 are located in Mortandad Canyon, north of the project area, and
would not be affected by construction. However, under the Deep Excavation Option, wetlands located in
TA-36 could be indirectly affected by possible spoils storage there, with the potential for stormwater runoff
and erosion into the Pajarito watershed if TA-36 is selected for spoils storage. A sediment and erosion
control plan would be implemented to control stormwater runoff during construction, preventing impacts
on the wetlands located farther down Pajarito Canyon. Under the Shallow Excavation Option, there would
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be no direct or indirect impacts on any LANL wetlands because TA-36 would not be a potential spoils
storage area. No impacts on wetlands are expected as a result of Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB
operations under this alternative.
4.3.7.3

Aquatic Resources

Construction and Operations Impacts – Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options—The only
aquatic resources present within the potentially impacted areas under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
are small pools associated with the wetlands. There would be no direct impacts on these resources from
the construction of most project elements associated with the Modified CMRR-NF. There could be
indirect impacts on aquatic habitat within wetland areas located in TA-36 under the Deep Excavation
Option, although, as stated above, a sediment and erosion control plan would be implemented to control
stormwater runoff. No impacts on aquatic resources are expected as a result of Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB operations under this alternative.
4.3.7.4

Threatened and Endangered Species

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.4, areas of
environmental interest for the Mexican spotted owl and the southwestern willow flycatcher have been
established at LANL to protect their potential habitat.
USFWS Concurrence Letters in Response to
Portions of TA-55 and other technical areas affected by
Biological Assessments for the CMRR Facility
construction under the Deep Excavation Option include both
• (May 14, 2003) CMR replacement buildings
core and buffer zones for the federally threatened Mexican
• (March 9, 2005) Additional buildings and
spotted owl (see Table 4–25). Project elements, including
associated parking lots north and south of
Pajarito Road realignment, electrical substation, stormwater
Pajarito Road
detention ponds, construction laydown areas, and concrete
batch plants, are within or adjacent to developed land or land
• (February 7, 2006) An electrical substation
that has been previously used for material storage and laydown
• (September 26, 2007) Additional laydown area
activities. Therefore, potential habitat that would be removed
for spoils storage and staged equipment and
for these project elements may affect, but is not likely to
construction and operation of a concrete batch
adversely affect, the Mexican spotted owl. Other areas of
plant
concern that would impact undisturbed land include all
• (August 6, 2009) Moving underground utilities
potential spoils storage areas within TA-36, TA-51, and TAto the south side of Pajarito Road
54; a construction laydown and support area in TA-5/52; and a
• (May 2, 2011) Additional spoils storage and
parking lot in TA-72 (see Section 4.3.2.1). Of these areas, the
staging area and new parking and vehicle
construction laydown and support area in TA-5/52 would fall
turnaround area
within core and buffer zones of a Mexican spotted owl area of
environmental interest and could impact up to 9.7 acres
(3.9 hectares) of core zone potential habitat and 12.9 acres (5.2 hectares) of buffer zone potential habitat.
Although a small portion of potential Mexican spotted owl habitat would be removed, no owls have been
observed in any potentially impacted area, according to annual surveys. A spoils storage area within
TA-36 would be adjacent to the southwestern willow flycatcher area of environmental interest and would
not remove any potential habitat for this species. However, due to possible erosion concerns affecting
wetlands in that area, the potential habitat may be affected. No willow flycatchers of the southwestern
subspecies have been confirmed on LANL. As stated earlier, a sediment and erosion control plan would
be implemented to control stormwater runoff. After biological evaluation, NNSA determined and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service concurred, that construction may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the
Mexican spotted owl or the southwestern willow flycatcher (LANL 2011a:Ecological Resources, 019, 020,
021). NNSA maintains an active process of consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
accordance with requirements of the Endangered Species Act. Consultations resulted in concurrence by

4-51

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with NNSA’s determination that construction and operation of the CMRR
Facility in TA-55, including use of other areas for construction support activities, may affect, but are not
likely to adversely affect, either individuals of threatened or endangered species currently listed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or their critical habitat at LANL (see Chapter 5, Section 5.7). All project
activities have been reviewed for compliance with the Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat
Management Plan for Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2011c). In accordance with the plan,
annual surveys are performed to determine the location of any special status species and to determine
whether any additional consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is necessary. Additionally, in
accordance with the Sensitive Species Best Management Practices Source Document, Version 1
(LANL 2010j), best management practices would be implemented for project activities to reduce risks to
sensitive state-listed species. Any lighting would be directed away from canyons and comply with the
New Mexico Night Sky Protection Act, and disturbance and noise would be kept to a minimum
(LANL 2010c).
Table 4–25 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Deep Excavation Option, Impacted Areas of
Environmental Interest for the Mexican Spotted Owl
Project Element
Pajarito Road realignment
Electrical substation,
stormwater detention ponds
Spoils storage areas

Parking lot and associated
road improvements
Bus parking lot
Power upgrades
Construction
laydown/concrete batch plant

Technical Area
55
50
64
36
51
54
72
48/55
55 through 50, 63,
and 52 to 5
46/63
48/55

Mexican Spotted Owl Areas of
Environmental Interest Impacted
Core and buffer
Core and buffer
Slightly within buffer
Buffer
Slightly within buffer
None
None
Buffer
Core and buffer
Buffer and slightly within core
Buffer

Potential Impacts
Some habitat would be
developed.
The National Nuclear Security
Administration determined that
construction may affect, but is
not likely to adversely affect,
the Mexican spotted owl due to
removal of a small portion of
potential habitat.
No owls have been observed in
the areas where project activity
would occur under this
alternative.

Construction laydown and
5/52
Core and buffer
support area
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002.

Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Potential impacts on threatened and endangered
species at LANL under the Shallow Excavation Option are similar to those under the Deep Excavation
Option, with the exception that only about 10 acres (4 hectares) of spoils storage would be needed from
two areas proposed for spoils storage (TA-51 and TA-5/52).
Operations Impacts— Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would not directly affect any
endangered, threatened, or special status species within or adjacent to TA-55. Noise levels associated with
the new facility would be low, and human disturbance would be similar to that which already occurs within
TA-55. Nighttime lighting could indirectly affect prey species activities; however, any lighting would
meet requirements under the New Mexico Night Sky Protection Act. These effects are not likely to
adversely affect the Mexican spotted owl potential habitat areas.
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4.3.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Deep Excavation Option encompasses numerous project elements that would involve both temporary and
permanent facilities. These new facilities would have the potential to impact cultural resources within a
number of the affected technical areas. Table 4–26 lists the various project elements and the technical
areas in which they would occur. Also presented are the total acreage involved, whether the action would
be temporary or permanent, the number of NRHP-listed and -eligible sites within each technical area that
could potentially be affected, and whether any eligible sites would be impacted.
Table 4–26 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Cultural Resources Impacts
Project Element
Pajarito Road
realignment
Electrical substation
Stormwater detention
ponds
Spoils storage areas

Parking lot and
associated road
improvements
Bus parking lot
Power upgrades

Technical
Area
55

Acreage
3.4

Status
P

50
50
64
36

1.4
0.5
1
24.7

P
P
P
T

36
51

14.4
9.1

T
T

54

18.6

T

72

13-15

T

48/55
55 through
59 to 63
5/52

3
25.2

T
T/P

2

T/P

NRHP-Listed and
-Eligible Sites in Project
Element Vicinity
One rock shelter
None
None
None
Three 1- to 3-room
structures; two pueblo
roomblocks; five
complex pueblos; one
lithic scatter; and one
artifact scatter
None
One cavate; two 1- to
3-room structures; and
one lithic scatter
Two 1- to 3-room
structures; and two
pueblo roomblocks
Two lithic scatters and
rock ring

Potential Conflict Between
Project Element and NRHPListed and -Eligible Sites
No effect through avoidance.

No effect through avoidance.

No effect through avoidance.

No effect through avoidance.

No effect through avoidance.
Northern third of Mortandad
Trail would be impacted.

None
None

One 1- to 3-room
No effect through avoidance.
structure in TA-5
46/63
40
T
One 1- to 3-room
Construction
No effect through avoidance.
laydown/concrete
structure and one pueblo
batch plant
roomblock in TA-46
48/55
20
T
One 1- to 3-room
No effect through avoidance.
structure in TA-48
No effect through avoidance.
Construction
5/52
19.1
T
One 1- to 3-room
laydown and support
structure in TA-5;
area a
two cavates and one rock
shelter in TA-52
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; NRHP = National Register of
Historic Places; P = permanent; T = temporary; TA = technical area.
a
Construction support could include potential use of a portion of the area for spoils storage.
Note: To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.40469.
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Nine affected technical areas contain NRHP-listed or -eligible sites in the vicinity of project activities
(see Table 4–26). In all cases, there would be no effect through avoidance. Under the procedures for
compliance with A Plan for the Management of the Cultural Heritage at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
New Mexico (Cultural Resources Management Plan) (LANL 2006a), sites would be clearly marked and
fenced, as appropriate, to avoid direct or indirect disturbance by construction equipment and workers.
Further, construction activities would be monitored to ensure that the sites remain undisturbed. If buried
cultural deposits are encountered during construction, activities would cease until their significance is
determined and procedures are implemented in accordance with the Cultural Resources Management
Plan. In addition, if project plans should change such that impacts become unavoidable, LANL would
consult with the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 prior to any ground disturbance taking place.
In the case of TA-72, the northern third of the Mortandad Trail leading to the Mortandad Cave Kiva would
be directly impacted or cut by construction of the parking lot. Access to this trail, and hence Mortandad
Cave Kiva, is limited to organized tours. The project would work with LANL cultural resources personnel
to re-establish the affected portion of the trail and thus maintain continued limited access to the Mortandad
Cave Kiva. However, to help control unauthorized visitation, the parking lot design would incorporate
fencing around its perimeter to prevent direct access to the trail.
With respect to traditional cultural properties, it is anticipated that there would be no effect through
avoidance. As is the case with other cultural resources, DOE would comply with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 should project plans change. Further, DOE would respect the
needs of the pueblos during the construction period with regard to times when members might want to
participate in ceremonies and rituals (see Chapter 3, Section 3.8.3). There are no known paleontological
resources present at TA-55 at LANL. Thus, there would be no impacts on these resources.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Shallow Excavation Option would entail the same project elements noted above for the Deep Excavation
Option. However, as only 10 acres (4 hectares) would be required for spoils storage, only TA-5/52 and
TA-51 would be considered for this purpose. While NRHP-listed or -eligible sites are found in the vicinity
of both spoils storage areas, none are located within either of the areas proposed for spoils storage. Thus,
there would be no impact on cultural resources from this element of the project.
Operations Impacts—Operation of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not directly impact
cultural or paleontological resources. Nevertheless, cultural resources would continue to be periodically
monitored, and the fencing would be maintained, as appropriate, to ensure that they remain undisturbed.
Impacts on the Mortandad Trail are described above.
4.3.9

Socioeconomics

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the
Deep Excavation Option would require a peak construction employment level of about 790 workers
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002). This level of employment would generate about 450 indirect jobs
in the region around LANL. The potential total peak employment of 1,240 direct and indirect jobs
represents an increase in the ROI workforce of approximately 0.8 percent. Direct construction
employment would average 420 workers annually over this time, approximately half of the estimated peak
employment. The average direct construction employment would result in about 240 indirect jobs in the
region around LANL. This total of 660 direct and indirect jobs represents an approximate 0.4 percent
increase in the ROI workforce. These small increases would have little or no noticeable impact on the
socioeconomic conditions of the ROI.
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Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—The impacts under the Shallow Excavation Option
from construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would be similar to the Deep Excavation Option. The peak
employment number of about 790 construction workers would be the same as under the Deep Excavation
Option, and the annual average would be 410 workers over the life of the project. The average direct
construction employment would result in about 240 indirect jobs in the region around LANL. This total of
650 direct and indirect jobs represents an approximate 0.4 percent increase in the ROI workforce.
Therefore, there would be little or no noticeable impact on the socioeconomic conditions of the ROI.
Operations Impacts—Operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would require a workforce of
approximately 550 workers, including workers that would come from other locations at LANL to use the
Modified CMRR-NF laboratory capabilities. The number of workers in support of Modified CMRR-NF
operations would cause no change to socioeconomic conditions in the LANL four-county ROI. Workers
assigned to the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be drawn from existing LANL facilities,
including the CMR Building. The number of LANL employees supporting the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB operations would represent only a small fraction of the LANL workforce (approximately
13,500 in 2010) and an even smaller fraction of the regional workforce (approximately 165,000 in 2010).
4.3.10 Human Health Impacts
4.3.10.1 Normal Operations
No radiological risks would be incurred by members of the public from construction activities associated
with the Modified CMRR-NF. Construction workers would be at a small risk for construction-related
accidents and radiological exposures. They could receive doses above natural background radiation levels
from exposure to radiation from other past or present activities at the site. However, these workers would
be protected through appropriate training, monitoring, and management controls. Their exposure would be
limited to ensure that doses are kept as low as is reasonably achievable.
As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.3, there have been no work-related accident fatalities at LANL for
over 10 years. Review of the statistics on injury and illness data for DOE construction contractors from
2003 through March of 2010 identified no injuries resulting in death in over 160 million worker hours.
Therefore, to estimate the potential for any fatalities during construction, the DOE-contractor average
fatality rate of 0.0008 per 200,000 hours worked was used (DOE 2011a).
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option—Under the Deep Excavation Option, construction of the
Modified CMRR-NF would require a peak employment level of 790 workers and an average of
420 workers over the approximate 9-year construction period. Using this level of employment and the
TRC and DART rates from LANL and DOE, there would be about 95 TRCs of occupational injury and
illness and about 47 DART cases. During the same period, an estimated 0 (0.03) work-related fatalities
would occur under the Deep Excavation Option from construction activities.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option—Consistent with the Deep Excavation Option,
construction of the Modified CMRR-NF under the Shallow Excavation Option would require a peak
employment level of 790 workers, but an average of 410 workers over an approximate 9-year construction
period. Using this level of employment and using the TRC and DART rates from LANL and DOE, there
would be about 92 TRCs of occupational injury and illness and about 45 DART cases. During the same
period, an estimated 0 (0.03) work-related fatalities would occur under the Shallow Excavation Option
from construction activities.
Operations Impacts—Normal operations of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB at TA-55 are not
expected to result in an increase in LCFs among the general public. Under this alternative, the radiological
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releases to the atmosphere from the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB at TA-55 would be similar to those
estimated in the CMRR EIS and provided in Table 4–27. The actinide emissions listed in this table are in
the form of plutonium, uranium, thorium, and americium isotopes. In estimating the human health
impacts, all actinide emissions were considered to be plutonium-239. This is conservative because the
human health impacts on a per-curie basis are greater for plutonium-239 than for the other actinides
associated with activities at the Modified CMRR-NF. Liquid radiological effluents would be routed
through an existing pipeline to the TA-50 RLWTF, where they would be treated along with other LANL
radioactive liquid wastes. The treatment residues would be solidified and disposed of as radioactive waste.
Table 4–27 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Radiological
Emissions During Normal Operations
Nuclide

Emissions (curies per year)

Actinides

0.00076

Krypton-85

100

Xenon-131m

45

Xenon-133

1,500

Hydrogen-3 (tritium) a

1,000

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
The tritium release is in the form of both tritium oxide (750 curies) and elemental tritium (250 curies). Tritium oxide is
more readily absorbed by the body and, therefore, the health impact of tritium oxide on a receptor is greater than that for
elemental tritium. Therefore, all of the tritium release has been conservatively modeled as if it were tritium oxide.
Source: DOE 2003b.

Table 4–28 shows the annual collective dose to the population projected to be living within a 50-mile
(80-kilometer) radius of TA-55 in 2030. The CMRR EIS provided estimates of annual collective doses
to the general population and an MEI from radioactive releases during normal operations. Appendix B
of the CMRR EIS documented the methodology and assumptions used in estimating the population
and MEI doses. These doses were calculated using the Generalized Environmental Radiation Dosimetry
Software System – Hanford Dosimetry System (GENII) Version 1.485 computer program
(Napier et al. 1988), which used dose conversion factors from Federal Guidance Report No. 11 and No. 12
(EPA 1988 and 1993a). The population dose in the CMRR EIS was based on the estimated population
surrounding TA-55 in 2000. In this CMRR-NF SEIS, the estimated population dose centered at TA-55 is
based on the 2030 projected population estimate of about 511,000. In addition, in this SEIS, a revised
version of the computer program, GENII Version 2 (PNNL 2007), was used, along with updated dose
conversion factors. GENII Version 1.485 overestimated the projected dose by not depleting the radioactive
cloud as particles settled during its travel downwind. GENII Version 2 does account for depletion, so even
though a larger population was used in the current analysis, the new dose estimates are smaller than those
provided in the CMRR EIS for the same released quantities of radioactive emissions. In addition, the use
of revised dose conversion factors for inhalation from Federal Guidance Report No. 13, which are derived
from models based on current understanding of the biological behavior of radionuclides in the body and
models representing the U.S. population, resulted in lower estimated doses.
Doses were estimated for the general public living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the Modified
CMRR-NF at TA-55, an average member of the public, and an offsite MEI (a hypothetical member of the
public residing at the LANL site boundary who receives the maximum dose). The dose pathways for these
receptors include inhalation, ingestion, and direct exposure from immersion in the passing plume and from
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materials deposited on the ground. To put the doses into perspective, they are compared to doses from
natural background radiation10 levels.
Table 4–28 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations on the Public

Dose
Cancer fatality risk a
Regulatory dose limit b
Dose as a percentage of the regulatory limit
Dose from natural background radiation

c

Dose as a percentage of background dose

Maximally Exposed
Individual

Population Within
50 Miles
(80 kilometers)

Average Individual
Within 50 Miles
(80 kilometers)

0.31 millirem

1.8 person-rem

0.0035 millirem

2 × 10-7

1 × 10-3

2 × 10-9

10 millirem

Not applicable

10 millirem

3.1

Not applicable

0.03

480 millirem

250,000 person-rem

480 millirem

0.041

0.0007

0.0007

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; RLUOB = Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Based on a risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
b
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, establishes an annual limit of 10 millirem via the air pathway to any member of the public from
DOE operations. There is no standard for a population dose.
c
The annual individual dose from background radiation at LANL is 480 millirem (see source of natural background radiation
in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.1). The 2030 population living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55 was estimated to be
about 511,000.

Table 4–28 shows the estimated population dose associated with Modified CMRR-NF operations to be
1.8 person-rem. This population dose would increase the annual risk of a latent fatal cancer in the
population by 1 × 10-3. Another way of stating this is that the likelihood that one fatal cancer would occur
in the population as a result of radiological releases associated with this alternative is about 1 chance in
1,000 per year. Statistically, LCFs are not expected to occur in the population from Modified CMRR-NF
operations at TA-55.
The average annual dose to an individual in the population would be 0.0035 millirem under this
alternative. The corresponding increased risk of an individual developing a latent fatal cancer from
receiving the average dose would be 2 × 10-9, or about 1 chance in 500 million per year.
The MEI would receive an estimated annual dose of 0.31 millirem. This dose corresponds to an increased
annual risk of developing a latent fatal cancer of about 2 × 10-7. In other words, the likelihood that the
MEI would develop a fatal cancer is about 1 chance in 5 million for each year of operations.
Estimated annual doses to workers involved with Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations under this
alternative are provided in Table 4–29. The average annual worker dose for workers involved in Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB activities was estimated to be about 140 millirem per radiation worker for
Modified CMRR-NF activities and 20 millirem per radiation worker for RLUOB activities
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 004, 005). Therefore, a weighted average of about 109 millirem has been
used as the estimate of the average annual worker dose per year of operations at the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB at TA-55.

10

The term natural background radiation is used to mean the natural radiation in the environment that the population cannot
avoid. It includes a small component of manmade radiation from past nuclear weapons testing.
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The average annual worker dose of about 109 millirem is well below the DOE worker dose limit of 5 rem
(5,000 millirem) (10 CFR Part 835) and is significantly less than the recommended Administrative Control
Level of 500 millirem (DOE 1999b). This average annual dose corresponds to an increased risk of a fatal
cancer of 7 × 10-5 for each year of operations. In other words, the likelihood that a worker at the Modified
CMRR-NF would develop a fatal cancer from annual work-related exposure is about 1 chance in 14,000.
Table 4–29 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB Operations on Workers
Individual Worker
RLUOB dose/fatal cancer risk

b, c

20 millirem/1 × 10

Modified CMRR-NF dose/fatal cancer risk b, c
Total
Dose limit d
Administrative control level e

-5

Worker Population a
2.8 person-rem/2 × 10-3

140 millirem/8 × 10-5

57.4 person-rem/3 × 10-2

Not applicable

60 person-rem/4 × 10-2

5,000 millirem

Not available

500 millirem

Not available

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL – Los Alamos National
Laboratory; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Based on a radiation worker population of 140 for RLUOB and 410 for the Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55. Dose limits
and administrative control levels do not exist for worker populations.
b
Based on the average dose to LANL workers who received a measurable dose in the period from 2007 to 2009 and
specific activities associated with the Modified CMRR-NF (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 004, 005). A program to
reduce doses to as low as is reasonably achievable would be employed to reduce doses to the extent practicable.
c
Based on a worker risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
d
10 CFR 835.202.
e
DOE 1999b.

Based on a worker population of 550 combined in the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, the estimated
annual worker population dose would be 60 person-rem. This would increase the likelihood of a fatal
cancer within the worker population by about 4 × 10-2 per year. In other words, on an annual basis, there is
less than 1 chance in 25 of one fatal cancer developing in the entire worker population as a result of
exposures associated with activities under this alternative.
Occupational injury and illness rates under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative are projected to follow
mostly the patterns observed at LANL sites from 1999 through 2008, as discussed in Chapter 3,
Section 3.11, and documented in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The average injury and illness rates at
LANL during this period were 2.40 total recordable cases (TRCs) and 1.18 days away, restricted, or
transferred (DART) cases (when workers missed days, their activities were restricted, or they were
transferred due to an occupational injury or illness) for every 200,000 hours worked (see Chapter 3,
Section 3.11). Using these average TRC and DART case rates, it is expected that the workers would
experience about 14 TRCs and about 7 DART cases, annually. Comparably, the average rates at DOE
facilities are projected to result in 1.6 TRCs and 0.7 DART cases, based on the accident cases from 2004
through 2008 (DOE 2011a). Both of these sets of rates are well below industry averages, which in 2009
were 3.6 TRCs and 1.8 DART cases (BLS 2010a).
Hazardous Chemicals Impacts
No chemical-related health impacts on the public would be associated with the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB operations. As stated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the laboratory quantities of chemicals that could
be released to the atmosphere during normal operations are minor quantities and would be below the
screening levels used to determine the need for additional analysis. Workers would be protected from
adverse effects from the use of hazardous chemicals by adherence to OSHA and EPA occupational
standards that limit concentrations of potentially hazardous chemicals.
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4.3.10.2 Facility Accidents
The Modified CMRR-NF would include safety features that would reduce the risks of accidents described
under the No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF). From an accident perspective, the proposed Modified
CMRR-NF built under either construction option would be designed to meet the Performance Category 3
seismic requirements and would have a full confinement system that includes tiered pressure zone
ventilation and HEPA filters.
Radiological Impacts
Appendix C of this CMRR-NF SEIS provides the methodology and assumptions used in developing facility
accident scenarios and estimating doses to the general public within 50 miles (80 kilometers), the offsite
MEI, and an onsite worker near the facility. Hazards from volcanic eruptions were reviewed in addition to
other possible accidents. Two of the four accidents analyzed for the 2004 CMRR-NF, as described in
Section 4.2.10.2, were modified to account for the design changes needed to ensure the Modified
CMRR-NF would survive a design-basis earthquake (see Appendix C). The revised seismic accidents
would result in lower released quantities of radioactive material because the Modified CMRR-NF would
be designed to survive a design-basis earthquake accident; thus, releases from the Modified CMRR-NF
due to such an earthquake would be mitigated, whereas the 2004 CMRR-NF would likely fail in the event
of such an earthquake. The Modified CMRR-NF would be a much stronger and more seismically resistant
structure compared to the 2004 CMRR-NF.
Tables 4–30 and 4–31 provide the accident consequences and risks for the Modified CMRR-NF.
Table 4–30 presents the frequencies and consequences of the postulated set of accidents for a noninvolved
worker at the technical area boundary (TA-55), a distance of 240 yards (220 meters), the offsite MEI at the
nearest public location (0.75 miles [1.2 kilometers] north-northeast of TA-55), and the general population
living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the facility. Table 4–31 presents the accident risks, obtained by
multiplying each accident’s consequences by the likelihood (frequency per year) that the accident would
occur.
The accident with the highest potential risk to the MEI (see Table 4–31) would be a loading-dock spill/fire
caused by mishandling material or an equipment failure (safety-basis scenario). This accident would
present an annual risk of an LCF to the offsite MEI of 2 × 10-7. In other words, the offsite MEI’s
likelihood of developing a latent fatal cancer from this event is about 1 chance in 5,000,000 per year. The
accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population would be a seismically induced spill of
radioactive materials followed by a fire (safety-basis scenario). The seismically induced spill followed by a
fire scenario has been changed from that included in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS for the CMRR-NF. In this
Final CMRR-NF SEIS, this accident assumes that the earthquake initiates a radioactive material spill that is
followed shortly thereafter by a fire, instead of both accidents occurring simultaneously. This accident
would present an increased risk of a single LCF in the entire population by 5 × 10-5 per year; in other
words, the likelihood of one fatal cancer in the entire population from this event would be about 1 chance
in 20,000 per year. Statistically, LCFs are not expected to occur in the population. The maximum risk of
an LCF to a noninvolved worker would also be from a seismically induced spill and fire (safety-basis
scenario); the risk would be 7 × 10-6, or about 1 chance in 143,000 per year.
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Table 4–30 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences
Maximally Exposed
Individual
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Offsite Population a
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(person-rem) Fatalities c

Noninvolved Worker
at TA Boundary
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Frequency
Accident
(per year)
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.0001
1.1
0.0007
700
0 (0.4)
5.9
0.004
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
1.5
0.0009
350
0 (0.2)
51
0.06
with mitigation
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
2.1
0.001
820
0 (0.5)
54
0.07
and fire with mitigation d
Loading-dock spill/fire
0.01
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.000001
0.011
0.000007
7.1
0 (0.004)
0.059
0.00004
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
0.3
0.0002
71
0 (0.04)
10
0.006
with mitigation
Seismically induced spill
0.00001
0.32
0.0002
83
0 (0.05)
10
0.006
and fire with mitigation d
Loading-dock spill/fire
0.0001
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; SEIS = supplemental
environmental impact statement; TA = technical area.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of about 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-55.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual if the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs for the offsite population if the accident occurs (results rounded to 1 significant figure). When
the reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the risk factor
(0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.

Table 4–31 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Accident Risks
Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Maximally
Exposed Individual a

Noninvolved Worker
Accident
Offsite Population b, c
at TA Boundary a
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
4 × 10-5
4 × 10-7
7 × 10-8
-8
-5
Seismically induced spill with mitigation
2 × 10
6 × 10-6
9 × 10
-7
-5
Seismically induced spill and fire with
1 × 10
5 × 10
7 × 10-6
mitigation d
Loading-dock spill/fire
4 × 10-5
6 × 10-6
2 × 10-7
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
4 × 10-9
4 × 10-11
7 × 10-12
-8
-6
Seismically induced spill with mitigation
4 × 10
6 × 10-7
2 × 10
-9
-7
Seismically induced spill and fire with
2 × 10
5 × 10
6 × 10-8
mitigation d
Loading-dock spill/fire
4 × 10-7
6 × 10-8
2 × 10-9
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; SEIS = supplemental environmental
impact statement; TA = technical area.
a
Increased risk of an LCF to the individual.
b
Increased risk of an LCF in the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of about 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.
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Land contamination—A severe seismic event that results in the failure of building containment also has
the potential to release sufficient quantities of plutonium that could lead to land contamination near the
facility. Even for the severe earthquakes that result in major damage to the building structure and failure
of confinement systems, there should not be large energy sources to drive the materials that would typically
be used in the proposed CMRR-NF, such as plutonium metal and oxides, out of the damaged building and
rubble. Seismic collapse scenarios that result primarily in spills could release plutonium materials through
the rubble, but that material would not generally go far from the building site. Seismic collapse scenarios
that involve large fires have the potential to loft materials such that transport of radioactive materials
downwind might result in land contamination at levels that could require monitoring or additional actions.
The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative SEIS scenarios involving a seismically induced spill or a seismically
induced spill and fire were modeled to evaluate the potential extent of land that might be contaminated
above a screening level of 0.2 microcuries per square meter.11 Estimates of land area that might be
contaminated are highly dependent on specific accident source terms and metrological modeling
assumptions. This is because the amount of radioactive material that may accumulate on the ground is
highly dependent on the size of the particles that get through the building rubble and are released to the
environment (which determines how fast they settle back to the ground), specific accident conditions
(for example, presence of a fire), and specific meteorological conditions at the time of the earthquake
(for example, high winds). In general, unless there is a fire that can effectively loft the plutonium particles
into the air, most of the particles would return to the ground within a few hundred meters of the
building location. In the event of a seismically induced spill followed by a large fire at the Modified
CMRR-NF, no land outside of TA-55 is projected to be contaminated above the screening level.
Areas contaminated above a specified screening level (for example, 0.2 microcuries per square meter)
would require further action, such as radiation surveys or cleanup. Costs associated with radiation surveys,
cleanup, and continued monitoring could vary widely depending upon the characteristics of the
contaminated area and could range in the hundreds of million dollars per square kilometer for land
decontamination (NASA 2006). In addition to the potential direct costs, there are potential secondary
societal costs associated with the mitigation from such high-consequence accidents. Those costs could
include, but may not be limited to, the following:
•

Temporary or longer-term relocation of residents

•

Temporary or longer-term loss of employment

•

Destruction or quarantine of agricultural products

•

Land-use restrictions (which could affect real estate values, businesses, and recreational activities)

•

Public health effects and medical care

Dose Impacts from Common Failure Mode Seismic Event—If a severe earthquake were to occur in the
Los Alamos area, individuals close to and downwind from TA-55 might receive exposure from radioactive
material releases at the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility, as well as from the proposed Modified
CMRR-NF, if it were built. The TA-55 Plutonium Facility was originally designed to a lower seismic
standard, but is in the process of being upgraded to withstand higher seismic loadings. In the LANL
11

This CMRR-NF SEIS uses a plutonium areal concentration of 0.2 microcuries per square meter as a screening level for
determining the lateral extent of contamination that might require cleanup actions (Chanin 1996). This screening level was first
proposed by EPA in the late 1970s but never formally adopted. It has been used in many environmental impact statements as a
screening level to indicate land areas that would or would not likely require remedial actions.
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SWEIS, a site-wide seismic event that corresponded to approximately a PC-3 earthquake12 resulted in
estimated doses from the Plutonium Facility (TA-55-4), the Storage Facility (TA-55-185), and the Safe,
Secure Transport Facility (TA-55-355) of 160 rem to the MEI and 14,880 person-rem to the population
residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55. About 150 rem of the dose to the MEI was estimated
to be from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, the remaining 10 rem was from the other two facilities.
By the time the proposed Modified CMRR-NF would be operational, seismic upgrades to the TA-55
Plutonium Facility should be complete, and the facility is expected to be able to survive the current
design-basis earthquake with limited releases. Both the Modified CMRR-NF and the upgraded TA-55
Plutonium Facility would have multi-layered defenses to limit releases from storage containers,
gloveboxes, equipment, vaults, and the building. The release mechanisms for either the Modified
CMRR-NF or the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would be similar, and the total amount of radioactive material
that could be released would be more or less proportional to the amounts and forms of materials that might
be at risk in either facility. As proposed, the Modified CMRR-NF would likely have much less material at
risk in a severe seismic event than the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
DOE has committed to seismic upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility such that it would result in an
updated safety-basis estimate (NNSA 2011) of mitigated consequences of less than 25 rem to the MEI
(the DOE Evaluation Guideline described in DOE Standard 3009) for a seismically induced fire. The
2011 safety basis analysis prepared in support of NNSA’s response to the DNFSB concluded that
seismically upgrading the fire-suppression system would further reduce calculated offsite consequences to
the MEI to the level estimated for the seismically induced spill without fire, which is about 9 rem
(NNSA 2011).
Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the MEI doses for the seismically induced spill or seismically
induced spill plus fire from the Modified CMRR-NF are estimated to be about 0.3 rem. For the MEI
closest to TA-55, the doses from the Modified CMRR-NF would add directly to those from the other
TA-55 facilities. The dose from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, with its larger inventory, and other TA-55
facilities is still expected to be the major contributor to the MEI dose. When the updated TA-55 facility
doses are combined with the projected doses from the Modified CMRR-NF in the event of a very severe
earthquake, the dose to the MEI would be about 19 rem (19 rem from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and
other facilities at TA-55 and 0.3 rem from the Modified CMRR-NF), and the 2030 estimated population
dose within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL would be about 4,500 person-rem for a seismically induced
spill plus fire. Given a severe seismic event accompanied by a fire, these doses represent a probability of
the MEI developing a fatal cancer from this dose of 0.023, or approximately 1 chance in 44, and are
expected to result in up to 3 LCFs in the population surrounding the site.
Involved Worker Impacts
Approximately 550 workers would be at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB during operations. The
impacts on involved workers are very dependent on the type of accident, the severity of the accident, the
location of workers, and protective action taken. An additional approximately 900 workers would be in
close proximity in the Plutonium Facility. Any workers near an accident could be at risk of serious injury
or death. Following initiation of accident and site emergency alarms, workers in adjacent areas of the

12
The estimated dose consequences included in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008b) were based on a PC-3 seismic event with a
return period of 2,000 years and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of approximately 0.31 g (the current PC-3 seismic event
return period is 2,500 years). The 2007 Update of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic
Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2007a) had been recently issued and an evaluation of the
effects of the new data on LANL facilities was just getting underway. The consequences of a current PC-3 seismic event could
be higher than estimated in the LANL SWEIS.
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facility would evacuate the area in accordance with technical area and facility emergency operating
procedures and training.
Hazardous Chemicals and Explosives Impacts
Some of the chemicals that would be used in the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations are toxic
and carcinogenic. The quantities of the regulated hazardous chemicals and explosive materials stored and
used would be well below threshold quantities set by EPA (40 CFR Part 68) and would pose minimal
potential hazards to the public health and the environment in an accident condition. These chemicals
would be stored and handled in small quantities (10 to a few hundred milliliters) and would only be a
hazard to the involved worker under accident conditions.
4.3.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts
Analysis of the impacts of terrorist incidents on the construction and operation of the Modified CMRR-NF
is presented in a classified appendix to this CMRR-NF SEIS. The impacts of some terrorist incidents
would be similar to the accident impacts described earlier in this section, while some terrorist incidents
may have more-severe impacts. A description of how NNSA assesses the vulnerability of its sites to
terrorist threats and then designs its response systems is in Section 4.2.10.3.
4.3.11 Environmental Justice
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options—There would be no
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations due to
construction activities at TA-55 under either construction option of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.
This conclusion is a result of analyses in this CMRR-NF SEIS that determined there would be no
significant impacts on human health, ecological resources, cultural and paleontological resources,
socioeconomics, or other resource areas described in other subsections of this chapter.
Operations Impacts—Population estimates of the entire population and minority and low-income subsets
of the population have been projected to the year 2030 (see Section 4.3.10.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.10).
Consistent with the human health analysis, impacts were analyzed on the potentially affected populations
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55. In addition, impacts on populations in close proximity were
analyzed at radial distances of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers).
Table 4–32 shows the impacts on the total and subset populations within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and
32 kilometers) of TA-55, the location of the proposed CMRR-NF. The total population within 5 miles
(8 kilometers) of TA-55 is projected to receive an annual dose of approximately 0.5 person-rem; the
average individual dose is projected to be 0.040 millirem, annually. Within 5 miles (8 kilometers) of
TA-55, the average dose to a minority individual would be 0.042 millirem, annually. This dose is very
small and represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of
2.5 × 10-8, or 1 chance in about 40 million, annually. There is no appreciable difference between the
estimated dose to the average minority individual (0.042 millirem per year) and the average nonminority
individual (0.039 millirem per year). Average annual doses estimated for individuals of other minority
population subsets shown in the table would be very small and less than the dose to an average individual
of the total population (0.040 millirem per year).
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Table 4–32 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total Minority,
Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 5, 10, and 20 Miles
(8, 16, and 32 kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030)
5 Miles (8 kilometers)
10 Miles (16 kilometers)
Population
Average
Population
Average
(personIndividual
(personIndividual
rem)
(millirem)
rem)
(millirem)
Total population
0.50
0.040
0.61
0.030
Nonminority population
0.31
0.039
0.38
0.030
Total minority population
0.18
0.042
0.23
0.030
Hispanic population a
0.079
0.034
0.11
0.027
Native American population
0.006
0.039
0.015
0.016
Non-low-income population
0.48
0.040
0.59
0.030
Low-income population
0.016
0.040
0.022
0.025
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The Hispanic population includes all Hispanic persons, regardless of race.

20 Miles (32 kilometers)
Population
Average
(personIndividual
rem)
(millirem)
0.84
0.013
0.43
0.019
0.41
0.0094
0.27
0.0078
0.034
0.0070
0.79
0.013
0.058
0.0073

Doses to persons living below the poverty level are also presented in Table 4–32. The average annual dose
to an individual, whether below or above the poverty level, would be 0.040 millirem; this dose represents
an increased risk of developing a latent fatal cancer of 2.4 × 10-8, or about 1 chance in 42 million, annually.
The total population within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of TA-55 is projected to receive an annual dose of
approximately 0.61 person-rem; the average individual dose is projected to be 0.030 millirem, annually.
The average individual in any minority subset of the population within 10 miles (16 kilometers) would
receive an annual dose less than or equal to the average individual (0.030 millirem). This dose is very
small and represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of
1.8 ×10-8, or 1 chance in about 55 million, annually. An individual member of the low-income population
would receive an average annual dose of about 0.025 millirem. This dose is less than the average dose that
would be received by a member of the total population and represents an increased risk to the exposed
individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.5 × 10-8, or about 1 chance in 68 million, annually.
The total population within 20 miles (32 kilometers) of TA-55 is projected to receive an annual dose of
approximately 0.84 person-rem; the average individual dose is projected to be 0.013 millirem, annually.
The average annual dose to a member of the nonminority population (0.019 millirem) would be higher
than the average annual dose to an individual of the total population (0.013 millirem). The average dose to
a member of any of the minority population subsets would be less than the average dose to a member of the
total population or nonminority population. The dose to the nonminority average individual is very small
and represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.2 × 10-8,
or 1 chance in about 85 million, annually. The average dose to a member of the low-income population
would be much lower than the average doses to a member of the non-low-income population and the total
population.
As shown in Table 4–33, the total population (approximately 511,000) within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of
TA-55 under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative is projected to receive a dose of approximately
1.8 person-rem and an average individual dose of 0.0035 millirem, annually.
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Table 4–33 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total Minority,
Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 50 Miles (80 kilometers) and
to Average Individuals (in 2030)
Population (person-rem)
Average Individual (millirem)
0.0035
Total population
1.8
Nonminority population
0.82
0.0037
Total minority population
0.95
0.0033
Hispanic population a
0.73
0.0031
Native American population
0.071
0.0027
Non-low-income population
1.6
0.0036
Low-income population
0.18
0.0027
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The Hispanic population includes all Hispanic persons, regardless of race.

The population subset of nonminority individuals would receive the highest average dose, 0.0037 millirem,
annually. This dose is very small and represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing
a latent fatal cancer of 2.1 × 10-9, or 1 chance in about 480 million, annually. Doses estimated for the
average individual of the following population subsets would all be less than the dose to the average
individual of the total population: all (total) minorities, Native Americans, and Hispanics of any race. The
total minority population is expected to receive the largest annual collective dose (0.95 person-rem) of the
population subsets, because the majority of the population surrounding LANL is considered part of a
minority group; the annual average dose to a member of the minority population would be
0.0033 millirem. This dose represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent
fatal cancer of 2.0 × 10-9, or about 1 chance in 500 million, annually. Native Americans living within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55 would receive a collective dose of 0.071 person-rem annually and an
average individual dose of 0.0027 millirem, annually. This dose represents an increased risk to the
exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.6 × 10-9, or about 1 chance in 610 million,
annually. The Hispanic population would receive a collective dose of 0.73 person-rem annually; the
average individual dose to a member of the Hispanic population would be 0.0031 millirem, annually. This
dose represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.9 × 10-9,
or about 1 chance in 530 million, annually.
Population doses to persons living below the poverty level are also presented in Table 4–33. The
low-income population surrounding TA-55 would receive an annual dose of 0.18 person-rem; the average
dose to an individual would be 0.0027 millirem, annually. This dose represents an increased risk to the
exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.6 × 10-9, or about 1 chance in 610 million,
annually. Persons living above the poverty level would receive an annual collective dose of
1.6 person-rem; the average dose to an individual would be 0.0036 millirem, annually. This dose
represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 2.1 × 10-9, or
about 1 chance in 480 million, annually.
These data show that the dose to all population subsets surrounding TA-55 at radial distances of 5, 10, 20,
and 50 miles (8, 16, 32, and 80 kilometers) would be small and would not result in adverse impacts on
human health. Within the 5-, 10-, and 20-mile (8-, 16-, and 32-kilometer) radial distances, the highest
population dose projected is to the nonminority population. The average annual individual dose to the
minority population slightly exceeds that to the nonminority population within the 5- and 10-mile (8- and
16-kilometer) radial distances; however, there is no appreciable difference between projected doses.
Although the annual population dose to the total minority population is projected to be slightly higher than
that to the nonminority population within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55, the difference between doses
is also not appreciable. Furthermore, within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55, the dose to the average
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individual of the nonminority population is projected to be slightly higher than the projected dose to the
average individual of the minority population.
A special pathways receptor analysis was performed in support of the 2008 LANL SWEIS. In this analysis,
it was determined that a special pathways receptor who consumed increased amounts of fish, deer, and elk
from the areas surrounding LANL and drank surface water and Indian tea (Cota) along with other
potentially contaminated foodstuffs could receive an additional dose of up to 4.5 millirem per year from
these special pathways (see Appendix C, Section C.1.4 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008a]). Doses
associated with normal operation of the proposed CMRR-NF would not be expected to increase the doses
from these special pathways. Therefore, if the MEI associated with this CMRR-NF SEIS were also
assumed to be a special pathways receptor, the maximum dose would be up to 4.8 millirem per year
(4.5 millirem associated with special pathways and about 0.3 millirem associated with normal operations of
the Modified CMRR-NF). This dose is low; it would represent an increase of 1 percent above the
approximately 480 millirem that a person residing near LANL would normally receive annually from
natural background radiation. In terms of increased risk of a fatal cancer from the special pathways dose
plus the dose from normal operations of the CMRR-NF, it would represent an annual estimated risk of
3 × 10-6 or about 1 chance in 333,000.
For nonradiological air quality impacts, as shown in Table 4–20, the concentrations of criteria pollutants as
a result of Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
remain well below the ambient standards established to protect human health. Therefore, the impact of
potential nonradiological air pollutant releases on minority or low-income individuals under this alternative
would not be considered significant.
Nonradiological air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.3.4.1. Nonradiological releases due to
CMRR-NF or RLUOB operations under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would be the same as those
discussed under the No Action Alternative. The maximum concentration of criteria pollutants from
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would be below ambient standards established to protect
human health. Therefore, the impact of potential nonradiological air pollutant releases on minority or
low-income individuals under this alternative would be considered minor.
Potential impacts on cultural resources at LANL are discussed in Section 4.3.8. There are several sites of
cultural significance in the vicinity of project activities. There would be no impacts on these resources
through avoidance. Therefore, no adverse impacts on cultural resources at LANL or surrounding
communities are expected from implementing this alternative.
Residents of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have expressed concern that pollution from CMRR Facility
operations could contaminate Mortandad Canyon, which drains onto pueblo land and sacred areas. CMRR
Facility operations under this alternative are not expected to adversely affect air. There would be no direct
liquid discharges, and stormwater management controls would be in place to collect stormwater and
prevent washout and soil erosion. Thus, there would be no contamination of tribal lands adjacent to the
LANL boundary. Impacts on surface-water and groundwater quality are discussed in Section 4.3.6.
As discussed in Section 4.3.13, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on transportation
routes or traffic in the area surrounding LANL during construction or operations as a result of
implementing this alternative. A separate analysis has been included in Section 4.3.13 on the specific
impacts of transporting radioactive materials from LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe,
transportation routes that include sections through tribal lands. The results of this analysis show that the
incident-free population risks are small, at most 2 × 10-5 or 1 chance in 50,000 that the radiological dose to
the public from this transportation would result in a latent cancer fatality in the affected population.
Similarly, accident risks associated with this transportation on these routes are small, at most 4 × 10-4 or
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1 chance in 2,500 that a traffic accident involving one of the trucks would result in a fatality in the affected
population.
These data show that the total minority, Native American, Hispanic, and low-income populations would
not be subjected to disproportionately high and adverse impacts from normal operations of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB at TA-55.
4.3.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options—Under either construction
option, acreage would be disturbed in several technical areas in addition to TA-55. Surveys have been
conducted to identify potential release sites (PRSs), and no unidentified or unexpected soil contamination
or buried media have been encountered (LANL 2010d). There are, however, known PRSs located within
the affected technical areas (for example, Material Disposal Area [MDA] C in TA-50), and the potential
for contact with contaminated soil or other media would be appropriately considered throughout the
construction process. For example, PRS-48-001 is being evaluated for potential impacts resulting from
actions in the TA-48/55 laydown and concrete batch plant area. Proper precautions would be taken as
needed to minimize the potential disturbance of this or other PRSs. As needed, actions such as appropriate
documentation and contaminant removal would be taken by the LANL Environmental Restoration
Program in accordance with the 2005 Consent Order13 and other applicable requirements. Wastes that
might be generated from these actions have not been specifically analyzed because the types and quantities
of waste are unknown. Possible waste volumes that could result from site-wide remediation activities
were, however, projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12).
Modified CMRR-NF construction would principally generate nonhazardous solid waste under either the
Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. If small quantities of other radioactive or nonradioactive wastes are
generated, as experienced during RLUOB construction, the wastes would be managed in accordance with
standard LANL procedures (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12). Sanitary wastewater generated as a result of
construction activities would be managed using some plumbed restrooms and portable toilet systems, with
sanitary wastewater from the restrooms transferred to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46 for
treatment. No other nonhazardous liquid wastes are expected.
Total and peak annual quantities of construction waste (construction debris and sanitary solid waste
generated by construction workers) were estimated for both construction options and are summarized in
Table 4–34. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, regardless of the excavation option, the same
peak annual waste quantities would be generated and the same total quantity of construction waste
(2,600 tons [2,400 metric tons]) would be generated since the difference is due to excavation and other
activities during which little construction waste would be generated. Using an average waste density of
0.5 tons per cubic yard, 340 tons (308 metric tons) of peak annual waste would represent about 1 percent
of the 59,000 to 62,000 cubic yards (45,000 to 47,000 cubic meters) of construction and demolition waste
annually projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Table 4–57).

13

In March 2005, the New Mexico Environment Department, DOE, and the LANL management and operating contractor
entered into a Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) (NMED 2005). The purposes of the Consent Order are (1) to
define the nature and extent of releases of contaminants at, or from, LANL; (2) to identify and evaluate, where needed,
alternatives for corrective measures to clean up contaminants in the environment and prevent or mitigate the migration of
contaminants at, or from, LANL; and (3) to implement such corrective measures.
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Table 4–34 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Construction Debris and Sanitary Solid Waste
Generation for Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF
Construction Waste (tons) a
Total

Peak Annual

Deep Excavation

Construction Option

2,600

340

Shallow Excavation

2,600

340

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
Construction waste includes construction debris and sanitary solid waste generated by construction workers.
Note: Estimates have been rounded. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply by 0.90718.

The waste would be collected in appropriate waste containers such as dumpsters or rolloffs and regularly
disposed of or recycled by transfer to the Los Alamos County Eco Station located at the Los Alamos
County Landfill site within the LANL boundary or by transfer to an offsite solid waste facility permitted to
accept the waste. Waste transferred to the Los Alamos County Eco Station would be separated into
materials suitable for recycle or disposal, and both types of materials would be shipped for offsite
disposition. Because the Los Alamos County Eco Station is permitted to accept construction and
demolition waste, as well as municipal solid waste, it is expected that the Los Alamos County Eco Station
would be able to accept the bulk of the projected waste from the Modified CMRR-NF construction. If
waste is generated that is not acceptable at the Los Alamos County Eco Station (for example,
petroleum-contaminated soil or other special waste), or for other reasons such as convenience to the
government, then the waste would be transferred to an appropriate, permitted offsite facility for
disposition.
No impacts on available solid waste management capacity are expected because of the small quantity of
waste to be managed annually (340 tons [308 metric tons] of combined construction debris and sanitary
solid waste) compared to the total quantities of solid waste addressed on a county and state basis and the
large number of available waste disposition facilities within New Mexico. Including the Los Alamos
County Eco Stations, 239 landfills, recycling facilities, composting facilities, or transfer stations of
convenience were permitted in New Mexico as of July 2009, including 19 facilities permitted to accept
special waste, such as petroleum-contaminated soil (NMED 2009). The projected annual quantity of
Modified CMRR-NF construction debris and sanitary solid waste represents only about 1 percent of the
waste processed in 2009 at the Los Alamos County Eco Station (Nagawiecki 2010).
Operations Impacts—Projected annual waste generation rates for operations at the Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB are summarized in Table 4–35 (LANL 2010c), along with projected overall LANL activities
based on information from the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a; LANL 2010a). In the following
discussion, waste generation rates projected in this CMRR-NF SEIS from operation of the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB are compared to waste generation rates projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS from
operation of the CMR Building and site-wide LANL operations. Radioactive solid and liquid wastes
generated from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would constitute only fractions of the total
quantities of each of these generated wastes (see Table 4–35).
Note that a transition period would initially occur, during which operations at the CMR Building would be
transferred to the Modified CMRR-NF. During this transition period, wastes would be generated at both
the CMR Building (see Section 4.4.12) and the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, although the annual
rates may be less at either facility than the rates estimated in Table 4–35 and in Section 4.4.12.14 Both onand offsite waste management capacity are sufficient for this transition period.
14

Operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be limited initially and then increase at the same time that
CMR Building operational activities would decrease.
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Table 4–35 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates Projected for
Modified CMRR-NF, RLUOB, and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities
Projected Modified
CMRR-NF
Generation Rate a

Projected RLUOB
Generation Rate a

Projected Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB
Generation Rate

Site-wide LANL
Projections

88

0

88

440 to 870 b

Low-level radioactive
(cubic yards per year)

2,510

130

2,640

21,000 to
115,000 b

Mixed low-level radioactive (cubic
yards per year)

23.7

2.3

26

320 to 18,100 b

Chemical (tons per year) c

11.9

0.5

12.4

3,200 to 5,750 b

71

24

95

–e

Sanitary wastewater
(gallons per year)

8,315,000

2,485,000

10,800,000

156,000,000 f

Radioactive liquid
(gallons per year)

248,000 g

95,800

344,000

4,000,000 h

Waste Type
Transuranic and mixed transuranic
(cubic yards per year)

Sanitary solid (tons per year) d

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
From CMRR-NF Project and Environmental Description Document (LANL 2010d) and other sources (LANL 2011a:Data
Call Tables, 004, 005).
b
Projected waste quantities from LANL operations are given as a range in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The listed value
reflects the assumption of the Expanded Operations Alternative in the LANL SWEIS, less the waste projected from some
activities that were not implemented (see Table 4–57).
c
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category; however, as was done in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the
term is used in this CMRR-NF SEIS to denote a variety of materials, including hazardous waste regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act; toxic waste regulated under the Toxic Substances Control Act; and special waste designated
under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations, including industrial waste, infectious waste, and petroleum-contaminated
soil.
d
The projected quantity of Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB sanitary solid waste (municipal trash) was estimated by
multiplying the projected annual number of full-time equivalent radiation workers (140 for RLUOB and 410 for the Modified
CMRR-NF) by an assumed annual 344 pounds of waste generated per person per year (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12.2).
e
Annual sanitary solid waste quantities were not projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.
f
The value shown is the annual volume of wastewater processed at the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46, assuming
operation at its 600,000-gallon-per-day design capacity for 260 working days per year (DOE 2003b). Sanitary wastewater
and nonradioactive liquid waste are both projected to be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant for treatment.
g
Includes 247,000 gallons per year of liquid low-level radioactive waste and 950 gallons per year of liquid transuranic waste
at the Modified CMRR-NF (Balkey 2011).
h
The value shown is the projected annual liquid low-level radioactive waste treatment rate at RLWTF assuming
implementation of the No Action Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS; annual treatment of 30,000 gallons of liquid
transuranic waste was also projected (DOE 2008a).
Note: To convert cubic yards to cubic meters, multiply by 0.76456; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; gallons to liters,
by 3.78533.

Transuranic and Mixed Transuranic Wastes
Activities at the Modified CMRR-NF would generate transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes that would
be packaged in containers in accordance with the WIPP waste acceptance criteria and shipped to WIPP for
disposal. The combined annual volume of transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes (88 cubic yards
[67 cubic meters]) is about 60 percent larger than that projected for the CMR Building operations in the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). It would represent only about 10 to 20 percent of the annual 440 to
870 cubic yards (340 to 670 cubic meters) of combined transuranic and mixed transuranic waste projected
for site-wide LANL operations in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. The Modified CMRR-NF would be designed
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and operated to accommodate the projected waste volumes, and no difficulty in managing the waste for
shipment to WIPP is expected on either a facility or a site-wide LANL basis.
Over 50 years of Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations (DOE 2003b), about 4,400 cubic yards
(3,400 cubic meters) of transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes would be generated. The total WIPP
capacity for transuranic waste disposal is set at about 219,000 cubic yards (168,000 cubic meters) of
contact-handled transuranic waste pursuant to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act
(DOE 2002b). Estimates in the Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report – 2010 (DOE 2010b) indicate
that about 185,000 cubic yards (141,000 cubic meters) of contact-handled transuranic waste would be
disposed of at WIPP, about 36,000 cubic yards (27,500 cubic meters) less than the contact-handled
transuranic waste permitted capacity. The projected 50-year total of 4,400 cubic yards (3,400 cubic
meters) of transuranic and mixed transuranic waste from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations
would require about 12 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity.
Because the total quantity of transuranic waste that may be disposed of at WIPP is statutorily established,
and the operating period for WIPP will depend on the volumes of transuranic waste that may be disposed
of at WIPP, WIPP may meet its statutory disposal limit before the end of the operational period of the
Modified CMRR-NF. If necessary, transuranic or mixed transuranic waste generated without a disposal
pathway would be safely stored pending development of additional disposal capacity.
Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Solid low-level radioactive waste generated from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would be
characterized and packaged for disposal. Disposal would occur off site at the Nevada National Security
Site (NNSS) (formerly known as the Nevada Test Site) or at a commercial disposal facility or could occur
on site while Area G continues to accept waste. Typical disposal containers would include B-25 boxes and
55-gallon (208-liter) drums. About 2,640 cubic yards (2,020 cubic meters) of solid low-level radioactive
waste would be generated annually, including the solid low-level radioactive component of liquid wastes
treated through RLWTF or a similar facility. This projected volume would represent a 10 percent increase
in the low-level radioactive waste annually projected for the CMR Building in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). The projected waste from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would represent
about 2 to 13 percent of the projected annual site-wide LANL volume (21,000 to 115,000 cubic yards
[16,000 to 88,000 cubic meters]).
Because the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected waste volumes for the facilities, no difficulties are expected in packaging and
staging this waste pending transfer to LANL Area G or shipment to offsite disposal facilities. Disposal
capacity is also expected to be available. Annual generation of 2,640 cubic yards (2,020 cubic meters) of
low-level radioactive waste from the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would represent about
4 percent of the average low-level radioactive waste disposal rate at the NNSS15 and about 2 percent of the
current low-level radioactive waste disposal rate at the commercial facility in Clive, Utah.16

15

For the 5 years from 2004 through 2008, an annual average of 62,900 cubic yards (48,000 cubic meters) of low-level
radioactive waste and 1,540 cubic yards (1,180 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste was disposed of at NNSS
(Gordon 2009).
16
Based on estimates for three-quarters of calendar year 2010, extrapolated to 1 year (Hultquist 2010).
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Mixed Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Mixed low-level radioactive waste generated from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would be
packaged and temporarily stored pending transport off site to a commercial treatment, storage, and disposal
facility and/or to the NNSS in Nevada. Typical shipment packages would include B-25 boxes and
55-gallon (208-liter) drums. The projected 26 cubic yards (20 cubic meters) of mixed low-level
radioactive waste from Modified CMRR-NF operations would be only slightly larger than the annual rate
projected from the CMR Building in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The projected Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB volume would represent about 0.1 to 8 percent of the 320 to 18,100 cubic yards
(240 to 14,000 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste projected for LANL in the 2008
LANL SWEIS.
Sufficient offsite treatment, storage, and disposal capacity is expected for the mixed low-level radioactive
waste projected from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations. Several permitted commercial
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities exist in the United States (for example, in Florida, Tennessee,
Texas, Washington, and Utah), in addition to the mixed low-level radioactive waste disposal capacity
available at the NNSS in Nevada, and additional facilities may be used as they are available and
appropriate for the waste contents or characteristics. The projected mixed low-level radioactive waste from
the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would represent about 2 percent of the average mixed low-level
radioactive waste disposal rate at the NNSS17 and less than 1 percent of the current mixed low-level
radioactive waste disposal rate at the commercial facility in Clive, Utah.18
Chemical Waste
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category; however, as was done in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a), the term is used in this CMRR-NF SEIS to denote a broad category of materials, including
hazardous wastes, toxic wastes, and special waste designated under the New Mexico Solid Waste
Regulations. Chemical waste generated from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would be
packaged and shipped to offsite permitted recycle or treatment, storage, and disposal facilities, typically in
55-gallon (208-liter) drums. Temporary storage before offsite shipment may occur at the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB or at a permitted LANL storage area. About 12.4 tons (11.2 metric tons) of
chemical waste would be generated annually from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations. This
projected rate is only slightly larger than the chemical waste projected for the CMR Building in the 2008
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The projected Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations chemical waste
quantity would represent from 0.2 to 0.4 percent of the annual chemical waste projection for LANL in the
2008 LANL SWEIS. The Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed and operated to
accommodate this waste, and no difficulty in managing this waste for shipment for offsite disposition is
expected on either a facility or a site-wide LANL basis. Adequate offsite waste disposition capacity is
expected for the chemical waste projected from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations because of
the large number of permitted facilities that exist within New Mexico and neighboring states.
Sanitary Solid Waste
Based on the projected number of full-time equivalent workers at the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB
(550) and the assumption that each worker generates 344 pounds (156 kilograms) of sanitary solid waste
(municipal trash) annually (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12.2), about 95 tons (86 metric tons) of sanitary solid
17

For the 5 years from 2004 through 2008, an annual average of 62,900 cubic yards (48,000 cubic meters) of low-level
radioactive waste and 1,540 cubic yards (1,180 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste was disposed of at NNSS
(Gordon 2009).
18
Based on estimates for three-quarters of calendar year 2010, extrapolated to 1 year (Hultquist 2010).
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waste would be generated annually. This waste would be collected in appropriate waste containers, such
as dumpsters, and regularly disposed of or recycled by transfer to the Los Alamos County Eco Station
located at the Los Alamos County Landfill site within the LANL boundary or by transfer to an offsite solid
waste facility permitted to accept the waste. No impacts on available solid waste management capacity are
expected because of the small quantity of sanitary solid waste that would be generated at the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB compared to the total quantities of solid waste addressed annually on a county
and state basis and the large number of available waste disposition facilities within New Mexico.
Ninety-five tons (86 metric tons) of sanitary solid waste generation would represent only about 0.3 percent
of the waste processed in 2009 at the Los Alamos County Eco Station (see the Construction Impacts
discussion within this section).
Sanitary Wastewater
Approximately 10,800,000 gallons (40,900,000 liters) of sanitary wastewater would be generated annually
from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations; this wastewater would to be sent to the Sanitary
Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46 (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12.1). The projected wastewater volume
from the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would include 7,300,000 gallons (27,600,000 liters) for
sanitary flow and 3,500,000 gallons (13,200,000 liters) for reject water from the facility demineralization
water treatment system.19 This wastewater flow would represent only about 7 percent of the
600,000-gallon-per-day (2.27-million-liter-per-day) design capacity of the Sanitary Wastewater Systems
Plant in TA-46, assuming 260 working days per year (DOE 2003b). Therefore, no impacts on available
sanitary wastewater treatment capacity are expected from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations.
Radioactive Liquid Waste
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations are projected to generate about 344,000 gallons (1.3 million
liters) of liquid low-level radioactive waste annually, including about 950 gallons (3,600 liters) of liquid
transuranic waste. This liquid waste would be transferred for treatment to RLWTF in TA-50
(Balkey 2011). The treatment process would generate solid low-level radioactive waste (for example,
solidified liquids) that would be managed as discussed above. The annual volume of radioactive liquid
waste from the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would represent only about 8.5 percent of the annual
volume of 4 million gallons (15 million liters) of liquid low-level radioactive waste and 3 percent of the
30,000 gallons (110,000 liters) of liquid transuranic waste projected for RLWTF in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(see Table 4–35). The projected liquid waste generation rates from Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB
have been considered in LANL forecasts for annual receipt of liquid waste at RLWTF (Balkey 2011), and
no impacts on radioactive liquid waste treatment and discharge capacity are expected from its operation.
4.3.13 Transportation and Traffic
4.3.13.1 Transportation
The risk of transporting radioactive materials can be affected by a number of factors. These factors are
predominantly categorized as either radiological or nonradiological impacts. Radiological impacts are
those associated with the accidental release of radioactive materials and the effects of low levels of
radiation emitted during normal, or incident-free, transportation. Nonradiological impacts are those

19

All water supplied to the CMRR-NF would be treated in a demineralization unit to remove silica. This treatment process
would reduce maintenance of boilers and other major equipment and increase equipment durability and operating life. The
demineralization unit produces treated water that would be supplied to the CMRR-NF and reject water that would be
discharged through the CMRR-NF sanitary wastewater system (LANL 2010d).
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associated with the transportation itself, regardless of the nature of the cargo, such as accidents resulting in
death or injury when there is no release of radioactive material.
In addition to calculating the radiological risks that would result from all reasonable accidents during
transportation of radioactive wastes, NNSA assessed the highest consequences of a maximum reasonably
foreseeable accident with a radioactive release frequency greater than 1×10-7 (1 chance in 10 million) per
year along the route. The consequences were determined for average atmospheric conditions. For
additional information on the assumptions and methods used in the transportation analysis, see
Appendix B.
At LANL, radioactive materials (for example, SNM, low-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste) are
transported both on site (between the technical areas) and off site to multiple locations. Onsite
transportation constitutes the majority of activities that are part of routine operations in support of various
programs. The impacts of these activities are part of the impacts of routine operations at these areas. For
example, worker dose from handling and transporting radioactive materials is included as part of the
worker dose from operational activities. Specific analyses performed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE
2008a) indicate that the projected collective radiation dose for LANL drivers from the projected onsite
shipments was, on average, less than 1 millirem per transport. A review of onsite radioactive materials
transportation under all alternatives in this CMRR-NF SEIS indicates that the 2008 LANL SWEIS
projection of impacts would envelop the impacts for routine onsite transportation.
Transport of SNM, equipment, and other materials currently located at the CMR Building to a Modified
CMRR-NF at TA-55 would occur over a period of 3 years on open or closed roads. The public is not
expected to receive any measurable exposure from the one-time movement of radiological materials
associated with this action. CMR Building workers could receive a minimal dose from shipping and
handling of SNM during the transition from the existing CMR Building to the Modified CMRR-NF at
TA-55. Based on a review of radiological exposure information in calendar year 2009, the average dose to
LANL workers (including CMR Building workers and material handlers) is about 100 millirem per year.
Because the transition to operations at the Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55 would occur over multiple years,
the material handler worker dose would be similar to those for normal operations currently performed at
the CMR Building.
Offsite transportation of radioactive materials would occur using trucks. The radioactive materials that
would be transported include low-level radioactive waste and transuranic waste. For analysis purposes in
this CMRR-NF SEIS, the destinations for disposal of radioactive wastes were limited to DOE disposal sites
such as the NNSS in Nevada and a commercial waste disposal site such as the EnergySolutions disposal
site in Clive, Utah; disposal of transuranic waste was assumed to occur at WIPP in New Mexico. The
analyzed routes for these shipments are shown in Appendix B, Figure B–1.
Table 4–36 provides the estimated number of annual offsite shipments of operational wastes under each
action alternative. This table also provides the estimated number of offsite shipments resulting from
activities associated with construction of the Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55.
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Table 4–36 Estimated Annual Offsite Shipments Under the Action Alternatives
Annual Number of Shipments
Construction Shipments a

Operational Wastes
Low-Level
Radioactive
Waste

Mixed Low-Level
Radioactive Waste

Transuranic
Waste

Hazardous
Waste

Nonhazardous
Waste

Materials b

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative,
Deep Excavation Option

176

2

13

2

20

4,300

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative,
Shallow Excavation Option

176

2

13

2

20

3,300

Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative

21

1

2

1

0

0

Alternative

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
Construction values are annualized values based on estimates on construction durations (about 9 years under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, Deep Excavation Option and Shallow Excavation Option).
b
Materials include construction commodities: cements, gravel, sand, ash, structural and rebar steel, etc. These numbers are rounded to
the nearest 100 shipments.

Construction Impacts
Routine (Incident-Free) Transportation – Deep Excavation Option—Under the Deep Excavation Option,
about 4,300 shipments of construction-generated nonhazardous waste and construction commodities would
be made annually (see Table 4–36). The nonhazardous waste would be transported to a regional disposal
site in New Mexico (for example, Mountainair, about 130 miles [210 kilometers] away), and the
construction commodities would be transported to TA-55 from a distance of up to 100 miles
(160 kilometers) for sand, cement, and gravels and up to 500 miles (800 kilometers) for steels. Using these
estimates, the total annual projected (one-way) distance traveled on public roads transporting construction
materials to and from LANL would be about 470,000 miles (750,000 kilometers). The estimated total
transportation is conservative because it assumes that all offsite material shipments would be from a
distance of 100 to 500 miles (160 to 800 kilometers). It is likely that many of these shipments would be
less than 100 miles (160 kilometers) because shipments of most of these materials should be obtained from
Albuquerque or closer. Because no radioactive materials would be transported during construction, no
radiological risks would be incurred by members of the transportation crew (truck drivers) from
construction activities.
Routine (Incident-Free) Transportation – Shallow Excavation Option—Under the Shallow Excavation
Option, about 3,300 shipments of construction-generated nonhazardous waste and construction
commodities would be made annually (see Table 4–36). Based on the assumptions described above
regarding materials and waste shipment distances, the total annual projected (one-way) distance traveled on
public roads transporting construction materials to and from LANL would be about 380,000 miles
(610,000 kilometers). As discussed above under the Deep Excavation Option, the estimated total
transportation is conservative because it assumes that all offsite material shipments would be from a
distance of 100 to 500 miles (160 to 800 kilometers). Because no radioactive materials would be
transported during construction, no radiological risks would be incurred by members of the transportation
crew (truck drivers) from construction activities.
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Transportation Accidents – Deep Excavation Option—Under the Deep Excavation Option, the impacts of
transporting construction materials were evaluated in terms of the distance traveled and number of
expected traffic accidents and fatalities. The annual transportation impacts under this option would be
0 (0.3) traffic accidents and no (0.03) traffic fatalities. For the approximately 9 years to complete the
project, these impacts would be 3 (2.5) traffic accidents and no (0.3) traffic fatalities.
Transportation Accidents – Shallow Excavation Option—Under the Shallow Excavation Option, the
impacts of transporting construction materials were evaluated in terms of distance traveled and number of
expected traffic accidents and fatalities. The annual transportation impacts under this option would be
0 (0.2) traffic accidents and no (0.02) traffic fatalities. For the approximately 9 years to complete the
project, these impacts would be 2 (2.1) traffic accidents and no (0.2) traffic fatalities.
Operations Impacts
Routine (Incident-Free) Transportation—Table 4–37 summarizes the total transportation impacts, as well
as transportation impacts on two nearby LANL transportation routes: (1) LANL to Pojoaque,
New Mexico, the route segment used by trucks from LANL, and (2) Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico,
the route segment used by trucks traveling on Interstate 25 (such as trucks traveling to WIPP). For analysis
purposes in this SEIS, two sites, the NNSS and a commercial facility in Utah, were selected as possible
disposal sites for all low-level radioactive wastes should the decision be made to dispose of low-level
radioactive waste off site rather than on site. Differences in distance to these two sites and the affected
population along the transportation routes result in a range of impacts under each alternative.
Table 4–37 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting Operational
Radioactive Materials
Incident-Free
Crew

Number
of
Shipments

Round Trip
Kilometers
Traveled
(thousand)

Dose
(personrem)

191

11.9

191

Total Route
LANL to
Pojoaque

Transport
Segments

Offsite
Disposal
Option a

LANL to
Pojoaque
Pojoaque to
Santa Fe

Pojoaque to
Santa Fe c
Total Route

NNSS

Commercial

Accident

Population

Risk b

Radiological
Risk b

Nonradiological
Risk b

0.02

1 × 10-5

4 × 10-9

2 × 10-4

7 × 10-5

0.04

2 × 10-5

4 × 10-9

4 × 10-4

2.5

2 × 10-3

0.8

5 × 10-4

1 × 10-7

7 × 10-3

11.9

0.07

4 × 10-5

0.02

1 × 10-5

4 × 10-9

2 × 10-4

13

1.4

0.03

2 × 10-5

0.01

5 × 10-6

2 × 10-9

3 × 10-5

191

399

2.2

1 × 10-3

0.7

4 × 10-4

1 × 10-7

6 × 10-3

Risk b

Dose
(personrem)

0.07

4 × 10-5

19.9

0.12

191

461

191

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory;
NNSS = Nevada National Security Site.
a
Under this option, low-level radioactive waste would be shipped to either the NNSS or a commercial site in Utah. Transuranic waste
would be shipped to WIPP.
b
Risk is expressed in terms of latent cancer fatalities, except for the nonradiological, where it refers to the number of traffic accident
fatalities.
c
Shipments of low-level radioactive waste to a commercial disposal site in Utah would not pass along the Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment
of highway.
Note: To convert kilometers to miles, multiply by 0.62137.
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Under this alternative, about 191 offsite shipments of radioactive materials would be made annually to the
NNSS in Nevada (or a commercial site in Clive, Utah) and WIPP in New Mexico (see Table 4–37).
Maximum transportation impacts would be realized if low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste
were shipped to either the NNSS in Nevada or a commercial site in Clive, Utah, instead of being disposed
of on site. Transuranic waste would be shipped to WIPP. The total projected (one-way) distance traveled
on public roads transporting radioactive materials to various locations would range from about 125,000 to
144,000 miles (200,000 to 231,000 kilometers).
The annual dose to the transportation crew from all offsite transportation activities under the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative was estimated to range from about 2.2 person-rem for disposal at the commercial
low-level radioactive waste disposal site in Clive, Utah, to about 2.5 person-rem for disposal at the NNSS
in Nevada. The dose to the general population would range from 0.7 to 0.8 person-rem for the commercial
site in Clive, Utah, and the NNSS in Nevada, respectively. Accordingly, incident-free transportation
would result in a maximum of no (2 × 10-3) excess LCFs among the transportation workers and no
(5 × 10-4) excess LCFs in the affected population. The estimated dose associated with transport of
low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste to the NNSS in Nevada is higher because of the longer
distance traveled and larger affected population. The differences in estimated doses under either disposal
option are very small, however, as shown above.
Note that DOE regulations limit the maximum annual dose to a transportation worker to 100 millirem per
year unless the individual is a trained radiation worker. The dose to a trained radiation worker is limited to
2 rem per year (DOE 1999b). The potential for a trained radiation worker to develop a fatal latent cancer
from an annual dose at the maximum annual exposure is 0.0012. Therefore, an individual transportation
worker is not expected to develop a lifetime latent fatal cancer from exposure during these activities.
The doses to the general populations along the routes from LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to
Santa Fe, New Mexico, were estimated to be a maximum of 0.04 person-rem. This dose would result in no
(2 × 10-5) excess LCFs among the exposed populations.
Transportation Accidents—Two sets of analyses were performed for the evaluation of transportation
accident impacts involving radioactive materials transport: impacts of maximum reasonably foreseeable
accidents (accidents with probabilities greater than 1 in 10 million per year [1 × 10-7]) and impacts of all
accidents (total transportation accidents).
For radioactive materials transported under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, the maximum reasonably
foreseeable offsite truck transportation accident with the greatest consequence would involve a truck
carrying contact-handled transuranic waste. The probability that such an accident would occur is about
1 in 3.6 million (2.8 × 10-7) per year in a suburban area. If such an accident occurs, the consequences in
terms of general population dose would be 8 person-rem. Such an exposure would result in no (5 × 10-3)
excess LCFs among the exposed population. This accident would result in a dose of 8.2 millirem to a
hypothetical MEI located at a distance of 330 feet (100 meters) and exposed to the accident plume for
2 hours, with a corresponding risk of developing a latent fatal cancer of 5 × 10-6 , or about 1 chance
in 200,000.
Under this alternative, the estimated risks for all projected accidents involving radioactive shipments,
regardless of type, are a maximum radiological dose-risk20 to the general population of about

20

Dose-risk includes the probability that an accident will occur. Here, these values were calculated by dividing the radiological
risks in terms of LCFs given in Table 4–37 (column 9) by 0.0006, which is the risk of an LCF per person-rem of exposure.
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0.2 person millirem, resulting in no (1 × 10-7) excess LCFs, and a maximum nonradiological (traffic)
accident risk of zero (7 × 10-3) fatalities.
The maximum radiological transportation accident dose-risk to the general populations along the routes
from LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, would be 0.0067 person-millirem.
This dose would result in no (4 × 10-9) excess LCFs among the exposed populations. The maximum
expected number of traffic accident fatalities along these routes would be 0 (4 × 10-4).
The impacts of transporting nonradiological materials were also evaluated. These impacts are presented in
terms of distance traveled and numbers of expected traffic accidents and fatalities. The following
assumptions were made: asbestos would be disposed of at a facility in Phoenix, Arizona; hazardous waste
would be disposed of at a facility in Andrews, Texas; and solid waste would be disposed of at Mountainair,
New Mexico. As indicated in Table 4–36, only two shipments of hazardous materials would be made
annually. The transportation under this alternative would result in 666 miles (1,100 kilometers) traveled,
no (0.0002) traffic accidents, and no (0.00002) fatalities.
4.3.13.2 Traffic
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option – Truck Traffic—Under the Deep Excavation Option, an
additional 100 feet (30 meters) would be excavated during construction of the Modified CMRR-NF, as
approximately 30 feet (9.1 meters) of the Modified CMRR-NF excavation have already been completed.
Excavation of the additional 100 feet (30 meters) and the associated tunnels would require the removal of
approximately 545,000 cubic yards (420,000 cubic meters), or approximately 900,000 tons
(820,000 metric tons) of material. This amount of material would require approximately 45,000 20-ton
truck trips or 30,000 30-ton truck trips to move. This material would be staged at a LANL materials
staging area for future reuse on other LANL projects. Reuse of this material at LANL would directly
offset the future need to transport purchased fill material from offsite locations, as is currently the case
because of the limited amount of suitable fill material available within existing LANL borrow pits.
Excavated soil and rock material from the Modified CMRR-NF would be transported by truck to spoils
storage areas within TA-5, TA-36, TA-51, TA-52, or TA-54 in accordance with routine material reuse
practices at LANL, and the excavated material (spoils) would ultimately be reused in various construction
and landscaping projects at LANL.
As discussed under the No Action Alternative, each round trip to the LANL materials staging area would
take approximately 20 minutes. Moving the material generated by excavation under the Deep Excavation
Option would take approximately 450 10-hour shifts with one loader and 20-ton trucks or approximately
300 10-hour shifts with one loader and 30-ton trucks. This time period could be shortened by using two
loaders and additional trucks. On a per-hour basis, these trips would make little difference to the level of
service on Pajarito Road. The acceleration of the loaded earthwork trucks would be slow and would result
in lower speeds and some reduction in the level of service in the road segment where the trucks accelerate.
Pajarito Road is not accessible by the public.
The use of onsite concrete batch plants under the Deep Excavation Option would be required. The largest
volume of concrete would be anticipated in the early years of the project as the 60 feet (18 meters) of
low-slump concrete fill and the basemat and foundation of the building are constructed. It is not expected
that the plants would be operated simultaneously. Depending on the quality of the concrete specified for
the low-slump fill material, it may or may not be necessary to use concrete transit trucks for a trip this
short. Regardless of whether concrete transit trucks or dump trucks are used to transport the concrete, the
weight limit would be approximately 20 tons (18 metric tons) for three-axle trucks. Wet concrete weighs
approximately 2 tons (1.8 metric tons) per cubic yard. Structural concrete for the shell of the Modified
CMRR-NF would be conveyed from the batch plant to the site using concrete transit trucks.
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Peak operation of the northeast (TA-48/55) concrete plant is expected during the first year of Modified
CMRR-NF construction (2012), when the plant would be used to produce an estimated 250,000 cubic
yards (190,000 cubic meters) of low-slump concrete that would be placed in the lower 60 feet (18 meters)
of the Modified CMRR-NF excavation for soil stabilization (LANL 2010d).
If the peak operation of this concrete plant is 150 cubic yards (115 cubic meters) per hour and 20-ton
trucks are used for transport, it would take approximately 170 10-hour shifts to transport 250,000 cubic
yards (190,000 cubic meters) of concrete. This timeframe could be reduced to approximately 70 days with
24-hour operations.
Bulk concrete materials would be delivered to the Modified CMRR-NF batch plant site by either standard
three-axle dump trucks (20-ton trucks) or five-axle bottom dump trucks (30-ton trucks).
To support the concrete batch plant operation for all concrete operations, the following materials would be
required (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002):
•

Approximately 313,000 tons (284,000 metric tons) of coarse aggregate (15,700 20-ton trucks or
10,400 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 320,000 tons (290,000 metric tons) of fine aggregate (sand) (16,000 20-ton trucks
or 10,700 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 69,000 tons (63,000 metric tons) of cement (3,500 20-ton trucks or 2,300 30-ton
trucks)

•

Approximately 37,000 tons (34,000 metric tons) of fly ash (1,900 20-ton trucks or 1,200 30-ton
trucks)

This operation would add a maximum of approximately 66 truck trips per hour to Pajarito Road. Current
peak-hour traffic volume on Pajarito Road is anticipated to be 800 vehicles per hour (Level of Service D).
The capacity of a two-lane roadway is approximately 2,400 trips per hour. The acceleration of the loaded
concrete trucks would be slow and, with a distance of less than one-eighth of a mile for some of the loaded
concrete trucks, would result in considerably lower speeds in this road segment. The section of Pajarito
Road from the floor of the valley to the top of the mesa would also be impacted by the slow speed of
loaded trucks climbing this hill. The addition of the truck trips hauling materials for concrete production is
not expected to change the level of service on this road segment. This issue could be mitigated by adding a
truck climbing lane on this stretch of roadway. During the construction period, climbing lanes could be
warranted; however, this condition would be temporary, and truck deliveries could be scheduled to avoid
peak traffic hours.
Construction under the Deep Excavation Option would also require the following amounts of steel
(LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002):
•

Approximately 560 tons (510 metric tons) of structural steel (30 20-ton trucks or 20 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 18,000 tons of concrete reinforcing steel (900 20-ton trucks or 600 30-ton trucks)

All construction supplies reaching the site must use Pajarito Road. All movement of excavated material
from the Modified CMRR-NF to the internal storage areas must use Pajarito Road. The movement of large
numbers of heavy trucks can damage the structure of existing pavement, reducing its lifespan and requiring
repair or replacement. If the pavement structure is not sufficiently strong, the driving pavement can rut or
crumble. The edges of existing pavements are vulnerable to crumbling if sufficient lateral support is not
provided. The impacts on Pajarito Road’s structural integrity would be similar to those discussed under
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the No Action Alternative; however, there is a greater chance of structural damage to Pajarito Road under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative due to the greater total weight of materials that would be transported
on the roadway and the longer duration of transports. Pajarito Road may be sufficiently strong to support
the transports without damage if the underlying soil is strong. Should damage occur to the roadway
surface, Pajarito Road may require rehabilitation or repair sooner than currently anticipated.
Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation Option – Worker Traffic—The workers going to the Modified
CMRR-NF are expected to use the public roadways. A peak of 790 workers is anticipated to commute to
the parking area at TA-72 (LANL 2010d). For this analysis, the peak commuting time of these workers
would align with the peak-hour traffic on the adjoining public roadways. Approximately 500 peak-hour
trips are anticipated from a peak of 790 construction workers. These 500 additional peak-hour (worker)
commuters were added to the existing traffic to determine the anticipated level of service. As shown in
Table 4–38, the impacts on traffic were compared for the year 2012, the year that the Deep Excavation
Option would start, and 2020, the year that construction would be completed under this alternative. No
change in the level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL is anticipated during the construction
period. In addition, the impacts of construction traffic would be minimal as it is anticipated that workers
for the Modified CMRR-NF would park at the parking lot in TA-72 and would be bused to the worksite.
Table 4–38 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative — Expected Levels of Service of Roadways in the
Vicinity of Los Alamos National Laboratory

Location
Year
SR 4 at Los Alamos
County Line to
SR 501
SR 4 at Junction
Bandelier Park
Entrance
SR 4 at Junction of
Pajarito Road –
White Rock
SR 4 at Junction of
Jemez Road
SR 501 at Junction
of SR 4 to Diamond
Drive
SR 501 at Junction
of Diamond Drive
and Onward
SR 501 at Junction
502
SR 502 at Junction
Openheimer Street
SR 502 East of
Junction with SR 4

Road Type and
Number of
Lanes
Minor arterial/
two lanes

AADT/Year/
Percentage
Trucks
734/
2009/9

Minor arterial/
two lanes

Existing Traffic
AADT/
AADT/
Peak Hour/
Peak Hour/
LOS
LOS

Deep Excavation
Option
Peak
Peak
Hour/
Hour/
LOS
LOS

Comments
(assumed percentage of
construction traffic
assigned to road
segment)(790 workers,
500 VPH peak)
(10)
No change in LOS

2012
760/80/A

2020
840/80/A

2012
130/A

2020
130/A

681/
2009/7

700/70/A

770/80/A

120/A

130/A

(10)
No change in LOS

Minor arterial/
two lanes

9,302/
2009/9

9,580/
960/D

10,580/
1,060/D

1,410/D

1,510/D

(90)
No change in LOS

Minor arterial/
two lanes
Minor arterial/
two lanes

9,358/
2009/12
11,848/
2009/11

9,640/
960/D
12,210/
1,220/D

10,650/
1,070/D
13,490/
1,350/D

1,410/D

1,520/D

1,670/D

1,800/D

(90)
No change in LOS
(50)
No change in LOS

Primary arterial/
four lanes

21,211/
2009/8

21,850/
2,190/C

24,140/
2,410/C

2,640/C

2,860/C

(90)
No change in LOS

Primary arterial/
four lanes –
divided
Primary arterial/
four lanes –
divided
Primary arterial/
four-lane
freeway

17,807/
2009/8

18,350/
1,840/C

20,270/
2,030/C

1,940/C

2,130/C

(20)
No change in LOS

12,817/
2009/6

13,210/
1,320/C

14,590/
1,460/C

1,420/C

1,560/C

(20)
No change in LOS

6,341/
2009/12

6,530/
650/A

7,210/
720/A

700/A

770/A

(10)
No change in LOS

AADT = average annual daily traffic; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility;
LOS = level of service; SR = State Road; VPH = vehicles per hour.
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Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option – Truck Traffic—The impacts of construction on peakhour levels of service on public roadways adjoining LANL under the Shallow Excavation Option would be
similar to those anticipated under the Deep Excavation Option. Construction under the Shallow
Excavation Option would require the excavation and removal of 236,000 cubic yards (180,000 cubic
meters), or 390,000 tons (350,000 metric tons) of material. This amount of material would require
approximately 19,500 20-ton truck trips or 13,000 30-ton truck trips to move. As under the Deep
Excavation Option, the material would be staged for future reuse on other LANL projects.
As discussed under the No Action Alternative, each round trip to the LANL materials staging area would
take approximately 20 minutes. To move the material generated by excavation under the Shallow
Excavation Option would take approximately 195 10-hour shifts with one loader and 20-ton trucks or
approximately 130 10-hour shifts with one loader and 30-ton trucks. This time period could be shortened
by using two loaders and additional trucks. As under the Deep Excavation Option, these trips would be
make little difference to the level of service on Pajarito Road.
Compared to the Deep Excavation Option, there would be no need for a large volume of concrete for a
building foundation subgrade replacement of the poorly welded tuff layer. This would reduce the number
of trucks transporting concrete mix from the batch plant to the Modified CMRR-NF. While the total
number of trucks would be reduced, the number of trucks in a peak hour is expected to remain the same.
Thus, the impact on the roadway level of service would remain the same, although the duration of
construction-related traffic would be reduced.
The same amount of steel would be required under the Shallow Excavation Option as under the Deep
Excavation Option. To support the concrete batch plant operation under the Shallow Excavation Option
for all concrete operations, the following materials would be required (LANL 2011a:Data Call
Tables, 003):
•

Approximately 120,000 tons (110,000 metric tons) of coarse aggregate (6,000 20-ton trucks or
4,000 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 120,000 tons (110,000 metric tons) of fine aggregate (sand) (6,000 20-ton trucks or
4,000 30-ton trucks)

•

Approximately 26,000 tons (24,000 metric tons) of cement (1,300 20-ton trucks or 900 30-ton
trucks)

•

Approximately 14,000 tons (13,000 metric tons) of fly ash (700 20-ton trucks or 500 30-ton
trucks)

All supplies reaching the site must use Pajarito Road. The structural impacts on internal LANL roadways
would be less under the Shallow Excavation Option than the Deep Excavation Option due to the lesser
amount of concrete that would be needed to support construction.
Construction Impacts – Shallow Excavation Option – Worker Traffic—The peak number of workers going
to the Modified CMRR-NF is expected to be approximately the same under the Shallow Excavation
Option as under the Deep Excavation Option. The 790 additional (worker) commuters were added to the
existing traffic to determine the anticipated level of service. The impacts on traffic were compared for the
year 2012, the year that the Shallow Excavation Option construction would start, and 2020, the year that
the Shallow Excavation Option construction would be completed. The results are the same as those shown
for the Deep Option in Table 4–38. No change in the level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL
is anticipated during the construction period. In addition, the impacts of construction traffic would be
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minimal because it is anticipated that workers for the Modified CMRR-NF would park at the parking lot in
TA-72 and would be bused to the worksite.
Operations Impacts—Employees currently working at the existing CMR Building and other facilities at
LANL are expected to occupy the Modified CMRR-NF. There would be no net increase in the number of
employees at LANL as a result of operating the Modified CMRR-NF. Because no net increase in
employees is anticipated to support Modified CMRR-NF operations under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, compared with employees supporting the existing CMR Building, there would be no
significant impact on traffic or transportation on the public roadways external to LANL and the vehicle
access portals. Those employees accessing the CMRR-NF from the east would have a shorter commute on
the internal LANL roadway system and those employees accessing the CMRR-NF from the west would
have a longer commute on the internal LANL roadway system. No change in the level of service of the
internal LANL roadways impacted by these changes in commuting patterns is anticipated.
4.4
4.4.1

Environmental Impacts of the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative

This section presents the environmental impacts associated with the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative. Under this alternative, the existing CMR Building at TA-3 would continue operations with
necessary maintenance and component replacements, as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.3. Under this
alternative, there would be no construction of a new CMRR-NF. CMR Building operations and
capabilities would continue to be restricted to levels necessary to maintain an acceptable level of risk to
public and worker health and safety. In addition, operation of RLUOB would be included under this
alternative, as well as the relocation of a number of people currently working in the CMR Building
to RLUOB.
4.4.2

Land Use and Visual Resources

Operations Impacts—Because there would be no land disturbance (no construction) within TA-3 or TA-55
or anywhere else at LANL under this alternative, there would be no impact on land use or the visual
environment. Furthermore, continued operation of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB would not
change either the land use within or the appearance of TA-3 or TA-55.
4.4.3

Site Infrastructure

Operations Impacts—Projected site infrastructure requirements of CMR Building operations under the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative are presented in Table 4–39. Current CMR Building
operations are included in current site requirements and have already been accounted for in the current
available site capacities for electricity and water (see Chapter 3, Table 3–3). The addition of RLUOB
would add to these requirements under this alternative. As shown in Table 4–39, the combined
requirements of the CMR Building and RLUOB make up less than 1 percent of the available site capacity
for natural gas and 69 percent of the available site capacity for peak electrical load. Existing infrastructure
should be capable of supporting these additional requirements without exceeding capacities. Thus, the net
impact on infrastructure is expected to be minimal.
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Table 4–39 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Site Infrastructure Requirements
for CMR Building and RLUOB Operations
Available
Site
Capacity a

CMR Building
Requirement b

RLUOB
Requirement

Total
Requirement b

Percentage of
Available Site
Capacity

Resource
Electricity
Energy (megawatt-hours per year)
513,000
No change
59,000
59,000
12
Peak load demand (megawatts)
16
No change
11
11
69
Fuel
Natural gas (million cubic feet per year)
5,860
No change
38
38
0.6
130
No change
7
7
5.4
Water (million gallons per year)
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
A calculation based on the system-wide capacity (site-wide for water) minus the current site requirements
b
The Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative is a continuation of current CMR activities and associated infrastructure
requirements. The utilities at the CMR Building are not metered so there are no reliable estimates of utility usage. The values
for the “Available Site Capacity” column account for the CMR Building utilities being in the site-wide totals.
Note: Values have been rounded. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028317; gallons to liters, by 3.78533
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 005.

4.4.4

Air Quality and Noise

4.4.4.1

Air Quality

Operations Impacts—Air quality impacts associated with the continued operation of the existing CMR
Building were analyzed under the No Action Alternative in the CMRR EIS. There would be no increases
in emissions or air pollutant concentrations for nonradiological releases (DOE 2003b).
Operation of RLUOB would have minimal air quality impacts. Sources of emissions would occur from
daily employee commutes and the testing of three emergency backup generators. Operational air pollutant
emissions under this alternative would not exceed the allowable Prevention of Significant Deterioration
increments for the Class I area in Bandelier National Monument. Nonradiological emissions for the
criteria pollutants are estimated in Table 4–40.
Table 4–40 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Nonradiological Operational
Emissions of RLUOB
Criteria Pollutant
Carbon monoxide
Nitrogen dioxide
Sulfur dioxide
PM10
Total Suspended Particulates

Averaging Time

NMAAQS
(parts per million)

Calculated Concentration
(parts per million)

1 hour

13.1

0.002

8 hours

8.7

0.001

Annual

0.05

0.000065

3 hours

0.5 a

0.001

24 hours

0.1

0.00014

Annual

0.02

0.000029

24 hours

150 µg/m³

0.025 µg/m³

24 hours

150 µg/m³

0.025 µg/m³

Annual

60 µg/m³

0.005 µg/m³

µg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter; CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; NMAAQS = New Mexico Ambient Air
Quality Standards; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers;
RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
NMAAQS does not have a 3-hour sulfur dioxide standard; therefore, the Federal NAAQS standard is used.
Note: Values have been rounded.
Source: LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 005.
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Radiological emissions, estimated at 0.00003 curies per year of actinides, could be released from the CMR
Building operations. Impacts of these radiological releases are discussed in Section 4.4.10.
4.4.4.2

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Operations Impacts—Operations at the CMR Building and RLUOB would release greenhouse gases from
refrigerants and three backup generators at RLUOB, and employee commutes.21 Greenhouse gas
emissions from utilities (for example, electricity) do not occur directly on site. Total direct (Scope 1)
greenhouse gas emissions, excluding electricity use, during normal operations of the existing
CMR Building and RLUOB would be approximately 3,500 tons (3,200 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide
equivalent per year (see Table 4–41). The current greenhouse gas inventory for LANL includes the
existing CMR Building; therefore, continued operation of this building would not change the site’s current
greenhouse gas emissions.
Total greenhouse gases, including both indirect (Scope 2) and direct (Scope 1) emissions during operations
of the existing CMR Building and RLUOB would be approximately 42,400 tons (38,500 metric tons) of
carbon-dioxide equivalent per year (see Table 4–41). Greenhouse gas emissions for the continued use of
CMR Building operating with the RLUOB would be approximately 10 percent of the total site-wide
carbon-dioxide-equivalent emissions per year. These greenhouse gases emitted by operations under the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative would add a relatively small increment to emissions of these
gases in the United States and the world.
Table 4–41 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — CMR Building and RLUOB
Operations Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emissions (tons per year)
Emissions Scope
Scope 1 a

Scope 2 b

Activity

CO2

CH4 CO2e

N2O CO2e

HFC CO2e

Total CO2e

Refrigerants used

N/A

N/A

N/A

3,400

3,400

Backup generator

95

0

0

N/A

95

Subtotal

95

0

0

3,400

3,500

38,700

11

160

N/A

38,900

38,800

11

160

3,400

42,400

Electricity use
Total

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 CO2e = methane in carbon-dioxide equivalent;
N2O CO2e = nitrous oxide in carbon-dioxide equivalent; CO2e = carbon-dioxide equivalent; HFC CO2e = hydrofluorocarbons
in carbon-dioxide equivalent; N/A = not applicable; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Scope 1 sources include direct emissions by stationary sources owned or controlled by LANL.
b
Scope 2 sources include indirect emissions from the generation of purchased electricity, where the emissions actually occur
at sources off site and not at sources owned or controlled by LANL.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert tons to metric tons, multiply
by 0.90718.

Direct greenhouse gas emissions at LANL are those described as Scope 1. There are no established
thresholds for greenhouse gases, but in draft guidance issued February 18, 2010, the CEQ suggested that
proposed actions that are reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 27,600 tons (25,000 metric
tons) or more of carbon-dioxide equivalent should be evaluated by quantitative and qualitative
assessments. Together, the Scope 1 emissions under Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative would
be approximately 3,500 tons (3,200 metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent per year and are below the
CEQ suggested evaluation level of 27,600 tons (25,000 metric tons) per year set for quantitative and
qualitative assessments.
21

Since there would be no new hires under this alternative, emissions from personnel commutes included in the baseline
inventory are not included here.
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4.4.4.3

Noise

Operations Impacts—Under this alternative, there would be no new construction or major changes in
operations or employment levels. Thus, there would be no change in noise impacts under the Continued
Use of CMR Building Alternative.
4.4.5

Geology and Soils

Operations Impacts—Geologic impacts associated with continued operations at the existing CMR Building
would primarily consist of regional and local seismic hazards, including earthquakes and potential fault
rupture, as summarized in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, and further detailed in the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and
the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). In particular, core drilling studies and geologic mapping have established
a number of secondary fault features at TA-3, including a high-angle, southwest-to-northeast-trending fault
trace associated with the Rendija Canyon Fault Zone beneath the northern portion of the CMR Building.
These fault studies indicate that 8 feet (2.4 meters) of fault displacement have occurred at the CMR
Building site. Although the potential for ground deformation from fault rupture is relatively low, with a
minimum recurrence interval of 4,000 years, the presence of identified fault structures in association with
an identified active and capable fault zone (per 10 CFR Part 100, Appendix A) restricts the operational
capability of the existing CMR Building without substantial upgrades and repairs. In addition, the
volcanic hazards identified for the Modified CMRR-NF would be similar for the CMR Building at TA-3;
impacts could result from ash and pumice falls, mudflows and flooding, seismic activity, lava flows,
atmospheric effects and acid rains. Potential impacts from seismic events and from volcanic eruptions are
addressed in Section 4.4.10.2, Facility Accidents, and Appendix C, Section C.4.1.
Under this alternative, there would be no additional impacts on geology and soils from operations of
RLUOB at TA-55 under normal operating conditions.
4.4.6

Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality

Operations Impacts—There would be no impacts from operations on surface-water resources or
groundwater quality under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. Industrial and sanitary
effluents would be discharged to sanitary sewer lines for treatment at the Sanitary Wastewater Systems
Plant in TA-46. Spill prevention, countermeasures, and control procedures would be employed during
operations and transmission of wastewaters from TA-3 and TA-55 to minimize the probability of, and the
potential for, an unplanned release that could infiltrate and affect groundwater (LANL 2010d). Because
the CMR Building in TA-3 and RLUOB in TA-55 are located on mesa tops and are remote from areas
prone to flooding, no impacts on floodplains are expected.
4.4.7

Ecological Resources

Operations Impacts—There would be no new impact on terrestrial and aquatic resources, wetlands, or
threatened and endangered species at LANL because no new facilities would be built under the Continued
Use of CMR Building Alternative. The CMR Building and RLUOB would not produce emissions or
effluent of a quality or at levels that would likely affect wildlife and other ecological resources.
4.4.8

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Operations Impacts—There would be no impact on cultural resources because there would be no land
disturbance (no construction) under the continued use of CMR Building Alternative. Further, continued
operations at the existing CMR Building or RLUOB would not affect these resources within either TA-3,
TA-55, or the site as a whole.
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4.4.9

Socioeconomics

Operations Impacts—Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the current employment of
approximately 210 workers at the existing CMR Building would continue, although many of these workers
may have their offices moved to RLUOB. RLUOB operations would also draw about 140 employees from
other locations on the site. No new employment of workers would be required. Therefore, there would be
no additional impact on the socioeconomic conditions around LANL under this alternative.
4.4.10 Human Health Impacts
4.4.10.1 Normal Operations
The inventory of radioactive material released in air emissions would be smaller under this alternative than
under other alternatives. The inventory of radionuclides emitted under this alternative includes only
actinides and none of the fission products and tritium that could be associated with a fully operating
CMRR-NF. Emissions from RLUOB, which has a radiological laboratory, are expected to be a small
fraction of those estimated to be released from the CMR Building and are not analyzed separately.
The air emissions would be in the form of plutonium, uranium, thorium, and americium isotopes. For
conservatism in estimating the human health impacts, all emissions were considered to be plutonium-239
because the human health impacts on a per-curie basis are greater for plutonium-239 than for the other
actinides associated with CMR Building activities. Table 4–42 shows the annual collective dose to the
general public living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMR Building, an average member of the
public living within this radius, and an offsite MEI (a hypothetical member of the public residing at the
LANL site boundary who receives the maximum dose).
Table 4–42 shows that the annual collective dose to the population living within a 50-mile (80-kilometer)
radius of the CMR Building was estimated to be 0.016 person-rem under this alternative. This dose would
increase the annual risk of a single latent fatal cancer in the population by 1 × 10-5. Another way of stating
this is that the likelihood that one fatal cancer would occur in the projected 2030 population of about
502,000 people from radiological releases associated with the CMR Building located at TA-3 is about
1 chance in 100,000 per year.
Table 4–42 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of
CMR Building Operations on the Public

Dose
Cancer fatality risk a
Regulatory dose limit b
Dose as a percentage of regulatory limit
Dose from background radiation

c

Dose as a percentage of background dose

Maximally Exposed
Individual

Population Within
50 Miles
(80 kilometers)

Average Individual
Within 50 Miles
(80 kilometers)

0.0023 millirem

0.016 person-rem

0.000032 millirem

1 × 10-9

1 × 10-5

2 × 10-11

10 millirem

Not applicable

10 millirem

0.02

Not applicable

0.0003

480 millirem

240,000 person-rem

480 millirem

0.0005

0.000005

0.000005

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research.
a
Based on a risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
b
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, establishes an annual limit of 10 millirem via the air pathway to any member of the public from
DOE operations. There is no standard for a population dose.
c
The annual individual dose from background radiation at LANL is 480 millirem (see source of natural background radiation
in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.1). The 2030 projected population living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-3 was estimated
to be about 502,000.

4-85

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

The average annual dose to an individual in the population would be 0.000032 millirem under this
alternative. The corresponding increased risk of an individual developing a fatal cancer from receiving the
average dose would be 2 × 10-11 per year, or essentially zero.
The MEI would receive an estimated annual dose of 0.0023 millirem. This dose corresponds to an
increased annual risk of developing a fatal cancer of 1 × 10-9. In other words, the likelihood that the MEI
would develop a fatal cancer is about 1 chance in 1 billion for each year of CMR Building operations.
Estimated annual doses to workers involved with CMR Building activities under this alternative are
provided in Table 4–43. The estimated worker doses are based on historical exposure data for LANL
workers and estimates for work to be performed at RLUOB (LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 004, 005).
Based on the reported data, the average annual dose to a LANL worker who received a measurable dose
was 93 millirem. A value of 100 millirem has been used as the estimate of the average annual worker dose
per year of operations at the CMR Building.
The average annual worker dose of 100 millirem at the CMR Building and 20 millirem at RLUOB is well
below the DOE worker dose limit of 5 rem (5,000 millirem) (10 CFR Part 835) and is significantly less
than the recommended Administrative Control Level of 500 millirem (DOE 1999b). The CMR Building
average annual dose corresponds to an increased risk of a fatal cancer of 6 × 10-5 per year. In other words,
the likelihood that a CMR Building worker would develop a fatal cancer from work-related exposure is
about 1 chance in 17,000 for each year of operations.
Table 4–43 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Radiological Impacts of
CMR Building and RLUOB Operations on Workers
CMR Building dose/fatal cancer risk
RLUOB dose/fatal cancer risk
Total
Dose limit

d, e

Administrative control level

f

c

b, c

Individual Worker

Worker Population a

100 millirem / 6 × 10-5

21 person-rem / 1 × 10-2

20 millirem / 1 × 10

2.8 person-rem / 2 × 10-3

-5

Not applicable

24 person-rem / 1 × 10-2

5,000 millirem

Not applicable

500 millirem

Not applicable

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Based on a worker population of approximately 210 for continued operations at the CMR Building and 140 for RLUOB
after activities have transitioned to RLUOB.
b
Based on the average dose to LANL workers who received a measurable dose in the period from 2007 to 2009. A program
to reduce doses to as low as is reasonably achievable would be employed to reduce doses to the extent practicable.
c
Based on a worker risk estimate of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (DOE 2003a).
d
Dose limits and administrative control levels do not exist for worker populations.
e
10 CFR 835.202.
f
DOE 1999b.

Based on a radiation worker population of approximately 350 under this alternative (210 for CMR
Building and 140 for RLUOB), the estimated annual worker population dose would be 24 person-rem.
This worker population dose would increase the likelihood of a fatal cancer within the worker population
by 1 × 10-2 per year. In other words, on an annual basis, there is about 1 chance in 100 of one latent fatal
cancer developing in the entire worker population as a result of exposures associated with this alternative.
The average annual worker dose of about 68 millirem is well below the DOE worker dose limit of 5 rem
(5,000 millirem) (10 CFR Part 835) and is significantly less than the recommended Administrative Control
Level of 500 millirem (DOE 1999b). This average annual does corresponds to an increased risk of a latent
fatal cancer of 0.00004 for each year of operations. In other words, the likelihood that a worker would
develop a fatal cancer from annual work-related exposure is about 1 chance in 25,000.
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Occupational injury and illness rates for normal operations under this alternative are projected to follow
the patterns observed at LANL, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.3. Using the worker population
of 350, it is expected that the workers would experience about 9 TRCs and about 4 DART cases annually.
Hazardous Chemicals Impacts
No chemical-related health impacts would be associated with this alternative. As stated in the
LANL SWEIS, the quantities of chemicals that could be released to the atmosphere during normal
operations would be both minor and below the screening levels used to determine the need for additional
analysis. There would be no construction and operational increase in the use of chemicals under this
alternative. Workers would be protected from hazardous chemicals by adherence to OSHA and EPA
occupational standards that limit concentrations of potentially hazardous chemicals.
4.4.10.2 Facility Accidents
This section presents a discussion of the potential health impacts on members of the public and workers
from postulated accidents at the CMR Building. Under this alternative, the CMR Building and operations
would remain unchanged from current limited operations.
Radiological Impacts
Radiological impacts from facility accidents at the CMR Building were evaluated in the CMRR EIS.
Appendix C of the CMRR EIS and Appendix C of this CMRR-NF SEIS provide the methodology and
assumptions used in developing facility accident scenarios and estimating doses to the general public
within 50 miles (80 kilometers), the MEI, and an onsite worker near the facility. However, the material at
risk within the CMR Building has been revised to reflect the reduced operating limits currently imposed in
the facility due to safety and seismic concerns associated with the facility, as described below. The only
other changes in the parameters used from those presented in Appendix C of the CMRR EIS are a new
population distribution within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMR Building projected to 2030 (projected
to be about 502,000 persons), as well as a revised distance to the nearest offsite individual of 0.42 miles
(0.67 kilometers) from the CMR Building. All other assumptions are consistent with those presented in
Appendix C of the CMRR EIS. The doses presented in the CMRR EIS were calculated using MACCS2,
Version 1.12. In this CMRR-NF SEIS, doses were estimated using MACCS2, Version 1.13.1, which
corrected numerous known errors in the previous version of the code.
The accident scenarios in the CMRR EIS for the CMR Building were reviewed and compared with the
accidents in the recent safety analysis documentation for the CMR Building (LANL 2011e) and with
potential hazards from volcanic eruptions. For this existing building, the safety-basis scenarios and the
NEPA scenarios are similar because they are based on the existing facility and the existing safety analyses.
The principal differences between the safety-basis approach and the NEPA approach are the degrees of
conservatism in the estimations of the material at risk, release mechanisms, damage ratios, fractions made
airborne and respirable, and leak path factors. The safety-basis scenarios below assume damage ratios
of 1.0, which are likely conservative by a factor of 10 or more. The fractions made airborne and respirable
by the real-world stresses implied by these scenarios are also conservative. Because of the age and
construction of the building, the NEPA scenarios would assume similar damage ratios and leak path factors
to those of the safety-basis scenarios, and no separate analyses are provided. It is estimated that real-world
releases for any of these CMR Building accident scenarios would be somewhat lower than these safetybasis estimates. Operational practices and limits at the CMR Building limit the potential consequences of
these accidents by limiting the material at risk within the building.
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Tables 4–44 and 4–45 provide the revised population doses and risks from facility accidents. Table 4–44
presents the frequencies and consequences of a postulated set of accidents for the public, represented by
the MEI and the general population living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMR Building, and a
noninvolved worker located at the technical area boundary, a distance of 300 yards (280 meters) from the
CMR Building. Table 4–45 presents the cancer risks, obtained by multiplying each accident’s
consequences by the upper limit on the likelihood (frequency per year) that the accident would occur.
Table 4–44 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Accident Frequency and Consequences
Maximally Exposed
Individual

Accident
Wing-wide fire d
Seismically induced spill
Seismically induced spill
and fire e
Loading-dock spill/fire

Noninvolved Worker
at TA Boundary

Offsite Population a

Dose (rem)
0.26

Latent
Cancer
Fatality b
0.0002

Dose
(person-rem)
140

Latent
Cancer
Fatalities c
0 (0.09)

Dose
(rem)
0.65

Latent
Cancer
Fatality b
0.0004

0.01
0.0001

2.2
4.3

0.001
0.003

580
1,200

0 (0.4)
1 (0.7)

21
42

0.03
0.05

0.01

0.07

0.00004

11

0 (0.007)

0.69

0.0004

Frequency
(per year)
0.01

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; TA = technical area.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of about 502,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-3.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual if the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs for the offsite population if the accident occurs (results rounded to 1 significant figure). When the
reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the risk factor
(0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
A major fire involving two wings.
e
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.

Table 4–45 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Accident Risks
Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Maximally Exposed Individual a

Offsite Population b, c

Noninvolved Worker at
TA Boundary a

Wing-wide fire d

2 × 10-6

9 × 10-4

4 × 10-6

Seismically induced spill

1 × 10-5

4 × 10-3

3 × 10-4

Seismically induced spill
and fire e

3 × 10

7 × 10

-5

5 × 10-6

Loading-dock spill/fire

4 × 10-7

7 × 10-5

4 × 10-6

Accident

-7

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; TA = technical area.
a
Risk of increased likelihood of an LCF to the individual.
b
Risk of increased number of LCFs for the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 estimated population of about 502,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-3.
d
A major fire involving two wings.
e
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident, two sequential events are considered; first, the seismic spill occurs, then
releases of material outside the building occur due to the fire.

The accident with the highest potential risk to the offsite population (see Table 4–45) would be an
earthquake that would severely damage the CMR Building, resulting in a seismically induced spill of
radioactive materials with an annual risk of an LCF for the offsite MEI of 1 × 10-5. In other words, the
offsite MEI’s likelihood of developing a latent fatal cancer from this event is about 1 chance in 100,000.
This accident would increase the risk of a single LCF in the entire population by 4 × 10-3 per year. In other
words, the likelihood of one fatal cancer in the entire population from this event would be about 1 chance
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in 250 per year. Statistically, the radiological risk for the average individual in the population would be
small. The risk of an LCF to a noninvolved worker located at a distance of 300 yards (280 meters) from
the CMR Building would be 3 × 10-4, or about 1 chance in 3,333 per year.
Land contamination—A severe seismic event that results in the failure of building containment also has
the potential to release sufficient quantities of plutonium that could lead to land contamination near the
facility. Even for the severe earthquakes that result in major damage to the building structure and failure
of confinement systems, there should not be large energy sources to drive the materials that would typically
be used in the CMR Building, such as plutonium metal and oxides, out of the damaged building and
rubble. Seismic collapse scenarios that result primarily in spills could release plutonium materials through
the rubble, but that material would not generally go far from the building site. Seismic collapse scenarios
that involve large fires have the potential to loft materials such that transport of radioactive materials
downwind might result in land contamination at levels that could require monitoring or additional actions.
The Continued Use of CMR Building SEIS scenarios involving a seismically induced spill or a seismically
induced spill and fire were modeled to evaluate the potential extent of land that might be contaminated
above a screening level of 0.2 microcuries per square meter.22 Estimates of land area that might be
contaminated are highly dependent on specific accident source terms and metrological modeling
assumptions. This is because the amount of radioactive material that may accumulate on the ground is
highly dependent on the size of the particles that get through the building rubble and are released to the
environment (which determines how fast they settle back to the ground), specific accident conditions
(for example, presence of a fire), and specific meteorological conditions at the time of the earthquake
(for example, high winds). In general, unless there is a fire that can effectively loft the plutonium particles
into the air, most of the particles would return to the ground within a few hundred yards of the
building location. In the event of a seismically induced spill followed by a large fire at the CMR Building,
the heat energy could effectively raise the release height such that ground contamination at the screening
level could extend out to approximately 6.2 miles (10 kilometers) from TA-3, depending in large part on
the meteorological conditions at the time of the accident.
Areas contaminated above a specified screening level (for example, 0.2 microcuries per square meter)
would require further action, such as radiation surveys or cleanup. Costs associated with radiation surveys,
cleanup, and continued monitoring could vary widely depending upon the characteristics of the
contaminated area and could range in the hundreds of million dollars per square kilometer for land
decontamination (NASA 2006). In addition to the potential direct costs, there are potential secondary
societal costs associated with the mitigation from such high-consequence accidents. Those costs could
include, but may not be limited to, the following:
•

Temporary or longer-term relocation of residents

•

Temporary or longer-term loss of employment

•

Destruction or quarantine of agricultural products

•

Land-use restrictions (which could affect real estate values, businesses, and recreational activities)

•

Public health effects and medical care

22

This CMRR-NF SEIS uses a plutonium areal concentration of 0.2 microcuries per square meter as a screening level for
determining the lateral extent of contamination that might require cleanup actions (Chanin 1996). This screening level was first
proposed by EPA in the late 1970s, but never formally adopted. It has been used in many environmental impact statements to
indicate land areas that would or would not likely require remedial actions.
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Dose Impacts from Common Failure Mode Seismic Event—If a severe earthquake were to occur in the
Los Alamos area, individuals close to and downwind from the CMR Building and TA-55 might receive
exposure from releases of radioactive materials from both buildings. In the LANL SWEIS, a site-wide
seismic event that corresponded to approximately a PC-3 earthquake23 resulted in estimated doses from the
Plutonium Facility (TA-55-4), the Storage Facility (TA-55-185), and the Safe, Secure Transport Facility
(TA-55-355) of 160 rem to the MEI and 14,880 person-rem to the population residing within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of TA-55. About 150 rem of the dose to the MEI was estimated to be from the TA-55
Plutonium Facility, the remaining 10 rem was from the other two facilities.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the MEI doses from the seismically induced spill
or seismically induced spill plus fire for the SEIS scenarios are estimated to be about 2 to 4 rem. Making
the conservative assumption that the same MEI affected by releases from the TA-55 area could be affected
by releases from the CMR Building, the corresponding doses would be additive. The upgrades to the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility are ongoing, but the seismic upgrades will not be completed for a number or
years (less than 10) (see Section 4.3.10.2). Prior to completion of the upgrades, the combined doses would
be those included in the LANL SWEIS, plus the doses from the CMR Building – up to about 164 rem to the
MEI and up to 16,100 person-rem to the population for a seismically induced spill plus fire. Once the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility upgrades are complete, the dose to the MEI would be about 23 rem and the
estimated dose to the population within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL would be about
5,700 person-rem. For the MEI, this analysis takes into account the revised MEI dose of 19 rem (9 rem
from the revised 2011 safety basis for the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and 10 rem for releases from other
facilities at TA-55, per the 2008 LANL SWEIS). Given a severe seismic event accompanied by a fire,
these doses represent a probability of the MEI developing a fatal cancer from this dose of 0.03, or
approximately 1 chance in 33, and it is expected to result in up to 3 LCFs in the exposed population
surrounding the site.
Involved Worker Impacts
The impacts on involved workers are very dependent on the type of accident, the severity of the accident,
the location of workers, and protective action taken. Approximately 210 workers would be at the CMR
Building during operations in the event of an accident. Any workers near an accident could be at risk of
serious injury or death. Following initiation of accident and site emergency alarms, workers in adjacent
areas of the facility would evacuate the area in accordance with technical area and facility emergency
operating procedures and training.
Hazardous Chemicals and Explosives Impacts
Some of the chemicals used in the CMR Building are both toxic and carcinogenic. The quantities of the
regulated hazardous chemicals and explosive materials stored and used in the facility are well below the
threshold quantities set by EPA (40 CFR Part 68) and pose minimal potential hazards to the public health
and the environment in an accident condition. These chemicals are stored and handled in small quantities
(10 to a few hundred milliliters) and would only be a hazard to the involved worker under accident
conditions.

23
The estimated dose consequences included in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008b) were based on a PC-3 seismic event with a
return period of 2,000 years and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of approximately 0.31 g (the current PC-3 seismic event
return period is 2,500 years). The 2007 Update of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic
Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2007a) had been recently issued and an evaluation of the
effects of the new data on LANL facilities was just getting underway. The consequences of a current PC-3 seismic event likely
would be higher than estimated in the LANL SWEIS.

4-90

Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences

4.4.10.3 Intentional Destructive Acts
Analysis of the impacts of terrorist incidents on operations of the CMR Building is presented in a classified
appendix to this CMRR-NF SEIS. The impacts of some terrorist incidents would be similar to the accident
impacts described earlier in this section, while some terrorist incidents may have more severe impacts. A
description of how NNSA assesses the vulnerability of its sites to terrorist threats and then designs its
response systems is in Section 4.2.10.3.
4.4.11 Environmental Justice
Operations Impacts—Population estimates of the entire population and minority and low-income subsets
of the population have been projected to the year 2030 (see Section 4.4.10.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.10).
Consistent with the human health analysis, impacts were analyzed on the potentially affected populations
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-3. In addition, impacts on populations in close proximity were
analyzed at additional radial distances of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers).
Table 4–46 shows the impacts on the total and subset populations within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16,
and 32 kilometers) of the existing CMR Building at TA-3. The total population within 5 miles
(8 kilometers) of the CMR Building is projected to receive a dose of approximately 0.0088 person-rem and
an average individual dose of 0.00071 millirem, annually. Within 5 miles (8 kilometers) of the CMR
Building, both the average annual dose to an individual of the minority population (0.00076 millirem) and
the average annual dose to an individual of the Hispanic population (0.00075 millirem) would be higher
than the average annual dose to a member of the total population (0.00071 millirem). Annual doses
estimated for all individuals would be very small and similar to the dose to the average individual of the
total population (0.00071 millirem per year). This dose represents an increased risk to the exposed
individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 4.1 × 10-10, or about 1 chance in 2.4 billion, annually.
Table 4–46 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total
Minority, Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 5, 10, and 20 Miles
(8, 16, and 32 kilometers) and to Average Individuals (in 2030)
5 Miles (8 kilometers)
Population
(personrem)

Average
Individual
(millirem)

Total population

0.0088

Nonminority population

0.0055

Total minority population
Hispanic population a

10 Miles (16 kilometers)
Population
(personrem)

Average
Individual
(millirem)

0.00071

0.010

0.00069

0.0061

0.0033

0.00076

0.0017

0.00075

Native American population

0.000066

Non-low-income population

0.0085

Low-income population

0.00027

20 Miles (32 kilometers)
Population
(personrem)

Average
Individual
(millirem)

0.00049

0.011

0.00018

0.00048

0.0064

0.00031

0.0037

0.00050

0.0050

0.00012

0.0019

0.00049

0.0030

0.000090

0.00069

0.00015

0.00017

0.00027

0.000063

0.00071

0.0094

0.00049

0.011

0.00020

0.00071

0.00032

0.00038

0.00057

0.000077

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility.
a
The Hispanic population includes all Hispanic persons, regardless of race.
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Doses to persons living below the poverty level are also presented in Table 4–46. The average annual dose
to an individual, whether below or above the poverty level, would be 0.00071 millirem; this dose
represents an increased risk of developing a latent fatal cancer of 4.2 × 10-10, or about 1 chance in
2.4 billion, annually.
The total population within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of the CMR Building is projected to receive an annual
dose of approximately 0.010 person-rem; the average individual dose is projected to be 0.00049 millirem,
annually. Within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of TA-3, the average annual dose to a member of the minority
would be 0.00050 millirem, compared to an average dose of 0.00048 millirem to a member of the
nonminority population or 0.00049 millirem to a member of the total population. A member of the
low-income population would receive an average annual dose of about 0.00038 millirem. This dose
represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 2.3 × 10-10, or
about 1 chance in 4.3 billion, annually.
The total population within 20 miles (32 kilometers) of the CMR Building is projected to receive an annual
dose of approximately 0.011 person-rem; the average individual dose is projected to be 0.00018 millirem,
annually. The average annual dose to a member of the nonminority population (0.00031 millirem) would
be higher than the average annual dose to a member of the total population (0.00018 millirem). This dose
to the nonminority average individual is very small and represents an increased risk to the exposed
individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.1 × 10-11, or 1 chance in about 9.1 billion, annually. The
average annual individual dose to other population subsets would be lower than the average dose to
members of the nonminority population. The average annual dose to a member of the low-income
population within 20 miles (32 kilometers) of the CMR Building would be lower than the average annual
dose to a member of the non-low-income population or the total population.
As shown in Table 4–47, the total population within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMR Building under
the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative is projected to receive a dose of approximately
0.016 person-rem and an average individual dose of 0.000032 millirem, annually.
The population subset of nonminority individuals would receive the highest average dose,
0.000039 millirem, annually. This dose is very small and represents an increased risk to the exposed
individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 2.3 × 10-11, or 1 chance in about 43 billion, annually.
Doses also were estimated for the following population subsets: all (total) minorities, Native Americans,
and Hispanics of any race. The total minority population is expected to receive a collective dose of
0.0079 person-rem and average individual dose of 0.000027 millirem, annually. This dose represents an
increased risk to the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.6 × 10-11, or about 1 chance
in 61 billion, annually. Native Americans living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the CMR Building
would receive a collective dose of 0.00048 person-rem and an average individual dose of
0.000018 millirem, annually. This dose represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of
developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.1 × 10-11, or about 1 chance in 90 billion, annually. The Hispanic
population would receive a collective dose of 0.0055 person-rem annually; the annual average dose to a
member of the Hispanic population would be 0.000024 millirem. This dose represents an increased risk to
the exposed individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.4 × 10-11, or about 1 chance in 70 billion,
annually.
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Table 4–47 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Comparison of Annual Doses to Total
Minority, Hispanic, Native American, and Low-Income Populations Within 50 Miles (80 kilometers)
and to Average Individuals (in 2030)
Population (person-rem)

Average Individual (millirem)

Total population

0.016

0.000032

Nonminority population

0.0084

0.000039

Total minority population

0.0079

0.000027

Hispanic population

a

0.0055

0.000024

0.00048

0.000018

Non-low-income population

0.015

0.000034

Low-income population

0.0012

0.000019

Native American population

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research.
a
The Hispanic population includes all Hispanic persons, regardless of race.

Population doses to persons living below the poverty level are also analyzed in Table 4–47. Low-income
populations surrounding TA-3 would receive an annual dose of 0.0012 person-rem and an annual average
individual dose of 0.000019 millirem. This dose represents an increased risk to the exposed individual of
developing a latent fatal cancer of 1.1 × 10-11, or about 1 chance in 88 billion, annually. Persons living
above the poverty level would receive an annual collective dose of 0.015 person-rem and an annual
average individual dose of 0.000034 millirem. This dose represents an increased risk to the exposed
individual of developing a latent fatal cancer of 2.1 × 10-11, or about 1 chance in 49 billion, annually.
These data show that the dose to all population subsets surrounding TA-3 at radial distances of 5, 10, 20,
and 50 miles (8, 16, 32, and 80 kilometers) would be small and would not result in adverse impacts on
human health. Within all radial distances analyzed, the highest population dose projected is to the
nonminority population. The average annual individual dose to the minority population and the Hispanic
population slightly exceeds that to the nonminority population within the 5- and 10-mile (8- and
16-kilometer) radial distances; however, there is no appreciable difference between projected doses.
Within the 20- and 50-mile (32- and 80-kilometer) radial distances from the CMR Building, the dose to the
average individual of the nonminority population is projected to be slightly higher than the projected dose
to the average individual in the minority population.
A special pathways receptor analysis was performed in support of the 2008 LANL SWEIS. In this analysis,
it was determined that a special pathways receptor who consumed increased amounts of fish, deer, and elk
from the areas surrounding LANL and drank surface water and Indian tea (Cota) along with other
potentially contaminated foodstuffs could receive an additional dose of up to 4.5 millirem per year from
these special pathways (see Appendix C, Section C.1.4 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008a]). Doses
associated with normal operation of the CMR Building would not be expected to increase the dose from
these special pathways. Therefore, if the MEI associated with this CMRR-NF SEIS were also assumed to
be a special pathways receptor, the maximum dose would continue to be about 4.5 millirem per year. This
dose is low; it would represent an increase of about 1 percent above the approximately 480 millirem that a
person residing near LANL would normally receive annually from natural background radiation. In terms
of increased risk of a fatal cancer from the special pathways dose plus the dose from normal operations of
the CMRR-NF, it would represent an annual estimated risk of 3 × 10-6 or about 1 chance in 333,000.
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Nonradiological air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.4.4.1. There would be no increases in
emissions or air pollutant concentrations for nonradiological releases due to CMR Building or RLUOB
operations under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative. Nonradiological emissions would
remain well below the ambient standards established to protect human health. Therefore, the impact of
potential nonradiological air pollutant releases on minority or low-income individuals under this alternative
would be considered minor.
Potential impacts on cultural resources at LANL are discussed in Section 4.4.8. Operations under the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative would not affect resources in TA-55, TA-3, or the site as a
whole. Therefore, there are no adverse impacts on cultural resources at LANL from implementing this
alternative.
Residents of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have expressed concern that pollution from CMRR Facility
operations could contaminate Mortandad Canyon, which drains onto pueblo land and sacred areas. CMRR
Facility operations under this alternative are not expected to adversely affect air or water quality or result in
contamination of tribal lands adjacent to the LANL boundary. Impacts on surface-water and groundwater
quality are discussed in Section 4.4.6.
As discussed in Section 4.4.13, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on transportation
routes or traffic within the ROI from implementing this alternative.
These data show that the total minority, Native American, Hispanic, and low-income populations would
not be subjected to disproportionately high and adverse dose impacts from normal operations under the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative.
4.4.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
Operations Impacts –The projected annual waste volumes from the CMR Building and RLUOB are listed
in Table 4–48 for transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes, low-level and mixed low-level radioactive
wastes, and chemical wastes. The projected volumes for the CMR Building are based on average waste
generation rates for the CMR Building for the years 2004 through 2008, while the projected volumes for
RLUOB are the same as those shown in Section 4.3.12. (The projected volumes for the CMR Building are
smaller than the volumes for these wastes projected for operation of the CMR Building under all
alternatives in the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008a]). The CMR Building and RLUOB are designed and
operated to accommodate these waste volumes, and no difficulty in managing these volumes for onsite
disposal or shipment for offsite disposition is expected on either a CMR Building and RLUOB or LANL
site-wide basis.
Radioactive and Chemical Waste
Since the total radioactive and chemical waste volumes listed in Table 4–48 are all smaller than the
volumes projected in Section 4.3.12 for the combination of the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB and in
Section 4.3.12, it was concluded that there would be no significant impacts on available treatment, storage,
or disposal capacity expected for the analyzed onsite and offsite waste disposition facilities, a similar
conclusion can be made for this alternative.

4-94

Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences

Table 4–48 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Operational Waste Generation Rates
Projected for CMR Building, RLUOB, and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities
CMR
Site-wide LANL
Waste
Building
RLUOB
Total
Projections
Transuranic and mixed transuranic (cubic yards per year)
8.2
0
8.2
440 to 870 a
Low-level radioactive (cubic yards per year)
190
130
310
21,000 to 115,000 a
Mixed low-level radioactive (cubic yards per year)
1.8
2.3
4.1
320 to 18,100 a
b
Sanitary solid (tons per year)
36
24
60
–c
Sanitary wastewater (gallons per year)
2,730,000
2,490,000
5,220,000
156,000,000 d
Liquid low-level radioactive (gallons per year)
67,600
95,800
163,000
4,000,000 e
f
Chemical (tons per year)
0.88
0.50
1.4
3,200 to 5,750 a
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; RLUOB = Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building.
a
Projected waste quantities from LANL operations are given as a range in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). The listed value
reflects the assumption of the Expanded Operations Alternative in the LANL SWEIS, less the waste projected from some
activities that were not implemented (see Table 4–57).
b
The projected quantity of CMR Building and RLUOB sanitary solid waste (municipal trash) was estimated by multiplying
the projected annual number of full-time equivalent radiation workers (140 for RLUOB and 210 for CMR Building) by an
assumed annual 344 pounds (156 kilograms) of waste generated per person per year (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12.2).
c
Annual sanitary solid waste quantities were not projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.
d
The value shown is the annual volume of wastewater processed at the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46,
assuming operation at its 600,000-gallon-per-day (2.27-million-liter-per-day) design capacity for 260 working days per year
(DOE 2003b). Sanitary wastewater and nonradioactive liquid waste are both projected to be routed to the Sanitary
Wastewater Systems Plant for treatment.
e
The value shown is the projected annual liquid low-level radioactive waste treatment rate at RLWTF assuming
implementation of the No Action Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS; annual treatment of 30,000 gallons of liquid
transuranic waste was also projected (DOE 2008a).
f
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category; however, as was done in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the
term is used in this CMRR-NF SEIS to denote a broad category of materials, including hazardous wastes, toxic wastes, and
special waste designated under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations.
Note: Totals may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert cubic yards to cubic meters, multiply
by 0.76456; tons to metric tons, by 0.90718; gallons to liter, by 3.78533.
Source: DOE 2008a; LANL 2007d, 2009a, 2010a.

Sanitary Solid Waste
The CMR Building employs approximately 210 workers (LANL 2011a:LANL site, 023). If each
employee generates 344 pounds (156 kilograms) of sanitary solid waste (municipal trash) (see Chapter 3,
Section 3.12.2), the CMR Building would generate about 36 tons (33 metric tons) of sanitary solid waste
annually. In addition, about 24 tons (22 metric tons) of sanitary solid waste are projected to result from
RLUOB operations annually, or about 60 tons (54 metric tons) from both facilities. This waste would be
collected in appropriate waste containers, such as dumpsters, and would be regularly disposed of or
recycled by transfer to the Los Alamos County Eco Station located at the Los Alamos County Landfill site
within the LANL boundary or by transfer to an offsite solid waste facility permitted to accept the waste.
No impacts on available solid waste management capacity are expected because of the small quantity of
sanitary solid waste to be managed from CMR Building and RLUOB operations compared to the total
quantities of solid waste annually addressed on a county and state basis and the large number of available
waste disposition facilities within New Mexico. The annual sanitary solid waste generation from both
facilities would represent less than 1 percent of the waste processed in 2009 at the Los Alamos County Eco
Station.
Sanitary Wastewater
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the CMR Building would continue to generate
sanitary liquid wastewater that would be piped to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant in TA-46 for
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treatment. Treated wastewater would be pumped to TA-3 to be either recycled at the TA-3 power plant (as
makeup water for the cooling towers) or discharged into Sandia Canyon via permitted outfall number
001 (LANL 2010a). The CMR Building sanitary wastewater generation rate is projected to be
2,730,000 gallons (10,000,000 liters) for 260 days per year, assuming that 210 workers each generate
50 gallons (190 liters) of wastewater per day (DOE 2003b). The RLUOB sanitary wastewater generation
rate is estimated to be 2,490,000 gallons (9,410,000 liters) per year. The combined wastewater generation
rate from both facilities is thus about 5,220,000 gallons (20,000,000 liters) per year. The daily generation
rate would represent about 3 percent of the 600,000-gallon (2.3-million-liter) -per day design capacity of
the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant (DOE 2003b). Therefore, no impacts on available sanitary
wastewater treatment capacity are expected from CMR Building and RLUOB operations.
Nonradioactive Liquid Waste
The CMR Building would continue to generate industrial wastewater, and it is expected that this
wastewater would continue to be transferred to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant for treatment. If the
CMR Building continues to generate a few hundred thousand gallons of industrial wastewater annually
(see Chapter 3, Section 3.12.1.4), no impacts on Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant treatment capacity are
expected. Similarly, the small quantities of nonradioactive liquid waste that might be generated at RLUOB
would be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant for treatment.
Radioactive Liquid Waste
The CMR Building would continue to generate radioactive liquid waste that would be piped for treatment
to RLWTF in TA-50. About 67,600 gallons (256,000 liters) per year of liquid low-level radioactive waste
have been projected for CMR Building operations and little or no liquid transuranic waste (Balkey 2011).
In addition, about 95,800 gallons (363,000 liters) of liquid low-level radioactive waste and no liquid
transuranic waste are annually projected from RLUOB operations. About 163,000 gallons (617,000 liters)
per year of liquid low-level radioactive waste and little or no liquid transuranic waste are projected from
both facilities. The projected volume would represent about 4 percent of the projected RLWTF treatment
rate in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (under the LANL SWEIS No Action Alternative) (DOE 2008a). No impacts
on radioactive liquid waste treatment and discharge capacity are expected from CMR Building and
RLUOB operations.
4.4.13 Transportation and Traffic
4.4.13.1 Transportation
Routine (Incident-Free) Transportation
Operations Impacts—Table 4–49 summarizes the total transportation impacts, as well as transportation
impacts on two nearby LANL transportation routes: LANL to Pojoaque, New Mexico, the route segment
used by trucks from LANL, and Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, the route segment used by trucks
traveling on Interstate 25 (such as trucks traveling to WIPP). As stated in Section 4.3.13.1, for analysis
purposes in this CMRR-NF SEIS, two sites, the NNSS and a commercial facility in Utah, were selected as
possible disposal sites for all low-level radioactive waste should the decision be made to dispose of
low-level radioactive waste off site. Differences in distance to these two sites and the affected population
along the transportation routes result in a range of impacts under each alternative.
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Table 4–49 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting
Operational Radioactive Materials
Incident-Free

Transport
Segments
LANL to
Pojoaque
Pojoaque to
Santa Fe
Total Route
LANL to
Pojoaque
Pojoaque to
Santa Fe c
Total Route

Offsite
Disposal
Option a

NNSS

Commercial

Crew

Accident

Population
Dose
(personrem)
Risk b
0.003
2 × 10-6

Number
of
Shipments
24

Round Trip
Kilometers
Traveled
(thousands)
1.5

Dose
(personrem)
0.009

Risk b
5 × 10-6

24

2.5

0.02

1 × 10-5

0.005

24

57

0.3

2 × 10-4

0.1

Radiological
Risk b
5 × 10-10

Nonradiological
Risk b
3 × 10-5

3 × 10-6

3 × 10-10

5 × 10-5

6 × 10-5

1 × 10-8

9 × 10-4

-6

-10

-6

0.003

2 × 10

5 × 10

3 × 10-5

24

1.5

0.009

5 × 10

2

0.2

0.004

2 × 10-6

0.001

8 × 10-7

2 × 10-10

4 × 10-6

24

50

0.3

2 × 10-4

0.09

5 × 10-5

1 × 10-8

8 × 10-4

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; NNSS = Nevada National Security Site.
a
Under this option, low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste would be shipped to either the NNSS or a commercial site in
Utah. Transuranic waste would be shipped to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.
b
Radiological risk is expressed in terms of latent cancer fatalities, while nonradiological risk is expressed in terms of the calculated
number of traffic accident fatalities.
c
Shipments of low-level radioactive waste to a commercial disposal site in Utah would not pass along the Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment
of highway.
Note: Due to rounding, the risk values may differ slightly from those calculated by multiplying the reported dose times the dose factor of
0.0006 LCFs per rem. To convert kilometers to miles, multiply by 0.62137.

Under this alternative, about 24 offsite shipments of radioactive materials would be made annually to the
NNSS in Nevada (or a commercial site in Utah) and WIPP in New Mexico. Maximum transportation
impacts would be realized if low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste were
shipped to either the NNSS in Nevada or a commercial site in Utah instead of being disposed of on site.
Transuranic waste would be shipped to WIPP. The total projected (one-way) distance traveled on public
roads transporting radioactive materials to various locations would range from about 15,500 to
17,700 miles (25,000 to 28,500 kilometers).
The maximum annual dose to the transportation crew from all offsite transportation activities under this
alternative was estimated to be about 0.3 person-rem, for both disposal options. The dose to the general
population would be about 0.09 to 0.1 person-rem. Accordingly, incident-free transportation would result
in a maximum of no (2 × 10-4) excess LCFs among the transportation workers and no (6 × 10-5) excess
LCFs in the affected population. The estimated dose associated with transport of low-level radioactive
waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste to the NNSS is slightly higher because of the longer distance
traveled and larger affected population. The differences in estimated doses under either disposal option are
very small.
Note that DOE regulations limit the maximum annual dose to a transportation worker to 100 millirem per
year unless the individual is a trained radiation worker. The dose to a trained radiation worker is limited to
2 rem per year (DOE 1999b). The potential for a trained radiation worker to develop a fatal latent cancer
from an annual dose at the maximum annual exposure is 0.0012. Therefore, an individual transportation
worker is not expected to develop a lifetime fatal latent cancer from exposure during these activities.
The doses to the general populations along the routes from LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to
Santa Fe were estimated to be a maximum of 0.005 person-rem. This dose would result in no (3 × 10-6)
excess LCFs among the exposed populations.
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Transportation Accidents
Operations Impacts—As stated earlier in Section 4.3.13.1, two sets of analyses were performed for the
evaluation of transportation accident impacts involving radioactive materials transport: impacts of
maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents (accidents with probabilities greater than 1 in 10 million per
year [1 × 10-7]) and impacts of all accidents (total transportation accidents).
For radioactive materials transported under this alternative, the maximum reasonably foreseeable offsite
truck transportation accident with the greatest consequence would involve a truck carrying contact-handled
transuranic waste. The probability that such an accident would occur is about 1 in 1.5 million (6.7 × 10-7)
per year in a rural area.24 If such an accident occurs, the consequences in terms of general population dose
would be 0.2 person-rem. Such an exposure could result in no (1 × 10-4) excess LCFs among the exposed
population. This accident would result in a dose of 8.2 millirem to a hypothetical MEI located at a
distance of 330 feet (100 meters) and exposed to the accident plume for 2 hours, with a corresponding risk
of developing a latent fatal cancer of 5 × 10-6 , or about 1 chance in 200,000.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, estimates of the total offsite transportation
accident risks for all projected accidents involving radioactive shipments, regardless of type, are a
maximum radiological dose-risk25 to the general population of 0.02 person-millirem, resulting in no
(1 × 10-8 ) excess LCFs and a maximum nonradiological (traffic) accident risk of zero (9 × 10-4) fatalities.
The maximum radiological transportation accident dose-risk to the general populations along the routes
from LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, would be 0.0008 person-millirem.
This dose would result in no (5 × 10-10) excess LCFs among the exposed populations. The maximum
expected traffic accident fatalities along these routes would be zero (5 × 10-5).
The impacts of transporting various nonradiological materials are presented in terms of distance traveled
and numbers of expected traffic accidents and fatalities. This alternative does not include new
construction. Therefore, the transport would be limited to the transport of hazardous wastes generated
during normal operations, which is expected to be about one shipment per year (see Table 4–36). Based
on the travel assumptions described in Section 4.3.13.1, the transportation under this alternative would
result in about 330 miles (530 kilometers) traveled, no (1 × 10-5) traffic accidents, and no (1 × 10-6)
fatalities.
4.4.13.2 Traffic
Operations Impacts—As the continued CMR Building and RLUOB operations would require the same
number of employees as currently working these activities on the site, no changes in traffic are anticipated.
There would be no change in the impact on traffic or transportation on the internal LANL road system, the
vehicle access portals, or the public roadways external to LANL over the existing conditions.
4.5
4.5.1

Facility Disposition
Impacts of CMR Building Decontamination and Decommissioning

Chapter 2, Section 2.8.2, describes the contaminated areas, equipment, and systems within the CMR
Building and the processes that would be undertaken for building DD&D. For purposes of analysis, only
disposition of the entire CMR Building is addressed in detail because activities associated with this
24

The likelihood of an accident in an urban or suburban area is much less than 1 in 10 million per year.
Dose-risk includes the probability that an accident will occur. Here, these values were calculated by dividing the radiological
risks in terms of LCFs given in Table 4–49 (column 9) by 0.0006, which is the risk of an LCF per person-rem of exposure.
25
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option would have the greatest potential environmental consequences, including generation of the largest
amount of wastes. DD&D procedures for dispositioning the CMR Building would be common actions
across each of the alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.8).
Disposition impacts of the demolition of the CMR Building are discussed qualitatively below for air
quality and noise, surface-water and groundwater quality, ecological resources, and human health.
Quantitative information has not been presented for these resource areas because project-specific work
plans have not been prepared and the CMR Building has not been completely characterized with regard to
types and locations of contamination. The waste materials that could be generated by the demolition of the
CMR Building are addressed quantitatively, however, as are the impacts of transporting this waste to
offsite management facilities; the waste generation and transportation impacts data have been updated
since the 2003 CMRR EIS. Additional impacts could result from environmental restoration of potential
release sites associated with the CMR Building and its vicinity. These potential release sites will be
characterized and remediation decisions made in accordance with established processes, including the
2005 Consent Order.
Example potential release sites associated with the CMR Building include the solid waste management
units and areas of concern summarized in the following text box.
Example Potential Release Site Associated with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) 03-034(a) consists of two stainless steel and two concrete underground liquid
storage tanks located near Wing 9 of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building that for a number of years
received radioactive liquid waste from Wing 9. A sump pit serving the concrete tanks was used to drain liquid waste to a
radioactive liquid waste line to be pumped to the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility. Both sets of tanks have
been taken offline, and the waste line to the tanks was removed.
Area of Concern (AOC) 03-004(c) is an active dumpster storage area located on an asphalt-covered surface at the main
loading dock of the CMR Building, used for staging of boxed low-level radioactive waste before disposal. Runoff from this
AOC flows to a storm drain that discharges at an outfall (SWMU 03-054(e)) into Mortandad Canyon. The AOC has been
sampled and additional samples will be obtained, leading to a remediation recommendation (LANL 2010g).
SWMU 03-054(e) is an outfall located in upper Mortandad Canyon that discharges effluent from several exterior sources
from the CMR Building, including roof drains and surface-water runoff from the asphalt area around the building. The
SWMU has been sampled and additional samples will be obtained, leading to a remediation recommendation
(LANL 2010g).

Air Quality and Noise
Removal of the CMR Building would result in emissions associated with equipment and vehicle exhaust,
as well as particulate emissions (fugitive dust) from demolition activities. Demolition is expected to result
in elevated particulate concentrations in the immediate vicinity of TA-3. Concentrations of other criteria
pollutants would increase, but are not expected to exceed ambient standards in areas where the public has
regular access. Demolition activities may also result in radiological releases.
Noise levels during disposition activities at the CMR Building would be consistent with those typical of
construction activities. As appropriate and in accordance with DOE regulations (10 CFR Part 851),
workers would be required to wear hearing protection to avoid adverse effects on hearing. Noninvolved
workers at nearby facilities within TA-3 would be able to hear some of the activities; however, the level of
noise would not likely be distracting because construction noise at LANL is common. Some wildlife
species may avoid the immediate vicinity of the CMR Building due to noise as demolition proceeds;
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however, any effects on wildlife resulting from noise associated with demolition activities would be
temporary.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality
Little or no impacts on water resources are expected. Demolition of the CMR Building would not disturb
surface water or generate liquid effluents. Silt fences and other best management practices would be
employed to ensure that fine particulates would not be transported by stormwater into surface-water
features in the vicinity of the CMR Building. Potable water use at the site would be limited to that
necessary for washing equipment, dust control, and worker sanitary facilities.
Ecological Resources
All disposition activities would take place within TA-3, an area that has been dedicated to industrial use
since the early 1940s. There are some small trees and shrubs around the CMR Building, but the immediate
area consists mostly of roads, parking areas, and concrete pads. Wildlife in the vicinity could be
temporarily disturbed by demolition activity and noise when the building is razed, building foundation and
buried utilities are removed, contaminated soils are excavated, and waste is trucked to disposal sites.
Cultural Resources
Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, any adverse effects on NRHP-eligible
properties must be resolved prior to commencement of project activities. In the case of the CMR Building,
which has been determined to be eligible for listing due to its association with events during the Cold War
years and its architectural and engineering significance (Garcia, McGehee, and Masse 2009), removal of
equipment and DD&D of the facility would constitute an adverse effect. In conjunction with the State
Historic Preservation Office, NNSA has developed documentation measures to reduce adverse effects on
NRHP-eligible properties at LANL. These measures are incorporated into formal memoranda of
agreement between NNSA and the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division. Typical memoranda of
agreement terms include the preparation of a detailed report containing the history and description of the
affected properties. Other terms include the identification of all drawings for each property, the production
of medium-format archival photographs, and the preparation of LANL historic building survey forms.
Documentation measures included in NNSA memoranda of agreement are carried out to the standards of
the Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER). Specific
levels of HABS/HAER documentation are determined on a case-by-case basis.
Human Health
The primary source of potential consequences to workers and members of the public would be associated
with the release of radiological contaminants during the decontamination and demolition processes. The
only radiological impact on noninvolved workers or members of the public would be from radiological air
emissions. Any emissions of contaminated particulates would be reduced by the use of plastic draping and
contaminant containment, coupled with HEPA filtration.
Demolition of the CMR Building would involve the removal of radioactively contaminated and/or
asbestos-contaminated material. Asbestos-contaminated material would be removed in accordance with
asbestos abatement guidelines. Workers would be protected by personal protective equipment and other
engineered and administrative controls. No asbestos would likely be released that could affect members of
the public.
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Waste Management
All wastes would be handled, managed, packaged, and disposed of in the same manner as wastes generated
by other activities at LANL (see Chapter 3, Section 3.12). The amounts and types of wastes are expected
to be within the capacity of existing waste management systems and are not expected to impact waste
management operations at LANL or elsewhere. Waste minimization and pollution prevention principles
would be used to the maximum extent practicable under DOE policy.
Projected annual and total waste quantities per waste type for DD&D of the CMR Building are
summarized in Table 4–50 using a work completion time period of 2 to 4 years.26 Waste projections are
uncertain and have been updated from those presented in the 2003 CMRR EIS and 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2003b, 2008a) by scaling estimates of contaminated surfaces and equipment (DOE 2003b;
LANL 2003) to waste volumes generated from DD&D of known contaminated structures at the former
Rocky Flats Plant.
Transuranic (and mixed transuranic) waste would be generated from DD&D of heavily contaminated
ducts, radioactive liquid waste piping, hot cells, conveyors, gloveboxes, hoods, and other equipment.
Transuranic waste would be packaged in drums or standard waste boxes and shipped to WIPP in reusable
Type B shipping packages certified by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The total WIPP capacity
for transuranic waste disposal is set at 6.18 million cubic feet (175,600 cubic meters) pursuant to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act (DOE 2002b), or 219,000 cubic yards (168,485 cubic meters)
of contact-handled transuranic waste (DOE 2009a). Estimates in the Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory
Report – 2010 indicate that approximately 185,000 cubic yards (141,000 cubic meters) of contact-handled
transuranic waste would be disposed of at WIPP (emplaced volume plus stored volume) (DOE 2010b),
approximately 36,000 cubic yards (27,500 cubic meters) less than the contact-handled transuranic waste
permitted capacity. The projected DD&D total of 150 cubic yards (120 cubic meters) would require less
than 1 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. Because the total quantity of transuranic waste
that may be disposed of at WIPP is statutorily established, and the operating period for WIPP will depend
on the volumes of transuranic waste that may be disposed of at WIPP, WIPP may meet its statutory
disposal limit before the end of the operational period of the Modified CMRR-NF. If necessary,
transuranic or mixed transuranic waste generated without a disposal pathway would be safely stored
pending development of additional disposal capacity.
Bulk low-level radioactive waste would be packaged in soft-sided liners and bags and shipped in reusable
intermodal containers, while packaged low-level radioactive waste would be packaged in containers such
as B-25 boxes or 55-gallon (208-liter) drums. The waste could be transported off site to NNSS or to
commercially licensed facilities for disposal and/or disposed of on site at TA-54, while Area G continues
to accept waste.
It is expected that the bulk of the low-level radioactive waste generated by the demolition of the CMR
Building would be disposed of at facilities at the NNSS; the existing commercial facility at Clive, Utah; or
other commercial facilities as they become available. If CMR Building DD&D requires 2 years to
complete, the up to 19,000 cubic yards (15,000 cubic meters) of low-level radioactive waste projected to
be generated annually would represent about 30 percent of the average low-level radioactive waste disposal
rate at the NNSS and about 9 percent of the current low-level radioactive waste disposal rate at the
Clive, Utah, commercial facility (see Section 4.2.12). Considering both facilities, offsite disposal capacity
is believed to be adequate.
26

The waste projections do not include wastes that could result from remediation decisions for potential release sites that may
be located at or in the vicinity of the CMR Building. These potential release sites will be characterized and remediation
decisions made in accordance with established processes, including the 2005 Consent Order.
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Table 4–50 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Projected Waste Generation from
Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building
Waste Stream
Transuranic waste (cubic yards) a
Bulk and packaged low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards)
Mixed low-level radioactive waste (cubic yards) c
Solid waste (cubic yards)
Chemical waste (tons) e

d

b

Annual Waste Generation

Total Waste Generation

38 – 75

150

9,500 – 19,000

38,000

70 – 140

280

27,500 – 53,000

110,000

65 – 130

260

CMR=Chemistry and Metallurgy Research.
a
Includes mixed transuranic waste.
b
Three-quarters of the low-level radioactive waste is projected to be bulk material to be shipped for disposal in soft-sided
liners or bags; the remaining waste is projected to be packaged in containers such as drums and boxes.
c
Expected to principally include asbestos waste contaminated with radionuclides.
d
Includes demolition debris and sanitary solid waste generated by workers.
e
Chemical waste is not a formal LANL waste category; however, as was done in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE 2008a), the term
is used in this CMRR-NF SEIS to denote a variety of materials, including hazardous waste designated under Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act regulations; toxic waste (asbestos and polychlorinated biphenyls) designated under the
Toxic Substances Control Act; and special waste designated under the New Mexico Solid Waste Regulations, including
industrial waste, infectious waste, and petroleum-contaminated soil. The waste is expected to be principally asbestos waste.
Note: Total may not equal the sum of the contributions due to rounding. To convert cubic yards to cubic meters, multiply by
0.76456; gallons to liters, by 3.78533.
Source: DOE 2003b, 2008a; LANL 2003.

Mixed low-level radioactive waste would principally consist of asbestos waste contaminated with
radionuclides. It would be packaged in containers such as B-25 boxes or 55-gallon (208-liter) drums
pending shipment to an offsite treatment, storage, and disposal facility.27 It is expected that the projected
annual generation of mixed low-level radioactive waste would be within the current disposal capacities of
the NNSS in Nevada and the commercial facility in Clive, Utah. Using a time period of 2 years, the
140 cubic yards (110 cubic meters) of mixed low-level radioactive waste projected to be generated
annually would represent about 9 percent of the average mixed low-level radioactive waste disposal rate at
the NNSS and about 2 percent of the current mixed low-level radioactive waste disposal rate at the
commercial facility in Clive, Utah (see Section 4.3.12). Furthermore, several additional mixed low-level
radioactive waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities are nationally available.
Solid waste consisting of demolition debris and sanitary solid waste was projected to total up to
53,000 cubic yards (41,000 cubic meters) per year. This waste would be collected in appropriate waste
containers such as 20-cubic-yard rolloffs or dumpsters and regularly recycled or disposed of by transfer to
the Los Alamos County Eco Station within LANL or to an offsite solid waste facility permitted to accept
the waste. No impacts on available solid waste management capacity are expected because of the large
number of waste disposition facilities permitted within New Mexico (see Section 4.3.12).
Chemical waste (principally including asbestos that is not radioactively contaminated, but also including
polychlorinated biphenyls and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA]-regulated hazardous
waste) would be packaged in containers such as 55-gallon (208-liter) drums and shipped to offsite recycle
or treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. It is expected that the amount of chemical waste generated by
demolition of the CMR Building would not exceed the disposal capacity of existing facilities
(see Section 4.3.12). Several permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities exist within New Mexico
and neighboring states; 19 facilities are permitted in New Mexico for disposal of special waste such as
27

Asbestos waste contaminated with radionuclides may also be disposed of at LANL TA-54, while Area G continues to accept
waste.
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asbestos. In addition, 10 permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for hazardous waste existed in
New Mexico as of 2008, and 39 permitted companies for treatment or disposal of polychlorinated
biphenyls existed in the United States as of 2010.
About 68,000 gallons (260,000 liters) per year of liquid low-level radioactive waste are projected to be
generated during CMR Building decommissioning. This waste would be transferred to RLWTF at TA-50
for treatment (Balkey 2011). Liquid waste from decommissioning of the CMR Building has been
considered in LANL forecasts for annual receipt of liquid waste at RLWTF (Balkey 2011), and no impacts
on RLWTF capacity are expected.
Transportation
Waste from DD&D of the CMR Building would be transported by truck to recycle or treatment, storage,
and disposal sites at LANL or offsite locations. Transport of radioactive waste would present potential
risks to workers and the public from radiation exposure as the waste packages are transported along roads
and highways. There would also be potential public risks from radiation exposure (expressed as LCFs)
should hypothetical traffic accidents result in release of radioactive material, as well as nonradiological
risks of public fatalities resulting from the mechanical forces involved in an accident. Possible accident
risks from transport of nonradioactive wastes would only involve nonradiological public fatality risks.
Table 4–51 lists the estimated annual number of offsite shipments of wastes from DD&D of the CMR
Building using an assumed 2-year completion time period.
Table 4–51 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Number of Offsite Shipments
of Wastes from Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building
Number of Shipments
Low-Level Radioactive
Waste

Mixed Low-Level
Radioactive Waste

Transuranic
Waste

Hazardous
Waste

Nonhazardous
Waste

1,110

10

10

20

2,700

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research.
Note: Annual shipment estimates have been rounded.

Table 4–52 summarizes total annual transportation impacts, as well as annual transportation impacts for
two transportation routes nearby LANL: LANL to Pojoaque, New Mexico, which is the route segment
used by trucks to and from LANL, and Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, which is the route segment
used by all trucks traveling on Interstate 25 (such as trucks traveling to WIPP). For purposes of analysis,
the NNSS in Nevada and a commercial facility in Utah were used as possible disposal sites for low-level
radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste if these wastes are all transported to offsite
facilities. The differences in distance from LANL and the affected population along the different
transportation routes between these two sites result in a range of impacts.
DD&D of the CMR Building could be completed in as few as 2 years, during which there would be a total
of 2,260 offsite shipments of radioactive waste, or an average of 1,130 shipments each year. If DD&D
takes a longer time to complete, the annual impacts would be smaller, although the total impacts of
shipping all radioactive waste would remain the same. For purposes of analysis, radioactive wastes would
be shipped to the NNSS in Nevada (or a commercial site in Utah), and WIPP in New Mexico. The total
annual projected (one-way) distance traveled on public roads by trucks transporting radioactive waste
would range from about 0.75 to 0.87 million miles (1.2 to 1.4 million kilometers).
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Table 4–52 Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative — Annual Risks of Transporting
Radioactive Waste from Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition of the CMR Building
Incident-Free
Crew

Annual
Number
of
Shipments

Round Trip
Kilometers
Traveled
(thousands)

Dose
(personrem)

1,130

70.3

1,130

Total
LANL to
Pojoaque

Transport
Segments

Offsite
Disposal
Option a

LANL to
Pojoaque
Pojoaque to
Santa Fe

Pojoaque to
Santa Fe d
Total

NNSS

Commercial

Accident

Population

Risk b

Radiological
Risk b, c

Nonradiological
Risk b

0.01

1 × 10-5

9 × 10-10

1 × 10-3

5 × 10-5

0.02

1 × 10-5

7 × 10-10

2 × 10-3

1.9

1 × 10-3

0.4

3 × 10-4

1 × 10-7

4 × 10-2

70.3

0.05

3 × 10-5

0.01

1 × 10-5

9 × 10-10

1 × 10-3

10

1.0

0.02

1 × 10-5

0.006

4 × 10-6

8 × 10-15

2 × 10-5

1,130

2,423

1.6

1 × 10-3

0.4

2 × 10-4

9 × 10-8

4 × 10-2

Risk b

Dose
(personrem)

0.05

3 × 10-5

117.5

0.09

1,130

2,812

1,130

CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory; NNSS = Nevada National Security Site.
a
For purposes of analysis, low-level and mixed radioactive wastes would be shipped to either the NNSS or to a commercial site in
Utah. All transuranic wastes would be shipped to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.
b
Radiological risk is expressed in terms of latent cancer fatalities, while nonradiological risk is expressed in terms of the calculated
number of traffic accident fatalities. Radiological risk was determined using a risk of 0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem
(DOE 2003a).
c
Radiological accident risk in this table is presented in terms of dose-risk, which considers the probabilities that a range of accidents
would occur.
d
Shipments of low-level radioactive waste to a commercial disposal site in Utah would not pass along the Pojoaque to Santa Fe segment
of highway.
Note: To convert kilometers to miles, multiply by 0.62137.

Impacts of Incident-Free Transportation—The annual dose to the transportation crew from offsite
transportation of CMR Building DD&D waste was estimated to range from about 1.6 person-rem for
disposal at the commercial disposal site in Utah to about 1.9 person-rem for disposal at the NNSS in
Nevada. The dose to the general population (up to about 0.4 person-rem) would be nearly the same
whether the waste is shipped to the commercial site in Utah or to the NNSS in Nevada. Using a risk of
0.0006 LCFs per person-rem (DOE 2003a), incident-free transportation would result in no (up to 1 × 10-3)
excess LCFs among transportation workers and no (up to 3 × 10-4) excess LCFs in the affected population.
The estimated doses associated with transport of low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level
radioactive waste to the NNSS in Nevada are higher than those for transport to Utah because of the longer
distance traveled and larger affected population. The differences in estimated doses under either disposal
option are very small, however, as shown above.
Note that DOE regulations limit the maximum annual dose to a transportation worker to 100 millirem per
year unless the individual is a trained radiation worker. The dose to a trained radiation worker is limited to
2 rem per year (10 CFR Part 835). Using a risk of 0.0006 LCFs per rem (DOE 2003a), the potential for a
trained radiation worker to develop a fatal latent cancer from an annual dose at the maximum annual
exposure would be 0.0012. Therefore, an individual transportation worker is not expected to develop a
lifetime fatal latent cancer from exposure during these activities.
The maximum annual dose to the general populations along the routes from LANL to Pojoaque and from
Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, was estimated to be 0.02 person-rem. Using a risk of 0.0006 LCFs
per person-rem (DOE 2003a), this dose would result in no (1 × 10-5) excess LCFs among the exposed
populations.
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The maximum dose to an MEI residing at the edge of the transportation route was estimated to be about
0.0002 millirem per shipment. If this individual were similarly exposed to radiation from all shipments of
radioactive waste from DD&D of the CMR Building, the maximum annual dose would be about
0.22 millirem, with a risk of developing an LCF of 1.4 × 10-7 (about 1 in 7.3 million).
Impacts of Accidents during Transportation—As stated in Section 4.2.13, two sets of analyses were
performed for the evaluation of transportation accident impacts: impacts of all conceivable accidents (total
transportation accidents) and impacts of maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents. The first
(probabilistic) analysis takes into account the probability of an accident along the transport route and the
potential releases to the environment caused by a spectrum of possible accident scenarios, from
low-probability accidents with high consequences (large releases) to high-probability accidents (fender
benders) with low or no consequences (small or no releases). The consequences and probabilities are
summed over all accident probabilities and severity categories to result in probability-weighted values in
terms of dose-risk (person-rem) and risk (LCF). The second analysis (maximum reasonably foreseeable
accident analysis) presents the public consequences that would result from a severe accident in an urban or
suburban area that has a probability greater than 1 in 10 million per year (1 × 10-7).
As listed in Table 4–52, the maximum radiological transportation accident risk, reflecting all projected
accidents involving radioactive shipments regardless of type, is 1 × 10-7 LCFs using a risk of 0.0006 LCFs
per person-rem (DOE 2003a). There would be no (4 × 10-2) risk of a fatality from nonradiological (traffic)
accidents.
The maximum radiological transportation accident risk to the general population along the routes from
LANL to Pojoaque and from Pojoaque to Santa Fe, New Mexico, would be no (9 × 10-10) excess LCFs
among the exposed populations. There would be no (2 × 10-3) risk of a fatality from nonradiological
(traffic) accidents along these routes.
The maximum reasonably foreseeable offsite truck transportation accident with the greatest consequence
would involve a truck carrying contact-handled low-level radioactive waste. The probability that such an
accident would occur is about 1 in 667,000 (1.5 × 10-6) per year in an urban area. If such an accident were
to occur, the consequences in terms of general population dose would be about 0.023 person-rem. Using a
factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem or person-rem, such a dose would result in no (1 × 10-5) excess LCFs
among the exposed population. This accident would result in a dose of 0.002 millirem to a hypothetical
MEI located at a distance of 330 feet (100 meters) from the accident and exposed to the accident plume for
2 hours. The corresponding risk to the MEI of developing a latent fatal cancer would be 1.2 × 10-9 ), or
about 1 chance in 793 million.
Impacts of Nonradioactive Waste Transportation—Nonradioactive waste includes demolition debris and
sanitary solid waste, as well as chemical waste (mostly consisting of asbestos material). This waste would
be shipped to recycle or treatment, storage, and disposal facilities within New Mexico or nearby states.
The impacts of transporting this waste were determined by estimating the number of possible fatalities that
could result from waste transportation accidents. The number of fatalities was determined as the product
of the projected distance traveled by the waste trucks annually and the statistical probability of an accident
fatality per distance traveled. Based on the assumptions listed in Section 4.2.13.1, transport of
nonradiological waste from CMR Building DD&D would result in about 700,000 miles (1.1 million
kilometers) traveled, no (0.2) traffic accidents, and no (0.02) fatalities.
4.5.2

Impacts of 2004 CMRR-NF Decontamination and Decommissioning

Disposition of the 2004 CMRR-NF would be considered at the end of its operational life. Impacts would
depend on the disposition decision, which could range from reuse to DD&D of the entire 2004 CMRR-NF.
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If complete DD&D is chosen, it is expected that impacts would be comparable to, or, for many resource
areas, smaller than those for DD&D of the CMR Building (see Section 4.5.1). Although similar activities
involving radioactive material would be performed, the design, construction, and operation of the 2004
CMRR-NF would incorporate the waste minimization and equipment and operational space
decontamination principles that have been learned and implemented since the CMR Building was
constructed in the early 1950s. Known hazardous or toxic materials, such as asbestos and polychlorinated
biphenyls, also would be avoided or minimized during 2004 CMRR-NF construction and operations, and
waste minimization and pollution prevention principles would be implemented. All DD&D activities
would be conducted in accordance with applicable Federal and state requirements. Specific resource areas
are briefly addressed below.
Air Quality and Noise—There would be air emissions from operation of equipment and vehicles, as well as
noise. Airborne emissions of pollutants would likely be smaller than those for DD&D of the CMR
Building because known hazardous or toxic materials would be avoided or minimized during 2004
CMRR-NF construction and operations. Noise impacts on humans and wildlife would be temporary.
Surface-Water and Groundwater Quality—Little or no impacts on water resources would result from
DD&D of the 2004 CMRR-NF. Applicable best management practices would be implemented to reduce
the potential for surface-water impacts.
Ecological Resources—Disposition of the 2004 CMRR-NF would take place in a heavily industrialized
area. Any wildlife in the area could be temporarily impacted by disposition activities, but impacts would
be minimized in accordance with applicable requirements, including protection of specific species.
Cultural Resources—Cultural resources would be managed and protected in accordance with applicable
requirements at the time of DD&D of the 2004 CMRR-NF.
Human Health—Human health would be protected in accordance with applicable Federal and state
requirements. Any impacts on workers and the public from disposition activities are expected to be less
than those associated with DD&D of the CMR Building because known hazardous or toxic materials, such
as asbestos and polychlorinated biphenyls, would be avoided or minimized during 2004 CMRR-NF
construction and operations.
Waste Management—Waste quantities from DD&D of the 2004 CMRR-NF are expected to be comparable
to or (likely) smaller than those for DD&D of the CMR Building. As noted above, although similar
activities would be conducted, construction and operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF would reflect 50 years of
experience in facility design and operations, and pollution prevention and waste minimization practices
would be implemented. Thus, less radioactive and chemical waste is expected than from DD&D of the
CMR Building.
The quantity of nonradioactive waste that is expected from DD&D of the 2004 CMRR-NF is expected to
be comparable to that for DD&D of the CMR Building. On one hand, the projected floor space of the
2004 CMRR-NF (200,000 square feet [18,600 square meters]) is less than half that of the CMR Building
(550,000 square feet [51,100 square meters]), suggesting the quantity of demolition debris from DD&D of
the 2004 CMRR-NF would be less than half of that from DD&D of the CMR Building. On the other
hand, the 2004 CMRR-NF might be constructed with thicker flooring and walls than the CMR Building,
suggesting that the quantity of waste per unit of floor area from DD&D of the 2004 CMRR-NF would be
larger than that for DD&D of the CMR Building. These competing influences suggest that the amount of
demolition debris from both DD&D of the CMR Building and the 2004 CMRR-NF would be roughly
equivalent.
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Transportation—2004 CMRR-NF demolition wastes would be transported to recycle or treatment, storage,
and disposal sites at LANL or offsite locations in compliance with applicable requirements. Potential
impacts are expected to be similar in magnitude to those for CMR Building DD&D, although there could
be fewer radioactive waste shipments because less radioactive waste is expected. Impacts cannot be
quantified at this time because potential recycle or treatment, storage, and disposal facilities cannot be
identified and population distributions along possible transportation routes are unknown.
4.5.3

Impacts of Modified CMRR-NF Decontamination and Decommissioning

Disposition of the Modified CMRR-NF building would be considered at the end of its operational design
life of at least 50 years. Impacts would depend on the disposition decision, which could range from reuse
to DD&D of the entire facility. If DD&D of the entire facility is chosen, impacts are expected to be
comparable to those described under disposition of the CMR Building (see Section 4.5.1). For the same
reasons as those discussed in Section 4.5.2, the quantity of demolition debris under this alternative may
exceed that from DD&D of the CMR Building because of the increase in the overall size of the Modified
CMRR-NF and the thickness of its walls.
4.6

Cumulative Impacts

In accordance with CEQ regulations, a cumulative impacts analysis includes “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. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time”
(40 CFR 1508.7).
The cumulative impacts analysis for this CMRR-NF SEIS includes (1) an examination of cumulative
impacts presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS; (2) an evaluation of cumulative impacts since the
2008 LANL SWEIS was issued, which are presented in this chapter; and (3) a review of the environmental
impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the region.
Primary sources of information on LANL contributions to cumulative impacts, other than this CMRR-NF
SEIS and the 2008 LANL SWEIS, are listed below:
•

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement,
DOE/EIS-0026-S-2 (DOE 1997b)

•

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 2009, LA-14427-ENV (LANL 2010b)

•

Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Operation of a Biosafety
Level 3 Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 70 FR 228,
November 29, 2005

•

Final Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement,
DOE/EIS-0236-S4F (DOE 2008c)

•

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC)
Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (GTCC EIS), DOE/EIS-0375-D
(DOE 2011b)

It is also necessary to consider activities implemented by other Federal, state, and local agencies and
individuals outside LANL, but within its ROI, including state or local development initiatives; new
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residential development; new industrial or commercial ventures; clearing land for agriculture; new utility
or infrastructure construction and operation; and new waste treatment and disposal activities.
The main facility at Sandia National Laboratories in Albuquerque is located approximately 60 miles
(97 kilometers) from LANL. Due to this distance, cumulative impacts other than air emissions are not
expected to be influenced by Sandia National Laboratories. For radiological air emissions, the 2009
Sandia National Laboratories dose to the offsite MEI was estimated to be 0.00048 millirem, and the 2009
population dose was estimated to be 0.063 person-rem (SNL 2010). Because the combined impacts would
be very small, there would be no significant impact from Sandia National Laboratories, and it is not
considered in this cumulative impacts section.
The City of Santa Fe, New Mexico; Los Alamos, Mora, Rio Arriba, Sandoval, San Miguel, Santa Fe, and
Taos Counties, New Mexico; the Santa Clara and San Ildefonso Pueblos in New Mexico; the New Mexico
Department of Transportation; BLM; and the U.S. Forest Service were contacted for information regarding
expected future activities that could contribute to cumulative impacts. The City of Santa Fe and Mora,
San Miguel, and Sandoval Counties did not identify any major future actions (Romero 2011;
Schiavo 2011; Sena 2011). Santa Fe County, Taos County, and the Santa Clara and San Ildefonso Pueblos
did not provide information for the cumulative impacts analysis. The following activities in the region
surrounding LANL were identified:
•

Rio Arriba County identified a road construction project involving the repaving of approximately
5.6 miles (9 kilometers) of U.S. Route 64 from Lumberton to Monero, New Mexico. The project is
ongoing and is expected to be completed by the fall of 2011. The project is located more than
50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL (Kilgour 2011).

•

Los Alamos County and a Japanese agency (New Energy and Industrial Technology Development
Organization) are planning a Smart Grid project that includes a 2-megawatt photovoltaic solar
array, large-scale battery storage system, and demonstration home. The solar array will be
constructed at the former landfill on East Jemez Road; however, before construction can begin, the
landfill must be capped according to New Mexico Environment Department regulations
(LADPU 2010b; Majure 2011a).

•

Los Alamos County identified the Diamond Drive Project, which includes pavement rehabilitation
and reconstruction of Diamond Drive from and including the San Ildefonso roundabout up to the
Los Alamos Canyon Bridge. The project is currently on phase 4, which has a scheduled completion
date of September 30, 2011 (LADPW 2011).

•

Los Alamos County is currently installing 8,300 feet (2,500 meters) of 8-inch (20-centimeter),
high-density, polyethylene gas line and a new regulator station in the Barranca Mesa Medium
Pressure Gas System. The line will extend from North Mesa to Barranca Mesa and will be used to
provide a second source of gas to the system and to improve reliability (LADPU 2011a).

•

Los Alamos County Department of Public Utilities is currently the lead agency for the
reconstruction of the Los Alamos Canyon Dam, which would enable recreation at the Los Alamos
Canyon Reservoir. The project began on March 21, 2011, and is scheduled to be completed on
November 15, 2011 (LADPU 2011b).

•

Los Alamos County recently completed construction of a 3-megawatt, low-flow turbine-generator
at the Los Alamos Department of Public Utilities’ Abiquiu Plant. The new turbine increased the
capacity at the Abiquiu Plant from 13.8 megawatts to 16.8 megawatts and provides additional
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power to Los Alamos County, including Los Alamos National Laboratory. The project began in
November 2009 and was completed in April 2011 (DOE 2011d).
In addition, Los Alamos County has closed the Los Alamos County Landfill and is considering use of the
San Juan-Chama water allotment. Solid wastes are now shipped out of the county via the new Eco Station,
which consists of the solid waste transfer station (LAC 2010a). The Bayo Wastewater Treatment Facility
in Santa Fe County was replaced in 2007 with an advanced wastewater treatment facility in Pueblo
Canyon. The abandoned Bayo Wastewater Treatment Facility will be demolished and the site will be
reclaimed for natural open space (LAC 2010a). In December of 2010, the Los Alamos Department of
Public Utilities released its “Conservation Plan for Water and Energy,” which addresses the supply- and
demand-side conservation measures for potable water, electricity, and natural gas. The report states that
Los Alamos has reached an agreement with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for an additional
1,200 acre-feet, or 391 million gallons (1,500 million liters), per year of San Juan-Chama surface water
that is currently inaccessible (LADPU 2010a). The Los Alamos Department Public Utilities Board met on
June 15, 2011, and a feasibility study for the project is currently under way (Majure 2011b).
A number of projects were identified that would affect the Santa Fe National Forest, including drilling and
operating two oil wells, reservoir and dam repair, thinning and prescribed fire, fire salvage, mineral
extraction, and grazing allotment (USFS 2010a).
BLM identified smaller projects that would affect BLM lands, such as continued road maintenance, timber
harvesting, and grazing permit renewals, as well as larger projects such as the Sandoval County Oil and
Gas Lease Sale; Draft Taos Resource Management Plan; Mid-America Pipeline Western Expansion
Project; Buckman Water Diversion Project; Nutrias Prospect Oil Well; and Windstream Communication’s
Fiber-Optic Project (BLM 2010b, 2011). These larger projects are described below.
•

The Sandoval County Oil and Gas Lease Sale involves BLM’s offering of two parcels of about
2,500 acres each (1,000 hectares), located in northern Sandoval County between Cuba and Torreon,
New Mexico, at the April 2010 oil and gas lease sale. A Finding of No Significant Impact and a
Decision Record were signed on February 2, 2010. The plots of land are located approximately
45 miles (72 kilometers) west of LANL (BLM 2010c). The sale was finalized in April 2010
(Barnes 2011).

•

The Draft Taos Resource Management Plan is meant to provide guidance for the management of
public lands and resources administered by the Taos Field Office of BLM. When completed, the
plan will guide the Taos Field Office in the implementation of all its subsequent management
actions and site-specific activities (BLM 2010b).

•

The Mid-America Pipeline Western Expansion Project added 12 separate loop sections to the
existing liquefied natural gas pipeline, which increased system capacity from 225,000 to
275,000 barrels per day. A 23-mile (37-kilometer) segment was placed in Sandoval County, 30
miles (48 kilometers) from the LANL boundary. This segment was constructed parallel to and
25 feet (7.6 meters) away from the existing pipeline right-of-way (BLM 2006a; Enserca 2011).

•

The Buckman Water Diversion Project diverts water from the Rio Grande for use by the City of
Santa Fe and Santa Fe County. The diversion project withdraws water from the Rio Grande
approximately 3 miles (5 kilometers) downstream from where New Mexico State Road 502 crosses
the river. The pipelines for this project largely follow existing roads and utility corridors. Potential
impacts on fish and aquatic habitats below the proposed project due to effects on water flow are
minimal (BDDP 2010a; BLM and USFS 2007). An independent peer review was conducted on
behalf of the Buckman Direct Diversion Board to obtain an independent analysis and synthesis of
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existing information to support a description of potential tap water health risks. This review found
no risk to human health from drinking water provided by the Buckman Water Diversion Project
(BDDP 2010b). A Memorandum of Understanding regarding water quality monitoring between
the Buckman Direct Diversion Board and DOE was published on May 12, 2010, establishing the
roles and responsibilities of each agency. The memorandum involves DOE’s funding of sampling
programs and analysis to ensure no contamination enters the water supply, as well as coordination
and sharing of data obtained from sampling between both agencies (BDDP 2010a). In
January 2011, the New Mexico Environment Department approved a fourth source of water to be
distributed from the Buckman Direct Diversion Project to consumers in the City of Santa Fe and
Santa Fe County. In spring 2011, the Buckman Direct Diversion Project provided approximately
15 million gallons (57 million liters) per day of drinking water (BDDP 2011).
•

Windstream Communication’s Fiber-Optic Project involves adding approximately 21 miles
(43 kilometers) of buried fiber-optic cable in Sandoval County. The cable would link the Cuba
exchange in the northeast with an existing fiber-optic line in the southwest (BLM 2009a). A
Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Record for the project were released on
November 4, 2009. The project is approximately 40 miles (64 kilometers) northwest of LANL
(BLM 2009b, 2009c).

•

The Nutrias Prospect Oil Well involves Blue Dolphin Production, LLC, drilling an exploratory oil
well in Rio Arriba County on public land leased to Blue Dolphin by BLM. The project is located
approximately 50 miles northwest of LANL on a 1.43-acre (0.58-hectare) well pad. In addition to
the pad, a 1,310-foot-long (399–meter-long) and 50-foot-wide (15–meter-wide) access road would
be needed to connect the well pad to an existing road. The purpose of this project is to determine
whether petroleum or other fossil hydrocarbons are present and, if so, whether their production is
economically feasible. An environmental assessment and a biological survey report have been
prepared, with the public comment period ending on July 3, 2011 (BLM 2011).

Another project would upgrade the existing 46-kilovolt transmission loop system that serves central
Santa Fe County with a 115-kilovolt system (PNM 2005). No major new transmission lines are planned
for the region around LANL (WAPA 2010).
No new Federal highways are planned within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL (FHWA 2011). A
number of state transportation projects are ongoing or planned. Many of these are relatively minor
maintenance, upgrading, widening, and resurfacing projects. Some of the more-substantial transportation
projects in the region include the following (NMDOT 2011):
•

Santa Fe Cerrillos Road City Lead Project

•

NM 599 Interchange at Jaguar Drive

•

NM 41 Clark Hill to US 285 alignment study and environmental assessment

•

Interstate 25 Corridor Study

Although maintenance of the transportation infrastructure in the region would continue and a number of
upgrade, expansion, and widening projects are scheduled over the next 5 years or so, no new major
highway projects are scheduled that could substantially contribute to cumulative impacts at LANL.
The list of EPA National Priorities List sites (also known as Superfund sites) was reviewed to determine
whether these sites could contribute to cumulative impacts at LANL. Only one site is within 50 miles
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(80 kilometers) of LANL. The North Railroad Avenue groundwater contamination plume is located over
12 miles (19 kilometers) from the LANL boundary in Rio Arriba County (EPA 2011).
Most of these actions at other sites are not expected to affect the cumulative impacts of LANL activities
because of their distance from LANL; their routine nature; their relatively small size; and the zoning,
permitting, environmental review, and construction requirements they must meet. Available
documentation reviewed to assess cumulative impacts includes the following sources:
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
•

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Buckman Water Diversion Project (BLM and
USFS 2007)

•

An Independent Peer Review and a Memorandum of Understanding for the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Buckman Water Diversion Project (BDDP 2010a, 2010b)

•

San Juan Public Lands (San Juan Field Center & San Juan National Forest) Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) Northern San Juan Basin Coal Bed Methane Project (BLM 2006b)

•

Draft Taos Resource Management Plan (BLM 2010a)

•

Environmental Assessment for Nutrias Prospect Oil Well (BLM 2011)

U.S. Forest Service
•

“Schedule of Proposed Action 1/01/2011 to 3/31/2011, Santa Fe National Forest” (USFS 2011)

•

Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact for the Restoration of Los Alamos Dam and
Reservoir (USFS 2010b)

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
•

Upper Rio Grande Basin Water Operations Review Final Environmental Impact Statement
(ACE, Reclamation, and ISC 2007)

•

Final Environmental Impact Statement City of Albuquerque Drinking Water Project
(Reclamation 2004)

National Park Service
•

Fire Management Plan for Bandelier National Monument (NPS 2005)

State of New Mexico
•

2004–2006 State of New Mexico Integrated Clean Water Act §303(d) §305(b) Report
(NMED 2004)

•

“State of New Mexico Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Surface Waters” (NMAC 20.6.4)

Most present and reasonably foreseeable future actions planned for LANL were addressed in the 2008
LANL SWEIS. In this section, cumulative site impacts are presented only for those resources that were not
addressed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and could reasonably be expected to be affected by the preferred
alternative. These include site infrastructure, sustainability, air quality, ecological resources, human health
effects of normal operations, waste management, and transportation of radioactive materials. Cumulative
impacts associated with the remaining resource areas (such as socioeconomics and surface-water quality)
would not change from those presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS due to environmental impacts associated
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with implementing any of the alternatives evaluated in this SEIS. The methodology for assessing
cumulative impacts is presented in Appendix B.
Site Infrastructure Requirement Impacts – Implementation of the Modified CMMR-NF Alternative would
result in the greatest cumulative infrastructure impacts when added to the projected infrastructure
requirements for other LANL activities and the demands of other non-LANL users. Table 4–53 presents
the estimated combined infrastructure requirements during construction of the Modified CMRR-NF in
addition to other LANL and non-LANL requirements during the same timeframe. Included in the other
LANL site requirements would be the continued operation of the CMR Building. Should the projections
be fully realized, LANL and Los Alamos County could cumulatively require 97 percent of the current
electric peak load capacity, 61 percent of the total available electrical capacity, 92 percent of the available
water capacity, and 27 percent of the available natural gas capacity. In addition, 19,200 gallons
(73,000 liters) of propane would be delivered by truck annually during the construction phase of the
project. In the near term, no infrastructure capacity constraints are anticipated. LANL operational
demands to date on key infrastructure resources, including electricity and water, have been below the
levels projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and well within site capacities. For example, actual electric
peak load for LANL in 2010 was approximately 69 megawatts compared to the 109 megawatts projected
in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (LANL 2011a:Infrastructure 014). Inclusion of infrastructure requirements
associated with the construction of potential alternatives being analyzed for the GTCC EIS at LANL could
require an additional increase for electric peak load (3 percent), electricity (1 percent), and water (less than
1 percent) (DOE 2011b).
Table 4–53 Estimated Combined Infrastructure Requirements at Los Alamos (Construction)
System
Capacity a

LANL Current Site
Requirement b

Current
Los Alamos
County
Requirement b

Available
System
Capacity

Modified
CMRR-NF
Alternative c

Remaining
Resource
Capacity
Electricity
Energy (megawatt1,226,000
563,000
150,000
513,000
31,000
482,000
hours per year)
Peak load demand
140
101
23
16
12
4
(megawatts)
8,070
1,200
1,020
5,860
0
5,860
Natural Gas (million
cubic feet per year)
1,807
412
1,241
153
4–5
148–149
Water (million gallons
per year)
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory.
a
Data from 2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 5, Table 5–83, for the No Action Alternative.
b
Data from Tables 3.4.1-1, 3.4.2-1, 3.4.2-2, 3.4.3-1 of the SWEIS Yearbook – 2008 (LA-UR-10-03439), with the exception of
the Los Alamos County requirement for natural gas, which was calculated using the projected requirement for the No Action
Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (Table 5–83) and data from Table 3.4.1-1 of the SWEIS Yearbook – 2008. In addition,
adjustments were made to reflect higher usage associated with the Metropolis Complex and Material Disposal Area
remediation activities as included in the Expanded Operations Alternative in the LANL SWEIS (selected in the associated
Records of Decision) and exclusion of requirements associated with the 2003 CMRR Facility, as included in the No Action
Alternative in the LANL SWEIS.
c
Data from Table 4–15 of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; cubic feet to cubic meters, by 0.028317.
Source: DOE 2008b; LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 002, 003.

Table 4–54 presents the estimated combined infrastructure requirements of operating the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB in addition to other LANL and non-LANL requirements during the same
timeframe. Requirements to operate the Modified CMRR-NF are higher than those associated with
operating either the existing CMR Building (under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) or
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those estimated for the 2004 CMRR-NF (under the No Action Alternative). Should these projections be
fully realized, LANL and Los Alamos County could cumulatively require more than 100 percent of the
current electric peak load capacity, 71 percent of its total available electrical capacity, 92 percent of the
available water capacity, and 28 percent of the available natural gas capacity. Of most concern is the
potential to exceed electric peak load capacity. Regardless of the decisions to be made regarding the
CMRR-NF, adding a third transmission line and/or reconductoring the existing two transmission lines are
being studied by LANL to increase transmission line capacities up to 240 megawatts, providing additional
capacity across the site. If the proposed TA-50 electrical substation is constructed, it would provide
reliable additional electrical power as the independent power feed to the existing TA-55 complex and the
CMRR Facility. LANL is also considering establishing an independent power feed to the existing TA-55
complex and the CMRR Facility from TA-3 or TA-5/52 along existing utility rights-of-way. If additional
capacity and reliability can be added to the existing TA-3 substation, this would negate the need to build
the proposed TA-50 substation.
Table 4–54 Estimated Combined Infrastructure Requirements at Los Alamos (Operations)
System
Capacity a

Current LANL
Requirement b

Current
Los Alamos
County
Requirement b

Energy (megawatthours per year)

1,226,000 d

563,000

150,000

513,000

161,000

352,000

Peak load demand
(megawatts)

140 d

101

23

16

26

0

Natural Gas (million
cubic feet per year)

8,070

1,200

1,020

5,860

58

5,800

Water (million gallons
per year)

1,807

412

1,241

153

16

137

Resource

Available
System
Capacity

Modified
CMRR-NF
Alternative c

Remaining
Capacity

Electricity

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory.
a
Data from 2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (LANL SWEIS), Chapter 5, Table 5–83, for the No Action Alternative.
b
Data from Tables 3.4.1-1, 3.4.2-1, 3.4.2-2, 3.4.3-1 of the SWEIS Yearbook – 2008 (LA-UR-10-03439), with the exception of
the Los Alamos County requirement for natural gas, which was calculated using the projected requirement for the No Action
Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (Table 5–83) and data from Table 3.4.1-1 of the SWEIS Yearbook – 2008. In addition,
adjustments were made to reflect higher usage associated with the Metropolis Complex and Material Disposal Area
remediation activities as included in the Expanded Operations Alternative in the LANL SWEIS (selected in the associated
Records of Decision) and exclusion of requirements associated with the 2003 CMRR Facility, as included in the No Action
Alternative in the LANL SWEIS.
c
Data from Table 4–17 of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
d
Does not include addition of an electrical substation in TA-50 capable of providing up to another 40 megawatts peak load
capacity.
Note: To convert gallons to liters, multiply by 3.7854; cubic feet to cubic meters, by 0.028317.
Sources: DOE 2008b; LANL 2011a:Infrastructure, 011, 012, 013.

Los Alamos County, as owner and operator of the Los Alamos Water Supply System, is now the primary
water supplier serving LANL. DOE transferred ownership of 70 percent of its water rights to the county
and leases the remaining 30 percent. LANL is currently using approximately 76 percent of its water
allotment, and the county is using about 98 percent of its allotment. County concerns about its water
availability will be heightened if development plans move forward for construction of additional homes in
White Rock and Los Alamos on land that is being conveyed to the county from LANL.
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Los Alamos County has implemented a Conservation Plan for Water and Energy (LADPU 2010a). In this
plan, the county describes a number of steps it has taken to conserve water, including an effluent reuse
washwater system associated with the county’s wastewater treatment plant that is estimated to conserve
approximately 12 million gallons (45 million liters) annually (LADPU 2010a). Los Alamos County has
the right to use up to 390 million gallons (1.5 billion liters) of San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion
Project water annually and is in the process of determining how best to make this water accessible to the
county (LADPU 2010a). Neither the conservation savings nor the San Juan-Chama water was included in
the analysis shown above.
In addition, the use of the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility at LANL may be expanded to include
other areas of LANL. Plans are to expand the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility to provide additional
treatment to treated effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant to allow the reclaimed water to be
used to support the nonpotable water demands for the TA-3 Power Plant, the Metropolis Center for
Modeling and Simulation, and the Laboratory Data Communications Center. Such expansions could save
millions of gallons of water annually.
Sustainability—Concern for sustainability of resources is increasing in response to a variety of limiting
factors. Not only is the Federal Government responding to this direction, but also state and local
governments and private citizens. At every level, conservation and “green” practices and choices are
taking hold to conserve natural resources by using them efficiently. DOE has responded to this by
adopting policy and issuing directives that require the inclusion of sustainable principles in building
design.
As described in Appendix B, Section B.2.3, LANL is responsible for meeting goals for conserving and
reducing water and energy use on a site-wide effort. The LANL Engineering Standards Manual
(ISD 341-2, Chapter 14), LANL Sustainable Design Guide (2002) provides direction for energy- and
water-efficient design and construction of new and renovated facilities. These closely mirror the principles
and strategies embedded in achieving Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design® (LEED)
certification under the various U.S. Green Building Council rating systems. Improved performance in new
and existing facilities, decommissioning of older facilities, and improving the performance of existing
infrastructure are all needed strategies to meet long-term goals for reduced consumption.
As part of its site-wide commitment to sustainability, LANL outlined goals and methods in the Fiscal Year
2011 Site Sustainability Plan (LANL 2010e) for managing energy and water needs and controlling its
generation of greenhouse gases. The plan balances the need to provide for demands of its specialized
nuclear facilities and evolving capabilities with those of achieving sustainability goals site-wide. Some
planned projects are specifically aimed at improving supply infrastructure, such as the Sanitary Effluent
Reclamation Facility and the planned addition of the electrical substation in TA-50. The plan identifies
actions for providing onsite renewable energy systems, such as coordination with Los Alamos County to
modify existing utility contracts to allow for purchasing of electricity from photovoltaic sources.
Other measures address pollution prevention and minimization of waste. Measures to achieve this are
varied. For example, recommissioning existing heating, ventilating, and air conditioning systems ensure
the systems are operating efficiently. Requiring high-performing, sustainable building standards in new
construction and major renovations and reducing the footprint of heated space (through demolition of
outdated and redundant facilities) will achieve a more-effective use of energy and reduce water use over
the long term. Other projects would replace old, inefficient systems and equipment (such as the old steam
plant). Bringing on Smart Grid technologies over the next 5 years would manage demand and energy
flow, reducing the need to size systems for high peak demands. Implementation of a Sustainable
Acquisition Plan and Energy Savings Performance Contracts will require vendors and contractors to
provide products and services that meet sustainable criteria for environmentally preferable,
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non-ozone-depleting, recycled content and nontoxic materials, as well as energy efficiency. The benefits
of these changes will take several years to fully realize and will depend on future funding.
The inclusion of LEED certification for new facilities (including the Modified CMRR-NF) is part of the
larger effort to reduce energy intensity at LANL and to shift to sustainability. The Modified CMRR-NF
incorporates these goals to the extent achievable while meeting other requirements for safety and security.
The inclusion of energy- and water-efficient systems and design and the use of environmentally sound
materials and construction practices would lessen the anticipated impact of this new facility on achieving
site-wide sustainability compared to an equivalent standard facility without these measures.
Air Quality Impacts—The effect of operations at the Modified CMRR-NF under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative on air quality conditions at LANL would be equal to or higher than those estimated under
either the Continued Use of CMR Building or No Action Alternative because of the larger number of
backup generators (seven) being tested in the Modified CMRR-NF. The effect of the Modified CMRR-NF
would be well within the levels of concentrations analyzed under the No Action Alternative in the LANL
SWEIS, which were below the New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards and Federal standards for all
of the criteria pollutants. As such, LANL would remain in compliance with all Federal and state ambient
air quality standards, as shown in Table 4–55. Effects on air quality from associated construction and
excavation activities would be temporary and localized, as discussed in the air quality sections of this
chapter.
Table 4–55 Nonradiological Air Quality Concentration at Technical Area 55
Site Boundary – Operations
Criteria
Pollutant
Carbon
monoxide
Nitrogen
dioxide
Sulfur dioxide

PM10

Averaging
Time
1 hour

New Mexico Ambient Air
Quality Standards (ppm)
13

Calculated
Concentration (ppm) a
0.002

Maximum Facility-Wide
Concentration (ppm) a
1.2

8 hours

8.7

0.001

0.22

Annual

0.05

0.000079

0.00

3 hours b

0.5

0.001

0.20

24 hours
Annual

0.1
0.02

0.00018
0.000035

0.04
0.00

24 hours

150 µg/m3

0.031 μg/m³

102 µg/m3

3

24 hours
150 µg/m
Total
135 µg/m3
0.031 μg/m³
suspended
Annual
60 µg/m3
5.7 µg/m3
0.006 μg/m³
particulates
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to
10 micrometers; ppm = parts per million.
a
The annual concentrations were analyzed at locations to which the public has access: the site boundary and nearby
sensitive areas. Short-term concentrations were analyzed at the site boundary and at the fence line of the technical area to
which the public has short-term access.
b
New Mexico does not have a standard for sulfur dioxide 3-hour or PM10 24-hour; thus, the Federal standard was used.
Source: DOE 2003a, 2008a.

Greenhouse Gas Impacts—The greenhouse gases emitted by operations at the Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB would add a relatively small increment to emissions of these gases in the United States and the
world. Overall greenhouse gas emissions in the United States during 2009 totaled about 6,575 million tons
(5,965 million metric tons) of carbon-dioxide equivalent (DOE 2011c). By way of comparison, annual
operational emissions of greenhouse gases from the Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would equal about
0.002 percent of the United States’ total emissions in 2009. However, emissions from the proposed facility
in combination with past and future emissions from all other sources would contribute incrementally to
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climate change. At present, there is no methodology that would allow DOE to estimate the specific
impacts this increment of climate change would produce in the vicinity of the facility or elsewhere.
The U.S. Global Change Research Program report, Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States,
states that the U.S. average temperature has risen by an amount comparable to global increases and is very
likely to rise more than the global average over this century, with some variation from place to place.
These climate changes in the southwest United States could result in a drier future climate. Combined
with the historical record of severe drought and the current uncertainty regarding the exact causes and
drivers of these past events, the Southwest must be prepared for droughts that could potentially result from
multiple causes. The types of environmental changes resulting from severe drought and other regional
climate changes could include in an increased risk of drought and flooding, resulting in greater risk to
human beings and their infrastructure, impacts on urban air quality and electricity demands, and a change
in tourism and recreation (Karl et al. 2009). Of those environmental changes, drought and wildfire could
potentially result in impacts under the three alternatives in this CMRR-NF SEIS. The CMR Building and
the Modified CMRR-NF would not present significant risk due to drought and wildfires because of the
noncombustible materials used in their construction and because they are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials, including vegetation, are kept to a minimum. Therefore, even if the
frequency of wildfires is increased by global climate change, these facilities would not be directly affected
(see Appendix C). Other facilities at LANL could potentially be more susceptible to impacts from
wildfires. Actions were taken at LANL following the recent Las Conchas fire that will reduce those
impacts even further. These actions included installing additional stormwater controls and monitoring
systems in canyon bottoms where trace Cold War-era contamination may be present, removing more than
1,200 cubic yards (920 cubic meters) of sediment in anticipation of flash flooding, and installing sampling
gauges on the Laboratory’s western boundary to compare run-on water with run-off water (LANL 2011g).
Water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment under all three alternatives, so there would
likely be no impact from lack of sufficient water for construction and operation (see Infrastructure
sections). Some of the climate change effects may eventually necessitate adaptation in activities at LANL,
including increased consideration of the effects of heat stress on employees’ activities, increased attention
to dust control, and changes in stormwater management practices.
Ecological Resources Impacts—Most of the construction activities for the Modified CMRR-NF would take
place on previously disturbed land with little value as habitat. There would be short-term impacts on
non-protected species. Best management practices and implementation measures set forth in the LANL
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan for Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL 2011c) and supporting documentation would be used during construction activities across the site,
including on those associated with the proposed Modified CMRR-NF site and its various support areas
(laydown areas, batch plants, spoils areas, parking areas) to minimize the potential for adverse effects on
plant and animal communities and on threatened and endangered or special interest species. Proposed
construction sites and associated support areas would be surveyed for the presence of special status
species, including threatened and endangered species, before construction begins, and appropriate actions
would be developed. After construction, temporary structures would be removed and the sites would be
regraded and revegetated with native species. Since actions associated with construction of the Modified
CMRR-NF would minimally impact ecological resources at LANL, they would not meaningfully
contribute to cumulative impacts to these resources within the region.
Public and Occupational Health and Safety – Normal Operations Impacts—Table 4–56 presents the
estimated cumulative impacts of radiological emissions and radiation exposure under the 2008
LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative (DOE 2008a), the doses associated with operation of the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative of this SEIS, plus doses
associated with the disposal of greater-than-Class C waste at LANL. The estimated doses under the
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LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative, which reflects the highest level of operations that would
be expected to occur at LANL, represent a conservative estimate of the doses that could result from
ongoing LANL activities because they include doses associated with the continued operation of the
Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) and ongoing remediation of MDAs at LANL. Operation
of LANSCE is the predominant contributor to offsite dose to the population surrounding LANL.
Remediation of MDAs at LANL is the predominant contributor to worker dose.
Table 4–56 Estimated Cumulative Radiological Impacts from Normal Operations
Maximally Exposed
Individual
Dose
(millirem
LCF Risk
per year)
per Year
8.2
4.9 × 10-6

Population Within 50 Miles
(80 kilometers)
Collective Dose
(person-rem
Excess LCFs
per year)
per Year
36
0.022

Site Workers
Collective Dose
Excess
(person-rem
LCFs
per year)
per Year
543
0.33

LANL SWEIS Expanded
Operations Alternative
Modified CMRR-NF
0.31
1.9 × 10-7
1.8
0.001
Included above
Included
Alternative
above
GTCC EIS
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
5
0.003
Total LANL Dose
8.5
5.1 × 10-6
37.8
0.023
548
0.33
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility; LCF = latent cancer fatality;
N/A = not available.
Source: DOE 2008a, 2011b.

The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative impacts are expected to be about equal to those that would have
been realized from operation of the 2004 CMRR-NF and greater than those associated with continued
operation of the CMR Building due to reduced operations at that building. In addition, the LANL SWEIS
totals include operation of the CMRR Facility, and this analysis does not make any adjustment for a
reduction in dose that would be realized when the existing CMR Building is completely shut down.
Beyond activities at LANL, no other activities in the area surrounding LANL are expected to result in
radiological impacts on the public beside those associated with natural background radiation and other
background radiation, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.1. The projected dose from continued
LANL operations is a small fraction of the dose persons living near LANL receive annually from natural
background radiation and other sources such as diagnostic x-rays.
No LCFs are expected for the MEI or the general population. The dose to the offsite MEI is expected to
remain within the 10-millirem-per-year limit required by 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, “National Emission
Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides Other than Radon from Department of Energy Facilities.” There
would be a small increase in the annual risk of an LCF among the general public from LANL operations:
from 1 chance in 45 to 1 chance in 43.
If the Expanded Operations Alternative MDA Removal Option were implemented, collective worker doses
would average approximately 540 person-rem per year. The addition of impacts from the operation of the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB would not change this estimate because the worker dose of
approximately 61 person-rem per year was included in the estimate in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). The 540 person-rem projected dose under the Expanded Operations Alternative in the
LANL SWEIS corresponds to an annual risk of an LCF in the worker population of 0.3 (or for each 3 years
of operation, 1 chance of an LCF in the worker population). Worker doses would decrease by about
140 person-rem per year after the MDA remediation work is completed (DOE 2008a). Inclusion of the
GTCC EIS (DOE 2011b) estimate for work at LANL, should that alternative be chosen, would add about
5 person-rem per year, but would not increase the annual risk to workers appreciably. Individual worker
doses would be maintained as low as is reasonably achievable and within applicable regulatory limits.
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The estimated doses shown in Table 4–56 are a very small fraction of the normal background dose
received by the population in and around LANL. Chapter 3, Section 3.11.1, of this CMRR-NF SEIS
provides an analysis of radiation in the environment around LANL that is attributed to external, naturally
occurring radiation and radiation from past and present operations at LANL. Natural background radiation
was estimated to range from approximately 340 to 580 millirem per year, compared to the estimated doses
from LANL operations of 8.5 millirem per year to the MEI and less than 0.1 millirem per year to the
average individual living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL.
Waste Management Impacts—Cumulative amounts of waste generated at LANL would be greatest if the
Expanded Operations Alternative described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) is fully implemented.
This alternative included substantial waste generation rates at LANL, largely due to remediation of MDAs
and DD&D of facilities. Table 4–57 presents the estimated annual amount of radioactive and
nonradioactive waste that would be generated at LANL if the Modified CMRR-NF is constructed and
DD&D of the existing CMR Building is performed. The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative waste
generation rates are expected to be about equal to those that would have be realized from operation of the
2004 CMRR-NF and greater than those associated with continued operation of the CMR Building due to
reduced operations at that building. Table 4–57 also includes the revised waste generation estimates
associated with DD&D of the CMR Building (see Section 4.5.1).
The contribution to cumulative waste management impacts from other proposed actions at LANL,
particularly the overall waste generation at LANL during the next 10 years from the disposition of
buildings and environmental restoration efforts, could be large. Construction and demolition wastes would
be recycled and reused to the extent practicable. Existing waste treatment and disposal facilities would be
used according to specific waste types. The estimated waste generation totals for LANL have been
adjusted to reflect the cancellation of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership program, the decision not to
build a Consolidated Nuclear Facility at LANL, and a reduction in the amount of waste associated with
building pits at LANL. The Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS included waste
associated with the production of 80 pits per year at LANL. NNSA decisions did not include this
expansion of pit production at LANL so the waste associated with this expansion has been removed from
the 2008 projection.
Transuranic wastes generated during DD&D of the existing CMR Building would be within the level of
impacts forecast under the Expanded Operations Alternative described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. The
available capacity of WIPP, or the new capacity of its replacement facility, is expected to be sufficient to
accommodate the estimated cumulative volumes of transuranic waste from LANL operations
(DOE 2008a). After the adjustments discussed above, site-wide waste projections would be higher for
construction and demolition waste than those estimated under the Expanded Operations Alternative in the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) due to the increased waste estimates for DD&D of the existing CMR
Building. As described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, low-level radioactive waste generation rates would be
substantial under the Expanded Operations Alternative if all waste from MDAs were removed. Offsite
disposal options for most of the low-level radioactive waste at LANL include NNSA’s NNSS and
commercial facilities (DOE 2008a). Mixed low-level radioactive waste generation is also projected to
potentially increase, but the quantity would be much smaller than the quantity of low-level radioactive
waste generated. Mixed low-level radioactive waste may be sent off site for treatment of the hazardous
component and possibly returned to LANL (or elsewhere) for disposal as low-level radioactive waste. For
commercial facilities, some restrictions apply to acceptance of waste based on the origin (state of origin
and DOE- or non-DOE-generated) and radiological characteristics of the waste.
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Table 4–57 Estimated Annual Cumulative Waste Generated at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(cubic yards)
CMRR-NF SEIS
Modified
CMRR-NF
Alternative b
88

CMR Building
Revised LANL
Waste Type
LANL Operations a
DD&D c
Operations
Expanded Operations Transuranic
530 to 3,300
38 to 75
570 to 1,030
Less Manufacturing of up to 80 Pits
0 to -250
Less GNEP
0 to -900
Less Consolidated Nuclear Facility
0 to -1,200
Less earlier CMR Building Operations Estimate
-90
Less earlier CMR Building DD&D Estimate
0
Plus GTCC d
0
Revised Total
440 to 870
Low-level radioactive
27,700 to 141,400
2,640
9,500 to 19,000
33,000 to
Less Manufacturing of up to 80 Pits
0 to -410
137,000
Less GNEP
0 to -3,400
Less Consolidated Nuclear Facility
0 to -12,000
Less earlier CMR Building Operations Estimate
-2,600
Less earlier CMR Building DD&D Estimate
-4,000 to -8,000
Plus GTCC d
5
Revised Total
21,000 to 115,000
Mixed low-level radioactive
390 to 18,300
26
70 to 140
420 to 18,300
Less Manufacturing of up to 80 Pits
0
Less GNEP
0 to -4
Less Consolidated Nuclear Facility
0 to -72
Less earlier CMR Building Operations Estimate
-30
Less earlier CMR Building DD&D Estimate
-38 to -75
Plus GTCC d
0
Revised Total
320 to 18,100
Construction and Demolition Waste
64,000 to 72,000
2600
27,500 to 55,000
177,000 to
Less earlier CMR Building DD&D Estimate
-5,000 to -10,000
208,000
Plus GTCC d
88,000
Revised Total
147,000 to 150,000
Chemical Waste (million pounds)
6.4 to 12.9
0.024
0.13
6.6 to 11.8
Less Consolidated Nuclear Facility
0 to -1.4
Less earlier CMR Building Operations Estimate
-0.025
Plus GTCC d
0.05
Revised Total
6.4 to 11.5
CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility;
DD&D = decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition; GNEP = Global Nuclear Energy Partnership;
GTCC = greater-than-Class C; LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
a
Data from Table 5–84 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative divided by 10 to show annual rates, except GTCC.
b
Data from Table 4–35 of this CMRR-NF SEIS, except GTCC.
c
Data from Table 4–50 of this CMRR-NF SEIS, except GTCC. Work to be done over a 2- to 4-year period.
d
Highest annual data computed from information in Table 5.3.11–1 of the GTCC EIS (DOE 2011b).
Note: To convert cubic yards to cubic meters, multiply by 0.76456.
Source: DOE 2008a; LANL 2011a:Data Call Tables, 004.

Significant quantities of nonradioactive solid wastes, including construction and demolition debris, would
be generated under the Expanded Operations Alternative if all wastes were removed from MDAs.
Demolition of the CMR Building would increase the lower and upper bounds of this estimate based on the
latest projections for the amount of this waste that may be generated during the demolition period.
Construction of the Borehole Alternative for disposal of greater-than-class C waste at LANL would also
increase the generation of solid waste at LANL, should this alternative be implemented. The closure of the
Los Alamos County Landfill means that solid wastes would be disposed of via the Los Alamos County Eco
Station, where wastes would be segregated and then transported to an appropriately permitted solid waste
landfill. Construction and demolition wastes would be recycled and reused to the extent practicable.
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Debris that cannot be recycled would be disposed of at solid waste landfills or construction and demolition
debris landfills.
Radioactive Material Transportation Impacts—The collective doses, cumulative health effects, and traffic
fatalities resulting from approximately 130 years (from 1943 to 2073) of radioactive material and waste
transport across the United States were estimated in Table 5–85 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS28 (DOE 2008a).
The total collective worker doses from all types of shipments (general transportation, historical DOE
shipments, reasonably foreseeable actions, and shipments under the 2008 LANL SWEIS No Action
Alternative) were estimated to be 381,700 person-rem. The total collective doses to the general public
were estimated to be 343,680 person-rem, which would result in about 206 excess LCFs among the
affected general population. The total estimated traffic fatalities associated with accidents involving
radioactive material and waste transports would be up to 119. The majority of the collective doses for
workers and the general population would be associated with the general transportation of radioactive
material. Examples of these activities include shipments of radiopharmaceuticals to nuclear medicine
laboratories and shipments of commercial low-level radioactive waste to commercial disposal facilities.
The majority of the traffic fatalities would be due to the general transportation of radioactive materials
(28 fatalities) and reasonably foreseeable actions (85 fatalities). The estimated doses associated with
radioactive material transportation associated with the Modified CMRR-NF under any of the alternatives
being considered in this SEIS, and as described in Section 4.3.13, would not change these estimates.
4.7

Mitigation

Following the issuance of a ROD, NNSA is required to prepare a mitigation action plan that addresses any
mitigation commitments expressed in the ROD (10 CFR 1021.331). The mitigation action plan would
explain how certain measures would be planned and implemented to mitigate any adverse environmental
impacts identified in the ROD. The mitigation action plan would be prepared before NNSA would take
any action requiring mitigation.
Based on the analyses of the environmental consequences resulting from the proposed action, no mitigation
measures would be necessary for many of the resource areas because the potential environmental impacts
would be well below acceptable levels of promulgated standards. Activities would follow standard
procedures for minimizing construction impacts on air and surface-water quality, noise, operational and
public health and safety, and accident prevention. These practices are required by Federal and state
licensing and permitting requirements, as discussed in Chapter 5. The 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a)
provides a discussion of existing programs and controls at LANL that ensure that construction activities
and operations are performed within the constraints of applicable regulations, applicable DOE orders,
contractual requirements, and approved policies and procedures. Examples of these programs and controls
include the Environmental Surveillance and Compliance Program, the Threatened and Endangered
Species Habitat Management Plan, the Cultural Heritage Management Plan, the NPDES Industrial
Stormwater Permit Program, and the Groundwater Protection Management Program.
Public comments indicated concern about water usage and construction traffic. The following paragraphs
discuss possible mitigation actions for these, as well as electrical usage.
Although projections indicate that LANL operational demands would remain within the site’s annual water
use ceiling quantity, total water demand within LANL and Los Alamos County is approaching 92 percent
of the county-managed rights to withdraw water from the regional aquifer. Water reduction goals at LANL
include reducing the use of potable water by at least 16 percent of the 2007 level by fiscal year 2015.
Executive Order 13514 requires a 26 percent reduction in potable water use by fiscal year 2020, as well as
28

Included in these estimates for LANL were shipments associated with the CMR Building and the CMRR Project.
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a 20 percent reduction in industrial, landscaping, and agricultural water use by fiscal year 2020 from a
fiscal year 2010 baseline. In light of these goals, the CMRR Project is investigating the use of treated
effluent water in construction activities.
With the additional projected demands of the Modified CMRR-NF, peak electrical power demand could
exceed current capacity. Independent of a decision on the CMRR-NF, adding a third transmission line
and/or reconductoring two existing lines to increase transmission capacity to LANL and Los Alamos
County are being studied. One or both of these actions, plus construction of the proposed TA-50
substation or providing another power feed from the TA-3 substation, would add the capacity to meet the
peak power demand.
Construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would affect both traffic on the roads around LANL and on site.
There would be up to 790 construction workers during the peak construction period under both options of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under this alternative, construction workers would park their
personal vehicles in a parking lot to be built in TA-72 and would be shuttled by bus to the construction
site. Scheduling work shifts and transportation of construction materials to off-peak times may alleviate
traffic congestion if that becomes a problem. In addition, lighting in the parking lot could be turned off at
night when not required by workers to mitigate light impacts on nearby areas.
4.8

Resource Commitments

This section describes the unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts that could result from the proposed
action; the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement
of long-term productivity; and irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources. Unavoidable,
adverse environmental impacts are impacts that would occur after implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures. The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity addresses issues associated with the condition and maintenance of
existing environmental resources used to support the proposed action and the utility of these resources after
their use. Resources that would be irreversibly and irretrievably committed are those that cannot be
recovered or recycled and those that are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable forms.
4.8.1

Unavoidable, Adverse Environmental Impacts

Implementing the alternatives considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS would result in unavoidable, adverse
impacts on the human environment. In general, these impacts would come from incremental impacts
attributed to the operations of either the existing CMR Building or a CMRR-NF at TA-55.
CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations at LANL would have minimal unavoidable, adverse impacts related to
air emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. Air emissions would include various chemical or radiological
constituents in the routine emissions typical of nuclear facility operations, although CMRR-NF and
RLUOB activities would not release major emissions to the atmosphere at LANL. Air emissions at LANL
would occur regardless of CMRR-NF and RLUOB activities. These impacts have been addressed in
various LANL NEPA documents. Overall air quality at LANL would not be changed by implementing
any of the alternatives analyzed in this SEIS.
Operations at the existing CMR Building or the CMRR-NF at TA-55 would result in unavoidable radiation
exposure to workers and the general public. Workers would be exposed to radiation and chemicals
associated with analytical chemistry and materials characterization, uranium processing, actinide research,
processing and fabrication, and metallography. The incremental annual dose contribution from operations
at the existing CMR Building or the CMRR-NF at TA-55 to the offsite MEI, general population, and
workers is discussed in Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10.
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The generation of radioactive and nonradioactive waste would be unavoidable. Any waste generated
during operations would be collected, treated, stored, and eventually removed for suitable recycling or
disposal in accordance with applicable EPA regulations.
The decontamination and decommissioning of the CMR Building would result in the one-time generation
of radioactive and nonradioactive waste material that could affect storage requirements. This would be an
unavoidable impact on the amount of available and anticipated storage space and the requirements of
disposal facilities at LANL or off site.
Temporary construction impacts associated with the construction of the CMRR-NF at TA-55 would also
be unavoidable. These impacts would include the generation of fugitive dust; noise; associated greenhouse
gases; increased construction vehicle and worker traffic; temporary disruption of habitat for non-protected
species; and the use of resources, including land, mineral, and energy resources.
4.8.2

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

Implementation of any of the proposed alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, would cause
short-term commitments of resources and would permanently commit certain resources (such as energy).
Under each alternative, the short-term use of resources would result in potential long-term benefits to the
environment and the enhancement of long-term productivity by decreasing overall health risks to workers,
the public, and the surrounding environment by reducing their exposure to hazardous and radioactive
substances.
Under the proposed action, overall CMRR-NF and RLUOB operations would not change from those
operations described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) for the existing CMR Building. The
short-term use and commitment of environmental resources under the No Action and Modified CMRR-NF
Alternatives would include the use of space and materials required to construct the new building, the
commitment of new operations support facilities, transportation, and use of other consumable resources
and materials for CMR operations. Workers, the public, and the environment would be exposed to
increased amounts of hazardous and radioactive materials over the short term from the relocation of
CMR Building operations under these alternatives and the associated materials, including process
emissions and the handling of waste from equipment refurbishment.
Regardless of the alternative selected, air emissions associated with either the existing CMR Building or
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would introduce small amounts of radiological and nonradiological
constituents to the air of the regions around LANL. These emissions would result in additional air
pollutants and exposure, but would not impact compliance with air quality or radiation exposure standards
at LANL. There would be no significant residual environmental effects on long-term environmental
viability.
The management and disposal of sanitary solid waste and nonrecyclable radiological waste over the
project’s lifespan would require a small increase in energy and space at LANL treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities or their replacement offsite disposal facilities. Regardless of the alternative selected,
land required to meet the solid waste needs would require a long-term commitment of terrestrial resources.
Continued employment, expenditures, and tax revenues generated during the implementation of any of the
alternatives would directly benefit the local, regional, and state economies over the short term. Long-term
economic productivity could be facilitated by local governments investing project-generated tax revenues
into infrastructure and other required services.
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The short-term resources needed to construct and operate the CMRR-NF and RLUOB at LANL would not
affect the long-term productivity of LANL. Workers, the public, and the environment could be exposed to
increased amounts of hazardous and radioactive materials over the period of construction due to relocation
of materials, including process emissions, and handling of radioactive waste.
4.8.3

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources under each alternative potentially would include
land, mineral, and energy resources during the lifespan of the project and the energy and water used during
operations.
Energy expended would be in the form of fuel for equipment and vehicles, electricity for facility operations
and construction (under some alternatives), and human labor. CMRR-NF construction and CMRR-NF or
CMR Building and RLUOB operations would generate nonrecyclable waste streams, such as radioactive
and nonradioactive solid waste and some wastewater. Construction of CMRR-NF would consume large
quantities of construction materials such as steel, sand, gravel, flyash, and cement. However, certain
materials and equipment used during construction and operations could be recycled.
Land would be used for both the construction of a new facility and the disposal of hazardous and
radioactive waste. The commitment of land for the new facility is discussed in Sections 4.2.2, 4.3.2,
and 4.4.2.
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5 APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND OTHER
REQUIREMENTS
5.1

Introduction

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, an environmental impact statement
(EIS) must consider whether actions described under its alternatives would threaten a violation of Federal,
state, or local law or requirement imposed for the protection of the environment (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1508.27) or require a permit, license, or other entitlement (40 CFR 1502.25). This
chapter provides a summary of environmental requirements, agreements, and permits that relate to
consolidation and relocation of mission-critical chemistry and metallurgy research (CMR) capabilities.
This chapter includes the requirements from the 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE 2003b) that remain valid, as well as new requirements identified since the
first EIS was prepared.
A number of Federal environmental laws affect environmental protection, health, safety, compliance,
and/or consultation at every U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) location. Certain environmental
requirements also have been delegated to state authorities for enforcement and implementation, and state
legislatures have adopted additional laws to protect health and safety and the environment. It is DOE
policy to conduct its operations in a manner that ensures the protection of public health, safety, and the
environment through compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws, regulations, directives, and
other requirements.
The various action alternatives analyzed in this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) involve either the operation
of existing DOE facilities or the construction and operation of new DOE facilities and the transportation of
materials. Actions required to comply with statutes, regulations, and other Federal, state, and local
requirements may depend on whether a facility is newly built (preoperational) or is incorporated in whole
or in part into an existing facility. Chapter 2 provides a detailed discussion of these alternatives.
5.2

Background

Requirements governing the consolidation and relocation of CMR operations arise primarily from six
sources: Congress, Federal agencies, Executive orders, state legislatures, state agencies, and local
governments. In general, Federal statutes establish national policies, create broad legal requirements, and
authorize Federal agencies to create regulations that conform to the statutes. Detailed implementation of
these statutes is delegated to various Federal agencies such as DOE, the U.S. Department of
Transportation, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). For many environmental laws
under EPA jurisdiction, state agencies may be delegated responsibility for the majority of program
implementation activities, such as permitting and enforcement, but EPA usually retains oversight of the
delegated program.
Some applicable laws, such as NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, and the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-To-Know Act, require specific reports and/or consultations rather than ongoing permits
or activities. Such requirements would be satisfied through the legal/regulatory process, including
preparation of this CMRR-NF SEIS, leading to the consolidation and relocation of CMR operations.
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Other applicable laws establish general requirements that must be satisfied, but do not include processes
(such as the issuance of permits or licenses) to consider compliance prior to specific instances of violations
or other events that trigger their provisions. These include the Toxic Substances Control Act (which
addresses polychlorinated biphenyl [PCB] transformers and other designated substances); the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act; the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act; and (in the case
of a hazardous substance spill) the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (also known as Superfund).
Executive orders establish policies and requirements for Federal agencies. Such orders are applicable to
Executive branch agencies, but do not have the force of law or regulation.
State legislatures develop their own laws to supplement, as well as implement, Federal laws for
protection of air, water, and groundwater quality. State legislation may address solid waste management
programs; locally rare or endangered species; and local resource, historic, and cultural values. The laws of
local governments add an additional level of public protection, often focusing on zoning, utilities, and
public health and safety concerns.
Regulatory agreements and compliance orders may also be initiated to establish responsibilities and
timeframes for Federal facilities to come into compliance with provisions of applicable Federal and state
laws. There are also other agreements, memoranda of understanding, or formalized arrangements that
establish cooperative relationships and requirements.
The alternatives being considered for the consolidation and relocation of CMR operational capabilities and
materials would all be located within New Mexico, on Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) property
controlled by DOE. For a broader review of environmental regulations and compliance issues at LANL,
see the 2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE 2008a).
DOE has authority to regulate some environmental activities, as well as the health and safety aspects of
nuclear facility operations. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is the principal authority for
DOE regulatory activities not externally regulated by other Federal or state agencies. Regulation of DOE
activities is primarily established through the use of DOE orders and regulations.
External environmental laws, regulations, and Executive orders can be categorized as applicable to either
broad environmental planning and consultation requirements or regulatory environmental protection and
compliance activities, although some requirements are applicable to both planning and operations
compliance.
Section 5.3 of this chapter discusses the major applicable Federal laws and regulations that impose nuclear
safety and environmental protection requirements on the subject facilities and might require the facilities to
obtain a permit or license (or amendment thereof) prior to initiation of the relocation project. Each of the
applicable regulations and statutes establishes how activities are to be conducted or how potential releases
of pollutants are to be controlled or monitored. They include requirements for the issuance of permits or
licenses for new operations or new emission sources and for amendments to existing permits or licenses to
allow new types of operations at existing sources.
Section 5.4 discusses applicable Executive orders. Section 5.5 identifies applicable DOE directives and
regulations for compliance with the Atomic Energy Act; the Occupational Safety and Health Act; and other
environmental, safety, and health requirements. Section 5.6 identifies state and local laws, regulations, and
ordinances, as well as local agreements potentially affecting the consolidation and relocation of CMR
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operations. Section 5.7 discusses consultations with applicable agencies and federally recognized Native
American tribes.
5.3

Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations

This section describes the Federal environmental, safety, and health laws and regulations that could apply
to the various alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS. These regulations address such areas as energy
conservation, administrative requirements and procedures, nuclear safety, and classified information. They
are identified in Table 5–1. For ease of identification, a citation column is included in the table, where
laws are identified using a United States Code (U.S.C.) or Public Law citation, regulations are identified
with a CFR citation, and Executive orders are listed by number. This table does not include DOE
directives, which are provided in Section 5.5, or state requirements, which are provided in Section 5.6.
Table 5–1 Potentially Applicable Environmental, Safety, and Health Laws, Regulations,
and Executive Orders
Laws, Regulations, Orders, Other Requirements

Citation

Radioactive Materials and Waste Management
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended

42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.

Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003

Public Law 107-314

“Byproduct Material”

10 CFR Part 962

“Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for Management of Spent Nuclear Fuel,
High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive Materials”

40 CFR Part 191

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980, as amended

42 U.S.C. 2021 et seq.

Price-Anderson Act

42 U.S.C. 2210

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act, as amended

Public Law 102-579, as
amended by Public
Law 104-201

“Schedule C–Quantities of Radioactive Materials Requiring Consideration of the Need for
an Emergency Plan for Responding to a Release”

10 CFR 30.72, Schedule C

Ecological Resources
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1973, as amended

16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended

16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981

7 U.S.C 4201 et seq.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.

Invasive Species

Executive Order 13112

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended

16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.

Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order 11990

Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds

Executive Order 13186

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978

42 U.S.C. 1996

Antiquities Act of 1906, as amended

16 U.S.C. 431 et seq.

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1960, as amended

16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended

16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Executive Order 13175

Indian Sacred Sites

Executive Order 13007

Manhattan Project National Historical Park Study Act

Public Law 108-340

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.

Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment

Executive Order 11593
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Laws, Regulations, Orders, Other Requirements

Citation

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.

Preserve America

Executive Order 13287

“Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties”

36 CFR Part 800

Trails for America in the 21st Century

Executive Order 13195
Worker Safety and Health

“Chronic Beryllium Disease Prevention Program”

10 CFR Part 850

“Occupational Radiation Protection”

10 CFR Part 835

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970

29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.

“Occupational Safety and Health Standards”

29 CFR Part 1910

Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally Assisted or Regulated New Building Construction

Executive Order 12699

“Worker Safety and Health Program”

10 CFR Part 851

Radiological Safety Oversight and Radiation Protection
“Procedural Rules for DOE Nuclear Activities”

10 CFR Part 820

“Nuclear Safety Management”

10 CFR Part 830
Transportation

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975, as amended

49 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.

“Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material”

10 CFR Part 71

“Hazardous Materials Tables and Communications Emergency Response Information
Requirements”

49 CFR Part 172

Emergency Planning, Pollution Prevention, and Conservation
Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities

Executive Order 12656

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (also
known as Superfund)

42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.

Emergency Management and Assistance

44 CFR 1.1

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act

42 U.S.C. 11001 et seq.

Federal Emergency Management

Executive Order 12148

Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards

Executive Order 12088

Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance

Executive Order 13514

Homeland Security Act of 2002

6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.

Justice Assistance Act of 1984

42 U.S.C. 3701–3799

National Defense Industrial Resources Preparedness

Executive Order 12919

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990

42 U.S.C. 13101 et seq.

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction

Executive Order 12938

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988, as amended

42 U.S.C. 5121

Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management

Executive Order 13423

Superfund Implementation

Executive Order 12580
Environmental Justice and Protection of Children

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

Executive Order 12898

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks

Executive Order 13045

Environmental Quality
Council on Environmental Quality National Environmental Policy Act Regulations

40 CFR Parts 1500–1508

“Energy Code for New Federal, Commercial, and Multi-Family High Rise Residential
Buildings,” “Energy Efficiency Standards for New Federal Low-Rise Residential
Buildings”

10 CFR Part 434,
10 CFR Part 435

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

Public Law 110-140
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Laws, Regulations, Orders, Other Requirements

Citation

“Federal Energy Management and Planning Programs”

10 CFR Part 436

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.

“National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures”

10 CFR Part 1021

Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality

Executive Order 11514

Relating to Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality

Executive Order 11991

Air Quality and Noise
Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended

42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

“National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants”

40 CFR Part 61

“National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories”

40 CFR Part 63

Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended

42 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.

“Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources”

40 CFR Part 60

Water Resources
Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended

33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

“Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review Requirements”

10 CFR Part 1022

“EPA-Administered Permit Programs: The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System”

40 CFR Part 122

Floodplain Management

Executive Order 11988

“National Primary Drinking Water Regulations”

40 CFR Parts 141–149

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended

42 U.S.C. 300(f) et seq.

Hazardous Waste and Materials Management
“EPA Administered Permit Programs: The Hazardous Waste Permit Program”

40 CFR Part 270

Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992

Public Law 102-386

“Hazardous Waste Management System”

40 CFR Part 260

“Land Disposal Restrictions”

40 CFR Part 268

“Standards for Universal Waste Management”

42 CFR Part 273

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended

42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976

15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations, U.S.C. = United States Code.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 1996)—This act reaffirms American
Indian religious freedom under the First Amendment and sets U.S. policy to protect and preserve the
inherent and constitutional right of American Indians to believe, express, and exercise their traditional
religions. This act further requires Federal actions to avoid interfering with access to sacred locations and
traditional resources that are integral to the practice of religions.
Antiquities Act of 1906, as amended (16 U.S.C. 431 et seq.)—This act protects historic and prehistoric
ruins, monuments, and antiquities, including paleontological resources, on federally controlled lands from
appropriation, excavation, injury, and destruction without permission from the appropriate Federal
department.
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1960, as amended (16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.)—The
purpose of this act is to preserve historical and archaeological data (including relics and specimens) that
might otherwise be irreparably lost or destroyed as a result of Federal actions.
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Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.)—This act
requires a permit for any excavation or removal of archaeological resources from Federal or American
Indian lands. Excavation must be undertaken to further archaeological knowledge in the public interest,
and resources removed are to remain the property of the United States. This law also requires that,
whenever any Federal agency finds that its activities may cause irreparable loss or destruction of
significant scientific, prehistoric, or archaeological data, that agency must notify the U.S. Department of
the Interior and may request the Department of the Interior to undertake the recovery, protection, and
preservation of such data. Consent must be obtained from the American Indian tribe or Federal agency
that has authority over the land on which a resource is located before issuance of a permit, and the permit
must contain the terms and conditions requested by the tribe or Federal agency.
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), as amended by the Price-Anderson Act
(42 U.S.C. 2210) and the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act (Public Law 107-314)—
This act provides fundamental jurisdictional authority to DOE and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) over governmental and commercial use of nuclear materials. The Atomic Energy Act
authorizes DOE to establish standards to protect health or minimize dangers to life or property for activities
under DOE jurisdiction. DOE has issued a series of orders that establish an extensive system of standards
and requirements to ensure safe operation of DOE facilities (see Section 5.5).
DOE regulations are found in Title 10 of the CFR. The DOE regulations that are most relevant to
radioactive materials and waste management and worker health and safety include the following:
•

“Nuclear Safety Management” (10 CFR Part 830)

•

“Occupational Radiation Protection” (10 CFR Part 835)

•

“Chronic Beryllium Disease Prevention Program” (10 CFR Part 850)

•

“Worker Safety and Health Program” (10 CFR Part 851)

•

“Byproduct Material” (10 CFR Part 962)

The Atomic Energy Act also gives EPA the authority to develop generally applicable standards for
protection of the general environment from radioactive materials. EPA has promulgated several
regulations under this authority. The EPA regulation that is relevant to the radioactive materials and waste
management activities addressed in this CMRR-NF SEIS is the “Environmental Radiation Protection
Standards for Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel, High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive
Wastes” (40 CFR Part 191). This regulation establishes radiation standards for the management and
storage of spent nuclear fuel, high-level radioactive waste, and transuranic waste at facilities regulated by
NRC or Agreement States, as well as radiation standards for management and storage of spent nuclear fuel,
high-level radioactive waste, and transuranic waste at disposal facilities operated by DOE that are not
regulated by NRC or Agreement States. The regulation also establishes limitations on radiation doses that
might occur after closure of the disposal system. These standards include both individual protection
requirements and groundwater protection standards.
The Price-Anderson Act, which was signed into law in 1957 as an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, provides for payment of public liability claims in the event of a nuclear incident. The following
are key features of this act:
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•

Assures the availability of billions of dollars to compensate members of the public who suffer a
loss as the result of a nuclear incident

•

Establishes a simplified claims process for the public to expedite recovery for losses
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•

Provides for immediate emergency reimbursement of costs associated with any evacuation that
may be ordered

•

Establishes liability limits for each nuclear incident involving commercial nuclear energy and
government use of nuclear materials

•

Guarantees that the Federal Government will review the need for compensation beyond that
provided

The Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act, enacted by the Congress in 2002, amended the
Atomic Energy Act to add Section 234C, requiring DOE to promulgate worker health and safety
regulations to cover contractors with Price-Anderson indemnification agreements in their contracts.
DOE promulgated regulations under this act in February 2006 (71 Federal Register [FR] 6857) as
10 CFR Part 851, “Worker Safety and Health Program.” The regulations codified and enhanced the
DOE worker protection program.
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.)—This act makes it
unlawful to take, pursue, molest, or disturb bald (American) and golden eagles, their nests, or their eggs
anywhere in the United States. A permit must be obtained from the U.S. Department of the Interior to
relocate a nest that interferes with resource development or recovery operations.
Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.)—This act is intended to “protect and
enhance the quality of the Nation’s air resources so as to promote the public health and welfare and the
productive capacity of its population.” Section 118 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7418) requires that
each Federal agency with jurisdiction over any property or facility engaged in any activity that might result
in the discharge of air pollutants comply with “all Federal, state, interstate, and local requirements”
regarding the control and abatement of air pollution.
Section 109 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409 et seq.) directs EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for criteria pollutants. EPA has identified and set National Ambient Air Quality Standards
under 40 CFR Part 50 for the following criteria pollutants: particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, carbon
monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. Section 111 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411) requires
establishment of national standards of performance for new or modified stationary sources of atmospheric
pollutants. Section 160 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7470 et seq.) requires that specific emission
increases be evaluated prior to permit approval to prevent significant deterioration of air quality.
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7412) requires specific standards for releases of hazardous air
pollutants (including radionuclides).
Emissions of air pollutants are regulated by EPA under 40 CFR Parts 50 through 99. Emissions of
radionuclides and hazardous air pollutants from DOE facilities are regulated under the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Program (40 CFR Parts 60, 61, and 63).
Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.)—The Clean Water Act, which amended
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, was enacted to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation’s water.” The Clean Water Act prohibits the “discharge of toxic
pollutants in toxic amounts” to navigable waters of the United States. Section 313 of the Clean Water Act
requires all branches of the Federal Government engaged in any activity that might result in a discharge of
runoff of pollutants to surface waters to comply with Federal, state, interstate, and local requirements.
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act gives the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permitting authority over
activities that discharge dredge or fill materials into waters of the United States, including wetlands.
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The Clean Water Act also provides guidelines and limitations for effluent discharges from point source
discharges and establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program.
The NPDES program is administered by EPA, pursuant to regulations in 40 CFR Part 122, and authority
may be delegated to states. Sections 401 through 405 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 added
Section 402(p) to the Clean Water Act, which requires EPA to establish regulations for permits for
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities, including construction activities disturbing 5 or
more acres (2 hectares) (64 FR 68721). After March 2003, the threshold for obtaining a permit was
lowered to 1 acre (0.4 hectares). Stormwater provisions of the NPDES program are set forth in
40 CFR 122.26. Permit modifications are required if discharge effluent is altered.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980
(42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) (also known as Superfund)—CERCLA provides (1) a program for emergency
response to and reporting of a release or threat of a release of a hazardous substance to the environment
and (2) a statutory framework for remediation of hazardous substance releases from Federal, state, and
private sites. Using the Hazard Ranking System, contaminated sites are ranked and may be included on
the National Priorities List. Section 120 of CERCLA specifies requirements for investigations,
remediation, and natural resource restoration, as necessary, at Federal facilities, and also provides reporting
requirements for hazardous substance contamination on properties to be transferred. LANL is not on the
National Priorities List. Potential release sites at LANL are investigated and remediated under state
authorities.
Emergency Management and Assistance (44 CFR 1.1)—This regulation contains the policies and
procedures for the Federal Emergency Management Act, National Flood Insurance Program, Federal
Crime Insurance Program, Fire Prevention and Control Program, Disaster Assistance Program, and
Preparedness Program, including radiological planning and preparedness.
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (42 U.S.C. 11001 et seq.)—This
amendment to CERCLA requires that facilities provide notice to and coordinate emergency planning with
communities and government agencies concerning inventories and any unplanned releases of specific
hazardous chemicals. EPA implements this act under regulations found in 40 CFR Parts 355, 370,
and 372. Under Subtitle A of this act, Federal facilities are required to provide information to and
coordinate with local and state emergency response planning authorities to ensure that emergency plans are
sufficient to respond to unplanned releases of hazardous substances. Voluntary implementation of the
provisions of this act at LANL began in 1987, and chemical inventories and emissions have been reported
annually since 1988.
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)—This act is intended to prevent
the further decline of endangered and threatened species and to restore these species and their habitats.
Section 7 of this act requires Federal agencies that have reason to believe that a prospective action may
affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) of the U.S. Department of the Interior or the National Marine Fisheries Service of the
U.S. Department of Commerce to ensure the action does not jeopardize the species or destroy its habitat.
If, despite reasonable and prudent measures to avoid or minimize such impacts, the species or its habitat
would be jeopardized by the action, a review process is specified to determine whether the action may
proceed as an incidental taking (50 CFR Part 17).
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“Energy Code for New Federal, Commercial, and Multi-Family High Rise Residential Buildings”
(10 CFR Part 434) and “Energy Efficiency Standards for New Federal Low-Rise Residential
Buildings” (10 CFR Part 435)—The provisions of these regulations provide minimum standards for
energy efficiency and energy conservation performance for the design of new Federal, commercial, and
multi-family high rise residential buildings and new Federal low-rise residential buildings. The
performance standards are designed to achieve the maximum practicable improvements in energy
efficiency and conservation and increases in the use of nondepletable sources of energy.
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140)—This act establishes energy
management goals and requirements and amends portions of the National Energy Conservation Policy Act.
This act sets Federal energy management requirements in several areas, including the following: energy
reduction goals for Federal buildings; facility management/benchmarking; performance and standards for
new building, major renovations, and high-performance buildings; energy savings performance contracts;
metering; energy-efficient product procurement; Office of Management and Budget reporting; and
reductions in petroleum use/increases in alternative fuel use.
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.)—This act requires Federal agencies to
consider prime or unique farmlands when planning major projects and programs on Federal lands. Federal
agencies are required to use prime and unique farmland criteria developed by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Soil Conservation Service. Under the Farmland Protection Policy Act, the Soil Conservation
Service is authorized to maintain an inventory of prime and unique farmlands in the United States to
identify the location and extent of rural lands important in the production of food, fiber, forage, and oilseed
crops (7 CFR Part 657).
“Federal Energy Management and Planning Programs” (10 CFR Part 436)—The objectives of
Federal energy management and planning programs are (1) to apply energy conservation measures to and
improve the design of Federal buildings such that the energy consumption per gross square foot of Federal
buildings in use during fiscal year 1995 is at least 10 percent less than the energy consumption per gross
square foot in 1985; (2) to promote the methodology and procedures for conducting life-cycle cost analyses
of proposed investments in building energy systems, building water systems, and energy and water
conservation measures; (3) to promote the use of energy savings performance contracts by Federal agencies
for implementation of privately financed investment in building and facility energy conservation measures
for existing federally owned buildings; and (4) to promote efficient use of energy in all agency operations
through general operations plans.
Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 6961 et seq.)—This act, enacted on
October 6, 1992, amends the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), making Federal
facilities subject to potential fines and penalties for violations of RCRA, the law that sets requirements
for management of hazardous waste. Prior to its passage, mixed waste stored at DOE sites generally did
not comply with RCRA mixed waste land disposal restrictions because of a lack of treatment options. This
act requires DOE to (1) prepare and submit a national inventory report identifying its mixed waste volume,
characteristics, treatment capacity, and available technologies and (2) prepare and submit (to the
appropriate state or EPA regulators) Site Treatment Plans for developing or using the needed treatment
capacity along with schedules for treating the mixed waste at each DOE site. The LANL approved Site
Treatment Plan is enforced by a compliance order issued by the New Mexico Environment Department in
October 1995. It is available for public review.
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Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.)—This act regulates the use,
registration, and disposal of several classes of pesticides to ensure that pesticides are applied in a manner
that protects the applicators, workers, and the environment. Implementing regulations include
recommended procedures for the disposal and storage of pesticides (40 CFR Part 165) and worker
protection standards (40 CFR Part 170).
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.)—This act promotes effective planning and
cooperation between Federal, state, public, and private agencies for the conservation and rehabilitation of
the Nation’s fish and wildlife and authorizes the U.S. Department of the Interior to provide assistance.
This act requires consultation with USFWS on the possible effects of construction, projects, or activities
affecting bodies of water in excess of 10 acres (approximately 4 hectares) in surface area on wildlife. This
act also requires consultation with the head of the state agency that administers wildlife resources in the
affected state.
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975, as amended (49 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.)—This act
requires the U.S. Department of Transportation to prescribe uniform national regulations for transportation
of hazardous materials (including radioactive materials). Most state and local regulations regarding such
transportation that are not substantively the same as the U.S. Department of Transportation regulations are
preempted (49 U.S.C. 5125). This, in effect, allows state and local governments to enforce only the
Federal regulations, not to change or expand upon them.
This program is administered by the Research and Special Programs Administration of the
U.S. Department of Transportation, which, when covering the same activities, coordinates its regulations
with NRC (under the Atomic Energy Act) and EPA (under RCRA). The U.S. Department of
Transportation regulations, which may be found in 49 CFR Parts 171 through 178 and 49 CFR Parts 383
through 397, contain requirements for identifying a material as hazardous or radioactive. These
regulations interface with the NRC regulations for identifying material, but U.S. Department of
Transportation hazardous material regulations govern the hazard communication (such as marking,
labeling, vehicle placarding, and emergency response information) and shipping requirements.
Requirements for transport by rail, air, and public highway are included. In addition, EPA regulations
established in 40 CFR Part 262 apply to offsite transportation of hazardous wastes from LANL.
Public access to many portions of the LANL facility is controlled at all times through the use of gates and
guards. Onsite transportation of hazardous materials, wastes, and contaminated equipment that is
conducted entirely on DOE property is subject to applicable DOE directives and safety requirements set
forth in 10 CFR Part 830, Subpart B. Offsite transportation of hazardous materials, wastes, and
contaminated equipment from LANL over public highways is subject to applicable U.S. Department of
Transportation and EPA regulations, as well as applicable DOE directives.
The NRC “Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material” (10 CFR Part 71) regulations include
detailed packaging design requirements and package certification testing requirements. Complete
documentation of design and safety analysis and the results of required certification tests are submitted to
NRC to certify the package for use. This certification testing involves the following components: heat,
physical drop onto an unyielding surface, water submersion, puncture by dropping the package onto a steel
bar, and gas tightness.
Justice Assistance Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 3701–3799)—This act establishes emergency Federal law
enforcement assistance to state and local governments in responding to a “law enforcement emergency,”
defined as an uncommon situation that requires law enforcement, that is or threatens to become of serious
or epidemic proportions, and with respect to which state and local resources are inadequate to protect the
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lives and property of citizens or to enforce the criminal law. Emergencies that are not of an ongoing or
chronic nature (for example, the Mount Saint Helens volcanic eruption) are eligible for Federal law
enforcement assistance, including funds, equipment, training, intelligence information, and personnel.
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2021 et seq.)—This act
amends the Atomic Energy Act to specify that the Federal Government is responsible for disposal of
low-level radioactive waste generated by certain activities and that each state is responsible for disposal of
other low-level radioactive waste generated within its borders. It provides for and encourages interstate
compacts to carry out state responsibilities. As a result of this act, low-level radioactive waste owned or
generated by DOE remains the responsibility of the Federal Government.
Manhattan Project National Historical Park Study Act (Public Law 108-340)—This act directs the
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study on the preservation and interpretation of the historic sites of the
Manhattan Project for potential inclusion in the National Park System (October 18, 1998).
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.)—This act is intended to
protect birds that follow common migration patterns across the United States, Canada, Mexico, Japan, and
Russia. It regulates the harvest of migratory birds by specifying conditions such as mode of harvest,
hunting seasons, and bag limits. This act stipulates that it is unlawful, unless permitted by regulations, to
“pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, …any migratory bird…or any
part, nest, or egg of any such bird.” Although no permit for the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Project is required under this act, DOE is required to consult
with USFWS regarding impacts on migratory birds and to avoid or minimize these effects in accordance
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mitigation Policy. A split of authority currently exists between
Federal courts regarding whether this act applies to Federal agencies.
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)—The purposes of NEPA
are to (1) declare a national policy that will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between people
and their environment, (2) promote efforts that will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of people, (3) enrich the understanding of the ecological
systems and natural resources important to the Nation, and (4) establish a Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ). NEPA establishes a national policy requiring that Federal agencies consider the
environmental impacts of major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment before making decisions and taking actions to implement those decisions. Implementation of
NEPA requirements in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508) can result in a
categorical exclusion, an environmental assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact, or an EIS and
Record of Decision. This CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA requirements, CEQ
regulations for implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), and
“National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures” (10 CFR Part 1021; DOE Order 451.1B,
Change 1). It discusses reasonable alternatives and their potential environmental consequences.
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.)—This act requires that
sites with significant national historic value be placed on the National Register of Historic Places, which is
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. The major provisions of this act for DOE consideration are
Sections 106 and 110. Both sections aim to ensure that historic properties are appropriately considered in
planning Federal initiatives and actions. Section 106 is a specific, issue-related mandate to which Federal
agencies must adhere. It is a reactive mechanism driven by a Federal action. Section 110, in contrast, sets
out broad Federal agency responsibilities with respect to historic properties. It is a proactive mechanism
that emphasizes ongoing management of historic preservation sites and activities at Federal facilities. No
permits or certifications are required under this act.
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Section 106 requires the head of any Federal agency with direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed
Federal or federally assisted undertaking to ensure compliance with the provisions of the act. It compels
Federal agencies to “take into account” the effect of their projects on historical and archaeological
resources and to give the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on such
effects. Section 106 mandates consultation during Federal actions if the undertaking has the potential to
affect a historic property. This consultation normally involves State or Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers, or both, and may include other organizations and individuals, such as local governments and
American Indian tribes. If an adverse effect is found, the consultation often ends with the execution of a
Memorandum of Agreement that states how the adverse effect will be resolved.
The regulations implementing Section 106, found in 36 CFR Part 800, were revised on
December 12, 2000, to modify the process by which Federal agencies consider the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties and to provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with a
reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings, as required by Section 106 of this act. In
promulgating the new regulations, CEQ sought to better balance the interests and concerns of various users
of the Section 106 process, including Federal agencies, State Historic Preservation Officers, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers, American Indians and Native Hawaiians, industry, and the public.
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.)—This act
establishes a means for American Indians to request the return or repatriation of human remains and other
cultural items presently held by Federal agencies or federally assisted museums or institutions. This act
also contains provisions regarding the intentional excavation and removal of, inadvertent discovery of, and
illegal trafficking in American Indian human remains and cultural items. Major actions under this law
include the following: (1) establishing a review committee with monitoring and policymaking
responsibilities; (2) developing regulations for repatriation, including procedures for identifying lineal
descent or cultural affiliation needed for claims; (3) providing oversight of museum programs designed to
meet the inventory requirements and deadlines of this law; and (4) developing procedures to handle
unexpected discoveries of graves or grave goods during activities on Federal or tribal lands. All Federal
agencies that manage land or are responsible for archaeological collections obtained from their lands or
generated by their activities must comply with this act. DOE managers of ground-disturbing activities on
Federal and tribal lands are to be aware of the statutory provisions treating inadvertent discoveries of
American Indian remains and cultural objects. Regulations implementing this act are found in
43 CFR Part 10.
Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.)—Section 4 of the Noise Control Act
of 1972, as amended, directs all Federal agencies to carry out “to the fullest extent within their authority”
programs within their jurisdictions that further the national policy of promoting an environment free from
noise that jeopardizes health and welfare. Federal, state, and local agencies enforce the standards and
requirements of this act to regulate noise at facilities such as LANL. DOE must comply with this act for
any of the activities being considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.)—Section 4(b)(1) of the
Occupational Safety and Health Act exempts DOE and its contractors from the occupational safety
requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration. However, 29 U.S.C. 668 requires
Federal agencies to establish their own occupational safety and health programs for their places of
employment, consistent with Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards.
DOE Order 440.1A, Worker Protection Management for DOE Federal and Contractor Employees, states
that DOE will implement a written worker protection program that (1) provides a place of employment free
from recognized hazards that are causing or are likely to cause death or serious physical harm to their
employees, and (2) integrates all requirements contained in paragraphs 4a to 4l of DOE Order 440.1A;
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29 CFR Part 1960, “Basic Program Elements for Federal Employee Occupational Safety and Health
Programs and Related Matters;” and other related site-specific worker protection activities.
“Occupational Safety and Health Standards” (29 CFR Part 1910)—This regulation establishes
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements for employee safety in a variety of working
environments. It addresses employee emergency and fire prevention plans (Section 1910.38), hazardous
waste operations and emergency response (Section 1920.120), and hazards communication
(Section 1910.1200) to make employees aware of the dangers they face from hazardous materials in their
workplace. These regulations do not directly apply to Federal agencies. However, Section 19 of the
Occupational Safety and Health Act (29 U.S.C. 668) requires all Federal agencies to have occupational
safety programs “consistent” with Occupational Safety and Health Act standards.
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13101 et seq.)—This act establishes a national policy for
waste management and pollution control. Source reduction is given first preference, followed by
environmentally safe recycling, with disposal or releases to the environment as a last resort. In response to
the policies established by the Pollution Prevention Act, DOE committed to participation in the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act, Section 313, EPA 33/50 Pollution Prevention Program. The goal
for facilities involved in compliance with Section 313 was to achieve a 33 percent reduction (from a 1993
baseline) in the release of 17 priority chemicals by 1997. On November 12, 1999, then-U.S. Secretary of
Energy Bill Richardson established 14 pollution prevention and energy efficiency goals for DOE to build
environmental accountability and stewardship into DOE’s decisionmaking process. Under these goals,
DOE strives to minimize waste and maximize energy efficiency as measured by continuous cost-effective
improvements in the use of materials and energy, using the years 2005 and 2010 as interim measurement
points.
“Schedule C–Quantities of Radioactive Materials Requiring Consideration of the Need for an
Emergency Plan for Responding to a Release” (10 CFR 30.72, Schedule C)—This section of the
regulations provides a list that is the basis for both the public and private sector to determine whether the
radiological materials they handle must have an emergency response plan for unscheduled releases and is
one of the threshold criteria documents for DOE hazards assessments required by DOE Order 151.C,
Comprehensive Emergency Management System. The Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan,
dated May 1, 1996, primarily discusses offsite Federal response in support of state and local governments
with jurisdiction during a peacetime radiological emergency.
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 5121)—This act provides an orderly, continuing means of providing Federal Government
assistance to state and local governments in managing their responsibilities to alleviate suffering and
damage resulting from disasters. The President, in response to a state governor’s request, may declare an
“emergency” or “major disaster” to provide Federal assistance under this act. The President, in Executive
Order 12148, as amended, delegated all functions except those in Sections 301, 401, and 409 to the
Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The act provides for the appointment of a
Federal coordinating officer who will operate in the designated area with a state coordinating officer for the
purpose of coordinating state and local disaster assistance efforts with those of the Federal Government.
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. 300(f) et seq.)—The primary objective of the
Safe Drinking Water Act is to protect the quality of public drinking water supplies and sources. The
implementing regulations, administered by EPA unless delegated to the states, establish standards
applicable to public water systems. These regulations include maximum contaminant levels (including
those for radioactivity) in public water systems, which are defined as water systems with at least 15 service
connections that are used by year-round residents or regularly serve at least 25 year-round residents. EPA
regulations implementing the Safe Drinking Water Act are found in 40 CFR Parts 141 through 149. For
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radioactive material, the regulations specify that the average annual concentration of beta particles and
photon energy from manmade radionuclides in drinking water, as delivered to the user by such a system,
shall not produce a dose equivalent to the total body or an internal organ greater than 4 millirem per year.
They further specify a concentration limit for gross alpha particle activity (excluding radon and uranium)
of 15 picocuries per liter and for uranium of 0.03 milligrams per liter (40 CFR 141.66). Other programs
established by the Safe Drinking Water Act include the Sole Source Aquifer Program, the Wellhead
Protection Program, and the Underground Injection Control Program.
Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984
(42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.)—This act, as amended, governs the transportation, treatment, storage, and
disposal of hazardous and nonhazardous wastes. Under RCRA, which amended the Solid Waste Disposal
Act of 1965, EPA defines and identifies hazardous waste; establishes standards for its transportation,
treatment, storage, and disposal; and requires permits for persons engaged in hazardous waste activities.
Section 3006 of RCRA (42 U.S.C. 6926) allows states to establish and administer these permit programs
with EPA approval.
The EPA regulations implementing RCRA are found in 40 CFR Parts 260 through 283. The New Mexico
Environment Department is authorized to administer the RCRA program in New Mexico and issued the
RCRA operating permit. Regulations imposed on a generator or on a treatment, storage, or disposal
facility vary according to the type and quantity of hazardous waste generated, treated, stored, or disposed
of and the methods of treatment, storage, and disposal.
Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.)—This act provides EPA with the
authority to require testing of chemical substances entering the environment and to regulate them as
necessary. The law complements and expands existing toxic substance laws, such as Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act and Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. This act requires compliance with the inventory
reporting and chemical control provisions of the legislation to protect the public from risks of exposure to
chemicals.
This act also imposes strict limitations on the use and disposal of PCBs, chlorofluorocarbons, asbestos,
dioxins, certain metal-working fluids, and hexavalent chromium. EPA issued the disposal authorization
documents for management of its PCB waste disposal facility in Technical Area 54.
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579) and Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant Land Withdrawal Act Amendments (Public Law 104-201)—The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
Land Withdrawal Act withdrew land from the public domain for the purpose of creating and operating the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), the geologic repository in New Mexico designated as the national
disposal site for defense transuranic waste. The act also defined the characteristics and amount of waste
that can be disposed of at the facility. Amendments to the act exempt waste to be disposed of at WIPP
from the RCRA land disposal restrictions. Prior to sending any transuranic waste from LANL to WIPP,
DOE would have to determine whether the waste meets all statutory and regulatory requirements for
disposal at WIPP.
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5.4

Applicable Executive Orders

This section identifies environment-, health-, and safety-related Executive orders applicable to LANL
operations. Activities under all alternatives would need to be conducted in compliance with applicable
Executive orders. Chapter 3 describes the resources at LANL and Chapter 4 discusses the potential
impacts on those resources under each alternative. Consultations with applicable agencies and federally
recognized Native American nations, as required by these Executive orders, are discussed in Section 5.7.
Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (March 5, 1970), as
amended by Executive Orders 11541 (July 1, 1970) and 11991 (May 24, 1977)—This Executive order
requires Federal agencies to continually monitor and control their activities to (1) protect and enhance the
quality of the environment and (2) develop procedures to ensure the fullest practicable provision of timely
public information and understanding of Federal plans and programs that may have potential
environmental impact so that interested parties can submit their views. DOE has issued regulations
(10 CFR Part 1021) and DOE Order 451.1B, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program,
for compliance with this Executive order.
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (May 13, 1971)—
This Executive order directs Federal agencies to locate, inventory, and nominate properties under their
jurisdiction or control to the National Register of Historic Places if they qualify. This process requires
DOE to provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on the possible
impacts of proposed activities on any potentially eligible or listed resources.
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977)—This Executive order (implemented by
DOE in 10 CFR Part 1022) requires Federal agencies to avoid any short- or long-term adverse impacts on
wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative. Each agency must also provide opportunities for early
public review of any plans or proposals for new construction in wetlands.
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977)—This Executive order (implemented
by DOE in 10 CFR Part 1022) requires Federal agencies to establish procedures to ensure that the potential
effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are considered for any action undertaken in a
floodplain and that floodplain impacts are avoided to the extent practicable.
Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards (October 13, 1978), as
amended by Executive Order 12580, Superfund Implementation (January 23, 1987)—This Executive
order directs Federal agencies to comply with applicable administrative and procedural pollution control
standards established by, but not limited to, the Clean Air Act, the Noise Control Act, the Clean Water
Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Toxic Substances Control Act, and RCRA.
Executive Order 12148, Federal Emergency Management (July 20, 1979), as amended by Executive
Order 12919, National Defense Industrial Resources Preparedness, the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (Public Law 107-296), and Title 3 of U.S.C. Section 301—This Executive order transfers functions
and responsibilities associated with Federal emergency management to the director of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency. This order assigns the director the responsibility to establish Federal
policies for, and to coordinate all civil defense and civil emergency planning, management, mitigation, and
assistance functions of, Executive branch agencies. The amendment replaces the name “Federal
Emergency Management Agency” with “Department of Homeland Security” wherever it appears.
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Executive Order 12656, Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities
(November 18, 1988)—This Executive order assigns emergency preparedness responsibilities to Federal
departments and agencies.
Executive Order 12699, Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally Assisted or Regulated New Building
Construction (January 5, 1990)—This Executive order requires Federal agencies to do the following in a
cost-effective manner: (1) reduce risks to occupants of buildings owned, leased, or purchased by the
Federal Government or constructed with Federal assistance and to persons who would be affected by
failures of Federal buildings in earthquakes; (2) improve the capability of existing Federal buildings to
function during or after an earthquake; and (3) reduce earthquake losses of public buildings. Each Federal
agency responsible for the design and construction of a Federal building shall ensure that the building is
designed and constructed in accordance with appropriate seismic design and construction standards.
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994)—This Executive order requires each Federal agency
to identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.
The CEQ, which oversees the Federal Government’s compliance with Executive Order 12898 and NEPA,
has developed guidelines to assist Federal agencies in incorporating the goals of Executive Order 12898
into the NEPA process. This guidance, published in 1997, is intended to “…assist Federal agencies with
their NEPA procedures so that environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and addressed.”
As part of this process, DOE conducted an analysis to determine whether implementing any of the
proposed alternatives would result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority and lowincome populations. The results of this analysis are discussed in the environmental justice sections of
Chapter 4 of this CMRR-NF SEIS for each of the alternatives under consideration.
Executive Order 12938, Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (November 14, 1994)—This
Executive order states that the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons (“weapons of
mass destruction”) and the means of delivering such weapons constitute an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security, foreign policy, and economy of the United States and that a national
emergency would be declared to deal with that threat.
Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996)—This Executive order directs Federal
agencies to (1) accommodate access to and ceremonial use of American Indian sacred sites by their
religious practitioners and (2) avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites to the
extent practicable and when consistent with essential agency functions. Where appropriate, agencies are to
maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks
(April 21, 1997), as amended by Executive Order 13229 (October 9, 2001)—This Executive order
requires each Federal agency to give high priority to identifying and assessing environmental health risks
and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children and to ensure that its policies, programs,
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health or
safety risks.
Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species (February 3, 1999)—This Executive order requires Federal
agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species; to provide for their control; and to minimize their
economic, ecological, and human health impacts.
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Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
(November 6, 2000)—This Executive order supplements the Executive Memorandum (dated
April 29, 1994) entitled, “Government-to-Government Relations with Tribal Governments,” and states that
each Executive branch department and agency shall consult, to the greatest extent practicable and to the
extent permitted by law, with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect federally recognized
tribal governments. This order also states that each Executive branch department and agency shall assess
the impact of Federal Government plans, projects, programs, and activities on tribal trust resources and
assure that tribal government rights and concerns are considered during the development of such plans,
projects, programs, and activities.
Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds
(January 10, 2001)—This Executive order directs departments and agencies to take certain actions to
further implement the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Specifically, this order directs Federal agencies whose
direct activities will likely result in the take of migratory birds to develop and implement a Memorandum
of Understanding with USFWS to promote the conservation of bird populations.
Executive Order 13195, Trails for America in the 21st Century (January 18, 2001)—This Executive
order states that Federal agencies will, to the extent permitted by law and where practicable—and in
cooperation with tribes, states, local governments, and interested citizen groups—protect, connect,
promote, and assist trails of all types throughout the United States.
Executive Order 13287, Preserve America (March 3, 2003)—The goals of the initiative addressed by
this Executive order include a greater shared knowledge about the Nation’s past, strengthened regional
identities and local pride, increased local participation in preserving cultural and natural heritage assets,
and support for the economic vitality of our communities. This order establishes Federal policy to provide
leadership in preserving America’s heritage by actively advancing the protection, enhancement, and
contemporary use of the historic properties owned by the Federal Government and by promoting
intergovernmental cooperation and partnerships for the preservation and use of historic properties.
Executive Order 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation
Management (January 24, 2007)—This Executive order sets goals for Federal agencies to conduct their
environmental, transportation, and energy-related activities under the law in support of their respective
missions in an environmentally, economically, and fiscally sound, integrated, continuously improving,
efficient, and sustainable manner.
Executive Order 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance
(October 5, 2009)—The goals of this Executive order are to expand upon the energy reduction and
environmental performance requirements of Executive Order 13423. Executive Order 13514 sets
numerous Federal energy requirements in several areas, including accountability and transparency,
strategic sustainability performance planning, greenhouse gas management, sustainable buildings and
communities, water efficiency, electronic products and services, fleet and transportation management, and
pollution prevention and waste reduction. Activities under all of the alternatives would need to be
conducted to comply with this order.
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5.5

Applicable U.S. Department of Energy Directives and Regulations

The Atomic Energy Act authorizes DOE to establish standards to protect health and minimize the dangers
to life or property from activities under DOE’s jurisdiction. Through a series of DOE orders and
regulations, an extensive system of standards and requirements has been established to ensure safe
operation of DOE facilities.
DOE regulations are found in Title 10 of the CFR. These regulations address such areas as energy
conservation, administrative requirements and procedures, nuclear safety, and classified information. For
the purposes of this CMRR-NF SEIS, relevant regulations include “Procedural Rules for DOE Nuclear
Activities” (10 CFR Part 820), “Nuclear Safety Management” (10 CFR Part 830), “Occupational
Radiation Protection” (10 CFR Part 835), “National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures”
(10 CFR Part 1021), and “Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review
Requirements” (10 CFR Part 1022).
A number of DOE directives have been issued in support of environmental, safety, and health programs.
Many of these were revised and reorganized to reduce duplication and eliminate obsolete provisions. The
new DOE Directives System is organized by series, with each directive identified by three digits.
Directives can include policies, orders, notices, manuals, and guides.
Existing DOE directives (identified by four digits) are expected to be revised and converted to the new
DOE numbering system. All current directives are in effect without regard to the expiration date. The
major DOE directives pertaining to the alternatives of this CMRR-NF SEIS are listed in Table 5–2.
Table 5–2 Applicable U.S. Department of Energy Directives
DOE
Directive
Number
P 141.1
O 144.1
O 151.1C
O 153.1
O 221.1A
O 221.2A
O 221.3A
P 226.1B
O 226.1B
O 231.1B
M 231.1-2
O 410.1
O 410.2
O 413.1B
O 413.2B
O 413.3B
O 414.1D
P 420.1
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Title
Leadership/Management Planning
Department of Energy Management of Cultural Resources
Department of Energy American Indian Tribal Government Interactions and Policy
Comprehensive Emergency Management System
Departmental Radiological Emergency Response Assets
Information and Analysis
Reporting Fraud Waste and Abuse to the Office of Inspector General
Cooperation with the Office of Inspector General
Establishment of Management Decisions on Office of Inspector General Reports
DOE Oversight Policy
Implementation of DOE Oversight Policy
Environment, Safety and Health Reporting
Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information
Work Processes
Central Technical Authority Responsibilities Regarding Nuclear Safety
Requirements
Management of Nuclear Materials
Internal Control Program
Laboratory Directed Research and Development
Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets
Quality Assurance
“Department of Energy Nuclear Safety Policy”

Date
5-2-2001
1-16-2009
Chg 1: 11-6-2009
11-2-2005
6-27-2007
4-19-2008
2-25-2008
4-19-2008
4-25-2011
4-25-2011
6-27-2011
8-19-2003
8-28-2007
8-17-2009
10-28-08
4-19-2006
11-29-2011
4-25-2011
2-8-2011
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DOE
Directive
Number
O 420.1B
O 422.1
O 425.1D
P 426.1
O 426.1
O 426.2
O 430.1B

O 433.1B
P 434.1

Title
Facility Safety
Conduct of Operations
Verification of Readiness to Start Up or Restart Nuclear Facilities
Federal Technical Capability Policy for Defense Nuclear Facilities
Federal Technical Capability
Personnel Selection, Training, Qualification, and Certification Requirements for
DOE Nuclear Facilities
Real Property Asset Management

O 435.1

Maintenance Management Program for DOE Nuclear Facilities
Conduct and Approval of Select Agent and Toxin Work at Department of Energy
Sites
Radioactive Waste Management

M 435.1-1

Radioactive Waste Management Manual

O 436.1
O 440.1B
M 440.1-1A
P 441.1
M 441.1-1
O 450.2
P 450.4A
O 451.1B

Departmental Sustainability
Worker Protection Program for DOE (Including the National Nuclear Security
Administration) Federal Employees
DOE Explosives Safety Manual
DOE Radiological Health and Safety Policy
Nuclear Material Packaging Manual
Integrated Safety Management
Integrated Management Policy
National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program

O 452.1D
O 452.2D
M 452.2-1A
M 452.2-2
O 452.3
O 452.4B
O 452.6A
O 452.7
P 454.1
P 456.1

Nuclear Explosive and Weapon Surety Program
Nuclear Explosive Safety
Nuclear Explosive Safety Manual
Nuclear Explosive Safety Evaluation Processes
Management of the Department of Energy Nuclear Weapons Complex
Security and Use Control of Nuclear Explosives and Nuclear Weapons
Nuclear Weapon Surety Interface with the Department of Defense
Protection of Use Control Vulnerabilities and Designs
Use of Institutional Controls
Secretarial Policy Statement on Nanoscale Safety

O 456.1
O 457.1
M 457.1-1
O 460.1C
O 460.2A
M 460.2-1A
O 461.1B

The Safe Handling of Unbound Engineered Nanoparticles
Nuclear Counterterrorism
Control of Improvised Nuclear Device Information
Packaging and Transportation Safety
Departmental Materials Transportation and Packaging Management
Radioactive Material Transportation Practices Manual
Packaging and Transportation for Offsite Shipment of Materials of National Security
Interest

Date
12-22-2005
Chg 1: 4-19-10
6-29-2010
4-16-2010
12-10-1998
11-19-2009
4-21-2010
9-24-2003
Chg 1: 2-8-2008
Chg 2: 4-25-2011
4-21-2010
6-5-2009
7-9-1999
Chg 1: 8-28-2001
Certified 1-9-2007
7-9-1999
Chg 1: 6-19-2001
Certified 1-9-2007
Chg 2: 6-8-2011
5-2-2011
5-17-2007
Chg 1: 8-21-2007
1-9-2006
4-26-1996
3-7-2008
4-25-2011
4-25-2011
10-26-2000
Chg 1: 9-28-2001
Chg 2: 6-25-2010
4-14-2009
4-14-2009
4-14-2009
4-14-2009
6-8-2005
1-22-2010
4-14-2009
5-14-2010
4-9-2003
9-15-2005
Certified 9-23-2010
6-6-2011
2-7-2006
8-10-2006
5-14-2010
12-22-2004
6-4-2008
12-20-2010
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DOE
Directive
Number
O 461.2
O 462.1
P 470.1A
O 470.2B
O 470.3B
O 470.4A
M 470.4-1

M 470.4-5
N 470.5

Title
Onsite Packaging and Transfer or Transportation of Materials of National Security
Interest
Import and Export of Category 1 and 2 Radioactive Sources and Aggregated
Quantities
Safeguards and Security Program
Independent Oversight and Performance Assurance Program
Graded Security Protection (GSP) Policy
Safeguards and Security Program
Safeguards and Security Program Planning and Management

O 471.1B
O 471.3

Personnel Security
Implementation of Section 1072 of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2008
Identification and Protection of Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information
Identifying and Protecting Official Use Only Information

M 471.3-1

Manual for Identifying and Protecting Official Use Only Information

O 471.6
O 473.3
O 474.2
O 475.2A

Information Security
Protection Program Operation
Nuclear Material Control and Accountability
Identifying Classified Information
Environmental Quality and Impact
Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment
Nuclear Reactor Safety Design Criteria

O 458.1
O 5480.30

Date
4-26-2004
Chg 1: 10-31-2010
11-10-2008
12-29-2010
10-31-2002
8-12-2008
5-25-2007
8-26-2005
Chg 1: 3-7-2006
Chg 2: 10-20-2010
8-26-2005
8-12-2009
3-1-2010
4-9-2003
Chg. 1: 1-12-2011
4-9-2003
Chg. 1: 1-13-2011
6-20-2011
6-29-2011
6-27-2011
2-1-2011
2-11-2011
1-19-2003
Chg 1: 3-14-2001

M = Manual, N = Notice, O = Order, P = Policy.

5.6

Applicable State and Local Laws, Regulations, and Agreements

Certain environmental requirements, including some discussed in Section 5.3, have been delegated to state
authorities for implementation and enforcement. It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an
environmentally safe manner that complies with all applicable laws, regulations, and standards, including
state laws and regulations. A list of applicable state and local laws, regulations, and agreements is
provided in Table 5–3.

5-20

Chapter 5 – Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Other Requirements

Table 5–3 Applicable State and Local Regulations, and Agreements
Laws, Regulations,
Agreements
Endangered Plant
Species

Citation
New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC)
Title 19, Chapter 21, “Endangered Plants” (revised
November 30, 2006).
Agreement in Principle Between DOE and the
State of New Mexico, November 2000.

Requirements
Establishes plant species list and rules for
collection.

Federal Facility
Compliance Order

October 1995 (issued to both DOE and LANL).

Los Alamos County
Noise Restrictions
Environmental
Improvement Act

Los Alamos County Code, Chapter 8.28.

Order used by the New Mexico
Environment Department to enforce the
Federal Facility Compliance Act. It
requires compliance with the approved
LANL Site Treatment Plan, which
documents the development and use of
treatment capacities and technologies, as
well as use of offsite facilities for treating
mixed radioactive waste stored at LANL.
Imposes noise restrictions and makes
provisions for exceedances.
Aboveground tank regulations were
modified to include requirements for the
registration, installation, modification,
repair, and closure or removal of
aboveground storage tanks, as well as
release detection, record-keeping, and
financial responsibility in the state of
New Mexico.

Environmental Oversight
and Monitoring
Agreement

New Mexico Air Quality
Control Act

New Mexico Statutes Annotated (NMSA) 1978,
Sections 74-1-1 through 74-1-15; NMAC
Sections 20.5.1 through 20.5.17, August 15, 2003.
The New Mexico Environment Department
recently changed its regulations for storage tanks,
combining the regulations for aboveground and
underground storage tanks into the Petroleum
Storage Tank regulations. Petroleum Storage Tank
regulations are found in NMAC Sections 20.5.1
through 20.5.17; filed for publication in the
New Mexico Register on July 16, 2003; effective
August 15, 2003.
NMSA Chapter 74, “Environmental
Improvement,” Article 2, “Air Pollution” (revised
October 31, 2002), and implementing regulations
at NMAC Title 20, “Environmental Protection,”
Chapter 2, “Air Quality” (revised
October 31, 2002).

New Mexico Cultural
Properties Act

NMSA Chapter 18, “Libraries and Museums,”
Article 6, “Cultural Properties.”

New Mexico
Groundwater
Protection Act
New Mexico Hazardous
Chemicals Information
Act

NMSA Chapter 74, Article 6B, “Groundwater
Protection.”
NMSA Chapter 74, Article 4E-1, “Hazardous
Chemicals Information.”

Provides DOE support for state activities
in environmental oversight, monitoring,
access, and emergency response.

Establishes air quality standards and
requires a permit prior to construction or
modification of an air contaminant source.
Also requires an operating permit for
major producers of air pollutants and
imposes emission standards for hazardous
air pollutants.
Establishes the State Historic Preservation
Office and requirements to prepare an
archaeological and historic survey and
consult with the State Historic
Preservation Office.
Establishes state standards for
protection of groundwater from leaking
underground storage tanks.
Implements the hazardous chemical
information and toxic release reporting
requirements of the Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act
of 1986 (SARA Title III) for covered
facilities.
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Laws, Regulations,
Agreements
New Mexico Hazardous
Waste Act

Citation
NMSA Chapter 74, Article 4, “Hazardous Waste,”
and implementing regulations found in NMAC
Title 20, “Environmental Protection,” Chapter 4,
“Hazardous Waste” (revised June 14, 2000).

New Mexico Endangered
Plant Species Act
New Mexico Night Sky
Protection Act

NMSA Chapter 75, “Miscellaneous Natural
Resource Matters,” Article 6, “Endangered Plants.”
NMSA Chapter 74, Article 12, “Night Sky
Protection”: 74-12-1 to 74-12-10 (House
Bill 39/A, March 1, 1999).

New Mexico Radiation
Protection Act

NMSA Chapter 74, Article 3, “Radiation Control”
and implementing regulations found in NMAC
Title 20, Chapter 3, “Radiation Protection”
(revised April 15, 2004) “Environmental
Protection.”
NMSA Chapter 17, Article 2-14.

New Mexico Raptor
Protection Act

New Mexico Solid
Waste Act

New Mexico Water
Quality Act

New Mexico Wildlife
Conservation Act
Compliance Order on
Consent

Pueblo Accords

NMSA Chapter 74, Article 9, Solid Waste Act, and
implementing regulations found in NMAC
Title 20, “Environmental Protection,” Chapter 9,
“Solid Waste” (revised November 27, 2001).
NMSA Chapter 74, Article 6, “Water Quality,” and
implementing regulations found in NMAC
Title 20, “Environmental Protection,” Chapter 6,
“Water Quality” (revised February 16, 2006).
NMSA Chapter 17, “Game and Fish,” Article 2,
“Hunting and Fishing Regulations,” Part 3,
Wildlife Conservation Act.
March 1, 2005 (entered into by the State of
New Mexico, DOE, and the University of
California) (NMED 2005).
DOE 2006 Restatement of Accords with the
Pueblos of Cochiti, Jemez, Santa Clara, and
San Ildefonso.

NMAC Title 19, “Natural Resources and Wildlife,”
Threatened and
Chapter 33, “Threatened and Endangered Species,”
Endangered Species of
Section 19.33.6.8 (revised December 29, 2006).
New Mexico
LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory.
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Requirements
Establishes permit requirements for
construction, operation, modification, and
closure of a hazardous waste management
facility and establishes state standards for
cleanup of releases from leaking
underground storage tanks.
Requires coordination with the State of
New Mexico.
Regulates outdoor night lighting fixtures
to preserve and enhance the State of New
Mexico’s dark sky while promoting safety,
conserving energy, and preserving the
environment for astronomy.
Establishes state requirements for worker
protection.

Makes it unlawful to take, attempt to take,
possess, trap, ensnare, injure, maim, or
destroy any of the species of hawks, owls,
and vultures.
Requires permit prior to construction or
modification of a solid waste disposal
facility.
Establishes water quality standards and
requires a permit prior to the construction
or modification of a water discharge
source.
Requires a permit and coordination if a
project may disturb habitat or otherwise
affect threatened or endangered species.
Requires site investigations of known or
potentially contaminated sites at LANL
and cleanup in accordance with a specified
process and schedule.
Set forth the specifications for maintaining
a government-to-government relationship
between DOE and each of the four
pueblos closest to LANL.
Establishes the list of threatened and
endangered species.
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5.7

Consultations

5.7.1

Consultations Requirements

Certain laws and Executive orders require consultation and coordination by DOE with other governmental
entities, including other Federal agencies, state and local agencies, and federally recognized Native
American nations. These consultations must occur on a timely basis and are generally required before any
land disturbance can begin. Most of these consultations are related to biotic resources, cultural resources,
and Native American rights.
The biotic resource consultations generally pertain to the potential for activities to disturb sensitive species
or habitats. Cultural resource consultations relate to the potential for disruption of important cultural
resources and archaeological sites. Native American consultations concern the sovereign rights of tribal
nations regarding the potential for disturbance of ancestral sites and the traditional practices.
5.7.1.1

Ecological Resources

With respect to biotic resources, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has determined
that the proposed action would be similar to those described as acceptable in the Los Alamos National
Laboratory Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan (LANL 2011c); however,
consultation by NNSA is necessary to comply with the provisions of 50 CFR Part 402 (Section 7),
“Interagency Cooperation – Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.” NNSA initiated consultation
with USFWS, as the Federal agency with regulatory responsibility for the Endangered Species Act, in
April 2003 regarding the CMRR Facility (that is, the CMRR Nuclear Facility and the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building). Subsequent consultations occurred in February 2005, January 2006,
August 2007, June 2009, and May 2011.
Consultations resulted in concurrence by USFWS with NNSA’s determination that construction and
operation of the CMRR Facility in Technical Area 55, including use of other areas for construction support
activities, may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, either individuals of threatened or endangered
species currently listed by USFWS or their critical habitat at LANL (see USFWS responses in
Section 5.7.2).
5.7.1.2

Cultural Resources

Although the CMRR Nuclear Facility site in Technical Area 55 has already been excavated for the purpose
of geologic characterization (no cultural resources were found) and other associated sites required for the
project were selected because cultural resource sites either were not present or could easily be avoided, the
LANL staff would further evaluate whether any of the subject activities would affect eligible or potentially
eligible cultural resources prior to any ground-disturbing activities. A Plan for the Management of the
Cultural Heritage at Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico (Cultural Resources Management
Plan) (LANL 2006a), is a comprehensive institutional plan that defines the responsibilities, requirements,
and methods for managing cultural resources at LANL. It provides an overview of the cultural resources
program and establishes procedures for effective compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act,
as well as with other historic preservation laws specific to the cultural heritage of LANL. The Cultural
Resources Management Plan makes the public aware of the stewardship responsibilities of and actions
taken by NNSA to manage cultural resources at LANL. It also provides a framework for consultation with
and visitation of resources by local pueblos and tribes. In accordance with the Cultural Resources
Management Plan, a cultural resource assessment is made of areas that may be affected by the proposed
project. NNSA officially notifies the pueblos and tribes that are culturally affiliated with the area now
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occupied by LANL regarding proposed CMRR-NF project activities that have a potential to affect their
respective cultural resources. The Cultural Resources Management Plan and its associated implementing
Programmatic Agreement were approved by the Los Alamos Site Office, the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in 2000. An updated Cultural
Resources Management Plan was approved and a new Programmatic Agreement was signed in 2006. A
review (conducted every 5 years) of the Cultural Resources Management Plan is currently underway;
when approved it will lead to a new Programmatic Agreement.
Should any adverse impacts be identified as a result of activities evaluated in this CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA
would work with the State Historic Preservation Office, as well as any of the culturally affiliated pueblos
and tribes, to resolve any adverse effects. Previous consultation documents regarding the CMRR Project
are not listed because they contain protected information about the location of culturally sensitive sites.
5.7.1.3

Federally Recognized Native American Nations

DOE is aware of and in compliance with Executive Order 13175, which requires all Federal agencies to
engage in consultation and coordination with tribal governments on matters of mutual concern. Consistent
with that order, DOE promulgated DOE Order 144.1 to provide further amplifying guidance. Acting
under that order, the Los Alamos Site Office continues its long-standing practice of engaging area tribal
authorities through several mechanisms. The mechanisms include specific Accords between DOE and
four Pueblo governments (Cochiti, San Ildefonso, Jemez, and Santa Clara) whose lands are adjacent to or
near LANL. The Accords set forth the specifications for maintaining a government-to-government
relationship between DOE and each of the four Pueblos. These Accords have been in place since 1992,
and are renewed periodically.
Further, NNSA requires the LANL contractor to incorporate provisions of DOE Order 144.1 into its
management of LANL. Beyond engagement with the four Accord Pueblos, continuous liaison is
maintained with member tribes of the Eight Northern Indian Pueblos Council, the All Indian Pueblos
Council, and others as relevant to the programs and activities of the site. NNSA and the site contractor
have frequent informational and coordinating meetings with federally recognized tribes. For example,
monthly meetings are held with Santa Clara Pueblo representatives, quarterly government-to-government
consultations are held with Pueblo of San Ildefonso representatives, and joint semi-annual meetings are
held by DOE Environmental Management and NNSA with all nuclear-impacted tribes across the country,
including those surrounding LANL.
In addition to addressing environmental and other concerns, these formal interactions have led to mutually
beneficial economic engagements. In fiscal year 2010, LANL awarded over $100 million in contracts to
Native American and tribally owned businesses and additional substantial contracts have been awarded in
fiscal year 2011.
With respect to this CMRR-NF SEIS, in addition to activities undertaken in accordance with the Cultural
Resources Management Plan, NNSA notified the tribal governments in the seven northern counties of
New Mexico and offered to provide individual briefings. Several briefings were held, including formal
briefings to the duly assembled Tribal Council of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, and the duly assembled
Council of the Santa Clara Pueblo. Further, leaders of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, Santa Clara Pueblo,
and the Eight Northern Indian Pueblos Council have toured the CMRR Project on several occasions.
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5.7.2

Consultation Letters

Consultation letters associated with this CMRR-NF SEIS are attached at the end of this section. They
include correspondence from USFWS in response to requests for Section 7 consultation under the
Endangered Species Act.
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6 GLOSSARY
actinide — Any member of the group of elements with atomic numbers from 89 (actinium) to
103 (lawrencium), including uranium and plutonium. All members of this group are radioactive.
activation products — Nuclei, usually radioactive, formed by bombardment and absorption in material
with neutrons, protons, or other nuclear particles.
active fault — A fault that is likely to have another earthquake sometime in the future. Faults are
commonly considered to be active if they have moved one or more times in the last 10,000 years
(i.e., during the Quaternary Period).
acute exposure — A single, short-term exposure to a radiation source, a toxic substance, or other stressors
that may result in biological harm. Pertaining to radiation, the absorption of a relatively large amount of
radiation (or intake of radioactive material) over a short period of time.
administrative control level — A dose level that is established well below the regulatory limit to
administratively control and help reduce individual and collective radiation doses. Facility management
should establish an annual facility administrative control level that should, to the extent feasible, be more
restrictive than the more general administrative control level.
aggregate — Any of various loose, particulate materials, such as sand, gravel, or pebbles, added to a
cementing agent to make concrete, plaster, or grout.
air pollutant — Generally, an airborne substance that could, in high enough concentrations, harm living
things or cause damage to materials. From a regulatory perspective, an air pollutant is a substance for
which emissions or atmospheric concentrations are regulated or for which maximum guideline levels have
been established due to potential harmful effects on human health and welfare.
air quality control region — Geographic subdivisions of the United States, designed to deal with pollution
on a regional or local level. Some regions span more than one state.
alluvium (alluvial) — Unconsolidated, poorly sorted detrital sediments ranging from clay to gravel sizes
deposited by streams.
alpha particle — A positively charged particle ejected spontaneously from the nuclei of some radioactive
elements. It is identical to a helium nucleus and has a mass number of 4 and an electrostatic charge of +2.
It has low penetrating power and a short range (a few centimeters in air). (See alpha radiation.)
alpha radiation — A strongly ionizing, but weakly penetrating, form of radiation consisting of positively
charged alpha particles emitted spontaneously from the nuclei of certain elements during radioactive decay.
Alpha radiation is the least penetrating of the four common types of ionizing radiation (alpha, beta,
gamma, and neutron). Even the most energetic alpha particle generally fails to penetrate the layers of dead
cells covering the skin and can be easily stopped by a sheet of paper. Alpha radiation is most hazardous
when an alpha-emitting source resides inside an organism. (See alpha particle.)
A.M. peak hour — The highest design hour of traffic on a roadway in the morning (A.M.) hours.
A.M. hours are typically between 7 and 9 A.M.
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ambient air — The surrounding atmosphere as it exists around people, plants, and structures.
ambient air quality standards — The level of pollutants in the air prescribed by regulations that may not
be exceeded during a specified time in a defined area. Air quality standards are used to provide a measure
of the health-related and visual characteristics of the air.
analytical chemistry — The branch of chemistry that deals with the separation, identification, and
determination of the components of a sample.
annual average daily traffic (AADT) — The total volume of traffic passing a point or segment of a
highway in both directions for 1 year divided by the number of days in a year.
aquatic — Living or growing in, on, or near water.
aquifer — A body of rock or sediment that is capable of transmitting groundwater and yielding usable
quantities of water to wells or springs.
archaeological sites (resources) — Any location where humans have altered the terrain or discarded
artifacts during either prehistoric or historic times.
areas of environmental interest (AEI) — Areas within Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) that are
being managed and protected because of their significance to biological or other resources. Habitats of
threatened and endangered species that occur or may occur at LANL are designated as AEIs. In general, a
threatened and endangered species AEI consists of a core area that contains important breeding or
wintering habitat for a specific species and a buffer area around the core area. The buffer protects the area
from disturbances that would degrade the value of the core area to the species.
artifact — An object produced or shaped by human workmanship of archaeological or historical interest.
arterial roadway — A roadway that primarily serves through traffic and that secondarily provides access
to adjoining properties.
as low as is reasonably achievable (ALARA) — An approach to radiation protection to manage and
control worker and public exposures (both individual and collective) and releases of radioactive material to
the environment to as far below applicable limits as social, technical, economic, practical, and public
policy considerations permit. ALARA is not a dose limit, but, rather, a process for minimizing doses to as
far below limits as is practicable.
atmospheric dispersion — The process of air pollutants being dispersed in the atmosphere. This occurs by
wind that carries the pollutants away from their source, by turbulent air motion that results from solar
heating of the Earth's surface, and by air movement over rough terrain and surfaces.
Atomic Energy Commission — A five-member commission, established by the Atomic Energy Act of
1946, to supervise nuclear weapons design, development, manufacturing, maintenance, modification, and
dismantlement. In 1974, the Atomic Energy Commission was abolished, and all functions were transferred
to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the Administrator of the Energy Research and
Development Administration. The Energy Research and Development Administration was later
terminated, and functions vested by law in the Administrator were transferred to the Secretary of Energy.
atomic number — The number of positively charged protons in the nucleus of an atom or the number of
electrons in an electrically neutral atom.
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attainment area — An area that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has designated as being in
compliance with one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead, and particulate matter. An area may be in attainment for some
pollutants, but not for others. (See ambient air quality standards, nonattainment area, and particulate
matter.)
attractiveness level — A categorization of nuclear material types and compositions that reflects the relative
ease of processing and handling required to convert a material to a nuclear explosive device.
barrier — Any material or structure that prevents or substantially delays movement of radionuclides
toward the accessible environment.
basalt — The most common volcanic rock, dark gray to black in color, high in iron and magnesium, and
low in silica. It is typically found in lava flows.
baseline — The existing environmental conditions against which impacts of a proposed action and its
alternatives can be compared.
bearing capacity — Capacity of soil to support the loads applied to the ground.
beryllium — An extremely lightweight element with the atomic number 4. It is metallic and is used in
reactors as a neutron reflector.
best management practices (BMPs) — Structural, nonstructural, and managerial techniques, to prevent or
reduce negative impacts or to promote positive impacts. They are the most effective and practical means
for controlling impacts that are compatible with the productive use of the resource to which they are
applied. BMPs are used in both urban and agricultural areas. BMPs can include schedules of activities;
prohibitions of practices; maintenance procedures; treatment requirements; operating procedures; and
practices to control site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material
storage.
beta particle — A particle emitted in the radioactive decay of many radionuclides. A beta particle is
identical to an electron. It has a short range in air and a small ability to penetrate other materials.
block — A U.S. Census Bureau term describing small areas bounded on all sides by visible features or
political boundaries; used in tabulation of census data.
bound — To use simplifying assumptions and analytical methods in an analysis of impacts or risks such
that the result overestimates, or describes an upper limit on (i.e., “bounds”), potential impacts or risks.
cancer — The name given to a group of diseases characterized by uncontrolled cellular growth, with cells
having invasive characteristics such that the disease can transfer from one organ to another.
capable fault — A fault that has exhibited one or more of the following characteristics: (1) movement at or
near the ground surface at least once within the past 35,000 years, or movement of a recurring nature
within the past 500,000 years; (2) macroseismicity instrumentally determined with records of sufficient
precision to demonstrate a direct relationship with the fault; and/or (3) a structural relationship to a capable
fault according to characteristic (1) or (2) above, such that movement on one could reasonably be expected
to be accompanied by movement on the other.
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carbon dioxide — A colorless, odorless gas that naturally occurs in the atmosphere; it also results from
fossil fuel combustion and biomass burning.
carbon dioxide equivalent — A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse
gases based upon their global warming potential (GWP). The carbon dioxide equivalent for a gas is
derived by multiplying the tons of the gas by the associated GWP. As the reference gas, carbon dioxide
has a GWP of 1.
carbon monoxide — A colorless, odorless, poisonous gas produced by incomplete fossil fuel combustion.
carcinogen — An agent that may cause cancer. Ionizing radiation is a physical carcinogen; there are also
chemical and biological carcinogens. Biological carcinogens may be external (e.g., viruses) or internal
(genetic defects).
cask — A heavily shielded container used to store or ship radioactive materials.
categories of special nuclear material (Categories I, II, III, and IV) — A designation determined by the
quantity and type of special nuclear material or a designation of a special nuclear material location based
on the type and form of the material and the amount of nuclear material present. A designation of the
significance of special nuclear material based upon the material type, form of the material, and amount of
material present in an item, grouping of items, or in a location.
cavate — Consists of a room carved into a cliff face within the Bandelier Tuff geological formation. The
category includes isolated cavates, multi-roomed contiguous cavates, and groups of adjacent cavates that
together form a cluster or complex.
cell — See hot cell.
Class I areas — Specifically designated areas where the degradation of air quality is stringently restricted
(e.g., many national parks and wilderness areas). (See Prevention of Significant Deterioration.)
Class II areas — Most of the country not designated as Class I is designated as Class II. Class II areas are
generally cleaner than air quality standards require, and moderate increases in new pollution are allowed
after an impacts review mandated by regulations.
classified information — (1) Information that has been determined pursuant to Executive Order 12958,
any successor order, or the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 2011) to require
protection against unauthorized disclosure; (2) certain information requiring protection against
unauthorized disclosure in the interest of national defense and security or foreign relations of the
United States pursuant to Federal statute or Executive order.
climbing lane — A passing lane added on an upgrade to allow traffic to pass heavy vehicles whose speeds
are reduced.
collective dose — The sum of the individual doses received in a given period of time by a specified
population from exposure to a specified source of radiation. Collective dose is expressed in units of
person-rem or person-sieverts.
collector roadway — A roadway that primarily serves to provide access to adjoining properties and to
provide traffic circulation within the local area.
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colluvium (colluvial) — A loose deposit of rock debris accumulated at the base of a cliff or slope.
community (biotic) — All plants and animals occupying a specific area under relatively similar conditions.
community (environmental justice) — A group of people or a site within a spatial scope exposed to risks
that potentially threaten health, ecology, or land values or who are exposed to industry that stimulates
unwanted noise, smells, industrial traffic, particulate matter, or other nonaesthetic impacts.
computational modeling — Use of a computer to develop a mathematical model of a complex system or
process and to provide conditions for testing it.
conformity — Conformity is defined in the Clean Air Act as (1) an action’s compliance with an
implementation plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, (2) expeditious attainment of such standards, and (3) assurance
that such activities will not: cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area; increase
the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or delay timely attainment of
any standard, required interim emission reduction, or other milestones in any area.
contact-handled waste — Radioactive waste or waste packages whose external dose rate is low enough to
permit contact handling by humans during normal waste management activities (typically, waste with a
surface dose rate not greater than 200 millirem per hour). (See remote-handled waste.)
container — Regarding radioactive waste, the metal envelope in the waste package that provides the
primary containment function of the waste package, which is designed to meet the containment
requirements of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 60 (10 CFR Part 60).
contamination — The deposition of undesirable radioactive material on the surfaces of structures, areas,
objects, or people.
criteria pollutants — An air pollutant that is regulated by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency must describe the characteristics and potential health and
welfare effects that form the basis for setting, or revising, the standard for each regulated pollutant. Criteria
pollutants include sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead, and two size classes of
particulate matter, less than 10 micrometers (0.0004 inches) in diameter, and less than 2.5 micrometers
(0.0001 inches) in diameter. New pollutants may be added to, or removed from, the list of criteria
pollutants as more information becomes available.
critical habitat — Habitat essential to the conservation of an endangered or threatened species that has
been designated as critical by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service
following the procedures outlined in the Endangered Species Act and its implementing regulations
(50 CFR Part 424). (See endangered species and threatened species.)
The lists of critical habitats can be found in 50 CFR 17.95 (fish and wildlife), 50 CFR 17.96 (plants), and
50 CFR Part 226 (marine species).
criticality — The condition in which a system is capable of sustaining a nuclear chain reaction.
cultural resources — Archaeological sites, historical sites, architectural features, traditional use areas, and
Native American sacred sites.
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cumulative impacts — Impacts on the environment that result when the incremental impact of a proposed
action is added to the impacts from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (Federal or non–Federal) or person undertakes the other actions. Cumulative impacts can
result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time
(40 CFR 1508.7).
curie — A unit of radioactivity equal to 37 billion disintegrations per second (i.e., 37 billion becquerels);
also, a quantity of any radionuclide or mixture of radionuclides having 1 curie of radioactivity.
day–night average sound level — The 24-hour, “A-weighted” equivalent sound level expressed in
decibels. A 10-decibel penalty is added to sound levels between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. to account for
increased annoyance due to noise during night hours.
decibel (dB) — A unit for expressing the relative intensity of sounds on a logarithmic scale from 0 for the
average least perceptible sound to about 130 for the average level at which sound causes pain to humans.
For traffic and industrial noise measurements, the A-weighted decibel (dBA), a frequency-weighted noise
unit, is widely used. The dBA scale corresponds approximately to the frequency response of the human
ear and thus correlates well with loudness.
decibel, A-weighted (dBA) — A unit of frequency-weighted sound pressure level, measured by the use of
a metering characteristic and the “A” weighting specified by the American National Standards Institution
(ANSI S1.4-1983 [R1594]) that accounts for the frequency response of the human ear.
decommissioning — Retirement of a facility, including any necessary decontamination and/or
dismantlement.
decontamination — The actions taken to reduce or remove substances that pose a substantial present or
potential hazard to human health or the environment, such as radioactive or chemical contamination from
facilities, equipment, or soils by washing, heating, chemical or electrochemical action, mechanical
cleaning, or other techniques.
defense-in-depth — The use of multiple, independent protection elements combined in a layered manner
so that the system capabilities do not depend on a single component to maintain effective protection
against defined threats.
degrees Centigrade (° C) — A unit for measuring temperature using the Centigrade scale in which the
freezing point of water is 0° and the boiling point is 100°.
degrees Fahrenheit (° F) — A unit for measuring temperature using the Fahrenheit scale in which the
freezing point of water is 32° and the boiling point is 212°.
depleted uranium — Uranium whose content of the fissile isotope uranium-235 is less than the 0.7 percent
(by weight) found in natural uranium, so that it contains more uranium-238 than natural uranium.
deposition — In geology, the laying down of potential rock-forming materials; sedimentation. In
atmospheric transport, the settling out on ground and building surfaces of atmospheric aerosols and
particles (“dry deposition”), or their removal from the air to the ground by precipitation (“wet deposition”
or “rainout”).
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design basis — For nuclear facilities, information that identifies the specific functions to be performed by
a structure, system, or component, and the specific values (or ranges of values) chosen for controlling
parameters for reference bounds for design. These values may be: restraints derived from generally
accepted state-of-the-art practices for achieving functional goals; requirements derived from analysis
(based on calculation and/or experiments) of the effects of a postulated accident for which a structure,
system, or component must meet its functional goals; or requirements derived from Federal safety
objectives, principles, goals, or requirements.
design-basis earthquake — The earthquake that a system, component, or structure is designed to
withstand and maintain a certain level of performance. For a performance category 3 facility, the designbasis earthquake has a return period of 2,500 years.
design-basis threat — The elements of a threat postulated for the purpose of establishing requirements for
safeguards and security programs, systems, components, equipment, and information. (See threat.)
design response spectra (DRS) — Response spectra used for design. The DRS are equal to the product of
the Uniform Hazard Response Spectra and the Design Factor and are defined at a control location in the
free field.
detention pond — An area where excess stormwater is collected and stored or held temporarily to prevent
flooding and erosion.
diversion — The unauthorized removal of nuclear material from its approved use or authorized location.
dose (radiological) — A generic term meaning absorbed dose, dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent,
committed dose equivalent, committed effective dose equivalent, or committed equivalent dose. It is a
measure of the energy imparted to matter by ionizing radiation. The unit of dose is the rem or rad. (See
dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent, and rad.)
dose equivalent — A measure of radiological dose that correlates with biological effect on a common scale
for all types of ionizing radiation. Defined as a quantity equal to the absorbed dose in tissue multiplied by
a quality factor (the biological effectiveness of a given type of radiation) and all other necessary modifying
factors at the location of interest. The units of dose equivalent are the rem and sievert.
drinking water standards — The level of constituents or characteristics in a drinking water supply
specified in regulations under the Safe Drinking Water Act as the maximum permissible.
ecosystem — A community of organisms and their physical environment interacting as an ecological unit.
effective dose equivalent — The dose value obtained by multiplying the dose equivalents received by
specified tissues or organs of the body by the appropriate weighting factors applicable to the tissues or
organs irradiated, and then summing all of the resulting products. It includes the dose from internal and
external radiation sources. The effective dose equivalent is expressed in units of rem or sieverts.
effluent — A waste stream flowing into the atmosphere, surface water, ground water, or soil. Most
frequently, the term applies to wastes discharged to surface waters.
emission — A material discharged into the atmosphere from a source operation or activity.
emission standards — Legally enforceable limits on the quantities and/or kinds of air contaminants that
can be emitted into the atmosphere.
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endangered species — Plants or animals that are in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion
of their ranges and that have been listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the
National Marine Fisheries Service following the procedures outlined in the Endangered Species Act and its
implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 424). The lists of endangered species can be found in
50 CFR 17.11 (wildlife), 50 CFR 17.12 (plants), and 50 CFR 222.23(a) (marine organisms).
engineered backfill — Material that is specially prepared to refill the excavation surrounding the building
and restore the former ground surface.
enriched uranium — Uranium whose content of the fissile isotope uranium-235 is greater than the
0.7 percent (by weight) found in natural uranium. (See uranium and highly enriched uranium.)
environment, safety, and health requirements — In the context of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
encompasses those requirements, activities, and functions in the conduct of all DOE and DOE-controlled
operations that are concerned with impacts on the biosphere; compliance with environmental laws,
regulations, and standards controlling air, water, and soil pollution; limiting the risks to the well-being of
both the operating personnel and the general public; and protecting property against accidental loss and
damage. Typical activities and functions related to this program include, but are not limited to,
environmental protection, occupational safety, fire protection, industrial hygiene, health physics,
occupational medicine, process and facility safety, nuclear safety, emergency preparedness, quality
assurance, and radioactive and hazardous waste management.
environmental impact statement (EIS) — The detailed written statement required by Section 102(2)(C) of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for a proposed major Federal action significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment. A U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) EIS is prepared in accordance
with applicable requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations in 40 CFR
Parts 1500–1508 and the DOE NEPA regulations in 10 CFR Part 1021. The statement includes, among
other information, discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and all reasonable
alternatives; adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented; the
relationship between short-term uses of the human environment and enhancement of long-term
productivity; and any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources.
environmental justice — The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including
racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of Federal,
state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Executive Order 12898 directs Federal agencies to make
achieving environmental justice part of their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately
high and adverse effects of agency programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income
populations.
ephemeral watercourse — A stream that flows only after a period of heavy precipitation.
fault — A fracture or a zone of fractures within a rock formation along which vertical, horizontal, or
transverse slippage has occurred. A normal fault occurs when the hanging wall has been depressed in
relation to the footwall. A reverse fault occurs when the hanging wall has been raised in relation to the
footwall.
fault escarpment — A steep slope or long cliff that results from faulting and separates two relatively level
areas of differing elevations.
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fissile materials —
General definition: Although sometimes used as a synonym for fissionable material, this term has
acquired a more restricted meaning; namely, any material fissionable by low-energy (i.e., thermal or
slow) neutrons. Fissile materials include uranium-235, uranium-233, plutonium-239, and
plutonium-241.
Definition specific to hazardous materials transportation: Plutonium-238, plutonium-239,
plutonium-241, uranium-233, uranium-235, or any combination of these radionuclides. The definition
does not apply to nonirradiated natural uranium and depleted uranium, and natural uranium or depleted
uranium that has been irradiated in a thermal reactor. Certain additional exceptions are provided in
49 CFR 173.453.
fission — A nuclear transformation that is typically characterized by the splitting of a heavy nucleus into at
least two other nuclei, the emission of one or more neutrons, and the release of a relatively large amount of
energy. Fission of heavy nuclei can occur spontaneously or be induced by neutron bombardment.
fission products — Nuclei (fission fragments) formed by the fission of heavy elements, plus the nuclides
formed by the fission fragments’ radioactive decay.
floodplain — The lowlands and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters and the floodprone areas of offshore islands. Floodplains include, at a minimum, that area with at least a 1.0 percent
chance of being inundated by a flood in any given year.
The base floodplain is defined as the area that has a 1.0 percent or greater chance of being flooded in any
given year. Such a flood is known as a 100-year flood.
The critical action floodplain is defined as the area that has at least a 0.2 percent chance of being flooded
in any given year. Such a flood is known as a 500-year flood. Any activity for which even a slight chance
of flooding would be too great (e.g., the storage of highly volatile, toxic, or water-reactive materials)
should not occur in the critical action floodplain.
The probable maximum flood is the hypothetical flood considered to be the most severe reasonably
possible flood, based on the comprehensive hydrometeorological application of maximum precipitation
and other hydrological factors favorable for maximum flood runoff (e.g., sequential storms and
snowmelts). It is usually several times larger than the maximum recorded flood.
formation — In geology, the primary unit of formal stratigraphic mapping or description. Most formations
possess certain distinctive features.
freeway — A multilane divided highway with a minimum of two lanes in each direction and full access
control.
fugitive emissions — (1) Emissions that do not pass through a stack, vent, chimney, or similar opening
where they could be captured by a control device, or (2) any air pollutant emitted to the atmosphere other
than from a stack. Sources of fugitive emissions include pumps; valves; flanges; seals; area sources such
as ponds, lagoons, landfills, or piles of stored material (e.g., coal); and road construction areas or other
areas where earthwork is occurring.
fumarolic — Pertaining to a vent in the ground surface, located in or near a volcano, from which hot
gases, especially steam, are emitted.
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gamma radiation — High-energy, short wavelength, electromagnetic radiation emitted from the nucleus
of an atom during radioactive decay. Gamma radiation frequently accompanies alpha and beta emissions
and always accompanies fission. Gamma rays are very penetrating and are best stopped or shielded by
dense materials, such as lead or depleted uranium. Gamma rays are similar to, but are usually more
energetic than, x-rays.
geology — The science that deals with the Earth: the materials, processes, environments, and history of
the planet, including rocks and their formation and structure.
glovebox — A large enclosure that separates workers from equipment used to process hazardous material
while allowing the workers to be in physical contact with the equipment; normally constructed of stainless
steel, with large laminated safety-glass windows. Workers have access to equipment through the use of
heavy-duty, lead-impregnated rubber gloves, the cuffs of which are sealed in portholes in the glovebox
windows.
ground motion attenuation relationships — Predictions of ground motion parameters using a simplified
model in which the effects of the earthquake source are represented by earthquake magnitude or moment.
groundwater — Water below the ground surface in a zone of saturation.
Related definition: Subsurface water is all water that exists in the interstices of soil, rocks, and sediment
below the land surface, including soil moisture, capillary fringe water, and groundwater. That part of
subsurface water in interstices completely saturated with water is called groundwater.
habitat — The environment occupied by individuals of a particular species, population, or community.
half-life — The time in which one-half of the atoms of a particular radionuclide disintegrate to another
nuclear form. Half-lives for specific radionuclides vary from millionths of a second to billions of years.
Hazard Quotient — The value used as an assessment of non-cancer-associated toxic effects of chemicals,
e.g., kidney or liver dysfunction. It is a ratio of the estimated exposure to that exposure at which it would
be expected that adverse health effects would begin to be produced. It is independent of cancer risk, which
is calculated only for those chemicals identified as carcinogens.
hazards classification — The process of identifying the potential threat to human health of a chemical
substance.
hazardous air pollutants — Air pollutants not covered by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards,
but that may present a threat of adverse human health or environmental effects. Those specifically listed in
40 CFR 61.01 are asbestos, benzene, beryllium, coke oven emissions, inorganic arsenic, mercury,
radionuclides, and vinyl chloride. More broadly, hazardous air pollutants are any of the 189 pollutants
listed in or pursuant to Section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act. Very generally, hazardous air pollutants are
any air pollutants that may realistically be expected to pose a threat to human health or welfare.
hazardous chemical — Under 29 CFR Part 1910, Subpart Z, hazardous chemicals are defined as “any
chemical which is a physical hazard or a health hazard.” Physical hazards include combustible liquids,
compressed gases, explosives, flammables, organic peroxides, oxidizers, pyrophorics, and reactives. A
health hazard is any chemical for which there is good evidence that acute or chronic health effects occur in
exposed individuals. Hazardous chemicals include carcinogens; toxic or highly toxic agents; reproductive
toxins; irritants; corrosives; sensitizers; hepatotoxins; nephrotoxins; agents that act on the hematopoietic
system; and agents that damage the lungs, skin, eyes, or mucous membranes.
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hazardous material — A material, including a hazardous substance, as defined by 49 CFR 171.8, that
poses a risk to health, safety, and property when transported or handled.
hazardous substance — Any substance subject to the reporting and possible response provisions of the
Clean Water Act and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.
hazardous waste — A category of waste regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). To be considered hazardous, a waste must be a solid waste under RCRA and must exhibit at
least one of four characteristics described in 40 CFR 261.20–261.24 (i.e., ignitability, corrosivity,
reactivity, or toxicity) or be specifically listed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in
40 CFR 261.31 through 261.33.
high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter — An air filter capable of removing at least 99.97 percent of
particles 0.3 micrometers (about 0.00001 inches) in diameter. These filters include a pleated fibrous
medium, typically fiberglass, capable of capturing very small particles.
high-level radioactive waste — High-level radioactive waste is the highly radioactive waste material
resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly in
reprocessing and any solid material derived from such liquid waste that contains fission products in
sufficient concentrations, and other highly radioactive material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, consistent with existing law, determines by rule requires permanent isolation.
highly enriched uranium — Uranium whose content of the fissile isotope uranium-235 has been increased
through enrichment to 20 percent or more (by weight). (See enriched uranium and depleted uranium.)
historic resources — Physical remains that postdate the emergence of written records; in the United States,
they are architectural structures or districts, archaeological objects, and archaeological features dating from
1492 and later.
hot cell — A shielded facility that requires the use of remote manipulators for handling radioactive
materials.
hydro-collapse — The process whereby soils that appear to be strong and stable in their natural (dry) state
rapidly consolidate under wetting conditions, generating large and often unexpected settlement.
hydrology — The science dealing with the properties, distribution, and circulation of natural water
systems.
indirect jobs — Within a regional economic area, jobs generated or lost in related industries as a result of a
change in direct employment.
intracontinental rift zone — A large area within a continent in which plates of the Earth’s crust are
moving away from each other, forming an extensive system of fractures and faults.
ion — An atom that has too many or too few electrons, causing it to be electrically charged.
ionizing radiation — Alpha particles, beta particles, gamma rays, high-speed electrons, high-speed
protons, and other particles or electromagnetic radiation that can displace electrons from atoms or
molecules, thereby producing ions.
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irradiated — Exposure to ionizing radiation. The condition of reactor fuel elements and other materials in
which atoms bombarded with nuclear particles have undergone nuclear changes.
isotope — Any of two or more variations of an element in which the nuclei have the same number of
protons (i.e., the same atomic number), but different numbers of neutrons so that their atomic masses
differ. Isotopes of a single element possess almost identical chemical properties, but often different
physical properties. (e.g., carbon-12 and -13 are stable, while carbon-14 is radioactive).
joule — A metric unit of energy, work, or heat, equivalent to one watt-second, 0.737 foot-pounds, or
0.239 calories.
latent cancer fatalities — Deaths from cancer resulting from, and occurring some time after, exposure to
ionizing radiation or other carcinogens.
level of service — A quantitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, based
on service measures such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and
convenience.
loam — A rich soil consisting of a mixture of sand and clay and decaying organic materials.
low-income population — Low-income populations, defined in terms of U.S. Census Bureau annual
statistical poverty levels (Current Population Reports, Series P-60 on Income and Poverty), may consist of
groups or individuals who live in geographic proximity to one another or who are geographically dispersed
or transient (such as migrant workers or Native Americans), where either type of group experiences
common conditions of environmental exposure or effect. (See environmental justice and minority
population.)
low-level radioactive waste — Radioactive waste that is not high-level radioactive waste, transuranic
waste, spent nuclear fuel, or byproduct tailings from processing of uranium or thorium ore. Low-level
radioactive waste is generated in many physical and chemical forms and levels of contamination.
low-slump concrete — A concrete mix that is stiffer and spreads less than a slump concrete when
emplaced. Low-slump concrete contains less water than normal concrete.
magnitude — A quantity characteristic of the total energy released by an earthquake that describes its
effects at a particular place. Magnitude is determined by taking the common logarithm (base 10) of the
largest ground motion recorded on a seismograph during the arrival of a seismic wave type and applying a
standard correction factor for distance to the epicenter. Three common types of magnitude are Richter (or
local) (ML), P body wave (mb), and surface wave (Ms).
Additional magnitude scales, notably the moment magnitude (Mw), have been introduced to increase
uniformity in representation of earthquake size. Moment magnitude is defined as the rigidity of the rock
multiplied by the area of faulting multiplied by the amount of slip.
A one-unit increase in magnitude (for example, from magnitude 6 to magnitude 7) represents a 30-fold
increase in the amount of energy released.
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material at risk (MAR) — the amount of radionuclides (in grams or curies of activity for each
radionuclide) available to be acted on by a given physical stress. For facilities, processes, and activities,
the MAR is a value representing some maximum quantity of radionuclide present or reasonably
anticipated for the process or structure being analyzed. Different MARs may be assigned for different
accidents as it is only necessary to define the material in those discrete physical locations that are exposed
to a given stress. For example, a spill may involve only the contents of a tank in one glovebox.
Conversely, a seismic event may involve all of the material in a building.
material control and accountability — The part of safeguards that detects or deters theft or diversion of
nuclear materials and provides assurance that all nuclear materials are accounted for appropriately.
materials characterization — The measurement of basic material properties, and the change in those
properties as a function of temperature, pressure, or other factors.
maximally exposed individual — A hypothetical individual whose location and habits result in the highest
total radiological or chemical exposure (and thus dose) from a particular source for all exposure routes
(e.g., inhalation, ingestion, direct exposure).
maximally exposed individual (transportation analysis) — A hypothetical individual receiving radiation
doses from transporting radioactive materials on the road. For the incident-free transport operation, the
maximally exposed individual would be an individual stuck in traffic next to the shipment for 30 minutes.
For accident conditions, the maximally exposed individual is assumed to be an individual located
approximately 33 meters (100 feet) directly downwind from the accident.
maximum contaminant level — The designation for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
standards for drinking water quality under the Safe Drinking Water Act. The maximum contaminant level
for a given substance is the maximum permissible concentration of that substance in water delivered by a
public water system. Primary maximum contaminant levels (40 CFR Part 141) are intended to protect
public health and are federally enforceable. They are based on health factors, but are also required by law
to reflect the technological and economic feasibility of removing the contaminant from the water supply.
Secondary maximum contaminant levels (40 CFR Part 143) are set by EPA to protect the public welfare.
The secondary drinking water regulations control substances in drinking water that primarily affect
aesthetic qualities (such as taste, odor, and color) relating to the public acceptance of water. These
regulations are not federally enforceable, but are intended as guidelines for the states.
megawatt — A unit of power equal to 1 million watts. Megawatt-thermal is commonly used to define heat
produced, while megawatt-electric defines electricity produced.
meteorology — The science dealing with the atmosphere and its phenomena, especially as it relates to
weather.
micron — One-millionth of 1 meter.
migration — The natural movement of a material through the air, soil, or groundwater; also, seasonal
movement of animals from one area to another.
millirem — One-thousandth of 1 rem (0.001 rem).
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minority population — Minority refers to individuals who are members of the following population
groups: American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or
Hispanic. “Minority populations” include either a single minority group or the total of all minority persons
in the affected area. They may consist of groups of individuals living in geographic proximity to one
another or a geographically dispersed/transient set of individuals (such as migrant workers or Native
Americans), where either type of group experiences common conditions of environmental exposure or
effect. (See environmental justice and low-income population.)
mitigate — Mitigation includes: avoiding an impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action; minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its implementation;
rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of an action;
or compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.
mixed waste — Waste that contains both hazardous waste, as defined under the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, and source material, special nuclear material, or by-product material subject to the
Atomic Energy Act.
Modified Mercalli Intensity — A level on the modified Mercalli scale. A measure of the perceived
intensity of earthquake ground shaking with 12 divisions, from I (not felt by people) to XII (nearly total
damage). It is a unitless expression of observed effects.
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants — Standards set by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency for air pollutants that are not covered by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
and that may, at sufficiently high levels, cause increased fatalities, irreversible health effects, or
incapacitating illness. These standards are given in 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63. National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants are given for many specific categories of sources (e.g., equipment leaks,
industrial process cooling towers, dry-cleaning facilities, petroleum refineries). (See hazardous air
pollutants.)
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System — A provision of the Clean Water Act that prohibits
discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States unless a special permit is issued by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, a state, or, where delegated, a tribal government. The National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit lists either permissible discharges, the level of cleanup
technology required for wastewater, or both.
National Register of Historic Places — The official list of the Nation’s cultural resources that are worthy
of preservation. The National Park Service maintains the list under direction of the Secretary of the
Interior. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts are included in the National Register for their
importance in American history, architecture, archaeology, culture, or engineering. Properties included on
the National Register range from large-scale, monumentally proportioned buildings to smaller-scale,
regionally distinctive buildings. The listed properties are not just of nationwide importance; most are
significant primarily at the state or local level. Procedures for listing properties on the National Register
are found in 36 CFR Part 60.
neutron — An uncharged elementary particle with a mass slightly greater than that of the proton.
Neutrons are found in the nucleus of every atom heavier than hydrogen-1.
nitrogen — A natural element with the atomic number 7. It is diatomic in nature and is a colorless and
odorless gas that constitutes about four-fifths of the volume of the atmosphere.
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nitrogen oxides — Refers to the oxides of nitrogen, primarily nitrogen oxide and nitrogen dioxide. These
are produced in the combustion of fossil fuels and can constitute an air pollution problem. Nitrogen
dioxide emissions contribute to acid deposition and the formation of atmospheric ozone.
noise — Undesirable sound that interferes or interacts negatively with the human or natural environment.
Noise may disrupt normal activities (e.g., hearing, sleep), damage hearing, or diminish the quality of the
environment.
nonattainment area — An area that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has designated as not
meeting (i.e., not being in attainment of) one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead, and particulate matter. An area may be in
attainment for some pollutants, but not for others.
nonplastic soils — Soils that are not clay-rich.
nonproliferation — Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, nuclear weapon materials, and nuclear
weapon technology.
normal operations — All normal (incident-free) conditions and those abnormal conditions that frequency
estimation techniques indicate occur with a frequency greater than 0.1 events per year.
Notice of Intent — The notice that an environmental impact statement (EIS) will be prepared and
considered. The notice is intended to briefly describe the proposed action and possible alternatives;
describe the agency’s proposed scoping process including whether, when, and where any scoping meeting
will be held; and state the name and address of a person within the agency who can answer questions about
the proposed action and the EIS.
nuclear weapon component — A part of a nuclear weapon that contains fissionable or fusionable
material.
nuclear criticality — See criticality.
nuclear explosive — Any assembly containing fissionable and/or fusionable materials and main-charge
high-explosive parts or propellants capable of producing a nuclear detonation.
nuclear facility — A facility subject to requirements intended to control potential nuclear hazards.
Defined in U.S. Department of Energy directives as any nuclear reactor or any other facility whose
operations involve radioactive materials in such form and quantity that a significant nuclear hazard
potentially exists for the employees or the general public.
nuclear material — Composite term applied to: special nuclear material; source material such as uranium,
thorium, or ores containing uranium or thorium; and byproduct material, which is any radioactive material
that is made radioactive by exposure to the radiation incident or to the process of producing or using
special nuclear material.
nuclear weapon — The general name given to any weapon in which the explosion results from the energy
released by reactions involving atomic nuclei, by fission, fusion, or both.
nuclear weapons complex — The sites supporting the research, development, design, manufacture,
testing, assessment, certification, and maintenance of the Nation’s nuclear weapons and the subsequent
dismantlement of retired weapons.
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nuclide — A species of atom characterized by the constitution of its nucleus and, hence, by the number of
protons, the number of neutrons, and the energy content.
Occupational Safety and Health Administration — The U.S. Federal Government agency that oversees
and regulates workplace health and safety; created by the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970.
offsite — The term denotes a location, facility, or activity occurring outside of the boundary of a U.S.
Department of Energy complex site.
onsite — The term denotes a location or activity occurring within the boundary of a U.S. Department of
Energy complex site.
outfall — The discharge point of a drain, sewer, or pipe as it empties into a body of water.
ozone — The triatomic form of oxygen; in the stratosphere, ozone protects the Earth from the Sun's
ultraviolet rays, but in lower levels of the atmosphere, ozone is considered an air pollutant.
package — For radioactive materials, the packaging, together with its radioactive contents, as presented
for transport (the packaging plus the radioactive contents equals the package).
packaging — The assembly of components necessary to ensure compliance with Federal regulations. It
may consist of one or more receptacles, absorbent materials, spacing structures, thermal insulation,
radiation shielding, and devices for cooling or absorbing mechanical shocks. The vehicle tie-down system
and auxiliary equipment may be designated as part of the packaging.
paleontological resources — The physical remains, impressions, or traces of plants or animals from a
former geologic age; may be sources of information on ancient environments and the evolutionary
development of plants and animals.
paleoseismic — Pertaining to ancient seismic events.
paleotopographic surface — The topographic surface of a given area in the geologic past.
particulate matter (PM) — Any finely divided solid or liquid material, other than uncombined (i.e., pure)
water. A subscript denotes the upper limit of the diameter of particles included. Thus, PM10 includes only
those particles equal to or less than 10 micrometers (0.0004 inches) in diameter; PM2.5 includes only those
particles equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers (0.0001 inches) in diameter.
peak ground acceleration — A measure of the maximum horizontal acceleration (as a percentage of the
acceleration due to the Earth’s gravity) experienced by a particle on the surface of the Earth during the
course of earthquake motion.
peak hour traffic — The volume of traffic anticipated to occur in the 30th highest traffic hour of the year;
used by engineers to determine the level of service.
perched groundwater — A body of groundwater of small lateral dimensions separated from an underlying
body of groundwater by an unsaturated zone.
Permian — The final geologic time period of the Paleozoic era, spanning between about 286 and
245 million years ago.
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permeability — In geology, the ability of rock or soil to transmit a fluid.
perennial stream — A stream that flows throughout the year.
person-rem — A unit of collective radiation dose applied to populations or groups of individuals (see
collective dose); that is, a unit for expressing the dose when summed across all persons in a specified
population or group. One person-rem equals 0.01 person-sieverts.
physiographic province — A geographic region with a specific geomorphology and often specific
subsurface rock type or structural elements.
pit — The core element of a nuclear weapons primary or fission component. The pit contains a potentially
critical mass of fissile material, such as plutonium-239 or highly enriched uranium, arranged in a
subcritical geometry and surrounded by some type of casing.
plume — The elongated volume of contaminated water or air originating at a pollutant source such as an
outlet pipe or a smokestack. A plume eventually diffuses into a larger volume of less-contaminated
material as it is transported away from the source.
plutonium — A heavy, radioactive, metallic element with the atomic number 94. It is produced artificially
by neutron irradiation of uranium. Plutonium has 15 isotopes with atomic masses ranging from 232 to 246
and half-lives from 20 minutes to 76 million years. Its most important isotope is fissile plutonium –
plutonium-239.
plutonium-239 — An isotope of plutonium with a half-life of 24,110 years that is the primary radionuclide
in weapons-grade plutonium. When plutonium-239 decays, it emits alpha particles.
P.M. peak hour — The highest design hour of traffic on a roadway in the afternoon (P.M.) hours.
P.M. hours are typically between 4 P.M. and 6 P.M.
population dose — See collective dose.
prehistoric resources — The physical remains of human activities that predate written records; they
generally consist of artifacts that may alone or collectively yield otherwise inaccessible information about
the past.
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) — Regulations established to prevent significant
deterioration of air quality in areas that already meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Specific
details of PSD are found in 40 CFR 51.166. Among other provisions, cumulative increases in sulfur
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and PM10 levels after specified baseline dates must not exceed specified
maximum allowable amounts. These allowable increases, also known as increments, are especially
stringent in areas designated as Class I areas (e.g., national parks, wilderness areas) where the preservation
of clean air is particularly important. All areas not designated as Class I are currently designated as
Class II. Maximum increments in pollutant levels are also given in 40 CFR 51.166 for Class III areas, if
any such areas should be so designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Class III
increments are less stringent than those for Class I or Class II areas.
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probabilistic risk — A comprehensive, logical, and structured methodology that accounts for population
dynamics and human activity patterns at various levels of sophistication, considering time-space
distributions and sensitive subpopulations. The probabilistic method results in a more complete
characterization of the exposure information available, which is defined by probability distribution
functions. This approach offers the possibility of an associated quantitative measure of the uncertainty
around the value of interest.
process — Any method or technique designed to change the physical or chemical character of the product.
Quaternary — The second geologic time period of the Cenozoic era, dating from about 1.6 million years
ago to the present. It contains two epochs: the Pleistocene and the Holocene. It is characterized by the first
appearance of human beings on Earth.
radiation (ionizing) — Particles (alpha, beta, neutrons, and other subatomic particles) or photons
(i.e., gamma, x-rays) emitted from the nucleus of unstable atoms as a result of radioactive decay. Such
radiation is capable of displacing electrons from atoms or molecules in the target material (such as
biological tissues), thereby producing ions.
radioactive waste — In general, waste that is managed for its radioactive content. Waste material that
contains source, special nuclear, or byproduct material is subject to regulation as radioactive waste under
the Atomic Energy Act. Also, waste material that contains accelerator-produced radioactive material or a
high concentration of naturally occurring radioactive material may be considered radioactive waste.
radioactivity —
Defined as a process: The spontaneous transformation of unstable atomic nuclei, usually accompanied
by the emission of ionizing radiation.
Defined as a property: The property of unstable nuclei in certain atoms to spontaneously emit ionizing
radiation during nuclear transformations.
radioisotope or radionuclide — An unstable isotope that undergoes spontaneous transformation, emitting
radiation. (See isotope.)
radon — A gaseous, radioactive element with the atomic number 86, resulting from the radioactive decay
of radium. Radon occurs naturally in the environment and can collect in unventilated enclosed areas, such
as basements. Large concentrations of radon can cause lung cancer in humans.
Record of Decision (ROD) — A concise public document that records a Federal agency’s decision(s)
concerning a proposed action for which the agency has prepared an environmental impact statement. The
ROD is prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality National
Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 CFR 1505.2). A ROD identifies the alternatives considered in
reaching the decision, the environmentally preferable alternative(s), factors balanced by the agency in
making the decision, whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been
adopted, and if not, why they were not. (See environmental impact statement.)
region of influence (ROI) — A site-specific geographic area in which the principal direct and indirect
effects of actions are likely to occur and are expected to be of consequence for local jurisdictions.
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rem (roentgen equivalent man) — A unit of dose equivalent. The dose equivalent in rem equals the
absorbed dose in rad in tissue multiplied by the appropriate quality factor and possibly other modifying
factors. Derived from “roentgen equivalent man,” referring to the dosage of ionizing radiation that will
cause the same biological effect as 1 roentgen of x-ray or gamma-ray exposure. One rem equals
0.01 sievert. (See dose equivalent.)
remediation — The process, or a phase in the process, of rendering radioactive, hazardous, or mixed waste
environmentally safe, whether through processing, entombment, or other methods.
remote-handled waste — In general, refers to radioactive waste that must be handled at a distance to
protect workers from unnecessary exposure (waste with a dose rate of 200 millirem per hour or more at the
surface of the waste package). (See contact-handled waste.)
right-sizing — Facility modification, rearrangement, and refurbishment necessary to size future weapon
manufacturing facilities appropriately for the workload to be accomplished. In general, right-sizing
involves reduction in the size of facilities, but not in their capabilities. Right-sizing is not driven by
assumptions about future U.S. Department of Energy budget levels, but rather by the need to size facilities
at the level necessary for long-term workload accomplishment.
riparian — Of, on, or relating to the banks of a natural course of water.
risk — The probability of a detrimental effect from exposure to a hazard. To describe impacts, risk is
often expressed quantitatively as the probability of an adverse event occurring multiplied by the
consequence of that event (i.e., the product of these two factors). However, a separate presentation of
probability and consequence to describe impacts is often more informative.
roadway capacity — The maximum sustainable flow rate at which vehicles reasonably can be expected to
traverse a section of roadway.
runoff — The portion of rainfall, melted snow, or irrigation water that flows across the ground surface and
eventually enters streams.
safeguards — An integrated system of physical protection, material accounting, and material control
measures designed to deter, prevent, detect, and respond to unauthorized access, possession, use, or
sabotage of nuclear materials.
safety analysis report — A report that systematically identifies potential hazards within a nuclear facility,
describes and analyzes the adequacy of measures to eliminate or control identified hazards, and analyzes
potential accidents and their associated risks. Safety analysis reports are used to ensure that a nuclear
facility can be constructed, operated, maintained, shut down, and decommissioned safely and in
compliance with applicable laws and regulations. Safety analysis reports are required for U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) nuclear facilities and as a part of applications for U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) licenses. The NRC regulations or DOE orders and technical standards that apply to the facility type
provide specific requirements for the content of safety analysis reports. (See nuclear facility.)
sanitary waste — Waste generated by normal housekeeping activities, liquid or solid (includes sludge),
that are not hazardous or radioactive.
scope — In a document prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, the range of actions,
alternatives, and impacts to be considered.
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scoping — An early and open process for determining the scope of issues and alternatives to be addressed
in an environmental impact statement (EIS) (or other National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]
documents) and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. The scoping period
begins after publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS (or other NEPA
document). The public scoping process is that portion of the process where the public is invited to
participate. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) also conducts an early internal scoping process for
environmental assessments or EISs (and supplemental environmental impact statements [SEISs]). For
EISs and SEISs, this internal scoping process precedes the public scoping process. DOE’s scoping
procedures are found in 10 CFR 1021.311.
security — An integrated system of activities, systems, programs, facilities, and policies for the protection
of restricted data and other classified information or matter, nuclear materials, nuclear weapons and
nuclear weapons components, and/or U.S. Department of Energy contractor facilities, property, and
equipment.
security category — The U.S. Department of Energy uses a cost-effective, graded approach to providing
special nuclear materials safeguards and security. Quantities of special nuclear materials are categorized as
Security Category I, II, III, or IV, with the greatest quantities included under Security Category I and lesser
quantities included in descending order under Security Categories II through IV. Types and compositions
of special nuclear materials are further categorized by their “attractiveness” to saboteurs using an
alphabetical system. Materials that are most attractive for conversion into nuclear explosive devices are
identified by the letter “A.” Less attractive materials are designated progressively by the letters “B”
through “E.”
seismic — of, subject to, or caused by an earth vibration resulting from an earthquake or an explosion.
seismic moment — A quantity used by earthquake seismologists to measure the size of an earthquake.
seismic wave velocity — The speed at which waves of energy travel through the Earth.
seismicity — The relative frequency and distribution of earthquakes.
severe accident — An accident with a frequency of less than 10-6 per year that would have more-severe
consequences than a design-basis accident in terms of damage to the facility, offsite consequences, or both.
shielding — In regard to radiation, any material of obstruction (e.g., bulkheads, walls, or other
construction) that absorbs radiation to protect personnel or equipment.
shutdown — For a U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) reactor, the condition in which a reactor has ceased
operations, and DOE has officially declared that it does not intend to operate it further.
sievert — The SI (International System of Units) unit of radiation dose equivalent. The dose equivalent
in sieverts equals the absorbed dose in grays multiplied by the appropriate quality factor (1 sievert =
100 rem). (See rem.)
silica gel — An amorphous, highly adsorbent form of silicon dioxide.
soil cohesion — The ability of soil molecules to bind together.
soil compressibility — Used in the earth sciences to quantify the ability of a soil or rock to reduce in
volume with applied pressure.
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soils — All unconsolidated materials above bedrock. Natural earthy materials on the Earth’s surface, in
places modified or even made by human activity, containing living matter, and supporting or capable of
supporting plants out of doors.
source material — In general, material from which special nuclear material can be derived. Under the
Atomic Energy Act and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, source material means uranium
and thorium in any physical or chemical form, as well as ores that contain one-twentieth of 1 percent
(0.05 percent) or more by weight of uranium or thorium. (See special nuclear material.)
special nuclear material(s) — A category of material subject to regulation under the Atomic Energy Act,
consisting primarily of fissile materials. It is defined to mean plutonium, uranium-233, uranium enriched in
the isotopes of uranium-233 or -235, and any other material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
determines to be special nuclear material, but it does not include source material.
spectral (response) acceleration — An approximate measure of the acceleration (as a percentage of the
acceleration due to Earth’s gravity) experienced by a building, as modeled by a particle on a massless
vertical rod having the same natural period of vibration as the building.
spoils — The soil and rock (uncontaminated) removed from an excavation. If excavated material is
contaminated with chemical or radioactive constituents, it is managed as waste.
staging — The process of using several layers to achieve a combined effect greater than that of one layer.
stockpile — The inventory of active nuclear weapons for the strategic defense of the United States.
stockpile stewardship program — A program that ensures the operational readiness (i.e., safety and
reliability) of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile through the appropriate balance of surveillance,
experiments, and simulations.
sulfur oxides — Common air pollutants, primarily sulfur dioxide, a heavy, pungent, colorless gas (formed
in the combustion of fossil fuels, considered a major air pollutant), and sulfur trioxide. Sulfur dioxide is
involved in the formation of acid rain. It can also irritate the upper respiratory tract and cause lung
damage.
surface water — All bodies of water on the surface of the Earth and open to the atmosphere, such as
rivers, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, seas, and estuaries.
sustainable development — The incorporation of concepts and principles in the development of the built
environment that are responsive (not harmful) to the environment, use materials and resources efficiently,
and are sensitive to surrounding communities. Sustainable development and design encompasses the
materials to build and maintain a building, the energy and water needed to operate the building, and the
ability to provide a healthy and productive environment for occupants of the building.
sustainable buildings (or high-performance buildings) — buildings designed and built to minimize
resource consumption, reduce life cycle costs, and maximize health and environmental performance across
a wide range of measures – from indoor air quality to habitat protection.
threat — (1) A person, group, or movement with intentions to use extant or attainable capabilities to
undertake malevolent actions against U.S. Department of Energy interests; (2) the capability of an
adversary coupled with his intentions to undertake any actions detrimental to the success of program
activities or operation.
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threatened species — Any plants or animals likely to become endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of their ranges and which have been listed as threatened by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service following the procedures set in
the Endangered Species Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 424). (See endangered
species.)
total effective dose equivalent — The sum of the effective dose equivalent from external exposures and
the committed effective dose equivalent from internal exposures.
transuranic — Refers to any element whose atomic number is higher than that of uranium (atomic number
92), including neptunium, plutonium, americium, and curium. All transuranic elements are produced
artificially and are radioactive.
transuranic waste — Radioactive waste not classified as high-level radioactive waste and that contains
more than 100 nanocuries (3,700 becquerels) per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with halflives greater than 20 years.
trip or trip end — A single or one-directional vehicle movement.
tuff — A fine-grained rock composed of ash or other material formed by volcanic explosion or aerial
expulsion from a volcanic vent.
Type B packaging — A regulatory category of packaging for transportation of radioactive material. The
U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) require Type B
packaging for shipping highly radioactive material. Type B packages must be designed and demonstrated
to retain their containment and shielding integrity under severe accident conditions, as well as under the
normal conditions of transport. The current NRC testing criteria for Type B packaging designs (10 CFR
Part 71) are intended to simulate severe accident conditions, including impact, puncture, fire, and
immersion in water. The most widely recognized Type B packages are the massive casks used for
transporting spent nuclear fuel. Large-capacity cranes and mechanical lifting equipment are usually
needed to handle Type B packages.
uniform hazard response spectra (UHRS) — Response spectra derived so that the annual probability of
exceeding the spectral quantity (acceleration, displacement, etc.) is the same for any spectral frequency.
Determined in accordance with ANSI/ANS 2.27 and 2.29.
uranium — A radioactive, metallic element with the atomic number 92; the heaviest naturally occurring
element. Uranium has 14 known isotopes, of which uranium-238 is the most abundant in nature.
Uranium-235 is commonly used as a fuel for nuclear fission. (See enriched uranium, highly enriched
uranium, and depleted uranium.)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) — The Federal agency that regulates the civilian nuclear
power industry in the United States.
vault (special nuclear material) — A penetration-resistant, windowless enclosure with an intrusion alarm
system activated by opening the door; walls, a floor, and a ceiling substantially constructed of materials
that afford forced-penetration resistance at least equivalent to that of 20-centimeter- (8-inch-) thick
reinforced concrete; and a built-in combination-locked steel door, which for existing structures is at least
2.54 centimeters (1 inch) thick exclusive of bolt work and locking devices, and which for new structures
meets standards set forth in Federal specifications and standards.
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viewshed — The extent of an area that may be viewed from a particular location. Viewsheds are generally
bounded by topographic features such as hills or mountains.
vital area — A type of U.S. Department of Energy security area that is located within the Protected Area
and that has a separate perimeter and access controls to afford layered protection, including intrusion
detection, for vital equipment.
Visual Resource Management class — Any of the classifications of visual resources established through
application of the Visual Resources Management process of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Four
classifications are employed to describe different degrees of modification to landscape elements: Class I
areas where the natural landscape is preserved, including national wilderness areas and the wild sections of
national wild and scenic rivers; Class II areas with very limited land development activity, resulting in
visual contrasts that are seen but do not attract attention; Class III areas, in which development may attract
attention, but the natural landscape still dominates; and Class IV areas, in which development activities
may dominate the view and may be the major focus in the landscape.
volatile organic compounds — A broad range of organic compounds, often halogenated, that vaporize at
ambient or relatively low temperatures (e.g., benzene, chloroform, and methyl alcohol). In regard to air
and water pollution, any organic compound that participates in atmospheric photochemical reaction, except
for those designated by the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as having
negligible photochemical reactivity.
waste management — The planning, coordination, and direction of those functions related to the
generation, handling, treatment, storage, transport, and disposal of waste, as well as associated surveillance
and maintenance activities.
waste minimization and pollution prevention — An action that economically avoids or reduces the
generation of waste and pollution by source reduction, reducing the toxicity of hazardous waste and
pollution, improving energy use, or recycling. These actions are consistent with the general goal of
minimizing present and future threats to human health, safety, and the environment.
watt — A unit of power equal to 1 joule per second. (See joule.)
welded tuff — a tuff that was sufficiently hot at the time of deposition to weld together (see tuff).
wetland — Those areas that are inundated by surface or groundwater with a frequency sufficient to
support, and that, under normal circumstances, do or would support, a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic
life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas (e.g., sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river
overflow areas, mudflats, natural ponds).
yield — The force, in tons of TNT [2,4,6-trinitrotoluene], of a nuclear or thermonuclear explosion.
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Seven years. Air quality and noise analysis and modeling, solid waste, utilities, and hazardous
materials/wastes issues and analyses.
HANA BINDER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TECHNICAL EDITOR
Education:
B.A., Journalism, University of Oregon
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Four years. Technical writing and editing.
TERRI BINDER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: LEAD - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Education:
M.A., Organizational Learning and Instructional Technology, University of New Mexico
B.A., Mathematics, University of California, Los Angeles
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Nineteen years. Radiological facility site-specific training, U.S. Department of Energy
compliance, and computer programming.
KAREN BULL, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES:
WATER RESOURCES
Education:
Professional Designation in Business Management, University of California,
Los Angeles Extension
B.A., Aquatic Biology, University of California
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-five years. NEPA analysis and compliance, water resources, and environmental
regulatory compliance.
MICHAEL DEACON, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
B.S., Environmental Studies, Utah State University
B.S., Environmental Health, East Tennessee State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty years. Environmental compliance, environmental sampling and analysis, and natural
resource surveys and evaluations.
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JOHN DIMARZIO, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
M.S., Geology, George Washington University
B.S., Geology, University of Maryland
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-six years. Project management, NEPA compliance, geology, water resources, waste
management, and cumulative impacts.
SHARAY DIXON, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
B.S., Environmental Management, University of Maryland University College
A.S., Applied Science, Weather Technology
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twelve years. Air quality modeling, meteorological forecasting, meteorological data analysis,
NEPA compliance, and quality assurance.
JOHN EICHNER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: DEPUTY PROJECT MANAGER, LEAD - PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND
ALTERNATIVES, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, SITE INFRASTRUCTURE,
SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Education:
B.S., Accounting, Syracuse University
B.S., Finance, Syracuse University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-eight years. Project management, impact analysis, socioeconomics, and cost-benefit
analyses.
DANIEL W. GALLAGHER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS
Education:
M.E., Nuclear Engineering, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
B.S., Nuclear Engineering, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty-one years. Nuclear risk analysis.
SUSAN GOODAN, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: LEED CONSTRUCTION
Education:
Master of Architecture, University of New Mexico
B.A., Ethics/Archaeology, University of Cape Town, South Africa
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-one years. Project manager and environmental planner.
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MILTON GORDEN, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
B.S., Nuclear Engineering, North Carolina State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty years. Waste management, transportation, human health impacts, socioeconomics, and
environmental remediation technologies.
HEATHER GORDON, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: GIS SUPPORT
Education:
M.S., Geography, University of New Mexico
B.A., Environmental Studies and Planning, Sonoma State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twelve years. GIS (geographic information system) support.
CHADI D. GROOME, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
M.S., Environmental Engineering Sciences, University of Florida
B.S., Zoology, Clemson University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-eight years. Environmental, NEPA, and nuclear regulatory compliance, permitting, and
licensing; NPDES permitting; radioactive and hazardous waste management.
MARK GROSSENBACHER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
Education:
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Missouri at Rolla
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-seven years. Transportation planning and traffic engineering.
AMANDA HANSEN, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: AIR QUALITY AND NOISE
Education:
Ph.D., Meteorology, Florida State University
M.S., Meteorology, Florida State University
B.S., Marine Science, Florida State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Eight years. Air quality and monitoring.
NICOLE HARDEN, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Education:
B.S., Biology, Indiana University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
One year. Ecological resources and affected environment.
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ROBERT HULL, LOS ALAMOS TECHNICAL ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: ALTERNATIVES, SITE TECHNICAL LIAISON
Education:
Doctoral Studies, Civil Engineering, Stanford University
M.S., Civil Engineering, Stanford University
M.S., Geochemistry and Environmental Geology, Florida State University
B.S., Geology, Florida State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty-seven years. Environmental impacts assessments, environmental baseline surveys, human
health risk assessment, and environmental remediation.
ROY KARIMI, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC, HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS
Education:
Sc.D., Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
N.E., Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
M.S. Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
B.S., Chemical Engineering, Abadan Institute of Technology
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty years. Nuclear power plant safety, risk and reliability analysis, design analysis, criticality
analysis, accident analysis, consequence analysis, spent fuel dry storage safety analysis, and
probabilistic risk assessment.
MATTHEW MIELKE, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: COMMENT RESPONSE
Education:
B.S., Environmental Science and Policy, University of Maryland, College Park
Experience/Technical Specialty:
One year. Groundwater modeling and technical writing.
BRIAN MINICHINO, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: LEAD - METHODOLOGY, RESOURCE COMMITMENTS, DATA AND QUALITY
MANAGEMENT
Education:
B.S., Chemistry, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Two years. Quality assurance/quality control and technical writing.
STEVE MIXON, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TECHNICAL EDITOR
Education:
B.S., Communications, University of Tennessee
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-one years. Program analyst, technical writer and editor, speechwriter, and publications
specialist.
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DOUGLAS OUTLAW, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS
Education:
Ph.D., Nuclear Physics, North Carolina State University
M.S., Nuclear Physics, North Carolina State University
B.S., Physics, North Carolina State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty-three years. Nuclear physics, safety analysis, and risk assessment.
GARY ROLES, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: WASTE MANAGEMENT AND POLLUTION PREVENTION
Education:
M.S., Nuclear Engineering, University of Arizona
B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Arizona State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty-one years. Radioactive waste management, regulatory and compliance analysis, and
NEPA analysis.
PERRY RUSSELL, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Education:
M.S., Geological Sciences, California State University
B.A., Geological Sciences, University of California
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-four years. Professional Geologist/hydrogeologist. Geology, water resources, hazardous
materials, and public safety.
SEAN SCHATZEL, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Education:
B.A., Political Economics/Public Administration, Bloomsburg University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Four years. Socioeconomics and environmental justice.
JAMES SCHINNER, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: LEAD - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, LAND USE, VISUAL RESOURCES,
ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES, CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Education:
Ph.D., Wildlife Management, Michigan State University
M.S., Zoology, University of Cincinnati
B.S., Zoology, University of Cincinnati
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty-eight years. Ecological field assessments, NEPA documentation, and regulatory reviews.
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ALISON SMITH-CHURCHILL, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TECHNICAL EDITOR
Education:
B.A., English Language and Literature, University of Maryland, College Park
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Four years. NEPA document preparation.
MIKE SMITH, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Education:
J.D., Doctor of Jurisprudence, West Virginia University
M.S., Civil Engineering, University of Missouri
B.S., Engineering of Mines, West Virginia University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-nine years. Professional engineer. Transportation engineering support and
remedial/environmental design.
ELLEN TAYLOR, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: LEAD – INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION,
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES, MITIGATION MEASURES
Education:
Ph.D., Biology, University of Pennsylvania
B.A., Zoology, University of Vermont
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Twenty-seven years. Environmental compliance and NEPA assessments.
JOHN W. WILLIAMS, SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
SEIS RESPONSIBILITIES: PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS
Education:
Ph.D., Physics, New Mexico State University
M.S., Physics, New Mexico State University
B.S., Mathematics, North Texas State University
Experience/Technical Specialty:
Thirty years. Geographical information systems and demographics.
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9 DISTRIBUTION LIST
The U.S. Department of Energy provided copies of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) to
Federal, State, and local elected and appointed government officials and agencies; Native American
representatives; national, state, and local environmental and public interest groups; and other
organizations and individuals as listed. Approximately 100 copies of the complete CMRR-NF SEIS,
150 copies of the Summary of the CMRR-NF SEIS, and 550 CDs of the CMRR-NF SEIS were sent to
interested parties. Copies will be provided to others on request.

United States Congress
U.S. Senate – New Mexico
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman
The Honorable Tom Udall
U.S. Senate Committees
Committee on Appropriations
The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye, Chairman
The Honorable Thad Cochran, Vice Chairman
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein, Chairman
The Honorable Lamar Alexander, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services
The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman
The Honorable John S. McCain, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Forces, Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
The Honorable Ben Nelson, Chairman
The Honorable Jeff Sessions, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman, Chairman
The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Subcommittee on Energy
The Honorable Maria Cantwell, Chairman
The Honorable James E. Risch, Ranking Member
Committee on Environment and Public Works
The Honorable Barbara Boxer, Chairman
The Honorable James M. Inhofe, Ranking Member
Committee on Environment and Public Works, Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety
The Honorable Thomas R. Carper, Chairman
The Honorable John Barrasso, Ranking Member
U.S. House of Representatives – New Mexico
The Honorable Martin T. Heinrich, District 1
The Honorable Steve Pearce, District 2
The Honorable Ben Ray Lujan, District 3
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U.S. House of Representatives Committees
Committee on Appropriations
The Honorable Harold Rogers, Chairman
The Honorable Norman Dicks, Ranking Member
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
The Honorable Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, Chairman
The Honorable Peter J. Visclosky, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services
The Honorable Howard P. McKeon, Chairman
The Honorable Adam Smith, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
The Honorable Michael R. Turner, Chairman
The Honorable Loretta Sanchez, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Fred Upton, Chairman
The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
The Honorable Ed Whitfield, Chairman
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on Environment and the Economy
The Honorable John Shimkus, Chairman
The Honorable Gene Green, Ranking Member
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology
The Honorable Ralph M. Hall, Chairman
The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson, Ranking Member
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, Subcommittee on Energy and Environment
The Honorable Andy Harris, Chairman
The Honorable Brad Miller, Ranking Member

Federal Agencies
Bandelier National Monument
National Park Service
Santa Fe National Forest
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Department of Justice

U.S. Department of the Air Force
U.S. Department of the Army
U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State Government
New Mexico State Government
Governor
Susana Martinez
Senators
Eric G. Griego
Lynda M. Lovejoy
Richard C. Martinez
John Pinto
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Representatives
Rhonda S. King
Ben B. Lujan
Patricia A. Lundstrom
Alfred Park
Debbie A. Rodella
Henry Saavedra
Nick L. Salazar
Jim W. Hall
James P. White
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State NEPA Points of Contact
F. David Martin, New Mexico Environment Department

State Agencies
New Mexico Department of Homeland Security and Emergency Management
Michael S. Duvall, Cabinet Secretary
New Mexico Economic Development Department
Jon Barela, Cabinet Secretary Designee
Steve Gonzales, Community Development, Team Leader – Region 2
New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department
John H. Bemis, Cabinet Secretary – Designate
Stewart Liley
New Mexico Environment Department
Bill Bartels, Environmental Scientist, DOE Oversight Bureau
Eric Galloway, Hydrologist, DOE Oversight Bureau
John Kieling, Acting Chief, Hazardous Waste Bureau
Thomas Skibitski, Bureau Chief, DOE Oversight Bureau
Butch Tongate, Acting Deputy Secretary
Steve Yanicak, Staff Manager, DOE Oversight Bureau

Local Government
Alice Lucero, Mayor, Espanola
Randy M. Autio, Acting County Administrator, County of Los Alamos
Martha Perkins, Senior Planner, County of Los Alamos
Sharon Stover, County Council Chair, County of Los Alamos
Cathy McAnally, Secretary to the Superintendent, Los Alamos Public Schools
Gene Schmidt, Superintendent, Los Alamos Public Schools
Tomas Campos, III, County Manager, Rio Arriba County
Joan May, Chair, San Miguel County Board of Commissioners
David Coss, Mayor, Santa Fe
Virginia Vigil, Chair, Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners
Alex Puglisi, Environmental Compliance Specialist, Public Utilities Department, City of Santa Fe
Katherine Miller, County Manager, Santa Fe County
Darren M. Cordova, Mayor, Taos
Larry Sanchez, County Commissioner, Taos
Renee Lucero, Town Clerk, Taos

Citizens Advisory Board
Menice S. Manzanares, Executive Director, Northern New Mexico Citizens Advisory Board
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Native American Representatives
Neil Weber, Director, Department of Environmental and Cultural Preservation, Pueblo of San Ildefonso
Michael Miller, Director, Eight Northern Indian Pueblo Council
Mark Chino, President, Mescalero Apache Tribe
Holly Houghten, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Mescalero Apache Tribe
Randall Vicente, Governor, Pueblo of Acoma
Jacob Pecos, Environmental Director, Pueblo of Cochiti
Robert B. Pecos, Governor, Pueblo of Cochiti
Michael Toledo, Governor, Pueblo of Jemez
Greg Kaufman, Resource Protection Officer, Pueblo of Jemez
Perry Martinez, Governor, Pueblo of San Ildefonso
Paul Baca, Pueblo of Santa Clara
Joseph M. Chavarria, Environmental Director, Pueblo of Santa Clara
Walter Dasheno, Governor, Pueblo of Santa Clara

Public Reading Rooms and Libraries
A complete copy of the CMRR-NF SEIS and references may be reviewed at any of the reading rooms and libraries
listed below.
Espanola Public Library
313 North Paseo de Onate
Espanola, NM 87532
(505) 747-6087

New Mexico State Library
1209 Camino Carlos Rey
Santa Fe, NM 87507
(505) 476-9717

DOE Public Reading Room
Government Information Department
Zimmerman Library
1 University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, NM 87131
(505) 277-7180

Santa Fe Public Library
145 Washington Street
Santa Fe, NM 87501
(505) 955-6780

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Research Library
TA-3-207
Los Alamos, NM 87545
(505) 667-0216

Santa Fe Public Library
Oliver La Farge Branch
1730 Llano Street
Santa Fe, NM 87505
(505) 955-4860
U.S. Department of Energy
Freedom of Information Act Reading Room
1000 Independence Avenue, SW, 1G-033
Washington, DC 20585
(202) 586-5955

Mesa Public Library
2400 Central Avenue
Los Alamos, NM 87544
(505) 662-8240

Organizations/Public Interest Groups
Lesley Weinstock, Agua es Vida Action Team
Dorelen Bunting, Albuquerque Center for Peace and Justice
Doug McClellen, Albuquerque Journal North
Adam Rankin, Albuquerque Journal North
Katherine M. Fuchs, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Susan Gordon, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Brian Shields, Amigos Bravos, Inc.
Rose Marie Cecchini, Catholic Charities of Gallup Diocese
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David McCoy, Citizen Action New Mexico
Janet Greenwald, Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping
Taunja Berquam, Office of Representative Peter Visclosky, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
Rob Blair, Office of Representative Rodney Frelinghuysen, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
Kari Bingen, Office of Representative Michael Turner, Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
Leonor Tomero, Office of Representative Loretta Sanchez, Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
Carrie Apostolou, Office of Senator Lamar Alexander, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
Doug Clapp, Office of Senator Dianne Feinstein, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development
Madelyn Creedon, Office of Senator Ben Nelson, Comm. on Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
Daniel Lerner, Office of Senator Jeff Sessions, Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Strategic Forces
Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Robin Laughlin, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Basia Miller, Ph.D., Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Andrea Guajardo, Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.
Mary Alice Trujillo, Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.
Clarissa Duran, CSO del Norte/Una Resolana
S. Kotowski, Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group
Jessica Frechette-Gutfreund, Espanola Valley Women’s Health
Michelle Peixinho, Espanola Valley Women’s Health
Tom Clements, Friends of the Earth
Robert Chavez, H.O.P.E./TOTB Tewa Women United EJ
Kathy Smith, Immaculate Heart of Mary Parish
Angela Moreno, Indigenous Women's Health Program
Phil Parker, Journal Santa Fe/North
Jean Nichols, La Comunidad
John Severance, LA Monitor
Manuel Pino, Laguna Acoma Coalition for a Safe Environment
Bonnie Bonneau, Legions of Living Light
Eddie Archuleta, Liuna Local Union 16
Rocco Davis, LiUNA!
Amber Novey, LiUNA! Pacific Southwest
Sarah Meyer, Los Alamos Monitor
Greg Mello, Los Alamos Study Group
Trish Mello, Los Alamos Study Group
Aaron Tovish, Mayors for Peace
Laura Watchempino, Multicultural Alliance for a Safety Environment
Geoffrey H. Fettus, Natural Resources Defense Council
Jim Haber, Nevada Desert Experience
Leslie Elgood, New Mexico Community Capital
Sarah Wellers, New Mexico Community Foundation
James Baird, Jr., New Mexico Conference of Churches
James Leehan, New Mexico Conference of Churches
Virginia Miller, New Mexico Department of Peace Initiative
Douglas Meiklejohn, New Mexico Environmental Law Center
Paul Friesema, Northwestern University
Rick Wayman, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation
Diane D'Arrigo, Nuclear Information & Resource Service
Jay Coghlan, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Scott Kovac, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Geoffrey Petrie, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
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John Witham, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Glenn Carroll, Nuclear Watch South
Ralph Hutchison, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Antonio Sandoval, Office of U.S. Congressman Martin Heinrich
Jennifer A. Catachis, Office of U.S. Congressman Ben R. Lujan
Matt Ruybal, Office of U.S. Congressman Ben R. Lujan
Andrew Black, Office of U.S. Senator Jeff Bingaman
Sara Cobb, Office of U.S. Senator Tom Udall
Michele Jacquez-Ortis, Office of U.S. Senator Tom Udall
Charles Pergler, Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club
James M. DiLuzio, Paulist Fathers
Bud Ryan, Pax Christi New Mexico
Kevin Martin, Peace Action and Peace Action Education Fund
Peggy Prince, Peace Action New Mexico
Cat Ral, Peace Action New Mexico
Edwin Fernandez, Penasco Area Communities Association, Inc.
Peter Wilk, Physicians for Social Responsibility
R. Daniel Beavers, Plumbers & Pipefitters; U.A. Local Union No. 412
Kathy Keith, Regional Development Corporation
LeRoy Moore, Ph.D., Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
Juan Montes, Rural Alliance for Military Accountability
Bernard Foy, Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society
Bruce Krasnow, Santa Fe New Mexican
Jeff Tollefson, Santa Fe New Mexican
Kathryn Sherlock, Ph.D., Santa Fe RESULTS
Penelope McMullen, Sisters of the Loretto
Michelle Victoria-Delon, Smart Lifeways LLC
Liz Woodruff, Snake River Alliance
Don Hancock, Southwest Research and Information Center
William Paul Robinson, Southwest Research and Information Center
Ann Hunkins, Tewa Women United
Everette A. Rael, Tewa Women United
Corrine Sanchez, Tewa Women United
Kathy Sanchez, Tewa Women United
Beata Tsosie-Pena, Tewa Women United
Jerry Stein, President, The Peace Farm
Alice Roos, The Sanctuary Foundation
Charles E. Cole, The United Methodist Church
Alicia Dressman, Think Outside the Bomb National Youth Network
Lisa Putkey, Think Outside the Bomb
Marcus Page, Trinity Nuclear Abolition
Marylia Kelley, Tri-Valley CAREs
Scott Yundt, Tri-Valley CAREs
J. Gilbert Sanchez, Tribal Environmental Watch Alliance
Jennette Bando, Una Resolana/TWU’s Environmental Justice Focus Group
David Garcia, Una Resolana
Enrique Martinez, Una Resolana
Luis Pena, Una Resolana
Rosalia Triana, Una Resolana
Lisbeth Gronlund, Union of Concerned Scientists
Norman Budow, Veterans Organization – WW-2
Melissa Larson, Wholly Rags
Susan Shaer, Women’s Action for New Directions
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Individuals
The following individuals have been sent a copy of the CMRR-NF SEIS or have been notified by electronic mail that
the SEIS is available in electronic format on NNSA’s website.
Wren Abbott
Ken Adkins
Lisa Adkins
Leslie Alderwick
Marjorie S. Allen
Nancy Allen
Charles Alley
Geraldine Amato
Floyd E. Archuleta
Alfred A. Arias
Joel Armin-Hoiland
Sister Joan Arnold
Ray Baca
David Bacon
Joanne Baek
Jeanne Bahnson
Clifton Bain
Alice Baker
Martha Baldonoi
Patti Barger
Stuart Barger
Floy Barrett
Karen Barton
Louise Baum
Bruce Baumgarten
Holly Beaumont
Sue Becker
Lia Bello
Jody Benson
Rose Bernadette
David Berwald
Patricia Birnie
Tina H. Blackburn
Cindy Blackwell
Rosemary A. Blanchard
Jonathan Block
Brenda Blume
Deetje Boler
Jerry Bonn
Tina S. Boradiansky
Margie Borchers
Joan Broadfield
Elizabeth Brockway
Uomi Brog
Joan Brown
Patrick Brunmeier
Elyse R. Budiash
Hope Buechler
Margaret K. Burlingame
Beverly Busching
Mitch Buszek

Ann-Nicole Cain
Robert Carman
Adele Caruthers
Cindy Casalina
Betty Cauthorne
Christopher Chancellor
Constance Charette
Geoff Chesshire
Marc Choyt
Jose A. Cisneros
Veronica Clare
Luella H. Clavio
Laura Clearman
James A. Cobble
KC Coburn
Geri Collecchia
Sandy Commons
Camy Condon
Barbara Conroy
Sheila Coopere
Therese Councilor
Sarah Crawford
Carole Crews
David Crocker
Norma Cross
Tim Cunningham
Mimi Darragh
Alicia Maria DaSilva
Bart Davis
Charles Day
Carol De Marinis
Anne deBuys
Murray Decio
Denise DeGarmo
Mercedita del Valle
Liam Denevan
Margarita Denevan
Carl deVecchis
Ross Dimmick
Marsha Dinehart
Doug Doran
Doug Dorian
Jackie Dulle
Roger Eaton
Elliott T. Egan
Martha Eichler
Tim Eisenbeis
Chris Ellis
Beth Enson
Kelly Epstein
Ken Eske

Ayman Fadel
Dee Feeney
Janice Flahitt
Margaret Flanagan
Spencer Floyd
Ian Ford
Joanne Forman
Lisa Fox
B. Foy
Katherine Franger
Alex Fraser
Jack Frenkel
Robert Gallegos
Lydia Garcia
Richard Geddes
John Geddie
Mary L. Geraets
Daniel Gibson
Pamela Gilchrist
Robert H. Gilkeson
John E. Glenski
Fred Goddard
Mike Gomez
Melissa Padilla Gomez
Arifa Goodman
Jade Gordon
Carole Gorecki
Carol Green
Jeanne Green
Nona Lee Gregg
Ruth Halcomb
Annal Hansen
Renee Hardy
Jennifer Harris
Marta Harrison
Lisabeth Harward
William Hay
Colleen Hayes
Thomas Heck
Paul Helbling
Ann Hendrie
Patricia Herron
Daniel Heuer
Linda Hibbs
Stephanie Hiller
Sam Hitt
Dennis Hjeresen
Thomas Hodge
Marilyn Hoff
Dennis R. Holloway
David Holmstrom
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Linda Hone
Karen Horne
Shelley F. Horne
Jane S. Hussain
Don Hyde
Kenneth Jacks
Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller
Lily Jacobs
Richard Johnson
Mariann Johnston
Laura Jolly
Anu Joshi
Andrez Juarez
Teresa Juarez
Suzy T. Kane
Emmy Kaponen
Anna Katherine
Norm Keegel
Bridgette Kennedy
Bryan Kerr
Delores Kincaide
Janet Kinniry
Cliff J. Kirchmer
Myron Koop
Emmy Koponen
Bonnie Korman
Eleanor Krebs
Erich Kuerschner
Claire Kugelman-Kropp
Mercedes Lackey
Ken LaGattuta
Carole Landess
Peter J. Lapolla
Barbara Larcom
Char Laughon
Elizabeth Lerer
Carrie Leven
Michael 'Ike' Levy
Lynx Lightning
Robert Lincoln
Francine Lindberg
Lucy R. Lippard
Christopher Lish
Laure Liverman
Voan Logghe
Tatiana Lomahaftewa-Singer
James D. Louck
Claire Lovelace
Patsy Lowe
Michael R. Loya
Martha Lujan
Jan Lustig
Douglas R. MacDonald
Donald R. Machen
Therese MacKenzie
Kenny Madden
Jolene Maes
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Wayne R. Maes
Joseph M. Maestas
M.J. Mahan
Charles R. Mansfield
John Marin
Johnnie Martinez
Lily Martinez-Rael
Kay Matthews
Ann Mattingley
Persephone Maywald
Dominique Mazeaud
Peter McCarthy
Mary McCormick
Caitlin McHugh
R. Jesse McLaren
Deborah Michalak
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APPENDIX A
FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES

This appendix presents Federal Register notices related to this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS).
They include Records of Decision from previous programmatic, site-wide, and project-specific
environmental impacts statements, as well as notices related to the current SEIS. The following
Federal Register notices are included:

76 FR 28222

Extension of the Public Review and Comment Period and Announcement of an Additional
Public Hearing for the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear
Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

76 FR 24018

Notice of Availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

75 FR 67711

Extension of Scoping Period for the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

75 FR 60745

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear
Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

74 FR 33232

Record of Decision: Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation
of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

73 FR 77644

Record of Decision for the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement—Operations Involving Plutonium, Uranium, and the
Assembly and Disassembly of Nuclear Weapons

73 FR 55833

Record of Decision: Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM

69 FR 6967

Record of Decision: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
National Nuclear Security
Administration
Extension of the Public Review and
Comment Period and Announcement
of an Additional Public Hearing for the
Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Nuclear
Facility Portion of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
National Nuclear Security
Administration, U.S. Department of
Energy.
ACTION: Extension of Public Review and
Comment Period and Announcement of
an additional Public Hearing.
AGENCY:

On April 29, 2011, the
National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), a semiautonomous agency within the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), published
a notice of availability for the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR–NF DSEIS;
DOE/EIS–0350–S1). That notice stated
that the public review and comment
period would continue until June 13,
2011. NNSA has decided to extend the
public comment period by 15 days
through June 28, 2011 and to hold an
additional public hearing on Monday,
May 23, 2011 in Albuquerque, NM.
ADDRESSES: The Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
and its reference material are available
for review on the NNSA NEPA Web site
at: http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/
cmrrseis. Copies of the Draft CMRR–NF
SEIS are also available for review at:
The Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Oppenheimer Study Center, Building
TA3–207, West Jemez Road, Los
Alamos, New Mexico; the Office of the
Northern New Mexico Citizens
Advisory Board, 1660 Old Pecos Trail,
Suite B, Santa Fe, New Mexico; and the
Zimmerman Library, University of New
Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico. The
Draft CMRR–NF SEIS or its Summary
may be obtained upon request by
leaving a message on the Los Alamos
Site Office (LASO) CMRR–NF SEIS
Hotline at (toll free) 1–877–427–9439; or
by writing to: U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
3747 West Jemez Road, TA–3 Building
1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544,
Attn: Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF
SEIS Document Manager; or by
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facsimile ((505) 667–5948); or by e-mail
at: NEPALASO@doeal.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on the NNSA NEPA
process, please contact: Ms. Mary
Martin (NA–GC), NNSA NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, or
telephone 202–586–9438.
For general information concerning
the DOE NEPA process, contact: Ms.
Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of
NEPA Policy and Compliance (GC–54),
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585; (202) 586–4600;
leave a message at (800) 472–2756; or
send an e-mail to
askNEPA@hq.energy.gov. Additional
information regarding DOE NEPA
activities and access to many DOE
NEPA documents are available on the
Internet through the DOE NEPA Web
site at http://nepa.energy.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Council on Environmental Quality’s
implementing regulations for the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (40 CFR 1502.9[c][1] and [2])
and DOE’s NEPA implementing
regulations (10 CFR 1021.314) require
the preparation of a supplement to an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
when there are substantial changes to a
proposal or when there are significant
new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns.
DOE may also prepare a supplemental
EIS at any time to further the purposes
of NEPA. Pursuant to these provisions,
the NNSA has prepared a supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS)
to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the construction and
operation of the nuclear facility portion
of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
(CMRR–NF) at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), Los Alamos, New
Mexico.
The CMRR Project was first analyzed
in the 2003 Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
(the CMRR EIS) (DOE/EIS–0350), and
NNSA issued a Record of Decision for
the CMRR Project in February 2004 (68
FR 6420) announcing its decision to
construct and operate a two building
CMRR facility within Technical Area-55
(TA–55) at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) in order to meet its
need to sustain mission-critical
specialized nuclear chemistry and
metallurgy capabilities at LANL in a
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safe, secure and environmentally sound
manner. Since that time, NNSA has
constructed one of the two buildings for
the CMRR Project (the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building, also
called the RLUOB), and has engaged in
project planning and design processes
for the second building, the CMRR–NF.
The planning and design processes for
the CMRR–NF have identified the need
for various changes to the original
design for the structure and additional
project elements not envisioned in the
2003 NEPA analyses. These proposed
changes, identified subsequent to the
ROD, are the subject of the CMRR–NF
SEIS analyses.
On April 29, 2011, the National
Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA), published a notice of
availability for the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nuclear Facility Portion of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR–NF DSEIS;
DOE/EIS–0350–S1) (76 FR 24018). That
notice stated that the public review and
comment period would continue until
June 13, 2011. NNSA has decided to
extend the public comment period by 15
days through June 28, 2011. NNSA has
also decided to hold one additional
public hearing during the comment
period.
The newly added public hearing will
take place on Monday, May 23, 2011 in
Albuquerque, NM. The complete
schedule for public hearings on the
Draft CMRR–NF SEIS with all dates,
times, and locations is the following:
• Monday, May 23, 2011, at 5 p.m. to
9 p.m., Albuquerque Marriott, Salon F,
2101 Louisiana Boulevard, NE.,
Albuquerque, NM.
• Tuesday, May 24, 2011, at 5 p.m. to
9 p.m., Holiday Inn Express, 60 Entrada
Drive, Los Alamos, NM.
• Wednesday, May 25, 2011, at 5 p.m.
to 9 p.m., Santa Claran Hotel, 464 N.
Riverside Drive, Española, NM.
• Thursday, May 26, 2011, at 5 p.m.
to 9 p.m., Santa Fe Community College,
Jemez Rooms, 6401 Richards Avenue,
Santa Fe, NM.
The first half hour of each hearing
will be conducted as an open housestyle session with subject matter experts
available to discuss the project and
answer questions; the remainder of the
hearing will be devoted to receiving oral
and written comments.
NNSA invites stakeholders and
members of the public to submit
comments on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
during the public comment period,
which started with the publication of
the Environmental Protection Agency’s
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Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register on April 29, 2011 and will
continue for 60 days until June 28, 2011.
NNSA will consider comments received
after this date to the extent practicable
as it prepares the Final CMRR–NF SEIS.
Questions or Comments concerning the
Draft CMRR–NF SEIS can be submitted
to the NNSA Los Alamos Site Office at
the same postal and electronic addresses
given above. Additionally, the LASO
CMRR–NF SEIS Hotline provides
instructions on how to record
comments. Please mark all envelopes,
faxes and e-mail: ‘‘Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
Comments’’.
Issued in Washington, DC, on May 10,
2011.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. 2011–11909 Filed 5–13–11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[EPA–R06–OAR–2010–0774; FRL–9306–4]

Adequacy Status of the Baton Rouge,
Louisiana Maintenance Plan 8-Hour
Ozone Motor Vehicle Emission
Budgets for Transportation Conformity
Purposes

665–8542, E-mail address:
Riley.Jeffrey@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Throughout this document ‘‘we,’’ ‘‘us,’’
and ‘‘our’’ refers to EPA. The word
‘‘budget(s)’’ refers to the mobile source
emissions budget for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and the mobile
source emissions budget for nitrogen
oxides (NOX).
On August 31, 2010, we received a
State Implementation Plan (SIP)
revision from the Louisiana Department
of Environmental Quality (LDEQ). This
revision consisted of a Redesignation
Request/Maintenance Plan SIP for the
Baton Rouge ozone nonattainment area.
In response to further EPA
communication with LDEQ, we received
a technical amendment to the Baton
Rouge Redesignation Request/
Maintenance Plan SIP from LDEQ on
February 14, 2011. This submittal
established the motor vehicle emissions
budgets (MVEB) for the Baton Rouge
area for the year 2022. The MVEB is the
amount of emissions allowed in the
state implementation plan for on-road
motor vehicles; it establishes an
emissions ceiling for the regional
transportation network. The MVEB is
provided in Table 1:

TABLE 1—BATON ROUGE NOX AND
VOC MVEB
[Summer season tons per day]

Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of adequacy
determination.
AGENCY:

EPA is notifying the public
that it has found that the motor vehicle
emissions budgets (MVEB) in the Baton
Rouge, Louisiana Redesignation
Request/Maintenance Plan State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision,
submitted on August 31, 2010 and
February 14, 2011, by the Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ) are adequate for transportation
conformity purposes. As a result of
EPA’s finding, the Baton Rouge area
must use these budgets for future
conformity determinations for the 1997
8-hour ozone standard.
DATES: These budgets are effective May
31, 2011.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
essential information in this notice will
be available at EPA’s conformity Web
site: http://www.epa.gov/otaq/
stateresources/transconf/adequacy.htm.
You may also contact Mr. Jeffrey Riley,
Air Planning Section (6PD–L), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 6, 1445 Ross Avenue, Dallas,
Texas 75202–2733, telephone (214)
SUMMARY:
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NOX ..................................................
VOC ..................................................

6.96
7.55

On March 3, 2011, EPA posted the
availability of the Baton Rouge area
budget on EPA’s Web site, as part of the
adequacy process, for the purpose of
soliciting public comments. The
comment period closed on April 4,
2011, and we received no comments.
Today’s notice is simply an
announcement of a finding that EPA has
already made. EPA Region 6 sent a letter
to LDEQ on April 27, 2011, finding that
the MVEB in the Baton Rouge
Redesignation Request/Maintenance
Plan SIP, submitted on August 31, 2010
and February 14, 2011, is adequate and
must be used for transportation
conformity determinations in the Baton
Rouge area. This finding has also been
announced on EPA’s conformity Web
site: http://www.epa.gov/otaq/
stateresources/transconf/adequacy.htm.
Transportation conformity is required
by section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act.
EPA’s conformity rule, 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) part 93,
requires that transportation plans,
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programs and projects conform to state
air quality implementation plans and
establishes the criteria and procedures
for determining whether or not they do
so. Conformity to a SIP means that
transportation activities will not
produce new air quality violations,
worsen existing violations, or delay
timely attainment of the national
ambient air quality standards.
The criteria by which EPA determines
whether a SIP’s MVEB is adequate for
transportation conformity purposes are
outlined in 40 CFR 93.118(e)(4). We
have also described the process for
determining the adequacy of submitted
SIP budgets in our July 1, 2004, final
rulemaking entitled, ‘‘Transportation
Conformity Rule Amendments for the
New 8-hour Ozone and PM2.5 National
Ambient Air Quality Standards and
Miscellaneous Revisions for Existing
Areas; Transportation Conformity Rule
Amendments: Response to Court
Decision and Additional Rule Changes’’
(69 FR 40004). Please note that an
adequacy review is separate from EPA’s
completeness review, and it should not
be used to prejudge EPA’s ultimate
approval of the Baton Rouge
Redesignation Request/Maintenance
Plan SIP revision submittal. Even if EPA
finds a budget adequate, the
Redesignation Request/Maintenance
Plan SIP revision submittal could later
be disapproved.
Within 24 months from the effective
date of this notice, the transportation
partners will need to demonstrate
conformity to the new MVEB if the
demonstration has not already been
made, pursuant to 40 CFR 93.104(e).
See, 73 FR 4419 (January 24, 2008).
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.
Dated: May 6, 2011.
Al Armendariz,
Regional Administrator, Region 6.
[FR Doc. 2011–11944 Filed 5–13–11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[Petition IV–2010–1; FRL–9306–2]

Clean Air Act Operating Permit
Program; Petition for Objection to
State Operating Permit for Tennessee
Valley Authority—Paradise Fossil Fuel
Plant; Muhlenberg County, KY
Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of final order on petition
to object to a state operating permit.
AGENCY:

Pursuant to Clean Air Act
(CAA) Section 505(b)(2) and 40 CFR

SUMMARY:
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
[Project No. 14147–000]
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Storage Development Partners, LLC;
Notice of Preliminary Permit
Application Accepted for Filing and
Soliciting Comments, Motions To
Intervene, and Competing Applications
On April 1, 2011, Storage
Development Partners, LLC, filed an
application for a preliminary permit,
pursuant to section 4(f) of the Federal
Power Act (FPA), proposing to study the
feasibility of the Camp Pendleton
Project (project) to be located at Camp
Pendleton Marine Corps Base, in San
Diego County, California. The sole
purpose of a preliminary permit, if
issued, is to grant the permit holder
priority to file a license application
during the permit term. A preliminary
permit does not authorize the permit
holder to perform any land-disturbing
activities or otherwise enter upon lands
or waters owned by others without the
owners’ express permission.
The proposed project would be a
pumped storage project and consist of
the following: (1) A new 30-foot-high
earthen dam with a crest length of 3,881
feet; (2) an upper reservoir having a total
storage capacity of 5,399 acre-feet at a
normal maximum operating elevation of
1,700 feet mean sea level (msl); (3) five
10,500-foot-long, 25-foot-diameter steel
lined penstocks extending between the
upper reservoir’s inlet/outlet and the
pump/turbines below; (4) a breakwater
area within the Pacific Ocean, serving as
the lower reservoir; (5) an underground
powerhouse with approximate
dimensions of 250-feet-long by 75-feetwide by 100-feet-high and containing
five reversible pump/turbine-motor/
generator units with a rated capacity of
254,237 kW each; (6) an 1,000-foot-long,
800-foot-wide concrete lined tailrace
connecting the pump/turbine draft tubes
with the lower inlet/outlet; (7) a lower
inlet/outlet structure 100-feet-below
msl; (8) a 5-mile-long, 230-kilovolt (kV)
transmission line extending from the
powerhouse to an existing substation;
and (9) appurtenant facilities. The
estimated annual generation of the
proposed Camp Pendleton Project
would be 3,714 gigawatt-hours.
Applicant Contact: Mr. James
Petruzzi, Managing Partner, Storage
Development Partners, LLC., 4900
Woodway, Suite 745, Houston, Texas
77056; Telephone: 713–840–9994.
FERC Contact: Kenneth Hogan 202–
502–8434.
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Deadline for filing comments, motions
to intervene, competing applications
(without notices of intent), or notices of
intent to file competing applications: 60
days from the issuance of this notice.
Competing applications and notices of
intent must meet the requirements of 18
CFR 4.36. Comments, motions to
intervene, notices of intent, and
competing applications may be filed
electronically via the Internet. See 18
CFR 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the
instructions on the Commission’s Web
site http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
efiling.asp. Commenters can submit
brief comments up to 6,000 characters,
without prior registration, using the
eComment system at http://
www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
ecomment.asp. You must include your
name and contact information at the end
of your comments. For assistance,
please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll
free at 1–866–208–3676, or for TTY,
(202) 502–8659. Although the
Commission strongly encourages
electronic filing, documents may also be
paper-filed. To paper-file, mail an
original and seven copies to: Kimberly
D. Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First
Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426.
More information about this project,
including a copy of the application, can
be viewed or printed on the ‘‘eLibrary’’
link of Commission’s Web site at
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
elibrary.asp. Enter the docket number
(P–14147) in the docket number field to
access the document. For assistance,
contact FERC Online Support.
Dated: April 22, 2011.
Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2011–10311 Filed 4–28–11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
National Nuclear Security
Administration
Notice of Availability of the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
National Nuclear Security
Administration, U.S. Department of
Energy.

AGENCY:

Notice of availability and public
hearings.

ACTION:
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The National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA)
announces the availability of the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (Draft CMRR–NF
SEIS) (DOE/EIS–0350–S1), and the dates
and locations for public hearings to
receive comments on the Draft CMRR–
NF SEIS. The Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
analyzes the potential environmental
impacts of alternatives for constructing
and operating the nuclear facility (NF)
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement (CMRR)
Project. The CMRR Project was first
analyzed in the 2003 Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, NM (the CMRR EIS) (DOE/EIS–
0350), and NNSA issued a Record of
Decision for the CMRR Project in
February 2004 (68 FR 6420) announcing
its decision to construct and operate a
two building CMRR facility within
Technical Area-55 (TA–55) at Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in
order to meet its need to sustain
mission-critical specialized nuclear
chemistry and metallurgy capabilities at
LANL in a safe, secure and
environmentally sound manner. Since
that time, NNSA has constructed one of
the two buildings for the CMRR Project
(the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/
Office Building, also called the RLUOB),
and has engaged in project planning and
design processes for the second
building, the CMRR–NF. The planning
and design processes for the CMRR–NF
have identified the need for various
changes to the original design for the
structure and additional project
elements not envisioned in the 2003
NEPA analyses. These proposed
changes, identified subsequent to the
ROD, are the subject of the CMRR–NF
SEIS analyses.
The Draft CMRR–NF SEIS considers a
No Action Alternative (the 2004 CMRR–
NF), and two action alternatives (the
Modified CMRR–NF Alternative, and
the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative). Under the No Action
Alternative, NNSA analyzes
construction and operation of the
CMRR–NF as it was originally
envisioned in 2004, although it has been
determined that the structural design in
this alternative would not meet current
nuclear facility design safety
requirements. Thus, this alternative no
longer meets NNSA’s purpose and need.
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The Modified CMRR–NF Alternative
incorporates currently identified
construction and operational
requirements for the CMRR–NF, and
meets NNSA’s purpose and need. The
Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative analyzes continued use of
the CMR Building for as long as it may
be safe to do so, together with the
RLUOB, although this alternative would
not fully meet NNSA’s purpose and
need. The Modified CMRR Alternative
is NNSA’s preferred alternative.
DATES: NNSA invites stakeholders and
members of the public to submit
comments on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
during the public comment period,
which starts with the publication of the
Environmental Protection Agency’s
Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register and extends for 45 days until
June 13, 2011. NNSA will consider
comments received after this date to the
extent practicable as it prepares the
Final CMRR–NF SEIS.
NNSA will hold three public hearings
on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS at the
following dates, times, and locations:
• Tuesday, May 24, 2011, at 5 p.m. to
9 p.m., Holiday Inn Express, 60 Entrada
Drive, Los Alamos, NM.
• Wednesday, May 25, 2011, at 5 p.m.
to 9 p.m., Santa Claran Hotel, 464 N.
Riverside Drive, Española, NM.
• Thursday, May 26, 2011, at 5 p.m.
to 9 p.m., Santa Fe Community College,
Jemez Rooms, 6401 Richards Avenue,
Santa Fe, NM.
The first half hour of each hearing
will be conducted as an open housestyle session with subject matter experts
available to discuss the project and
answer questions; the remainder of the
hearing will be devoted to receiving oral
and written comments.
ADDRESSES: The Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
and its reference material are available
for review on the NNSA NEPA Web site
at: http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/
cmrrseis. Copies of the Draft CMRR–NF
SEIS are also available for review at: the
Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Oppenheimer Study Center, Building
TA3–207, West Jemez Road, Los
Alamos, New Mexico; the Office of the
Northern New Mexico Citizens
Advisory Board, 1660 Old Pecos Trail,
Suite B, Santa Fe, New Mexico; and the
Zimmerman Library, University of New
Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico. The
Draft CMRR–NF SEIS or its Summary
may be obtained upon request by
leaving a message on the Los Alamos
Site Office (LASO) CMRR–NF SEIS
Hotline at (toll free) 1–877–427–9439; or
by writing to: U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
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3747 West Jemez Road, TA–3 Building
1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544,
Attn: Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF
SEIS Document Manager; or by
facsimile ((505) 667–5948); or by e-mail
at: NEPALASO@doeal.gov.
Questions or Comments concerning
the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS can be
submitted to the NNSA Los Alamos Site
Office at the same postal and electronic
addresses given above. Additionally, the
LASO CMRR–NF SEIS Hotline will have
instructions on how to record
comments. Please mark all envelopes,
faxes and e-mail: ‘‘Draft CMRR–NF SEIS
Comments’’.
For general information about the
DOE NEPA process, please contact: Ms.
Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of
NEPA Policy and Compliance (GC–54),
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586–4600,
or leave a message at 1–800–472–2756.
Additional information regarding DOE
NEPA activities and access to many of
DOE’s NEPA documents are available
on the Internet through the DOE NEPA
Web site at http://nepa.energy.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
NNSA has prepared the Draft CMRR
SEIS in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations that implement the
procedural provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
parts 1500–1508), and DOE regulations
implementing NEPA (10 CFR 1021).
These regulations require the
preparation of a supplement to an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
when there are substantial changes to a
proposal or when there or significant
new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns. An
agency may also supplement an EIS to
further the purposes of NEPA.
Background. LANL is located in
north-central New Mexico, 60 miles
north-northeast of Albuquerque, 25
miles northwest of Santa Fe, and 20
miles southwest of Española in Los
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties. It is
located between the Jemez Mountains to
the west and the Sangre de Cristo
Mountains and Rio Grande to the east.
LANL occupies an area of about 40
square miles (104 square kilometers). It
is a multidisciplinary, multipurpose
institution engaged in theoretical and
experimental research and
development. LANL performs scientific
research and development, and
production mission support activities
that are critical to the accomplishment
of the NNSA’s national security
objectives as reflected in previous NEPA
decisions based on the Stockpile
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Stewardship and Management
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS–0236) and
the Complex Transformation
Supplemental Programmatic EIS
(SPEIS) (DOE/EIS–0236–S4). LANL’s
role in NNSA mission objectives
includes a wide range of scientific and
technological capabilities that support
nuclear materials handling, processing
and fabrication; stockpile management;
materials and manufacturing
technologies; nonproliferation
programs; research and development
support for national defense and
homeland security programs; and DOE
waste management activities.
The CMR facility, located in TA–3 at
LANL, houses unique analytical
chemistry (AC) and material
characterization (MC) support
capabilities needed to execute NNSA
mission activities. However, CMR is
nearly 60 years old. A 1998 seismic
study identified two small parallel
faults beneath the northernmost portion
of the CMR Building. The presence of
these faults has given rise to operational
and safety concerns related to the
structural integrity of the building
should a seismic event affecting LANL
take place. CMR Building operations
and capabilities are currently restricted
in scope due to both safety and security
constraints; it cannot be operated to the
full extent needed to meet NNSA
operational requirements. In the late
1990s, NNSA began to develop plans to
relocate the CMR Building capabilities
elsewhere at LANL to ensure its ability
to provide AC and MC support for
national security and other NNSA
missions. The CMRR EIS was prepared
and issued in 2003, followed by a ROD
in 2004.
The RLUOB portion of the CMRR
project has been completely planned
and constructed at TA–55 over the past
7 years. During this same time period,
project planning and design for the
CMRR–NF has progressed. The CMRR–
NF planning process has identified
several project requirements that were
not envisioned when the CMRR EIS was
prepared and issued in 2003. Various
facility modifications to address current
DOE and NNSA nuclear facility design
requirements and sustainable design
principals have been identified by
NNSA. Several ancillary and support
project requirements in addition to
those previously analyzed in the CMRR
EIS have also been identified. The
modifications to the proposed CMRR–
NF structural design would allow the
building to be operated to the full extent
needed to meet NNSA objectives for the
CMRR Facility.
NNSA conducted a public scoping
process that began with the publication
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of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the
Federal Register on October 1, 2010, in
which NNSA announced its intention to
prepare the CMRR–NF SEIS and invited
public comment on the scope of the
NEPA analysis. The NOI also
announced the schedule for public
scoping meetings that were held on
October 19, 2010, and on October 20,
2010, in White Rock and Pojoaque, New
Mexico, respectively. In addition to the
public meetings, the public was
encouraged to provide comments via
mail, e-mail, and fax. All scoping
comments received were considered by
NNSA in preparing the Draft CMRR
SEIS.
Alternatives. The Draft CMRR–NF
SEIS analyzes the following three
alternatives:
No Action Alternative. The No Action
Alternative (also referred to as the 2004
CMRR–NF) reflects the CMRR–NF as it
was described and analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the 2004 ROD
(69 FR 6967) and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR
77656).
This alternative also includes two
additional project activities that were
not included in the 2003 CMRR EIS but
were analyzed in the 2008 Final SiteWide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico (the LANL SWEIS, DOE/EIS
–0380), which analyzed the CMRR
Facility as part of on-going and future
LANL operations. These additional
project elements are the transportation
and storage of up to 150,000 cubic yards
(115,000 cubic meters) per year of
excavated soil and spoils from the
construction site, and the installation of
a new 115-kilovolt electric substation on
the existing power distribution loop in
TA–50. The 2004 CMRR–NF would
have been constructed at TA–55,
adjacent to the RLUOB. It is now
known, however, that the 2004 CMRR–
NF design would not be able to be
constructed to meet the nuclear facility
design standards required for NNSA to
safely conduct the full suite of AC and
MC mission work needed by NNSA and
DOE. Under the No Action Alternative,
the 2004 CMRR–NF would have been
constructed as a two-storied building
with one above ground level and one
below ground level, together with
connecting tunnels, material storage
vaults, utility structures and trenches,
security structures, parking area(s) and
a variety of other support areas (such as
material laydown areas, concrete batch
plant, and equipment storage and
parking areas). The building would have
comprised about 200,000 square feet
(18,600 square meters) of solid floor

space, while the total amount of
laboratory workspace where missionrelated AC and MC operations would be
performed would have been about
22,500 square feet (2,100 square meters)
in size.
Modified CMRR–NF Alternative. The
Modified CMRR–NF would be
constructed at the same TA–55 location
adjacent to the RLUOB which is
identified for the No Action Alternative
and would enable NNSA to safely
conduct the full suite of AC and MC
mission work needed by NNSA and
DOE. The Modified CMRR–NF would be
constructed with additional structural
and reinforcing concrete and steel;
additional soil excavation, soil
stabilization, and foundation work
would also be necessary. The building
would comprise about 344,000 square
feet (31,000 square meters) of useable
floor space divided between four stories
and a partial roof level. The total
amount of laboratory workspace where
mission-related AC and MC operations
would be performed would be about
22,500 square feet (2,100 square meters)
in size. Additionally, a set of dedicated
fire suppression water storage tanks
would be located within the Modified
CMRR–NF building. This proposed
project would differ from the 2004
CMRR–NF in that it would include
facility modifications to address DOE
and NNSA nuclear facility design
standards including seismic safety,
nuclear safety basis requirements,
security needs, and sustainable design
principals and would also include
certain additional infrastructure
enhancements and construction support
activities.
The Modified CMRR–NF Alternative
includes two construction options, the
Deep Excavation Option and the
Shallow Excavation Option. The two
construction options consider
excavation depths that would allow
NNSA to construct the building either
below or above a layer of poorly welded
volcanic tuff (ash) present at the TA–55
site. The Modified CMRR Alternative is
NNSA’s preferred alternative; however,
NNSA has not identified a preferred
construction option at this time.
Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative. Under this alternative,
NNSA would continue to carry out
laboratory operations in the existing
CMR Building at TA–3, with
radiological laboratory and
administrative support operations
moving into the newly constructed
RLUOB at TA–55. The continued
operation of the CMR Building over an
extended period of time would result in
continued reduction of laboratory space
as operations are further consolidated,

or eliminated. It may also include
further reductions in operations that
could be identified as necessary over
time based on the limited ability of the
CMR Building to be safely operated and
maintained in a physically prudent
fashion. This alternative would not meet
NNSA’s need to carry out AC and MC
operations at a level that would support
the entire range of DOE and NNSA
mission needs.
Public Hearings and Invitation to
Comment. NNSA will hold three public
hearings on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS as
described in this Notice under DATES.
Individuals who would like to present
comments orally at these hearings must
register upon arrival at the hearing.
Speaking time will be allotted by the
hearing moderator to each individual
wishing to speak so as to ensure that as
many people as possible have the
opportunity to speak. NNSA
representatives will be available during
the open house portion of these hearings
to discuss the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS and
the analyses in it. Following the plenary
session, the public will have an
opportunity to provide oral and written
comments.
Following the end of the public
comment period on the Draft CMRR–NF
SEIS described above, the NNSA will
consider and respond to the comments
received during the comment period on
the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS in the Final
CMRR–NF SEIS, and issue the Final
CMRR–NF SEIS. NNSA decision-makers
will consider the environmental impact
analysis presented in the Final CMRR–
NF SEIS, along with other information,
in making decisions related to CMRR–
NF.
Signed in Washington, DC, on April 21,
2011.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. 2011–10406 Filed 4–28–11; 8:45 am]
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2010 session of the Board meeting is
scheduled to adjourn at 12 noon.
Detailed minutes of the meeting,
including summaries of the activities of
the closed sessions and related matters
that are informative to the public and
consistent with the policy of section 5
U.S.C. 552b(c) will be available to the
public within 14 days of the meeting.
Records are kept of all Board
proceedings and are available for public
inspection at the U.S. Department of
Education, National Assessment
Governing Board, Suite #825, 800 North
Capitol Street, NW., Washington, DC,
from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern
Time, Monday through Friday.
Electronic Access to This Document:
You may view this document, as well as
all other documents of this Department
published in the Federal Register, in
text or Adobe Portable Document
Format (PDF) on the Internet at the
following site: http://www.ed.gov/news/
fedregister/index.html. To use PDF you
must have Adobe Acrobat Reader,
which is available free at this site. If you
have questions about using PDF, call the
U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO),
toll free at 1–866–512–1800; or in the
Washington, DC area at (202) 512–0000.
Note: The official version of this document
is the document published in the Federal
Register. Free Internet access to the official
edition of the Federal Register and the Code
of Federal Regulations is available on GPO
Access at: http://www.gpoaccess.gov/nara/
index.html.
Dated: October 29, 2010.
Mary Crovo,
Deputy Executive Director, National
Assessment Governing Board, U.S.
Department of Education.
[FR Doc. 2010–27754 Filed 11–2–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Extension of Scoping Period for the
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
National Nuclear Security
Administration, U.S. Department of
Energy.
ACTION: Notice; extension of scoping
period.
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AGENCY:

On October 1, 2010, the
National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), a semiautonomous agency within the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), published
a notice of intent to prepare the

SUMMARY:
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Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR–NF SEIS;
DOE/EIS–0350–S1). That notice stated
that the scoping period would continue
until November 1, 2010. NNSA has
extended the public scoping period
through November 16, 2010.
ADDRESSES: Written comments or
suggestions concerning the scope of the
CMRR–NF SEIS, or requests for more
information on the SEIS and public
scoping process, should be directed to:
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF SEIS
Document Manager, U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
3747 West Jemez Road, TA–3 Building
1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544;
facsimile at 505–667–5948; or e-mail at:
NEPALASO@doeal.gov. Mr. Tegtmeier
may also be reached by telephone at
505–665–0113. Additionally, may
record their comments, ask questions
concerning the EIS, or request to be
placed on the EIS mailing or document
distribution list by leaving a message on
the SEIS Hotline at (toll free) 1–877–
427–9439. The Hotline will provide
instructions on how to record comments
and requests.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on the NNSA NEPA
process, please contact: Ms. Mary
Martin (NA–56), NNSA NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, or
telephone 202–586–9438.
For general information concerning
the DOE NEPA process, contact: Ms.
Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of
NEPA Policy and Compliance (GC–54),
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585; (202) 586–4600;
leave a message at (800) 472–2756; or
send an e-mail to
askNEPA@hq.energy.gov. Additional
information regarding DOE NEPA
activities and access to many DOE
NEPA documents are available on the
Internet through the DOE NEPA Web
site at http://nepa.energy.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Council on Environmental Quality’s
implementing regulations for the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (40 CFR 1502.9[c] [1] and [2])
and DOE’s NEPA implementing
regulations (10 CFR 1021.314) require
the preparation of a supplement to an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
when there are substantial changes to a
proposal or when there are significant
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new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns.
DOE may also prepare a supplemental
EIS at any time to further the purposes
of NEPA. Pursuant to these provisions,
the NNSA intends to prepare a
supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEIS) to assess the potential
environmental impacts of the
construction and operation of the
nuclear facility portion of the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project (CMRR–NF) at Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
Los Alamos, New Mexico.
On October 1, 2010, NNSA published
a notice of intent to prepare the
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS–0350–
S1). That notice stated that the scoping
period would continue until November
1, 2010. In response to public requests,
NNSA has extended the public scoping
period through November 16, 2010.
NNSA will consider comments received
after this date to the extent practicable
as it prepares the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS.
Issued in Washington, DC, on November 1,
2010.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. 2010–27864 Filed 11–1–10; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
International Energy Agency Meetings
Department of Energy.
Notice of meetings.

AGENCY:
ACTION:

The Industry Advisory Board
(IAB) to the International Energy
Agency (IEA) will meet on November
16, 2010, at the headquarters of the IEA
in Paris, France, in connection with a
joint meeting of the IEA’s Standing
Group on Emergency Questions (SEQ)
and the IEA’s Standing Group on the Oil
Market (SOM) on November 16; in
connection with the IEA’s Emergency
Disruption Simulation Exercise (ERE5)
to be held November 16–18, 2010; and
on November 19, 2010, in connection
with a meeting of the SEQ.
DATES: November 16–19, 2010.
ADDRESSES: 9, rue de la Fédération,
Paris, France.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Diana D. Clark, Assistant General for
International and National Security
Programs, Department of Energy, 1000
SUMMARY:
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Bonneville Power Administration
Availability of the Bonneville
Purchasing Instructions (BPI) and
Bonneville Financial Assistance
Instructions (BFAI)
Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA), DOE.
ACTION: Notice of document availability.
AGENCY:

Copies of the Bonneville
Purchasing Instructions (BPI), which
contain the policy and establish the
procedures that BPA uses in the
solicitation, award, and administration
of its purchases of goods and services,
including construction, are available in
printed form for $30, or without charge
at the following Internet address:
http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/business/
bpi. Copies of the Bonneville Financial
Assistance Instructions (BFAI), which
contain the policy and establish the
procedures that BPA uses in the
solicitation, award, and administration
of financial assistance instruments
(principally grants and cooperative
agreements), are available in printed
form for $15 each, or available without
charge at the following Internet address:
http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/business/
bfai.

SUMMARY:

Unbound copies of the BPI
or BFAI may be obtained by sending a
check for the proper amount to the Head
of the Contracting Activity, Routing
DGP–7, Bonneville Power
Administration, P.O. Box 3621,
Portland, Oregon 97208–3621.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Manager, Communications,1–800–622–
4519.
ADDRESSES:

BPA was
established in 1937 as a Federal Power
Marketing Agency in the Pacific
Northwest. BPA operations are financed
from power revenues rather than annual
appropriations. BPA’s purchasing
operations are conducted under 16
U.S.C. 832 et seq. and related statutes.
Pursuant to these special authorities, the
BPI is promulgated as a statement of
purchasing policy and as a body of
interpretative regulations governing the
conduct of BPA purchasing activities. It
is significantly different from the
Federal Acquisition Regulation, and
reflects BPA’s private sector approach to
purchasing the goods and services that
it requires. BPA’s financial assistance
operations are conducted under 16
U.S.C. 839 et seq. and 16 U.S.C. 839 et
seq. The BFAI express BPA’s financial
assistance policy. The BFAI also
comprise BPA’s rules governing
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implementation of the principles
provided in the following Federal
Regulations and/or OMB circulars:
2 CFR Part 220 Cost Principles for
Educational Institutions (Circular A–
21);
2 CFR Part 225 Cost Principles for State,
Local and Indian Tribal Governments
(Circular A–87);
Grants and Cooperative Agreements
with State and Local Governments
(Circular A–102);
Uniform Administrative Requirements
for Grants and Agreements with
Institutions of Higher Education,
Hospitals and Other Non-Profit
Organizations (Circular A–110);
2 CFR Part 230 Cost Principles for NonProfit Organizations (Circular A–122);
and
Audits of States, Local Governments
and Non-Profit Organizations
(Circular A–133)
BPA’s solicitations and contracts
include notice of applicability and
availability of the BPI and the BFAI, as
appropriate, for the information of
offerors on particular purchases or
financial assistance transactions.
Issued in Portland, Oregon, on September
17, 2010.
Damian J. Kelly,
Manager, Purchasing/Property Governance.
[FR Doc. 2010–24672 Filed 9–30–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
National Nuclear Security
Administration
Notice of Intent To Prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE), National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA).
ACTION: Notice of intent.
AGENCY:

The Council on
Environmental Quality’s implementing
regulations for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40
CFR 1502.9[c][1] and [2]) and DOE’s
NEPA implementing regulations (10
CFR 1021.314) require the preparation
of a supplement to an environmental
impact statement (EIS) when there are
substantial changes to a proposal or
when there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns. DOE may also

SUMMARY:
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prepare a supplemental EIS at any time
to further the purposes of NEPA.
Pursuant to these provisions, the NNSA,
a semi-autonomous agency within the
DOE, intends to prepare a supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS)
to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the construction and
operation of the nuclear facility portion
of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project
(CMRR–NF) at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), Los Alamos, New
Mexico.
The CMRR Project, including the
CMRR–NF, was the subject of NNSA’s
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;
the CMRR EIS) issued in November
2003, and a February 2004 Record of
Decision (ROD) (69 FR 6967). Over time,
due in large part to detailed site
geotechnical investigations, some
aspects of the CMRR–NF Project have
changed from what was foreseen when
the CMRR EIS was prepared. The
potential environmental impacts of
these proposed changes will be
analyzed in the CMRR–NF SEIS.
DATES: NNSA invites stakeholders and
members of the public to submit
comments and suggestions on the scope
of the SEIS during the SEIS scoping
period, which starts with the
publication of this Notice and will
continue for 30 days until November 1,
2010. NNSA will consider all comments
received or postmarked by that date in
defining the scope of this SEIS.
Comments received or postmarked after
that date will be considered to the
extent practicable. Two public scoping
meetings will be held to provide the
public with an opportunity to present
comments, ask questions, and discuss
concerns regarding the SEIS with NNSA
officials. Public scoping meetings will
be held on October 19, 2010, at the
White Rock Town Hall, 139 Longview
Drive, White Rock, New Mexico and
October 20, 2010, at the Cities of Gold
Casino Hotel, Pojoaque, New Mexico.
Both meetings will begin at 4 p.m. and
end at 7 p.m. The NNSA will publish
additional notices regarding the scoping
meetings in local newspapers in
advance of the scheduled meetings. Any
necessary changes will be announced in
the local media.
Any agency, state, pueblo, tribe, or
unit of local government that desires to
be designated a cooperating agency
should contact Mr. John Tegtmeier at
the address listed below by the closing
date of the scoping period.
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Written comments or
suggestions concerning the scope of the
CMRR–NF SEIS or requests for more
information on the SEIS and public
scoping process should be directed to:
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF SEIS
Document Manager, U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
3747 West Jemez Road, TA–3 Building
1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544;
facsimile at 505–667–5948; or e-mail at:
NEPALASO@doeal.gov. Mr. Tegtmeier
may also be reached by telephone at
505–665–0113.
In addition to providing comments at
the public scoping meetings, all
interested parties are invited to record
their comments, ask questions
concerning the EIS, or request to be
placed on the EIS mailing or document
distribution list by leaving a message on
the SEIS Hotline at (toll free) 1–877–
427–9439. The Hotline will provide
instructions on how to record comments
and requests.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on the NNSA NEPA
process, please contact: Ms. Mary
Martin (NA–56), NNSA NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, or
telephone 202–586–9438. For general
information about the DOE NEPA
process, please contact: Ms. Carol
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Compliance (GC–54), U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, telephone 202–
586–4600, or leave a message at 1–800–
472–2756. Additional information about
the DOE NEPA process, an electronic
archive of DOE NEPA documents,
including those referenced in this
announcement, and other NEPA
resources are provided at http://
nepa.energy.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: LANL is
located in north-central New Mexico, 60
miles north-northeast of Albuquerque,
25 miles northwest of Santa Fe, and 20
miles southwest of Española in Los
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties. It is
located between the Jemez Mountains to
the west and the Sangre de Cristo
Mountains and Rio Grande to the east.
LANL occupies an area of about 25,600
acres [10,360 hectares] or approximately
40 square miles and is operated for
NNSA by a contractor, Los Alamos
National Security, LLC. It is a
multidisciplinary, multipurpose
institution engaged in theoretical and
experimental research and
development. LANL has been assigned
science, research and development, and
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production mission support activities
that are critical to the accomplishment
of the NNSA’s national security
objectives as reflected in the Stockpile
Stewardship and Management
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS–0236) and
the Complex Transformation
Supplemental Programmatic EIS (DOE/
EIS–0236–S4). LANL’s main role in
NNSA mission objectives includes a
wide range of scientific and
technological capabilities that support
nuclear materials handling, processing
and fabrication; stockpile management;
materials and manufacturing
technologies; nonproliferation
programs; research and development
support for national defense and
homeland security programs; and DOE
waste management activities.
The capabilities needed to execute the
NNSA mission activities require
facilities at LANL that can be used to
handle actinides and other radioactive
materials in a safe and secure manner.
(The actinides are any of a series of 14
chemical elements with atomic numbers
ranging from 89 (actinium) through 103
(lawrencium)). Of primary importance
are the facilities located within the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
(CMR) Building and the Plutonium
Facility (located at Technical Areas
(TAs) 3 and 55, respectively), which are
used for processing, characterizing, and
storage of special nuclear material.
(Special nuclear material is defined by
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as
plutonium, uranium-233, or uranium
enriched in the isotopes uranium-233 or
uranium-235). Most of the LANL
mission support functions previously
listed require analytical chemistry,
material characterization, and actinide
research and development support
capabilities that currently exist within
the CMR Building and are not available
elsewhere. Other unique capabilities are
located at the adjacent Plutonium
Facility. Work is sometimes moved
between the CMR Building and the
Plutonium Facility to make use of the
full suite of capabilities that these two
facilities provide. CMR Building
operations and capabilities are currently
restricted in scope due to safety and
security constraints; it cannot be
operated to the full extent needed to
meet NNSA operational requirements.
The CMR building contains about
550,000 square feet (about 51,100 square
meters) of floor space on two floors
divided between a main corridor and
seven wings. It was constructed in the
early 1950s. DOE maintained and
upgraded the building over time to
provide for continued safe operations.
However, beginning in 1997 and 1998,
a series of operational, safety, and
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seismic issues surfaced regarding the
long-term viability of the CMR Building.
In January 1999, the NNSA approved a
strategy for managing operational risks
at the CMR Building. The strategy
included implementing operational
restrictions to ensure safe operations.
These restrictions are impacting the
assigned mission activities conducted at
the CMR Building. This strategy also
committed NNSA to develop plans to
relocate the CMR capabilities elsewhere
at LANL to maintain support of national
security and other NNSA missions. The
CMRR EIS was prepared and issued in
2003, followed by a ROD in 2004.
The CMRR EIS analyzed four action
alternatives: (1) The construction and
operation of a new CMRR facility at TA–
55; (2) the construction of a new CMRR
facility at a ‘‘greenfield’’ location within
TA–6; (3) a ‘‘hybrid’’ alternative
maintaining administrative offices and
support functions at the existing CMR
building with a new Hazard Category 2
laboratory facility built at TA–55; and,
(4) a ‘‘hybrid’’ alternative with the
laboratory facility being constructed at
TA–6. The CMRR EIS also analyzed a no
action alternative where the existing
CMR building would continue to be
kept in service. In the 2004 ROD, NNSA
announced its decision to implement
the preferred alternative (alternative 1):
To construct a new CMRR facility which
would include a single above-ground,
consolidated nuclear material-capable,
Hazard Category 2 laboratory building
(construction option 3) with a separate,
adjacent administrative office and
support functions building, now
referred to as the CMRR Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
(CMRR RLUOB). Upon completion, the
CMRR Facility would replace the CMR
Building, operations would be moved to
the new CMRR Facility, and the vacated
CMR Building would undergo
decommissioning, decontamination,
and demolition. (While the CMRR
RLUOB has been constructed in TA–55
at LANL, the installation of laboratory
equipment has not been completed and
operations have not begun). Since 2004,
the planning process for the
construction and operation of the
CMRR–NF has continued to progress
and take into consideration newly
gathered site-specific data and safety
and security requirements.
Purpose and Need: The NNSA’s
purpose and need for proposing the
construction and operation of the
CMRR–NF have not changed since the
CMRR EIS was prepared and issued in
2003. NNSA needs to provide the
physical means for accommodating the
CMR Building’s functional, missioncritical nuclear capabilities, and to
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consolidate activities for safer and more
efficient operations. In the 2003 CMRR
EIS, NNSA analyzed the potential
environmental impacts associated with
the proposed relocation of LANL
analytical chemistry (AC) and materials
characterization (MC), and associated
research and development capabilities
that currently exist primarily at the
existing CMR building, to a newly
constructed facility, and operation of
the new facility for the next 50 years. In
the May 2008, Final Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico (DOE/EIS–0380), the CMRR was
considered and its potential
environmental impacts analyzed as a
part of the No Action Alternative and
each of the action alternatives for
continued operation of LANL.
The potential environmental impacts
associated with the construction and
operation of the CMRR–NF were also
analyzed within certain alternatives in
the Complex Transformation SPEIS
(DOE/EIS–0236–S4) as part of the
proposal to reconfigure and streamline
NNSA’s nuclear security enterprise.
NNSA issued two RODs based on the
Complex Transformation SPEIS analysis
in December 2008. In the SPEIS ROD for
operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and
disassembly of nuclear weapons (73 FR
77644), NNSA announced its decision
to retain plutonium manufacturing and
research and development at LANL, and
in support of these activities, to proceed
with construction and operation of the
CMRR–NF at LANL as essential to its
ability to meet national security
requirements regarding the nation’s
nuclear deterrent.
Proposed Action and Alternatives
Proposed Action: The Proposed
Action is to construct the CMRR–NF at
TA–55. Over time some aspects of the
proposed CMRR–NF Project plans have
changed. These proposed changes
include, for example:
• Changes to the CMRR–NF structure
required for seismic safety based on new
information from additional
geotechnical investigations conducted at
the site. These changes involve
incorporating additional structural steel
and concrete into the building
construction and increasing the quantity
of material that must be excavated for
the building foundation;
• Changes to the infrastructure to
support the CMRR–NF construction
activities, such as concrete batch plants,
construction material lay-down areas
and warehouses, and temporary office
trailers and parking areas. Some of these

VerDate Mar<15>2010

17:34 Sep 30, 2010

Jkt 220001

changes involve the use of additional
acreage. Most of these proposed changes
are temporary in duration;
• Changes to the CMRR–NF structure
to ensure 10 CFR part 830 nuclear safety
basis requirements are met for facility
engineering controls to ensure
protection of the public, workers, and
the environment; and
• Changes to incorporate additional
sustainable design principles and
environmental conservation measures.
These changes minimize the
environmental impacts of construction
and operation of the CMRR–NF.
The potential environmental impacts
of these and similar changes will be
analyzed in the CMRR–NF SEIS.
No Action Alternative: The No Action
alternative would be the construction of
the CMRR–NF and the ancillary and
support activities as announced in the
2004 ROD.
CMR Alternative 1: Do not construct
a replacement facility to house the
capabilities planned for the CMRR–NF.
Continue to perform analytical
chemistry, material characterization,
and actinide research and development
activities in the CMR Building, with no
facility upgrades, while performing
routine maintenance at the level needed
to sustain programmatic operations for
as long as feasible.
CMR Alternative 2: Same as CMR
Alternative 1, but includes making the
extensive facility upgrades needed to
sustain CMR programmatic operations
for another 20 to 30 years.
Preliminary Identification of
Environmental Issues. NNSA has
tentatively identified the following
issues for analysis in this SEIS.
Additional issues may be identified as
a result of the scoping process.
1. Potential impacts to air, water, soil,
visual resources and viewsheds.
2. Potential impacts to plants and
animals, and to their habitats, including
Federally-listed threatened or
endangered species and their critical
habitats.
3. Potential impacts from irretrievable
and irreversible consumption of natural
resources and energy, including
transportation issues.
4. Potential impacts to cultural
resources, including historical and
prehistorical resources and traditional
cultural properties.
5. Potential impacts to infrastructure
and utilities.
6. Potential impacts to socioeconomic
conditions.
7. Potential environmental justice
impacts to minority and low-income
populations.
8. Potential cumulative impacts from
the Proposed Action and alternatives
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together with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions at LANL.
CMRR–NF SEIS Preparation Process:
The scoping process for a NEPA
document is an opportunity for the
public to assist the NNSA in
determining the alternatives and issues
for analysis. Alternatives may be added,
deleted, or modified as a result of
scoping. The purpose of the scoping
meetings is to receive oral and written
comments from the public. The
meetings will use a format to facilitate
dialogue between NNSA and the public
and will be an opportunity for
individuals to provide written or oral
statements. NNSA welcomes specific
comments or suggestions on the content
of these alternatives, or on other
alternatives that should be considered.
The above list of issues to be considered
in the SEIS analysis is tentative and is
intended to facilitate public comment
on the scope of the SEIS. It is not
intended to be all-inclusive, nor does it
imply any predetermination of potential
impacts. The CMRR–NF SEIS will
describe the potential environmental
impacts of the alternatives, using
available data where possible and
obtaining additional data where
necessary. Copies of written comments
and transcripts of oral comments will be
available as soon as practicable after the
public scoping meeting on the Internet
at: http://www.doeal.gov/laso/
NEPADocuments.aspx.
Following the scoping period
announced in this Notice of Intent, and
after consideration of comments
received during scoping, NNSA will
prepare a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Construction of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Replacement Project’s
Nuclear Facility at Technical Area-55
Within Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS–
0350–S1). Comments received on the
Draft SEIS during the planned 45-day
comment period will be considered and
addressed in the Final SEIS, which
NNSA anticipates issuing by July 2011.
NNSA will issue a ROD no sooner than
30 days after publication by the
Environmental Protection Agency of a
Notice of Availability of the Final SEIS.
Issued in Washington, DC, this 28th day of
September 2010.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. 2010–24681 Filed 9–30–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P
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This notice announces a
meeting of the Advanced Scientific
Computing Advisory Committee
(ASCAC). Federal Advisory Committee
Act (Pub. L. 92–463, 86 Stat. 770)
requires that public notice of these
meetings be announced in the Federal
Register.
DATES: Tuesday, August 11, 2009, 9 a.m.
to 5 p.m.; Wednesday, August 12, 2009,
9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
ADDRESSES: American Geophysical
Union, (AGU), 2000 Florida Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20009–1277.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Melea Baker, Office of Advanced
Scientific Computing Research, SC–21/
Germantown Building, U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585–1290;
Telephone (301)–903–7486, (E-mail:
Melea.Baker@science.doe.gov).
SUMMARY:

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Purpose of the Meeting: The purpose
of this meeting is to provide advice and
guidance with respect to the advanced
scientific computing research program.
Tentative Agenda: Agenda will
include discussions of the following:
Tuesday, August 11, 2009
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Wednesday, August 12, 2009
ASCAC Committee of Visitors Update,
Challenges in Climate Change Science
and the Role of Computing at the
Extreme Scale,
Petascale Science Results,
Public Comment.
Public Participation: The meeting is
open to the public. If you would like to
file a written statement with the
Committee, you may do so either before
or after the meeting. If you would like
to make oral statements regarding any of
the items on the agenda, you should
contact Melea Baker via FAX at 301–
903–4846 or via e-mail
(Melea.Baker@science.doe.gov). You
must make your request for an oral
statement at least 5 business days prior
to the meeting. Reasonable provision
will be made to include the scheduled
oral statements on the agenda. The
Chairperson of the Committee will
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Issued in Washington, DC, on July 1, 2009.
Rachel Samuel,
Deputy Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. E9–16208 Filed 7–9–09; 8:45 am]
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View from Washington,
Office of Science Update,
ASCR Update,
Computing at the National Science
Foundation,
Computational Research Needs in
Alternative and Renewable Energy,
SciDAC Update,
Potential Impact of High-end Capability
Computing on Four Illustrative Fields
of Science and Engineering,
ASCR Recovery Act projects,
Public Comment.

VerDate Nov<24>2008

conduct the meeting to facilitate the
orderly conduct of business. Public
comment will follow the 10-minute
rule.
Minutes: The minutes of this meeting
will be available for public review and
copying within 30 days at the Freedom
of Information Public Reading Room,
1E–190, Forrestal Building, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, between 9 a.m.
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except holidays.
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The National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA), a
separately organized agency within the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), is
issuing this Record of Decision (ROD)
for the continued operation of the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in
Los Alamos, New Mexico, pursuant to
the Final Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for the Continued
Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico,
DOE/EIS–0380 (SWEIS) (73 FR 28453,
May 16, 2008). This ROD is the second
ROD based on the information and
analyses contained in the SWEIS and
other factors, including comments
received on the SWEIS, costs, technical
and security considerations, and the
missions of NNSA. These decision
factors also include results from the
analyses in the October 24, 2008, Final
Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS–0236–S4, 73 FR
63460) (Complex Transformation SPEIS)
and its two RODs (73 FR 77644, 73 FR
77656, December 19, 2008). NNSA
issued the first ROD for the continued
operation of LANL based on the SWEIS
(73 FR 55833) on September 26, 2008.
In the LANL SWEIS, NNSA analyzed
three alternatives for the continued
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operation of LANL: (1) No Action, (2)
Reduced Operations, and (3) Expanded
Operations. NNSA identified the
Expanded Operations Alternative as its
Preferred Alternative.
For this second ROD, NNSA
continues to select the No Action
Alternative, announced in the 2008
ROD as its decision for continuing the
operation of LANL, and has decided to
implement additional elements of the
Expanded Operations Alternative.
Specific projects that will be
implemented under this ROD are: (1)
Complete the environmental
remediation and closure of Technical
Area 18 (TA–18) Pajarito Site; (2)
complete the environmental
remediation and closure of TA–21 (also
referred to as the Delta Prime or DP
Site); (3) refurbish the Plutonium
Facility Complex at TA–55; (4)
construct and operate a new Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility in TA–
50 and operate a zero liquid discharge
facility in TA–52 as an auxiliary action;
(5) install additional processors and
equipment to further expand the
capabilities and operation level of the
Nicholas C. Metropolis Center for
Modeling and Simulation in TA–3; and
(6) construct and operate a new Science
and Engineering Complex at TA–62.
These projects and the changes in
operations associated with them are
needed to support DOE and NNSA
missions; to maintain and improve the
safety and security of existing
capabilities at LANL; and to further
LANL intra-site facility consolidation.
Decisions that NNSA is announcing in
this ROD will not change the plutonium
pit production throughput capability at
LANL (20 plutonium pits per year), nor
will they influence or be impacted by
future decisions that may be made based
on the upcoming Nuclear Posture
Review.1
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
copies of the SWEIS, the 2008 SWEIS
ROD or this ROD, or to receive further
information about other issues regarding
the Los Alamos Site Office’s National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance program, contact: Mr.
George J. Rael, Assistant Manager
Environmental Operations, NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
3747 West Jemez Road, Los Alamos, NM
1 The Nuclear Posture Review is a congressionally
mandated comprehensive review of U.S. nuclear
deterrence policy and strategy that the Secretary of
Defense will conduct in consultation with the
Secretary of Energy and the Secretary of State. The
requirement for this review can be found in the
National Defense Appropriations Act for 2008,
Public Law 110–181.
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87544. Mr. Rael may be contacted by
telephone at (505) 665–5658, or by email at LASO.SWEIS@doeal.gov. For
information on the DOE NEPA process,
contact: Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom,
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (GC–20), U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586–
4600, or leave a message at (800) 472–
2756. Additional information regarding
DOE NEPA activities and access to
many DOE NEPA documents, including
those referenced in this ROD, are
available on the Internet through the
DOE NEPA Web site at http://
www.gc.energy.gov/nepa/.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
NNSA prepared this ROD pursuant to
the regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) for
implementing NEPA (40 CFR parts
1500–1508) and DOE’s NEPA
Implementing Procedures (10 CFR part
1021). Decisions presented in this
second ROD are based on information
and analysis contained in the SWEIS
(including a classified appendix that
assesses the potential environmental
impacts of a representative set of
credible intentional destructive acts that
include terrorism scenarios) (73 FR
28453, May 16, 2008), comments
received on the Final SWEIS; NNSA’s
two December 19, 2008, RODs resulting
from information and analysis
contained in the Complex
Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644, 73
FR 77656); and other factors, including
costs, technical and security
considerations, and the missions of
NNSA.
LANL is a multidisciplinary,
multipurpose research institution in
north-central New Mexico, about 60
miles (97 kilometers) north-northeast of
Albuquerque, and about 25 miles (40
kilometers) northwest of Santa Fe.
LANL occupies about 25,600 acres
(10,360 hectares), or approximately 40
square miles (104 square kilometers).
About 2,000 structures with
approximately 8.6 million square feet
under roof serve to house LANL
operations and activities, with about
half the square footage used as
laboratory or production space, and the
remaining half used for administrative,
storage, service, and other purposes.
LANL is one of three national security
laboratories within NNSA’s Nuclear
Security Enterprise. The main role of
LANL in the fulfillment of NNSA and
DOE missions is scientific and
technological work that supports
nuclear materials handling and
processing, and weapons component
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fabrication; stockpile management;
materials and manufacturing
technologies; nonproliferation
programs; and waste management
activities. LANL plays a key role in
providing stewardship for the nation’s
nuclear stockpile that includes
manufacturing some nuclear weapons
components, such as plutonium pits. In
addition to weapons component
manufacturing, LANL performs
weapons component testing, stockpile
assurance, component replacement,
surveillance, and maintenance.
Research and development activities at
LANL include high explosives
processing, chemical research, nuclear
physics research, materials science
research, systems analysis and
engineering, human genome mapping,
biotechnology applications, and remote
sensing technologies. Work at LANL is
also conducted for other Federal
agencies such as the Departments of
Defense and Homeland Security, as well
as for universities, institutions, and
private entities.
The alternatives evaluated in the
SWEIS span a range of potential
operations from minimum levels that
would maintain essential mission
support capabilities (Reduced
Operations Alternative), through the
highest reasonably foreseeable levels
that could be supported by current
facilities or new facilities (Expanded
Operations Alternative). The No Action
Alternative analyzed in the SWEIS is
essentially a continuation of current
operations based on previous NEPA
analyses and decisions, including the
1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS–0238,
January 1999) and its ROD (64 FR
50797, September 20, 1999). The
Reduced Operations and Expanded
Operations Alternatives analyzed in the
SWEIS are reductions or expansions of
the level of operations for the No Action
Alternative. As a matter of convenience,
actions associated with implementing
the March 2005 LANL Compliance
Order on Consent (Consent Order) with
the State of New Mexico 2 are only
analyzed in the Expanded Operations
Alternative. However, NNSA stated in
the SWEIS that DOE intends to
implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order, regardless of
2 The March 2005 LANL Compliance Order on
Consent was issued pursuant to the New Mexico
Hazardous Waste Act and entered into by the State
of New Mexico, the Department of Energy and its
Management and Operating Contractor to address
requirements concerning certain groundwater
contaminants toxic pollutants and explosive
compounds. The Consent Order may be viewed at
http://www.lanl.gov/environment/compliance/
consent_order.shtml.
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decisions it makes on other actions
analyzed in the LANL SWEIS.
The 2008 SWEIS ROD announced
NNSA’s decision to continue to
implement the No Action Alternative
with certain elements of the Expanded
Operations Alternative. These specific
elements were: (1) Continuing to
implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order, which requires
investigation and remediation of
environmental contamination at LANL;
(2) broadening the types and quantities
of radioactive sealed sources for
isotopes of Cobalt, Iridium, Californium
and Radium, (Co-60, Ir-192, Cf-252, Ra226), that LANL will manage and store
prior to disposal; (3) expanding the
capabilities and operational level of the
Nicholas C. Metropolis Center for
Modeling and Simulation to support the
Roadrunner super computing platform;
(4) performing research regarding
beryllium detection and mitigation
measures; (5) retrieving and disposing of
about 3,100 cubic yards of contacthandled and 130 cubic yards of remotehandled legacy transuranic (TRU) waste
from below-ground storage; (6)
planning, design, construction, and
operation of the Waste Management
Facilities Transition projects to facilitate
actions required by the Consent Order;
(7) repairing and replacing mission
critical cooling system components for
buildings in Technical Area–55 (TA–
55); and (8) completing final design of
a new Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility, and designing and
constructing the zero liquid discharge
facility auxiliary component of the new
treatment facility.
NNSA has previously announced its
determination that the Expanded
Operations Alternative is both its
Preferred Alternative and the
Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
Considering the many aspects of the
alternatives analyzed in the SWEIS, and
looking out over the long term, NNSA
believes that the implementation of
changes analyzed in the Expanded
Operations Alternative would allow it to
best achieve both its mission and
environmental responsibilities. Under
this alternative, NNSA would be better
positioned to minimize the use of
electricity and water; streamline
operations through consolidation;
replace older laboratory and production
facilities with new buildings that
incorporate modern safety, security, and
energy efficiency standards improving
NNSA’s ability to protect human health;
reduce the ‘‘footprint’’ of LANL as a
whole; and allow some areas to return
to a natural state.
NNSA published as Volume 3 of the
SWEIS all comments received on the
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Draft SWEIS together with NNSA’s
responses, and discussions of how
comments resulted in changes to the
document. The 2008 SWEIS ROD
included a detailed discussion of the
comments received on the Final SWEIS,
and will not be repeated here. In
response to the concern raised by
several of the commenters that
proceeding with an increase in
plutonium pit production at this time
would be premature, NNSA agrees that
making decisions at this time on future
plutonium pit production levels is
premature, and will delay making any
decisions in this area until after the
completion of the upcoming Nuclear
Posture Review. Decisions that NNSA is
announcing in this ROD will not change
the 20 plutonium pits per year level of
plutonium pit production throughput
capability established in the 1999 LANL
SWEIS ROD.
On December 19, 2008, NNSA issued
two RODs based in part on the Complex
Transformation SPEIS for the continued
transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. One ROD addressed the
implementation of programmatic
alternatives involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and
disassembly of nuclear weapons (73 FR
77644). The other announced the
implementation of project-specific
alternatives involving tritium research
and development, flight test operations,
and major environmental test facilities
(73 FR 77656). NNSA’s programmatic
decision to retain and consolidate
plutonium pit manufacturing and
research and development work at
LANL means that special nuclear
materials and work performed with
plutonium will be consolidated from
some of the other NNSA sites to LANL.
This decision supports the
transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex into a smaller, more efficient
nuclear security enterprise that can
respond to changing national security
challenges and ensure the long-term
safety, security, and reliability of the
nuclear weapons stockpile. Two of
NNSA’s project-specific decisions also
directly affect LANL operations: (1) The
consolidation of tritium research and
operations at the Savannah River Site,
which reduces tritium operations at
LANL; and (2) the consolidation of
major environmental test facilities at
Sandia National Laboratories/New
Mexico, which closes four facilities at
LANL.

Expanded Operations Alternative of the
SWEIS. NNSA has also decided that it
will now implement additional
elements from the Expanded Operations
Alternative that complement the actions
taken under the 2008 SWEIS ROD.
These additional elements collectively
include increases in the operation of
some existing facilities and the
implementation of a limited number of
additional new facility projects needed
to support ongoing stockpile
stewardship and environmental closure
and remediation programs; to enhance
nuclear safety and security; and to
provide modern features for the
protection of workers and the
environment. NNSA will continue to
undertake intra-site consolidation of
operations and activities to reduce the
physical ‘‘footprint’’ of LANL and
improve efficiency and address the
LANL Land Transfer requirements of
Public Law 105–119. NNSA also will
continue to coordinate with the DOE’s
Office of Environmental Management to
execute environmental closure and
remediation actions including major
material disposal area (MDA)
remediation, canyon cleanups and all
activities necessary to meet Consent
Order requirements, the LANL Federal
Facility Compliance Agreement, and
DOE commitments regarding the use of
resources provided through the
American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009 (ARRA) (Pub. L. 111–5).

Basis for Decision
In this second ROD, NNSA is
announcing its decision to continue to
implement the No Action Alternative
with the addition of elements from the

Decisions
Operations at LANL provide a wide
range of scientific and technological
capabilities for NNSA’s National
Nuclear Security Enterprise (Nuclear
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Environmental Impacts Associated
With Decisions
In making the decisions announced in
this ROD, NNSA considered the
potential impacts for normal operations
(those operations without accidents or
intentional destructive acts) as well as
impacts analyzed in the SWEIS from
potential accidents and intentional
destructive acts, including credible
terrorism scenarios, on workers and
surrounding populations, as it did in
developing the 2008 ROD. NNSA also
evaluated the potential impacts
associated with the irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of resources,
and the relationship between short-term
uses of the environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of longterm productivity. These analyses and
results are described in the Summary
and Chapters 4 and 5 of the SWEIS.
Additional project specific analyses are
included in the Appendices to the
SWEIS.
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Weapons Complex). NNSA’s decisions
are based on its current and anticipated
mission responsibilities and its need to
continue to operate LANL in a manner
that allows NNSA to efficiently and
effectively fulfill its mission
responsibilities in an environmentally
protective and fiscally prudent manner.
The need for the decisions identified in
this ROD exists regardless of any future
decisions that may be made about the
level of plutonium pit production at
LANL. National security policies and
related laws require NNSA to maintain
the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile,
as well as its core competencies in
nuclear weapons. The nuclear facilities
at LANL are essential to NNSA’s ability
to execute this core program and to
support NNSA’s aggressive and farreaching nuclear non-proliferation
efforts. The changes in operations and
new projects announced in this ROD are
needed to fulfill NNSA and DOE
mission responsibilities and meet
various requirements that have arisen
since 1999, and are consistent with
recent decisions regarding the nuclear
weapons complex transformation.
Consistent with the decisions
announced in the first ROD under the
SWEIS, NNSA and DOE’s Office of
Environmental Management will
continue to implement actions required
by the March 2005 Consent Order along
with other activities needed for
environmental cleanup at LANL:
(1) Analytical chemistry sample
processing, waste management activities
such as waste characterization
operations and waste processing, storage
and transportation actions, as well as
waste disposal at appropriate waste
disposal facilities located both on-site
and off-site; (2) the clearing of site
vegetation; (3) decontamination,
decommissioning and demolition
(DD&D) of structures and buildings with
priority to those that must be removed
to reach buried contamination; (4)
exhumation of buried contamination; (5)
exhumation and transportation of soil
and rock from on-site borrow pits; (6)
construction of roads to reach sites with
heavy equipment, lay-down areas for
equipment and materials and waste
storage and staging, and parking sites to
meet the needs of vehicles involved in
transporting wastes, equipment and
materials; and (7) delineation and
fencing of clean-up sites.
Environmental cleanup projects that
will be undertaken and completed
under this ROD include:
• Completing the remediation and
closure of TA–18 Pajarito Site. This
would include relocating remaining
operations to existing facilities within
LANL, performing the DD&D of existing
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site structures and completing
remediation of the TA–18 canyonbottom site.
• Completing the remediation and
closure of TA–21 Delta Prime (DP) Site
with an emphasis on DD&D and
environmental remediation of MDAs.
This would include the DD&D of the
TA–21 buildings. Those structures that
cover or could interfere with activities
to investigate and remediate MDAs and
other potential release sites under the
Consent Order would be given priority.
Both DP West and DP East facilities will
undergo DD&D and thorough
characterization, decontamination, and
demolition, with waste disposal
dependent on facility characterization
information. The underlying waste sites
can then be properly investigated,
considered for corrective actions that
may be required under the Consent
Order and remediated as appropriate.
The NNSA has also decided to
implement the additional projects
specified in this ROD that involve the
design, construction and operation of
new replacement buildings, and the
renovation of certain existing facilities.
This decision includes the
implementation of all associated actions
needed to facilitate construction or
renovation projects, including those
related to the transfer of operations, and
those necessary for the DD&D of spaces
vacated by moving existing facilities.
These projects are part of the vision that
NNSA has established for the future
Nuclear Security Enterprise.
NNSA’s vision for the future remains
a smaller, safer, more secure and less
expensive enterprise that leverages the
scientific and technical capabilities of
its workforce to meet all our national
security requirements. The specific
projects that NNSA has decided to
implement are:
• Refurbish the Plutonium Facility
Complex (PF–4) at TA–55: This
refurbishment project consists of seven
subprojects that either replace or
upgrade obsolete and/or worn-out
facility components/safety systems or
address regulatory-driven requirements
at the PF–4 building in TA–55.
Replacement and maintenance of
critical infrastructure and safety systems
is necessary to ensure the reliability of
this facility and compliance with safety
and regulatory requirements.
• Construct and operate a new
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment
Facility, (RLWTF), at TA–50 together
with the operation of a zero liquid
discharge facility at TA–52 as an
auxiliary action: These actions replace/
restore an existing capability at LANL
for processing radioactive liquid wastes.
The existing RLWTF at TA–50 is the
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only facility available at LANL to treat
a broad range of transuranic and lowlevel radioactive liquid wastes. It is an
aging facility (over 40 years old) that has
exceeded its design life.
• Install additional processors and
equipment as necessary to further
expand the capabilities and operation
level of the Nicholas C. Metropolis
Center for Modeling and Simulation at
TA–3: These actions will be undertaken
to support future operations up to the
level of operations analyzed in the
SWEIS as attainable through the
consumption of a maximum electric
power use of 15 megawatts, and a
maximum potable water use of 51
million gallons per year. Calculations
performed at the Nicholas C. Metropolis
Center support the continued
certification of the nuclear weapons
stockpile without conducting
underground nuclear tests, and also
support research on global energy
challenges and other scientific issues.
• Construct and operate a new
Science and Engineering Complex at
TA–62 (analyzed as the Science
Complex Option 1 in Appendix G of the
SWEIS): This action consolidates offices
and light laboratories currently located
in several outmoded structures at LANL
into a new, state-of-the-art facility of
approximately 400,000 gsf. It would
support scientific research activities in
both basic and applied sciences.
Execution of this project would be
accompanied by DD&D of excess
structures at LANL.
The NNSA will implement changes to
operational levels at existing facilities
and install new infrastructure analyzed
as part of the Expanded Operations
Alternative that support decisions
announced in this ROD, the 2008
SWEIS ROD and the two SPEIS RODs.
The changes to on-going operational
levels at existing facilities (and their
replacement facilities) include: (1)
Changes and increases to the
capabilities for waste storage,
characterization, packaging, and
labeling at solid and liquid radioactive
waste and chemical waste management
and treatment facilities to support the
processing and disposition of
transuranic, low-level and mixed lowlevel radioactive waste, and chemical
waste from site DD&D activities; and (2)
the performance of site assessments, soil
remediation, and the enhancement of
field capabilities to support of
environmental remediation and risk
mitigation at LANL.
Mitigation Measures
As described in the SWEIS, NNSA
and LANL operate pursuant to a number
of Federal laws including
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environmental laws, DOE Orders, and
Federal, State, and local controls, and
agreements. Many of these mandate
actions that serve to mitigate potential
adverse environmental impacts. A Los
Alamos Mitigation Action Plan (MAP)
for the SWEIS RODs has been issued
and will be reviewed and updated as
necessary to implement this ROD. As
discussed in the 2008 ROD, this MAP
contains a summary of all commitments
for LANL that are either underway or
will be initiated. These commitments
include such actions as continued forest
management efforts, trail management
efforts, and implementation of a variety
of site sampling and monitoring
measures, as well as additional
measures to reduce potable water use
and pollutant emissions and implement
resource conservation initiatives.
In addition, with respect to concerns
raised by the Santa Clara Pueblo, as
discussed in the 2008 ROD, NNSA will
continue its efforts to support the
Pueblo and other tribal entities in
matters of human health and will
participate in various intergovernmental
efforts to protect indigenous practices
and locations of concern. NNSA will
conduct government-to-government
consultations with the Pueblo and other
tribal entities to incorporate these
matters into the MAP.
Issued at Washington, DC, this 29 day of
June 2009.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. E9–16343 Filed 7–9–09; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[ER–FRL–8595–2]

Environmental Impacts Statements;
Notice of Availability
Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepa/.
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact
Statements
Filed 06/29/2009 Through 07/03/2009
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.
EIS No. 20090222, Draft EIS, AFS, NM,
Rinconada Communication Site,
Designation of Site to Serve Present
and Future High Power
Communication Needs and to Permit
the Development of a Radio
Transmission Facility within Site, Mt.
Taylor Ranger District, Cibola
National Forest, Cibola County, NM,
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Record of Decision for the Complex
Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement—Operations Involving
Plutonium, Uranium, and the Assembly
and Disassembly of Nuclear Weapons
National Nuclear Security
Administration, U.S. Department of
Energy.
ACTION: Record of decision.
AGENCY:

The National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA), a
separately organized agency within the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), is
issuing this Record of Decision (ROD)
for the continued transformation of the
nuclear weapons complex (Complex).
This ROD is based on information and
analyses contained in the Complex
Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (SPEIS) (DOE/EIS–0236–S4)
issued on October 24, 2008 (73 FR
63460); comments received on the
SPEIS; other NEPA analyses as noted;
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and other factors, including cost,
technical and security considerations,
and the missions of NNSA. The SPEIS
analyzes the potential environmental
impacts of alternatives for transforming
the nuclear weapons complex into a
smaller, more efficient enterprise that
can respond to changing national
security challenges and ensure the longterm safety, security, and reliability of
the nuclear weapons stockpile.
The alternatives analyzed in the
SPEIS are divided into two categories:
programmatic and project-specific.
Programmatic alternatives involve the
restructuring of facilities that use or
store significant (i.e., Category I/II)
quantities of special nuclear material
(SNM).1 These facilities produce
plutonium components (commonly
called pits 2), produce highly enriched
uranium (HEU) components (including
1 As defined in section 11 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, special nuclear material is: (1)
Plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or
in the isotope 235 and any other material which the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission determines to
be special nuclear material; or (2) any material
artificially enriched by any of the foregoing. Special
nuclear material is separated into Security
Categories I, II, III, and IV based on the type,
attractiveness level, and quantity of the material.
Categories I and II require the highest level of
security.
2 A pit is the central core of a nuclear weapon,
principally made of plutonium or enriched
uranium.
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secondaries 3), fabricate high explosives
(HE) components, and assemble and
disassemble nuclear weapons. The
decisions announced in this ROD relate
to the programmatic alternatives
analyzed in the SPEIS. NNSA is issuing
a separate ROD relating to the projectspecific alternatives.
NNSA has decided to implement its
preferred programmatic alternative as
described in the SPEIS and summarized
in this ROD. This decision will
transform the plutonium and uranium
manufacturing aspects of the complex
into smaller and more efficient
operations while maintaining the
capabilities NNSA needs to perform its
national security missions. The three
major elements of the decisions
announced in this ROD are:
(1) Manufacturing and research and
development (R&D) involving
plutonium will remain at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in
New Mexico. To support these
activities, NNSA will construct and
operate the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement–Nuclear Facility
(CMRR–NF) at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research (CMR) facility, a
structure that is more than 50 years old
3 A secondary is the component of a nuclear
weapon that contains elements needed to initiate
the fusion reaction in a thermonuclear explosion.
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Thomas R. Wilkey,
Executive Director, U.S. Election Assistance
Commission.
[FR Doc. E8–30195 Filed 12–18–08; 8:45 am]
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and faces significant safety and seismic
challenges to its continued operation.
(2) Manufacturing and R&D involving
uranium will remain at the Y–12
National Security Complex in
Tennessee. NNSA will construct and
operate a Uranium Processing Facility
(UPF) at Y–12 as a replacement for
existing facilities that are more than 50
years old and face significant safety and
maintenance challenges to their
continued operation.
(3) Assembly and disassembly of
nuclear weapons and high explosives
production and manufacturing will
remain at the Pantex Plant in Texas.
These decisions will best enable
NNSA to meet its statutory mission
while minimizing technical risks, risks
to mission objectives, costs, and
environmental impacts. These decisions
continue the transformation begun
following the end of the Cold War and
the cessation of nuclear weapons
testing, particularly decisions
announced in the 1996 ROD for the
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship
and Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE/
EIS–0236) (61 FR 68014; Dec. 26, 1996).
This ROD explains why NNSA is
making these programmatic decisions,
why it is appropriate to make them at
this time, and the flexibility NNSA has
to adapt these decisions as needed in
response to any changes in national
security requirements that may occur in
the near term.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information on the Complex
Transformation SPEIS or this ROD, or to
receive copies of these, contact: Ms.
Mary E. Martin, NNSA NEPA
Compliance Officer, Office of
Environmental Projects and Operations,
NA–56, U.S. Department of Energy,
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, toll free 1–800–
832–0885 ext. 69438. A request for a
copy of the SPEIS or this ROD may be
sent by facsimile to 1–703–931–9222, or
by e-mail to
complextransformation@nnsa.doe.gov.
The SPEIS, this ROD, the projectspecific ROD, and additional
information regarding complex
transformation are available at http://
www.ComplexTransformation
SPEIS.com and http://
www.nnsa.doe.gov.
For information on DOE’s NEPA
process, contact: Ms. Carol M.
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Compliance (GC–20), U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, 202–586–4600,
or leave a message at 800–472–2756.
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Additional information regarding DOE
NEPA activities and access to many
DOE NEPA documents are available
through the DOE NEPA Web site at:
http://www.gc.energy.gov/NEPA.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
NNSA prepared this ROD pursuant to
the regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) for
implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40
CFR Parts 1500–1508) and DOE’s NEPA
Implementing Procedures (10 CFR Part
1021). This ROD is based on
information and analyses contained in
the Complex Transformation
Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement
(SPEIS) (DOE/EIS–0236-S4) issued on
October 24, 2008 (73 FR 63460);
comments received on the SPEIS; other
NEPA analyses as noted; other factors,
including cost, technical and security
considerations, and the missions of
NNSA. NNSA received approximately
100,000 comment documents on the
Draft SPEIS from Federal agencies; state,
local, and tribal governments; public
and private organizations; and
individuals. In addition, during the 20
public hearings that NNSA held, more
than 600 speakers made oral comments.
National security policies require
DOE, through NNSA, to maintain the
United States’ nuclear weapons
stockpile, as well as the nation’s core
competencies in nuclear weapons. Since
completing the SSM PEIS and
associated ROD in 1996, DOE has
pursued these objectives through the
Stockpile Stewardship Program. This
program emphasizes development and
application of greatly improved
scientific and technical capabilities to
assess the safety, security, and
reliability of existing nuclear warheads
without nuclear testing. Throughout the
1990s, DOE also took steps to
consolidate the Complex to its current
configuration of three national
laboratories (and a flight test range
operated by Sandia National
Laboratories), four industrial plants, and
a nuclear test site. This Complex
enables NNSA to design, develop,
manufacture, maintain, and repair
nuclear weapons; certify their safety,
security, and reliability; conduct
surveillance on weapons in the
stockpile; store Category I/II SNM; and
dismantle and disposition retired
weapons. Sites within the Complex and
their current weapons program missions
are described in the following
paragraphs.
Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL), Livermore,
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California—LLNL conducts research,
design, and development of nuclear
weapons; designs and tests advanced
technology concepts; provides safety,
security, and reliability assessments and
certification of stockpile weapons;
conducts plutonium and tritium R&D,
hydrotesting, HE R&D and
environmental testing; and stores
Category I/II quantities of SNM. LLNL
also conducts destructive and
nondestructive surveillance evaluations
on pits to evaluate their reliability.
NNSA is currently removing Category
I/II SNM from the site and by 2012
LLNL will not maintain these categories
of SNM. NNSA is constructing the
National Ignition Facility (NIF) at LLNL,
which will allow a wide variety of highenergy-density investigations. NIF is
scheduled to begin operations in 2009.
Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL), Los Alamos, New Mexico—
LANL conducts research, design, and
development of nuclear weapons;
designs and tests advanced technology
concepts; provides safety, security, and
reliability assessments and certification
of stockpile weapons; maintains
production capabilities for limited
quantities of plutonium components
(i.e., pits) for delivery to the stockpile;
manufactures nuclear weapon
detonators for the stockpile; conducts
plutonium and tritium R&D,
hydrotesting, HE R&D and
environmental testing; and stores
Category I/II quantities of SNM. LANL
also conducts destructive and
nondestructive surveillance evaluations
on pits to assess their reliability.
Nevada Test Site (NTS), 65 miles
northwest of Las Vegas, Nevada—NTS
maintains the capability to conduct
underground nuclear testing; conducts
high hazard experiments involving
nuclear material and high explosives;
provides the capability to process and
dispose of a damaged nuclear weapon or
improvised nuclear device; conducts
non-nuclear experiments; conducts
hydrodynamic testing and HE testing;
conducts research and training on
nuclear safeguards, criticality safety,
and emergency response; and stores
Category I/II quantities of SNM.
Pantex Plant (Pantex), Amarillo,
Texas—Pantex dismantles retired
weapons; fabricates HE components,
and performs HE R&D; assembles HE,
nuclear, and non-nuclear components
into nuclear weapons; repairs and
modifies weapons; performs
nonintrusive pit modification; 4 and
evaluates and performs surveillance of
weapons. Pantex stores Category I/II
4 Nonintrusive pit modification involves changes
to the external surfaces and features of a pit.
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quantities of SNM for the weapons
program and stores other SNM in the
form of surplus plutonium pits pending
transfer to SRS for disposition.
Savannah River Site (SRS), Aiken,
South Carolina—SRS extracts tritium
and performs loading, unloading, and
surveillance of tritium reservoirs, and
conducts tritium R&D. SRS does not
store Category I/II quantities of SNM for
NNSA’s weapons activities, but does
store Category I/II quantities for other
DOE activities. SRS is currently
receiving Category I/II surplus, non-pit
plutonium from LLNL for storage
pending its disposition.
Y–12 National Security Complex
(Y–12), Oak Ridge, Tennessee—Y–12
manufactures uranium components for
nuclear weapons, cases, and other
nuclear weapons components; evaluates
and tests these components; stores
Category I/II quantities of HEU;
conducts dismantlement, storage, and
disposition of HEU; and supplies HEU
for use in naval reactors.
The following two sites are part of the
Complex but would not be affected by
decisions announced in this ROD.
Kansas City Plant (KCP), Kansas City,
Missouri—KCP manufactures and
procures non-nuclear components for
nuclear weapons and evaluates and tests
these components. KCP has no SNM.
The General Services Administration, as
the lead agency, and NNSA, as a
cooperating agency, prepared an
Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA–
1592, Apr. 2008) regarding the potential
environmental impacts of modernizing
the facilities and infrastructure for the
non-nuclear production activities
conducted by the KCP as well as moving
these activities to other locations. The
agencies issued a Finding of No
Significant Impact (73 FR 23244; Apr.
29, 2008) regarding an alternative site in
the Kansas City area. The SPEIS does
not assess alternatives for the activities
conducted at the KCP.
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL),
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Livermore,
California; and other locations—SNL
conducts systems engineering of nuclear
weapons; conducts research, design,
and development of non-nuclear
components; manufactures non-nuclear
components, including neutron
generators, for the stockpile; provides
safety, security, and reliability
assessments of stockpile weapons; and
conducts HE R&D, tritium R&D, and
environmental testing. The principal
laboratory is located in Albuquerque,
New Mexico (SNL/NM); a division of
the laboratory (SNL/CA) is located in
Livermore, California. SNL also operates
the Tonopah Test Range (TTR) near
Tonopah, Nevada, for flight testing of
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gravity weapons (including R&D and
testing of nuclear weapons components
and delivery systems). In 2008, NNSA
completed the removal of SNL/NM’s
Category I/II SNM. SNL/NM no longer
stores or uses these categories of SNM
on an ongoing basis, although it may use
Category I/II SNM for limited periods in
the future. No SNM is stored at TTR,
although some test operations have
involved SNM.
Alternatives Considered
NNSA has been considering how to
continue the transformation of the
Complex since the Nuclear Posture
Review 5 was transmitted to Congress by
the Department of Defense in early
2002. NNSA considered the Stockpile
Stewardship Conference in 2003, the
Department of Defense Strategic
Capabilities Assessment in 2004, the
recommendations of the Secretary of
Energy Advisory Board Task Force on
the Nuclear Weapons Complex
Infrastructure in 2005, and the Defense
Science Board Task Force on Nuclear
Capabilities in 2006 as to how
transformation should continue. Based
on these studies and other information,
NNSA developed the range of
reasonable alternatives for the Complex
that could reduce its size, reduce the
number of sites with Category I/II SNM
(and storage locations for these
categories of SNM within sites),
eliminate redundant activities, and
improve the responsiveness of the
Complex. The following programmatic
capabilities involving SNM are
evaluated in the SPEIS:
• Plutonium operations, including pit
manufacturing; Category I/II SNM
storage; and related R&D;
• Enriched uranium operations,
including canned subassembly
manufacturing, assembly, and
disassembly; Category I/II SNM storage;
and related R&D; and
• Weapons assembly and disassembly
and HE production (collectively,
A/D/HE).
The programmatic alternatives
analyzed in the SPEIS are discussed in
the following paragraphs.
No Action Alternative. NNSA
evaluated a No Action Alternative,
which represents continuation of the
status quo including implementation of
past decisions. Under the No Action
Alternative, NNSA would not make
additional major changes to the SNM
missions now assigned to its sites.
Programmatic Alternative 1:
Distributed Centers of Excellence. This
5 The Nuclear Posture Review is a comprehensive
analysis that lays out the direction for the United
States’ nuclear forces.
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alternative would locate the three major
SNM functional capabilities (plutonium,
uranium, and weapons assembly and
disassembly) involving Category I/II
quantities of SNM at two or three
separate sites. This alternative would
create a consolidated plutonium center
(CPC) for R&D, storage, processing, and
manufacture of pits. Production rates of
up to 125 pits per year for single shift
operations and up to 200 pits annually
for multiple shifts and extended work
weeks are assessed for a CPC in this
alternative. A CPC could consist of new
facilities, or modifications to existing
facilities at LANL, NTS, Pantex, SRS, or
Y–12. The SPEIS also evaluated an
option under this alternative that would
upgrade facilities at LANL to produce
up to 80 pits per year. This option
would involve the construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Highlyenriched uranium storage and uranium
operations would continue at Y–12.
Under this alternative, NNSA analyzed
two options—construction of a new UPF
and an upgrade of existing facilities at
Y–12. The weapons A/D/HE mission
would remain at Pantex under this
programmatic alternative.
Programmatic Alternative 2:
Consolidated Centers of Excellence.
NNSA would consolidate the three
major SNM functions (plutonium,
uranium, and weapons assembly and
disassembly) involving Category I/II
quantities of SNM at one or two sites
under this alternative. Two options
were assessed: (1) The single site option
(referred to as the consolidated nuclear
production center [CNPC] option); and
(2) the two-site option (referred to as the
consolidated nuclear centers [CNC]
option). Under the CNPC option, a new
CNPC could be established at LANL,
NTS, Pantex, SRS, or Y–12. Under the
CNC option, the plutonium and
uranium component manufacturing
missions would be separate from the
A/D/HE mission. The Consolidated
Centers of Excellence Alternative
assumed production rates of up to 125
weapons per year for single shift
operations and up to 200 weapons
annually for multiple shifts and
extended work weeks.
Programmatic Alternative 3:
Capability-Based Alternative. Under
this alternative, NNSA would maintain
a basic capability for manufacturing
components for all stockpile weapons,
as well as laboratory and experimental
capabilities to support stockpile
stewardship, but would reduce
production facilities in-place such that
NNSA would produce only a nominal
level of replacement components
(approximately 50 components per
year). Within this alternative, NNSA
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also evaluated a No Net Production/
Capability-Based Alternative, in which
NNSA would maintain capabilities to
continue surveillance of the weapons
stockpile, produce limited life
components, and dismantle weapons,
but would not add new types or
increased numbers of weapons to the
stockpile. This alternative involves
minimum production (i.e., production
of 10 sets of components or assembly of
10 weapons per year) within facilities
with a larger manufacturing capability.
Both options of this alternative would
involve the construction and operation
of a CMRR–NF.
Preferred Alternative
The Final SPEIS identified the
following preferred alternatives for
restructuring facilities that use
significant quantities of SNM:
• Plutonium R&D and manufacturing:
LANL would provide a consolidated
plutonium research, development, and
manufacturing capability within TA–55
(the Technical Area at LANL containing
plutonium processing facilities) enabled
by construction and operation of the
CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF would
replace the existing CMR facility (a 50year-old facility that has significant
safety issues that cannot be addressed in
the existing structure), to support
transfer of plutonium R&D and Category
I/II quantities of SNM from LLNL, and
consolidation of weapons-related
plutonium operations, including
plutonium R&D and storage of Category
I/II quantities of SNM, at LANL. Until
completion of a new Nuclear Posture
Review in 2009 or later, the net
production at LANL would be limited to
a maximum of 20 pits per year. Other
national security actinide missions (e.g.,
emergency response, material
disposition, nuclear energy) would
continue at TA–55.
• Uranium manufacturing and R&D:
Y–12 would continue as the uranium
center, producing components and
canned subassemblies, and conducting
surveillance and dismantlement. NNSA
completed construction of the Highly
Enriched Uranium Materials Facility
(HEUMF) in 2008 and will consolidate
HEU storage in that facility.6 NNSA
would build a UPF at Y–12 to provide
a smaller and modern highly-enriched
uranium production capability,
replacing 50-year-old facilities.
• Assembly/disassembly/high
explosives production and
6 The

environmental impacts of HEUMF and its
alternatives are analyzed in the Site-wide
Environmental Impact Statement for the Y–12
National Security Complex (DOE/EIS–0309, 2001);
NNSA announced its decision to construct and
operate HEUMF on March 13, 2002 (67 FR 11296).
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manufacturing: Pantex would remain
the assembly/disassembly/high
explosives production and
manufacturing center. NNSA would
consolidate non-destructive weapons
surveillance operations at Pantex.
• Consolidation of Category I/II SNM:
NNSA would continue ongoing actions
to transfer Category I/II SNM from LLNL
under the No Action Alternative and
phase out Category I/II operations at
LLNL by the end of 2012.
Environmentally Preferable Alternative
Section 101 of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4331)
establishes a policy of federal agencies
having a continuing responsibility to
improve and coordinate their plans,
functions, programs, and resources so
that, among other goals, the nation may
fulfill its responsibilities as a trustee of
the environment for succeeding
generations. The CEQ, in its ‘‘Forty Most
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s
NEPA Regulations’’ (46 FR 18026; Mar.
23, 1981), defines the ‘‘environmentally
preferable alternative’’ as the alternative
‘‘that will promote the national
environmental policy expressed in
NEPA’s Section 101.’’
The analyses in the SPEIS of the
environmental impacts associated with
the programmatic alternatives indicated
that the No Net Production/CapabilityBased Alternative is environmentally
preferable. This alternative would result
in the minimum infrastructure demands
(e.g., electricity and water use would be
reduced by almost 50 percent at some
sites); produce the least amount of
wastes (radioactive wastes would be
reduced by approximately 33–50
percent compared to the No Action
Alternative); reduce worker radiation
doses (by approximately 33–50 percent
compared to the No Action Alternative);
and require the fewest employees (up to
40 percent fewer at some sites). Almost
all of these reductions in potential
impacts result from the reduced
production levels assumed for this
alternative.
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
From Detailed Study
NNSA considered programmatic
alternatives other than those described
above, but concluded that these
alternatives were not reasonable and
eliminated them from detailed analysis.
As discussed in the SPEIS, the following
alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed study: (1)
Consolidate the Three Nuclear Weapons
Laboratories (LLNL, LANL and SNL); (2)
Curatorship Alternative; (3) Smaller
CNPC Alternative; (4) New CPC with a
Smaller Capacity; (5) Purchase Pits; (6)
Upgrade Building 332 at LLNL to enable
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pit production; (7) Consider Other Sites
for the CPC; (8) Redesign Weapons to
Require Less or No Plutonium; and (9)
Do Not Produce New Pits (see Section
3.15, Volume I of the SPEIS).
Decisions
With respect to the three major SNM
functional capabilities (plutonium,
uranium, and weapons assembly and
disassembly) involving Category I/II
quantities of SNM, NNSA has decided
to keep these functional capabilities at
three separate sites:
• Plutonium manufacturing and R&D
will remain at LANL, and NNSA will
construct and operate the CMRR-NF
there to support these activities;
• Uranium manufacturing and R&D
will remain at Y–12 and NNSA will
construct and operate a UPF there to
support these activities;
• Assembly/disassembly/high
explosives production and
manufacturing will remain at Pantex.
With respect to SNM consolidation,
NNSA will continue ongoing activities 7
to transfer Category I/II SNM from LLNL
under the No Action Alternative and
phase out Category I/II operations at
LLNL by the end of 2012.
Bases for Decisions
Overview
NNSA’s decision locates the three
major functional capabilities involving
Category I/II quantities of SNM at three
separate sites where these missions are
currently performed. The selected
alternative, which is a combination of
the Distributed Centers of Excellence
and Capability-Based Alternatives, has
the least cost and lowest risk.
Consolidation or transfer of uranium
and plutonium operations to other sites
(as analyzed in several options under
the Distributed and Consolidated
Centers of Excellence Alternatives)
could result in lower operational costs
and other benefits if and when such an
alternative were fully implemented.
However, movement of any of these
three major capabilities to another site
poses unacceptable programmatic risks
and would cost far more than the
selected alternative for an extended
period of time. Moving one or more of
these capabilities would take years to
achieve and might be unsuccessful; in
the interim, NNSA would need to build
some new facilities at the sites where
these capabilities are currently located
7 In regard to surplus, non-pit, weapons-usable
plutonium currently at LLNL, transfer to SRS for
storage pending disposition is being undertaken
consistent with decisions announced on September
11, 2007, in an Amended ROD (72 FR 51807) based
on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Programmatic EIS.
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simply to maintain those capabilities
during the relocation process.
Similarly, the No Action Alternative
is unacceptable because it would
require NNSA to continue operations in
facilities that are outdated, too costly to
operate, and not capable of meeting
modern environment, health and safety
(ES&H) or security standards. These
facilities cannot be relied upon much
longer, and must be replaced or closed.
Under NNSA’s decision, plutonium
operations remain at LANL. It will not
construct a new pit manufacturing
facility such as a CPC or a CNPC
because it appears unlikely there will be
a need to produce more than 10–80 pits
per year in the future and because
constructing these facilities would be
very expensive. Instead, NNSA will
upgrade the existing plutonium
facilities at the laboratory and will
construct a CMRR–NF.8 Construction of
this facility is a needed modernization
of LANL’s plutonium capabilities—
continued use of the existing CMR
facility is inefficient and poses ES&H
and security issues that cannot be
addressed by modifying the CMR.
Uranium operations remain at Y–12,
and NNSA will construct a UPF because
the existing uranium production
facilities are also beyond their useful
lives, inefficient, and present ES&H and
security issues similar to those at CMR.
CMRR–NF and UPF will be safer,
seismically robust, and easier to defend
from potential terrorist attacks. Their
size will support production rates
appropriate for a reasonable range of
future stockpile sizes, and would not be
much smaller if future production rates
were much lower than currently
anticipated.9
8 NNSA prepared an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE/EIS–0350). The CMRR
EIS evaluates potential impacts of the proposed
relocation of analytical chemistry and materials
characterization activities and associated R&D to a
new CMRR. The proposed CMRR consists of a
nuclear facility—CMRR–NF—and a separate
radiological laboratory, administrative office, and
support building. See also the 2008 Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for Los Alamos
National Laboratory (2008 LANL SWEIS, DOE/EIS–
0380). In deciding to construct the CMRR–NF at
LANL, NNSA considered the analyses in the CMRR
EIS and the 2008 LANL SWEIS, as well as those in
the SPEIS.
9 NNSA evaluated various sizes for facilities
analyzed in the SPEIS to determine if smaller
facilities should be considered in detail for the
Distributed and Consolidated Centers of Excellence
Alternatives. NNSA evaluated the programmatic
risk, cost effectiveness, and environmental impacts
of smaller facilities and concluded that smaller
facilities were not reasonable for some of these
alternatives (see Section 3.15 of the SPEIS). Smaller
facilities were considered for the Capability-Based
Alternative.
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Plutonium Operations
With respect to plutonium
manufacturing, NNSA is not making any
new decisions regarding production
capacity until completion of a new
Nuclear Posture Review in 2009 or later.
NNSA does not foresee an imminent
need to produce more than 20 pits per
year to meet national security
requirements. This production level was
established almost 10 years ago in the
ROD (64 FR 50797, Sept. 20, 1999)
based on the Site-wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued
Operation of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (1999 LANL SWEIS; DOE/
EIS–0238). The ROD based on the 2008
LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS–0380)
continued this limit on production (73
FR 55833; Sept. 26, 2008). NNSA will
continue design of a CMRR–NF that
would support a potential annual
production (in LANL’s TA–55 facilities)
of 20–80 pits. The design activities are
sufficiently flexible to account for
changing national security requirements
that could result from a new Nuclear
Posture Review, further changes to the
size of stockpile, or future Federal
budgets. Furthermore, because NNSA’s
sensitivity analyses have shown that
there is little difference in the size of a
facility needed to support production
rates between 1 and 80 components per
year, the future production capacity is
not anticipated to have a significant
impact on the size of the CMRR–NF.10
With a new CMRR–NF providing
support, the existing plutonium facility
at LANL will have sufficient capability
to produce between 1 and 80 pits per
year. A new CMRR–NF will also allow
NNSA to better support national
security missions involving plutonium
and other actinides (including, e.g., the
plutonium-238 heat source program
undertaken for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA); nonproliferation programs, including the
sealed source recovery program;
emergency response; nuclear counterterrorism; nuclear forensics; render safe
program (program to disable improvised
nuclear devices); material disposition;
and nuclear fuel research and
development).
Uranium Operations
With respect to uranium
manufacturing, NNSA will maintain the
current capacity in existing facilities at
Y–12 as discussed in Section 3.5 of the
SPEIS and within the planning basis
discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the 2001
Site-wide Environmental Impact
Statement for the Y–12 National
10 See
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Security Complex (2001 Y–12 SWEIS;
DOE/EIS–0309). NNSA is preparing a
new SWEIS for Y–12 (Site-wide
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Y–12 National Security Complex, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee (Y–12 SWEIS; DOE/
EIS–0387)), which will evaluate sitespecific issues associated with
continued production operations at Y–
12, including issues related to
construction and operation of a UPF
such as its location and size. The Y–12
SWEIS will consider any new
information (such as a new Nuclear
Posture Review or further changes to the
stockpile) that becomes available during
the preparation of that document.
Assembly and Disassembly of Weapons
and High Explosives Production
NNSA will continue to conduct these
operations at Pantex as announced in
the ROD (62 FR 3880; Jan. 27, 1997) for
the Environmental Impact Statement for
the Continued Operation of the Pantex
Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear
Weapon Components (DOE/EIS–0225,
1996).
Production Rates and New Facilities
While NNSA is not making any new
decisions regarding the production rates
of plutonium or uranium components, it
has decided that a CMRR–NF and UPF
are essential to its ability to meet
national security requirements regarding
the nation’s nuclear deterrent. The
existing facilities where these
operations are now conducted cannot be
used much longer and cannot be
renovated in a manner that is either
affordable or acceptable (from ES&H,
security, and production perspectives).
As NNSA continues the design and, in
the case of a UPF, NEPA analysis of
these facilities, it can modify them to
reflect changing requirements such as
those resulting from a new Nuclear
Posture Review, further changes to
stockpile size, and future federal
budgets. In short, a CMRR–NF and UPF
are needed for NNSA to maintain its
basic nuclear weapons capabilities
because they would replace outdated
and deteriorating facilities. These
facilities are needed regardless of how
many or what types of weapons may be
called for in the future.
National Security Requirements and
Stockpile Size
In making these decisions, NNSA
considered its statutory responsibilities
to support the nuclear weapons
stockpile as determined by the President
and the Congress. President Bush’s goal
is to achieve a credible nuclear deterrent
with the lowest possible number of
nuclear warheads consistent with
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national security needs. In 2002, he and
Russia’s President Putin signed the
Moscow Treaty, under which the United
States and Russia will each reduce the
number of operationally deployed
strategic nuclear weapons to 1,700–
2,200 by 2012. In 2004, President Bush
issued a directive to cut the entire U.S.
stockpile—both deployed and reserve
warheads—in half by 2012. This goal
was later accelerated and achieved in
2007, five years ahead of schedule. At
the end of 2007, the total stockpile was
almost 50 percent below what it was in
2001. On December 18, 2007, the White
House announced the President’s
decision to reduce the entire nuclear
weapons stockpile by another 15
percent by 2012. This means the U.S.
nuclear stockpile will be less than onequarter its size at the end of the Cold
War—the smallest stockpile since the
Eisenhower Administration.
NNSA’s analyses in the SPEIS are
based on current national policy
regarding stockpile size (1,700–2,200
operationally deployed strategic nuclear
warheads by 2012) with flexibility to
respond to future Presidential direction
to make further changes in the numbers
of weapons. Maintaining a stockpile
requires the ability to detect aging
effects and other changes in weapons (a
surveillance program), the ability to fix
identified problems without nuclear
testing (the stockpile stewardship
program), and the ability to produce
replacement components and
reassemble weapons (a fully capable set
of production facilities).
NNSA understands that at least two
major reviews of the requirements for
the future nuclear weapons program are
expected during the next year. These
reviews may influence the size and
composition of the future nuclear
weapons stockpile, and the nuclear
infrastructure required to support that
stockpile. First, the Congress has
established the Congressional
Commission on the Strategic Posture of
the United States. This commission is to
conduct a review of the strategic posture
of the United States, including a
strategic threat assessment and a
detailed review of nuclear weapons
policy, strategy, and force structure. Its
recommendations, currently scheduled
for completion in the spring of 2009, are
expected to address the size and nature
of the future nuclear weapons stockpile,
and the capabilities required to support
that stockpile. Second, Congress has
directed the Administration to conduct
another Nuclear Posture Review in 2009
to clarify the United States’ nuclear
deterrence policy and strategy for the
near term (i.e., the next 5–10 years). A
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report on this Nuclear Posture Review is
due on December 1, 2009.
NNSA has structured its programs
and plans in a manner that allows it to
continue transforming the complex and
to replace antiquated facilities while
retaining the flexibility to respond to
evolving national security requirements,
which is essential for a truly responsive
infrastructure. The decisions in this
ROD allow NNSA to continue to rely on
LANL facilities (with a new CMRR–NF)
to provide maximum flexibility to
respond to future changes in plutonium
requirements.
Costs, Technical Risks, and Other
Factors
NNSA prepared detailed business
case studies of the programmatic
alternatives. These studies are available
at http://www.ComplexTransformation
SPEIS.com. They provide a cost
comparison of the alternatives and
include costs associated with
construction, transition, operations,
maintenance, security, decontamination
and decommissioning, and other
relevant factors.11 Based on these
studies, NNSA determined that the costs
through 2030 for the consolidation
alternatives would be approximately
20–40 percent greater than for the
alternatives that would maintain the
three major capabilities—plutonium
operations, uranium operations, and
A/D/HE operations—at their current
sites. Additionally, NNSA’s analysis
found that, through 2060, the costs for
the consolidation alternatives would be
greater than those for the alternatives
that maintain the three capabilities
where they are currently located.
With respect to technical risk, as part
of the business case studies, NNSA
evaluated five types of risk: (1)
Engineering and construction; (2)
implementation; (3) program; (4) safety
and regulatory; and (5) security. These
analyses balance nearer-term risks
incurred while transitioning to an
alternative with longer-term operational
risks. For example, consolidation
alternatives would have higher risks
during the transition due to the
challenges associated with mission
relocations, but could have lower longterm operational risks because of
reduced safety, regulatory, or security
risks. All risk criteria were rated equally
(20 percent each); a sensitivity analysis
determined that the conclusions were
not significantly affected by adjustments
11 The cost analyses considered both life-cycle
costs (i.e., the cumulative costs over an
approximately 50-year life) and discounted cash
flows (i.e., a net present value in which all future
costs are reduced by a common factor (generally the
cost of capital)).
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of plus or minus five percent in risk
rating criteria.
The risk assessment was performed by
a group of NNSA and contractor
employees who are subject-matter
experts, site experts, or both. The least
risky options are those where the sites
have previous experience with the
mission or the nuclear material used in
that mission. Alternatives that would
locate the plutonium mission at LANL
or SRS, the uranium mission at Y–12,
and the weapons assembly and
disassembly mission at Pantex, were
determined to pose the lowest risk.
Overall, the consolidation alternatives
were judged to have 25–160 percent
more technical risk than alternatives
that would not consolidate or relocate
missions.
With respect to plutonium R&D and
manufacturing, the cost and risk
analyses showed that keeping this
mission at LANL has the least cost and
poses the lowest risk. This results
primarily from the fact that plutonium
facilities are very expensive to construct
and LANL has existing facilities,
infrastructure, and trained personnel
that can be used for this mission.
The CMRR–NF was analyzed in the
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS–0350,
Nov. 2003). The CMRR EIS evaluated
potential environmental impacts of the
proposed relocation of analytical
chemistry and materials
characterization activities and
associated R&D to a new CMRR.
Following completion of that EIS,
NNSA announced its decision to
construct and operate a CMRR
consisting of two main buildings, one of
which was the CMRR–NF (69 FR 6967;
Feb. 12, 2004). The second building—
providing laboratory, administrative,
and support functions—currently is
under construction at LANL. However,
NNSA decided to defer a decision
regarding construction and operation of
the CMRR–NF until it completed the
Complex Transformation SPEIS (see
Section 1.5.2.1, Volume 1 of the SPEIS).
Analyses of the potential impacts of
constructing and operating the CMRR–
NF were updated in the Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS; DOE/EIS–
0380, May 2008) as part of the
Expanded Operations and the No Action
Alternatives. In a ROD based on the
2008 LANL SWEIS, NNSA announced
its decision to continue to implement
the No Action Alternative with the
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addition of some elements of the
Expanded Operations Alternative.
NNSA did not make any decision
related to the CMRR–NF. It explained in
the SWEIS ROD that it would not make
any decisions regarding proposed
actions analyzed in the SPEIS prior to
completion of the SPEIS (73 FR 55833;
Sept. 26, 2008). NNSA considered the
analyses in the CMRR EIS and the 2008
LANL SWEIS, as well as those in the
SPEIS in deciding to construct the
CMRR–NF.
With respect to uranium
manufacturing and R&D, the cost
analyses indicated that building a UPF
at Y–12, eliminating excess space, and
shrinking the security area at the site
will significantly reduce annual
operational costs. The UPF at Y–12 will
replace 50-year-old facilities, providing
a smaller and modern production
capability. It will enable NNSA to
consolidate enriched uranium
operations from six facilities at Y–12,
and to reduce the size of the protected
area at that site by as much as 90
percent. A new UPF will also allow
NNSA to better support broader national
security missions. These missions
include providing fuel for Naval
Reactors; processing and down-blending
incoming HEU from the Global Threat
Reduction Initiative; down-blending
HEU for domestic and foreign research
reactors in support of nonproliferation
objectives; providing material for hightemperature fuels for space reactors
(NASA); and supporting nuclear
counter-terrorism, nuclear forensics,
and the render safe program (program to
disable improvised nuclear devices).
The life cycle cost analysis predicts
an average annual savings over the 50year facility life of approximately $200
million in FY 2007 dollars. The risk
analysis found that moving the uranium
mission to a site other than Y–12 would
more than double the technical risks.
The site-specific impacts for a UPF,
including issues such as its location and
size, will be analyzed in a new SWEIS
for Y–12 that NNSA is currently
preparing.
With respect to weapons assembly
and disassembly and high explosives
production, NNSA’s decision to keep
that mission at Pantex will result in the
least cost and pose the lowest
programmatic risk because the facilities
necessary to conduct this work safely
and economically already exist.
Although no further NEPA analysis is
required to continue these missions at
Pantex, NNSA will continue to evaluate
and update site-specific NEPA
documentation as required by DOE
regulations (10 CFR Part 1021).
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With respect to SNM removal from
LLNL, transferring Category I/II SNM to
other sites and limiting LLNL operations
to Category III/IV SNM will achieve a
security savings of approximately $30
million per year at LLNL.
Potential Environmental Impacts
As described in greater detail in the
following paragraphs, NNSA considered
potential environmental impacts in
making these decisions. It analyzed the
potential impacts of each alternative on
land use; visual resources; site
infrastructure; air quality; noise; geology
and soils; surface and groundwater
quality; ecological resources; cultural
and paleontological resources;
socioeconomics; human health impacts;
environmental justice; and waste
management. NNSA also evaluated the
impacts of each alternative as to
irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources, the
relationship between short-term uses of
the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term
productivity, and cumulative impacts.
In addition, it evaluated impacts of
potential accidents on workers and
surrounding populations. The SPEIS
includes a classified appendix that
assesses the potential environmental
impacts of a representative set of
credible terrorist scenarios.
The environmental impacts of the
alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 5 of
the SPEIS. The impacts of the
alternatives NNSA has decided to
pursue are summarized as follows:
Land Use—Minor land disturbance
during construction of new facilities
(approximately 6.5 acres at LANL for a
CMRR–NF and 35 acres at Y–12 for a
UPF); less area would be disturbed after
construction is complete. At Y–12,
construction of a UPF will allow NNSA
to reduce the protected area by as much
as 90 percent, which will improve
security and reduce costs. At all sites,
land uses will remain compatible with
surrounding areas and with land use
plans. At LANL and Y–12, the land
required for operations will be less than
1 percent of the sites’ total areas.
Visual Resources—Changes consistent
with currently developed areas, with no
changes in the Visual Resource
Management classification. All sites will
remain industrialized.
Infrastructure—Existing infrastructure
is adequate to support construction and
operating requirements at all sites.
During operations, any changes to
power requirements would be less than
10 percent of the electrical capacity at
each site.
Air Quality—During construction,
temporary emissions will result, but
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards
will not be exceeded as a result of this
construction. Operations will not
introduce any significant new emissions
and will not exceed any standards.
Water Resources—Water use will not
change significantly compared to
existing use and will remain within the
amounts of water available at the NNSA
sites. Annual water use at each site will
increase by less than 5 percent.
Biological Resources—No adverse
effects on biota and endangered species.
Consultations with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service have been completed
for the CMRR–NF. Consultations with
the Fish and Wildlife Service will be
conducted for a UPF during preparation
of the Y–12 SWEIS.
Socioeconomics—Short-term
employment increases at LANL and Y–
12 during construction activities. The
selected alternatives will have the least
disruptive socioeconomic impacts at all
sites. At Y–12, the total workforce will
be reduced by approximately 750
workers (approximately 11 percent of
the site’s workforce) after UPF becomes
operational. Employment at all other
sites will change by less than 1 percent
compared to any changes expected
under the No Action Alternative.
Environmental Justice—No
disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority or low-income
populations will occur at any affected
site; therefore, no environmental justice
impacts will occur.
Health and Safety—Radiation doses
to workers and the public will remain
well below regulatory limits at all
facilities and at all sites. Doses to the
public and workers will cause less than
one latent cancer fatality annually at all
sites. Conducting future operations in
the CMRR–NF and UPF will reduce the
dose to workers compared to the doses
they receive in existing facilities.
Accidents—The risk of industrial
accidents is expected to be low during
construction of the new facilities.
Radiological accident risks will be low
(i.e., probabilities of less than one latent
cancer fatality) at all sites. The CMRR–
NF and a UPF are expected to reduce
the probability and impacts of potential
accidents.
Intentional Destructive Acts—
Construction of a UPF and CMRR–NF
will provide better protection to the
activities conducted in these facilities,
as it is generally easier and more costeffective to protect new facilities
because modern security features can be
incorporated into their design. Although
the results of the intentional destructive
acts analyses cannot be disclosed, the
following general conclusion can be
drawn: The potential consequences of
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intentional destructive acts are highly
dependent upon distance to the site
boundary and size of the surrounding
population—the closer and higher the
surrounding population, the higher the
potential consequences. Removal of
SNM from LLNL will reduce the
potential impacts of intentional
destructive acts at that site.
Waste Management—Waste
generation will remain within existing
and planned management capabilities at
all sites. Existing waste management
facilities are sufficient to manage these
wastes and maintain compliance with
regulatory requirements.
Cumulative Impacts—The cumulative
environmental impacts of the
alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 6 of
the SPEIS. The impacts of the
alternatives when added to past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions will be within all
regulatory standards and not result in
significant new impacts.
Mitigation Measures
As described in the SPEIS, NNSA
operates in compliance with
environmental laws, regulations, and
policies within a framework of
contractual requirements; many of these
requirements mandate actions to control
and mitigate potential adverse
environmental effects. Examples
include site security and threat
protection plans, emergency plans,
Integrated Safety Management Systems,
pollution prevention and waste
minimization programs, cultural
resource and protected species
programs, and energy and water
conservation programs (e.g., the
Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) Program).
Any additional site-specific mitigation
actions would be identified in sitespecific NEPA documents.
Comments Received on the Final SPEIS
Related to the Programmatic
Alternatives
During the 30-day period following
the EPA’s notice of availability for the
Final SPEIS (73 FR 63460; Oct. 24,
2008), NNSA received written
comments from the following groups:
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability,
Project on Government Oversight,
National Radical Women, Physicians for
Social Responsibility, Oak Ridge
Environmental Peace Alliance, TriValley CAREs, the Union of Concerned
Scientists, Nuclear Watch New Mexico,
the Arms and Security Initiative of the
New America Foundation, Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Embudo
Valley Environmental Group, Ecology
Ministry, Loretto Community, Aqua es
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Vida Action Team, Citizens for
Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping,
and Tewa Women United. Written
comments were also received from
approximately 30 individuals. The
comments NNSA received related to the
programmatic alternatives and NNSA’s
responses follow.
Some commenters substantively
reiterated comments that they had
provided earlier on the Draft SPEIS,
including comments that suggested:
1. NNSA should make no decisions
on Complex Transformation until a new
Nuclear Posture Review has been
completed by the newly elected
administration and the report issued by
the Congressional Commission on the
Strategic Posture of the United States.
Response: NNSA believes the SPEIS
analysis is consistent with and supports
national security requirements and
policies. It is unreasonable to assume
that nuclear weapons would not be a
part of this nation’s security
requirements over the time period
analyzed in the SPEIS and beyond. The
range of alternatives analyzed in the
SPEIS covers the range of national
security requirements that NNSA
believes could reasonably evolve from
any changes to national policy with
regard to the size and number of nuclear
weapons in the foreseeable future.
Accordingly, there is no reason to delay
the decisions announced in this ROD on
complex transformation pending a new
Nuclear Posture Review or the
recommendations of the Bipartisan
Panel reevaluating the United States’
Nuclear Strategic Posture (see Comment
Response 1.C, Volume III, Chapter III of
the SPEIS). This ROD fully explains
why NNSA is making these
programmatic decisions, why it is
appropriate to make these decisions at
this time, and the flexibility NNSA has
to adapt to any changes in national
security requirements that may occur in
the near term.
2. The United States does not need
nuclear weapons or the infrastructure
that produces and maintains them and
should pursue disarmament consistent
with the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty.
Response: Decisions on whether the
United States should possess nuclear
weapons and the type and number of
those weapons are made by the
President and the Congress. As long as
this nation has nuclear weapons, a
Complex must exist to ensure their
safety, security and reliability. NNSA
believes the SPEIS analysis is consistent
with and supports national security
requirements and policies (see
Comment Responses 1.0, 2.K.12, and
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3.0, Volume III, Chapter III of the
SPEIS).
3. There is no need to produce new
pits (or no need for certain production
rates).
Response: While pits may have
extremely long lifetimes and there may
ultimately be no need to produce many
additional ones, prudence requires that
the nation have the capability to
produce pits should the need arise.
NNSA is not proposing to manufacture
any pits unless they are needed to meet
national security requirements. A need
to produce pits could arise due to the
effects of aging on existing pits or
changes to our national security policies
that could require more pits than the
few NNSA is currently manufacturing
for stockpile surveillance (see Comment
Responses 2.K.16, 2.K.22, and 5.C.1,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
Until completion of a new Nuclear
Posture Review in 2009 or later, the net
production at LANL will be limited to
a maximum of 20 pits per year.
4. NNSA should undertake further
efforts at compliance with Article VI of
the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty
(NPT) (or, Complex Transformation
violates this treaty).
Response: The United States has
made significant progress toward
achieving the nuclear disarmament
goals set forth in the NPT, and is in
compliance with its Article VI
obligations. The NPT does not mandate
disarmament or specific stockpile
reductions by nuclear states, and it does
not address actions they take to
maintain their stockpiles. NNSA
disagrees with the assertion that
Complex Transformation violates the
NPT (see Comment Response 1.F,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
5. NNSA should have included
Stockpile Curatorship as a reasonable
alternative fully considered in the
SPEIS.
Response: The Curatorship
Alternative as proposed by comments
on the Draft SPEIS would have required
NNSA to give up the capabilities to
design and develop replacement nuclear
components and weapons, forcing it to
rely solely on the surveillance and nonnuclear testing program to maintain
weapons and identify when they need
repairs. NNSA believes it is
unreasonable to give up these
capabilities in light of the uncertainties
concerning the aging of weapons and
changing national security
requirements. As explained in the SPEIS
in Section 3.15, this would impair
NNSA’s ability to assess and, if
necessary, address issues regarding the
safety, security, and reliability of
nuclear weapons (see Comment
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Responses 2.H.2, 5.H.2, and 7.O,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
6. The transformed complex should
not support design or production of new
design or modified nuclear weapons.
Response: NNSA is required to
maintain nuclear weapons capabilities,
including the capability to design,
develop, produce, and certify new
warheads. Maintenance of the capability
to certify weapons’ safety and reliability
requires an inherent capability to design
and develop new weapons. NNSA has
not been directed to produce newly
designed weapons (see Comment
Responses 1.B, Volume III, Chapter III of
the SPEIS).
7. NNSA should provide additional
information on epidemiological studies
of radiation health of workers and
communities.
Response: Many of the workers at
DOE’s 20 major sites have been studied
epidemiologically, some for decades.
The National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health continues to update
these studies as warranted by public
health and scientific considerations. As
more powerful epidemiological study
designs become available, new studies
of these workers may provide better
information about health risks
associated with radiation exposure (see
Comment Responses 14.K.5 and 14.K.6,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
Many of the epidemiological studies
and other related studies are available at
http://cedr.lbl.gov.
8. NNSA should focus on clean-up of
its sites rather than building new
facilities to make weapons.
Response: DOE has a large
remediation program and is aggressively
addressing past contamination issues at
each of its sites. This program is
conducted in accordance with federal
and state regulatory requirements and
includes administrative and engineered
controls to minimize releases, as well as
surveillance monitoring of the
environment and reporting of exposure
assessments. These remediation
activities are directed by federal and
state regulators, have their own
schedule and funding, and are separate
from actions proposed in the SPEIS (see
Comment Responses 7.J and 9.B,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS). It
is inaccurate to suggest that cleanup and
transformation are mutually exclusive.
9. NNSA should consolidate special
nuclear material from LLNL faster than
its current schedule.
Response: NNSA has begun the
removal of Category I/II SNM from
LLNL, and plans to complete it by 2012.
NNSA will continue to give this action
the high priority requested by the
commenter. Safety, security, and
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logistical issues associated with
preparing SNM for shipment; shipping
the materials; and storage at the
receiving sites determine the schedule
for completing this removal (see
Comment Response 5.N.4, Volume III,
Chapter III of the SPEIS).
10. The modernization of the Kansas
City Plant should have been included in
the SPEIS.
Response: The activities of the
Kansas City Plant were not included in
the SPEIS because NNSA concluded
that decisions regarding the
consolidation and modernization of the
Kansas City Plant’s activities (the
production and procurement of
electrical and mechanical non-nuclear
components) would not affect or limit
the programmatic alternatives analyzed
in the SPEIS, or the decisions NNSA
makes regarding these alternatives (see
Comment Response 12.0, Volume III,
Chapter III of the SPEIS).
11. The SPEIS is not written in plain
language and lacks a clear format.
Response: NNSA prepared the SPEIS
in accordance with the requirements of
NEPA and the DOE and CEQ NEPA
regulations. NNSA believes that the
SPEIS is clearly written and organized
in light of the highly technical subject
matter and complex nature of the
alternatives (see Comment Response
2.A, Volume III, Chapter III of the
SPEIS).
12. NNSA inadequately addressed the
environmental impacts of intentional
destructive acts. NNSA must disclose
the potential impacts of successfully
executed credible terrorist attack
scenarios at sites in the nuclear
weapons complex and make this
information available to the public.
Response: A classified appendix to
the Complex Transformation SPEIS
evaluates the potential environmental
impacts of credible terrorist attacks that
NNSA assumed (for purposes of
analysis pursuant to NEPA) were
successful at specific existing and
proposed facilities. The appendix is
classified both because the scenarios
evaluated contain classified information
and because there is a risk that these
scenarios and their potential impacts
could be exploited by terrorists or others
contemplating harmful acts. Therefore,
the SPEIS provides limited information
about these acts and their potential
consequences (see ‘‘Potential
Environmental Impacts’’ above and
Comment Responses 13.B and 13.D,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
13. NNSA failed to consider longacting consequences of nuclear weapons
production, including the impacts that
result from every year of operation.
NNSA also failed to consider the
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deployment or potential use of the
nation’s nuclear arsenal.
Response: The SPEIS assesses the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts of the No Action
Alternative and reasonable alternatives
for the proposed action. Impacts are
assessed for both construction and
operations. For operations, the SPEIS
focuses on the steady-state impacts of
operations. Those annual operational
impacts are assumed to occur year-afteryear. Now that NNSA has made
decisions regarding programmatic
alternatives, it may need to prepare
additional NEPA documents such as
site- or facility-level analyses (e.g., the
ongoing Y–12 SWEIS for a UPF now
that NNSA has decided to locate it at Y–
12) (see Comment Response 11.0,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
NNSA does not make decisions
concerning the size, deployment or
potential use of the nation’s nuclear
arsenal, and therefore the consequences
of these decisions are not appropriate
for analysis in the SPEIS.
14. NNSA inadequately addressed the
cumulative impacts of the alternatives,
including a detailed and careful analysis
of the cumulative impacts of major
nuclear-related facilities in New
Mexico. Additionally, Comment
Response 14.J.4 incorrectly states that
Appendix C and D include information
about an analysis of cumulative impacts
with an extended region of influence of
100 miles.
Response: NNSA addressed potential
cumulative impacts resulting from
Complex Transformation and ongoing
and reasonably anticipated actions of
NNSA, other agencies and private
developers. In response to public
comments, NNSA added a detailed
analysis of the cumulative impacts of
major nuclear-related facilities in New
Mexico. NNSA thinks that analysis is
appropriately detailed. The assessment
of cumulative impacts is in Chapter 6 of
Volume II of the SPEIS (see Comment
Responses 2.I and 14.O, Volume III,
Chapter III of the SPEIS). With respect
to the analysis of cumulative impacts
with an extended region of influence of
100 miles, NNSA agrees that the Final
SPEIS incorrectly referred the reader to
Appendix C and D. NNSA intended to
refer the reader to the LANL SWEIS,
which shows that extending the region
of influence out another 50 miles
increases the affected population by 300
percent, while the population dose
increases by only 13 percent. NNSA
regrets this error.
15. NNSA inadequately addressed
Environmental Justice, including a more
detailed analysis of transportation
impacts and waste disposal.
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Response: Under Executive Order
12898, NNSA is responsible for
identifying and addressing potential
disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental
impacts on minority or low-income
populations. Based on the SPEIS’s
analyses, NNSA concluded that there
would not be any disproportionately
high and adverse human health and
environmental impacts on minority or
low-income populations. In response to
public comments received, NNSA also
included information regarding a
‘‘special pathways analysis’’ for
operations at LANL for the purpose of
assessing how impacts would change
compared to standard modeling results.
The special pathway analysis is
identified in Volume II, Chapter 5,
Section 5.1.10 of the SPEIS, and the
results of that analysis are presented in
Comment Response 14.J, Volume III,
Chapter III of the SPEIS.
16. NNSA inadequately addressed the
impacts associated with design and
production of Reliable Replacement
Warheads.
Response: The continuing
transformation of the complex is
independent of decisions regarding
Reliable Replacement Warheads that the
Congress and President may make. At
present, the Congress has declined to
provide additional funding for
development of these warheads (see
Comment Responses 2.K.19 and 8.0,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
17. NNSA has provided an inadequate
basis to decide to locate a UPF at Oak
Ridge and there is insufficient
information in the SPEIS to select a site
for a UPF.
Response: Programmatic alternatives
regarding a UPF are analyzed in the
SPEIS. The SPEIS is the appropriate
document to analyze and support
programmatic decisions related to major
uranium missions and facilities. The Y–
12 SWEIS, currently under preparation,
will evaluate site-specific issues
associated with continued production
operations at Y–12, including issues
related to construction and operation of
a UPF such as its location and size.
NNSA will make decisions regarding
the specific location and size based on
the more detailed analysis that will be
in the Y–12 SWEIS (see Comment
Response 5.C.2, Volume III, Chapter III
of the SPEIS).
18. Commenters said that NNSA
should accelerate consolidation of
excess SNM and down-blend hundreds
of metric tons of excess HEU, which is
highly desirable to nuclear terrorists
who could use it to quickly and easily
create a crude nuclear device.
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Response: Disposal of excess SNM is
addressed by the Material Disposition
Program. NNSA has an ongoing program
to down-blend HEU for disposition, as
described in the ROD (61 FR 40619;
August 5, 1996) for the Disposition of
Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/
EIS–0240, 1996). The potential
environmental impacts of an intentional
destructive act, such as terrorism or
sabotage, are addressed in a classified
appendix to the SPEIS (see Comment
Responses 5.M, 5.N, and 13.0, Volume
III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
19. NNSA should not move forward
with the construction of the CMRR–NF
at LANL because of problems with
NNSA construction projects, the federal
government’s limited economic
resources, and adequate existing space
at the LANL PF–4. Another commenter
asked why the CMRR–NF is needed.
Response: As explained in detail in
this ROD, the CMRR–NF is a needed
modernization of LANL’s plutonium
capabilities. Continued use of the
existing CMR facility is inefficient and
poses ES&H and security concerns that
cannot be addressed by modifying the
CMR. The CMRR–NF will be safer,
seismically robust, and easier to defend
from potential terrorist attacks (see
Comment Responses 3.0, 5.C.1, 5.C.6,
and 9.0, Volume III, Chapter III of the
SPEIS).
20. The potential environmental
impacts of postulated accidents are not
adequately addressed in the SPEIS,
including the potential impacts to air,
land, and water resulting from
postulated accidents.
Response: Accidents are addressed in
the Health and Safety Sections for each
site and include analyses for a full
spectrum of accidents with both high
and low probabilities (see Comment
Response 14.N, Volume III, Chapter III
of the SPEIS). The accident analysis
focused on human health impacts,
which NNSA decided was a reasonable
metric for comparing the programmatic
alternatives.
21. A new, more thorough, more
transparent cost analysis needs to be
done before Complex Transformation
plans are allowed to proceed.
Response: The purpose and need for
complex transformation result from
NNSA’s need for a nuclear weapons
complex that can be operated less
expensively. NNSA prepared business
case analyses to provide cost
information on the alternatives
considered in the SPEIS. NNSA
considered these studies, the analyses in
the SPEIS, and other information to
make these decisions regarding
transforming the complex. The business
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case analyses are available to the public
on the project Web site: http://
www.ComplexTransformation
SPEIS.com (see Comment Response 9.0,
Volume III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
NNSA believes these studies are
adequate for making programmatic and
project-specific decisions.
22. NNSA failed to consider an
alternative that truly consolidates the
nuclear weapons complex.
Response: The SPEIS analyzes
alternatives that would make the
complex more efficient and responsive
than it would be under the No Action
Alternative. Consolidation alternatives
were formulated with that purpose and
need in mind. The SPEIS assesses a
range of reasonable alternatives for the
future weapons complex that includes
alternatives that, if they had been
selected, would have eliminated one or
more nuclear weapons complex sites
(see Comment Responses 7.A.5, 7.A.6,
and 7.A.7, Volume III, Chapter III of the
SPEIS). As this ROD explains, relocating
uranium, plutonium, and A/D/HE
capabilities would be too expensive and
risky.
23. Complex Transformation
endangers human health.
Response: New facilities would be
designed and operated to minimize risk
to both workers and the general public
during normal operations and in the
event of an accident. Benefiting from
decades of experience, NNSA employs
modern processes; manufacturing
technologies; and safety, environmental,
security, and management procedures to
protect against adverse health impacts
(see Comment Response 14.K, Volume
III, Chapter III of the SPEIS).
24. NNSA has not adequately
addressed public comments about water
usage, radioactive and toxic air
emissions, impacts to humans, and
impacts to agricultural lands or prime
farmlands surrounding LANL resulting
from past, current, and future operations
of LANL.
Response: The environmental
impacts of operating LANL are
described in Chapter 4, Section 4.1 of
Volume 1 of the SPEIS. The analysis
examined surrounding land uses, water
availability and usage, air quality and
airborne emissions, surface and
groundwater quality and discharges,
human health, waste management,
visual resources, noise, and other
impacts of operating LANL. Chapter 5,
Section 5.1 of Volume II of the SPEIS
analyzes the potential environmental
impacts of the alternatives evaluated in
the SPEIS in the same media areas. See
Comment Responses 14.E.11 through
14.E.14, Volume III, Chapter III of the
SPEIS. For example, comment response
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14.E.11 states that ‘‘due to concern
expressed for the quality of agriculture
in the LANL region, NMED (New
Mexico Environment Department)
collects and analyzes foodstuff samples
as part of its surveillance program to
ensure quality standards are met.’’ The
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS–0380),
and the ROD (73 FR 55833; Sept. 26,
2008) based on the analyses in it,
presented NNSA’s responses to similar
comments in more detail. NNSA based
its programmatic decisions affecting
LANL on both the SPEIS and the
SWEIS.
25. Albuquerque will begin drinking
water from the Rio Grande on December
5, 2008. The Albuquerque Water Utility
Authority (WUA), which oversees the
project, has detected long-lived alphaemitting radionuclides in the river.
Although the levels of these
radionuclides are below regulatory
concern, the research shows that the
current EPA standards for long-lived
alpha-emitting radionuclides are not
protective of the fetus and the young
child. The WUA has asked LANL to
reveal the extent of the radiation on the
plateau and canyons that contribute to
the river to no avail.
Response: Water quality and use at
LANL are addressed in the SPEIS at
Section 4.1.5 of Volume I. Impacts of
complex transformation on water
resources at LANL are addressed in
Section 5.1.5 of Volume II. There is no
indication that contamination from
LANL is affecting Albuquerque’s
drinking water supply. According to a
2007 water quality report, gross alpha
particle activity, radium-228, radium226, and uranium were among regulated
substances that were monitored but not
detected (Albuquerque Bernilillo
County Water Utility Authority, 2007
Drinking Water Quality Report). The
2007 water quality report may be
accessed at http://www.abcwua.org/
content/view/280/484/ (see Comment
Response 14.E, Volume III, Chapter III of
the SPEIS).
26. NNSA failed to address comments
concerning elevated levels of
radionuclides in the Rio Embudo
Watershed.
Response: The levels of radionuclides
from the fallout produced by
atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons
(e.g., cesium-137, strontium-90, and
plutonium-239) are expected to be
elevated at Trampas Lake and in the
Sangre de Cristo Mountains in which
the Embudo Valley lies. The Trampas
Lake data agree with expectations for
global fallout at this location and are not
a result of LANL activities (see
Comment Response 14.K.8, Volume III,
Chapter III of the SPEIS).
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27. Seismic fasteners, ties, and other
protections should be used in the
construction of the Radiological
Laboratory, Utility, and Office Building
(RLUOB) within the CMRR project.
Response: NNSA is building the
RLUOB to the highest applicable
seismic standards. Even though the
structure is a radiological laboratory and
would not normally be constructed to
the same standards as a high hazard
nuclear facility, NNSA is nevertheless
constructing it to those higher standards
(see Comment Response 14.K.7, Chapter
III, Volume III of the SPEIS).
28. NNSA did not respond to the
comment that it must expand air
monitoring in downwind communities
and should no longer hide under the
grandfather clause for air emissions
from its old facilities at LANL.
Response: Operating permits issued
pursuant to Title V of the Clean Air Act
at NNSA sites include requirements for
monitoring emissions from sources and
keeping records concerning those
sources and their emissions. Monitoring
of the environment in and around
NNSA sites generally includes air,
water, soil, and foodstuffs, and
monitoring results are reported in
annual environmental surveillance
reports. Chapter 10 of Volume II of the
SPEIS describes permits issued by
regulatory authorities for NNSA
facilities and operations. At LANL,
NNSA complies with the Clean Air Act
and its emissions are regulated by the
New Mexico Environment Department
(see Comment Response 14.D.2, Chapter
III, Volume III of the SPEIS).
29. Will LANL become the second
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) site
in New Mexico under the Complex
Transformation proposal?
Response: This comment concerns the
disposal path for newly generated
transuranic waste that could result from
decisions made on complex
transformation. The alternatives
analyzed in the SPEIS could generate
transuranic waste after WIPP’s
scheduled closure in 2035. At this time,
DOE is not considering any legislative
changes to extend WIPP’s operation or
to develop a second repository for
transuranic waste. Any transuranic
waste that is generated without a
disposal pathway would be safely stored
until disposal capacity becomes
available (see Comment Response
14.M.4, Chapter III, Volume III of the
SPEIS).
30. LANL has failed to install a
reliable network of monitoring wells at
the laboratory.
Response: LANL’s groundwater
monitoring program was discussed in
the 2008 LANL SWEIS. Groundwater
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monitoring at LANL is conducted in
compliance with the ‘‘Order on Consent
for Los Alamos National Laboratory’’
(Consent Order), and consistent with the
Interim Facility-wide Groundwater
Monitoring Plan that was approved by
the New Mexico Environment
Department in June 2006. Some of the
groundwater data at LANL are being
reassessed due to potential residual
drilling fluid effects. Drilling fluid
effects are quantitatively assessed in
LANL’s Well-Screen Analysis Report,
Rev. 2 (LA–UR–07–2852; May 2007).
Fifty-two percent of the well screens
evaluated in this report produce
samples that are not significantly
impacted by drilling fluids. LANL has
initiated a program to better evaluate the
wells and to rehabilitate wells that may
be producing suspect results. LANL is
using the results of a pilot study to
develop a proposed course of action for
approval by the New Mexico
Environment Department. The process
is established by and in compliance
with the Consent Order (see Comment
Responses 14.E.2 and 14.E.1, Chapter
III, Volume III of the SPEIS).
31. The existing CMR facility is not
safe and the seismic hazards at LANL
are uncertain. The commenters assert
that many of their specific comments
concerning seismic issues at LANL were
not properly addressed. The
commenters also state that due to
seismic risks, all plutonium operations
at LANL should immediately cease.
Response: Section 4.1.6 of Volume I of
the SPEIS addresses seismic issues at
LANL and Comment Responses 7.0,
14.F.1, 14.K.12, 14.N.8 and 19.E provide
additional information on the seismic
issues at LANL and the Justification for
Continued Operation under which the
laboratory’s facilities operate. NNSA
decided to construct the CMRR–NF
largely because the CMR facility cannot
be modified to safely operate for many
more years (see the basis for decision for
plutonium research and development
and operations above).
In addition to the comments that were
essentially identical to ones submitted
on the Draft SPEIS and to which NNSA
responded to in the Final SPEIS, NNSA
received the following new comments.
1. Some commenters stated they were
unable to identify responses in the Final
SPEIS to some of their comments.
Response: NNSA reviewed the
comments it received to ensure that
responses had been included in the
Final SPEIS. Based on this review,
NNSA concluded that it had provided
appropriate responses for all comments
and that responses to these commenters’
submissions were included in the Final
SPEIS.
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2. The April 9, 2008, comments of the
New Mexico Conference of Catholic
Bishops, in a letter signed by Most Rev.
Michael J. Sheehan, Archbishop of
Santa Fe, and Most Rev. Ricardo
Ramirez, CSB, Bishop of Las Cruces,
were omitted from the SPEIS’s text and
compact disc (CD).
Response: NNSA does not have any
record of receiving the letter identified
above prior to issuing the Final SPEIS.
However, NNSA contacted the
commenter and requested a copy of the
letter. That letter raised questions and
issues related to: Potential violations of
treaties; an international arms race;
whether transformation of LANL will
result in a more responsive
infrastructure; whether the proposed
transformation of the complex is based
on a Nuclear Posture Review conducted
before or after September 11, 2001; the
type of Congressional support that has
been received; and the costs and
funding source for decontamination and
decommissioning. NNSA reviewed
these comments and concluded that the
Final SPEIS addresses each of them.
3. A commenter asserted that the
Scarboro community, within 5 miles of
the Y–12 facility, is disproportionately
impacted, historically and currently, by
the pollutants released on the Oak Ridge
Reservation. This commenter also urged
NNSA to refrain from issuing a ROD for
the SPEIS until it commissions and
receives an independent study of
canned subassembly/secondary
reliability, indicating whether a UPF is
actually necessary; and until NNSA
prepares a supplemental EIS
considering the nonproliferation
impacts of the proposed action.
Response: NNSA conducted its
Environmental Justice analysis
consistent with the requirements of the
applicable Executive Order and related
guidance. Section 14.J of Volume III,
Chapter III, addresses the
Environmental Justice comments
received during the comment period.
The Scarboro community is identified
as the closest developed area to Y–12
(see Volume II, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2
of the SPEIS). The analysis in the SPEIS
did not result in any disproportionately
high and adverse impacts on any
minority or low-income populations at
Y–12 (see Volume II, Chapter 5,
Sections 5.9.10, 5.9.11, and 5.9.12 of the
SPEIS). The reasons for NNSA’s
decision to proceed with a UPF are set
forth above in the discussion of uranium
manufacturing and research and
development. Comment Response 1.F,
Volume III, Chapter III, addresses the
nonproliferation impacts of Complex
Transformation.
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4. The Comment Response Document
does not include several public
petitions, including one from members
of Santa Clara Pueblo supporting the
comments made by the Tribal Council
of Santa Clara Pueblo. Another petition
circulated by youth in the Espanola
Valley by the Community Service
Organization del Norte (CSO del Norte)
is also omitted. Many of the individual
comment letters from people living in
the Rio Embudo Watershed are missing
as well. There is no listing of the names
of these commenters in Tables 1.3–3,
1.3–4, 1.3–5 or 1.3–6. The listing of the
‘‘Campaign Comment Documents’’ fails
to give any indication of the leaders of
the campaigns or any geographic
reference, unless one flips through that
section of the document.
Response: NNSA received
approximately 100,000 comment
documents on the Draft SPEIS from
federal agencies; state, local, and tribal
governments; public and private
organizations; and individuals. In
addition, during the 20 public hearings
that NNSA held, more than 600
speakers made oral comments. NNSA
made every effort to include all
comment documents in the SPEIS and
to identify and to address every
comment. Because it would be
impractical to list the names of all
commenters who submitted campaign emails, letters, and postcards, those
names are provided electronically in the
CD version of the SPEIS and on the
project Web site (http://www.Complex
TransformationSPEIS.com). In addition,
the CD contains additional information
on the public comment period and
includes meeting transcripts and
signatories for campaign documents and
petitions. With regard to the petition
from members of the Santa Clara
Pueblo, NNSA believes this petition was
submitted as a comment on the 2008
LANL SWEIS and not as a comment on
the SPEIS. NNSA responded to the
petition in the ROD it issued in
September that was based on the
SWEIS. If any comment documents or
petitions were omitted from the SPEIS,
NNSA regrets that.
5. In Comment Response 14.K.11,
Chapter III, Volume III of the SPEIS,
NNSA, in response to a comment
related to under-reported historic
radiation emissions, stated that it was
‘‘unaware of any published CDC
[Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention] study with findings as
described by the commenter.’’ The
commenter had provided a reference to
a Los Alamos Historical Document
Retrieval and Assessment Project report
for documentation of their claim that
‘‘DOE has grossly under-reported
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historic radiation emissions by nearly
60-fold.’’
Response: NNSA reviewed the Los
Alamos Historical Document Retrieval
and Assessment Project report, and
NNSA stands by Comment Response
14.K.11, Chapter III, Volume III of the
SPEIS, which states that, ‘‘Chapter 4,
Section 4.6.1, of the LANL SWEIS
(LANL 2008) shows the radiation doses
received over the past 10 years from
LANL operations by the surrounding
population and hypothetical maximally
exposed individual (MEI). The annual
dose to the hypothetical MEI has
consistently been smaller than the
annual 10-millirem radiation dose limit
established for airborne emissions by
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. The final LANL Public Health
Assessment, by the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry, reports
that ‘‘there is no evidence of
contamination from LANL that might be
expected to result in ill health to the
community,’’ and that ‘‘overall, cancer
rates in the Los Alamos area are similar
to cancer rates found in other
communities’’ (Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry, Public
Health Assessment, Final, Los Alamos
National Laboratory, 2006).
6. A commenter noted that Comment
Response 14.J.4, Chapter III, Volume III,
of the SPEIS incorrectly refers the reader
to Appendix D for a description of the
accident analysis.
Response: The reference to Appendix
D is incorrect. The correct reference
should have been to Appendix C. NNSA
regrets the confusion caused by this
error.
7. A commenter stated that NNSA
made a commitment to refrain from
making a siting decision on the UPF
until the Y–12 SWEIS is completed.
Response: NNSA did not make such
a commitment. This ROD explains
NNSA’s decision to construct a UPF at
Y–12 based on the analysis contained in
the SPEIS and other factors. This
decision is not a decision as to where at
Y–12 the new facility would be located
or its size. Those decisions will be made
based on the more detailed analysis in
the Y–12 SWEIS. Additionally, the Y–12
SWEIS will include one or more
alternatives that do not include a UPF.
The public will have the opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft
SWEIS when it is prepared.
8. With respect to the new section
(Section 6.4) that NNSA added to the
Final SPEIS to provide more
information on the potential cumulative
impacts of nuclear activities in New
Mexico, one commenter stated that
Pantex should be added to that
cumulative assessment because it is just
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as close to WIPP and to LANL as WIPP
and LANL are to each other. Another
commenter stated that the impacts of
the WSMR should be included in that
assessment.
Response: NNSA added Section 6.4 in
response to public comments on the
Draft SPEIS that requested an analysis of
cumulative impacts for the three DOE
nuclear Facilities in New Mexico, as
well as other major planned or proposed
nuclear facilities in the state. In part,
these comments stated that the regions
of influence for LANL and SNL/NM
overlap and that all three DOE sites are
along the Rio Grande corridor in New
Mexico. NNSA believes that Section 6.4
is adequate and responsive to public
comments received regarding the
cumulative impact assessment of
nuclear activities in New Mexico. As
Pantex is not located in New Mexico,
and its region of influence does not
extend into New Mexico, it was not
included in Section 6.4. Also, because
the WSMR does not conduct nuclear
activities, it was not included in Section
6.4.
9. A commenter stated that the
socioeconomic impacts described in the
SPEIS are ‘‘incomplete and vague,’’ and
asked for an explanation regarding the
economic multiplier used in the
analysis.
Response: NNSA reviewed this
comment and believes that the
socioeconomic analyses contained in
the SPEIS are appropriate and comply
with NEPA’s requirements. The
economic multipliers used in the SPEIS
vary by location and are consistent with
the multipliers estimated by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics and
multipliers used in other NEPA
documents.
10. The SPEIS failed to address
impacts on global warming.
Response: The SPEIS assesses the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts of the No Action
Alternative and reasonable alternatives
for the proposed action. The assessment
of impacts includes, where appropriate,
the direct and indirect contributions to
the emission of greenhouse gases
resulting from operation and
transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. As to the programmatic
alternatives analyzed in the SPEIS, the
direct impacts would result from the
construction and operation of major
facilities involved in operations using
SNM (e.g., a CPC, CNPC, CMRR–NF,
UPF), and from the transportation of
components, materials and waste. The
emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) from
construction and operation of proposed
major facilities are estimated in Chapter
5 (see Tables 5.1.4–1 and 5.1.4–3 in
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Section 5.1.4 of Chapter 5, Volume II of
the SPEIS). The potential emissions
from transportation are a direct function
of numbers of trips and their distances.
The significant differences among the
various programmatic alternatives as to
transportation also appear in Chapter 5
(see Section 5.10 of Chapter 5, Volume
II of the SPEIS).
The indirect impacts of the
programmatic alternatives would result
primarily from the use of electricity that
is generated from the mix of generating
capacities (gas, coal, nuclear, wind,
geothermal, etc.) operated by the
utilities NNSA purchases power from;
these utilities may alter that mix in the
future regardless of the decisions NNSA
makes regarding transformation of the
complex. The use of electricity under
the programmatic alternatives is shown
in Chapter 5 (see Tables 5.1.3–1 and
5.1.3–2 in Section 5.1.3 of Chapter 5,
Volume II of the SPEIS).
Overall, the release of greenhouse
gases from the nuclear weapons
complex constitutes a miniscule
contribution to the release of these gases
in the United States and the world.
Overall U.S. greenhouse gas emissions
in 2007 totaled about 7,282 million
metric tons of CO2 equivalents,
including about 6,022 million metric
tons of CO2. These emissions resulted
primarily from fossil fuel combustion
and industrial processes. About 40
percent of CO2 emissions come from the
generation of electrical power (Energy
Information Administration, ‘‘Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases in the United
States 2007,’’ DOE/EIA–0573 [2007]).
As the impacts of greenhouse gas
releases on climate change are
inherently cumulative, NNSA, and the
DOE as a whole, strive to reduce their
contributions to this cumulatively
significant impact in making decisions
regarding their ongoing and proposed
actions. DOE’s efforts to reduce
emissions of greenhouse gases extend
from research on carbon sequestration
and new energy efficient technologies to
making its own operations more
efficient in order to reduce energy
consumption and thereby decrease its
contributions to greenhouse gases.
NNSA considers the potential
cumulative impact of climate change in
making decisions regarding its
activities, including decisions regarding
continuing the transformation of the
nuclear weapons complex. Many of
these decisions are applicable to the
broad array of NNSA’s activities, and
therefore are independent of decisions
regarding complex transformation. For
example, NNSA (and other elements of
the Department) are entering into energy
savings performance contracts at its
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sites, under which a contractor
examines all aspects of a site’s operation
for ways to improve energy use and
efficiency. Also, NNSA seeks to reduce
its contribution to climate change
through decisions regarding individual
actions, such as pursuing LEED
certification for its new construction
and refurbishment of its aging
infrastructure. Examples of these
decisions include projects that replace
aging boilers and chillers with
equipment that is more energy efficient.
Such projects are underway at Y–12,
SNL/NM, and LANL (‘‘DOE Announces
Contracts to Achieve $140 Million in
Energy Efficiency Improvements to DOE
Facilities,’’ August 4, 2008, available at:
http://www.energy.gov/6449.htm).
NNSA considered its contributions to
the cumulative impacts that may lead to
climate change in making the
programmatic decisions announced in
this ROD. These decisions will allow
NNSA to reduce its greenhouse gas
emissions by consolidating operations,
modernizing its heating, cooling and
production equipment, and replacing
old facilities with ones that are more
energy efficient. Many of these actions
would not be feasible if NNSA had
selected the No Action Alternative,
which would have required it to
maintain the Complex’s outdated
infrastructure. Federal regulations and
DOE Orders require the Department of
Energy to follow energy-efficient and
sustainable principles in its siting,
design, construction, and operation of
new facilities, and in major renovations
of existing facilities. These principles,
which will apply to construction and
operation of a UPF at Y–12 and the
CMRR–NF at LANL, as well as to other
facilities, include features that conserve
energy and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.
Issued at Washington, DC, this 15th day of
December 2008.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear
Administration.
[FR Doc. E8–30193 Filed 12–18–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Record of Decision for the Complex
Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement—Tritium Research and
Development, Flight Test Operations,
and Major Environmental Test
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National Nuclear Security
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September 19, 2008.

On January 23, 2008, Barrington
Hydro LLC filed an application,
pursuant to section 4(f) of the Federal
Power Act, proposing to study the
feasibility of the Barrington
Hydroelectric Project to be located in
Berkshire County, Massachusetts.
The proposed project consists of: (1)
An existing 22-foot high 130-foot-long
concrete and timber crib dam; (2) a
proposed reservoir having a normal
maximum water surface elevation of 716
feet (ngvd) and a surface area of 40
acres, with negligible storage capacity;
(3) an existing 190-foot-long, 14-foot
diameter concrete penstock; (4) a
proposed powerhouse with two
generating units having a total capacity
of 1,100 KW; (5) a proposed 450-footlong, 24–KV transmission line; and (6)
appurtenant facilities. The project
would have an annual generation of
4,300 MWh, and would be sold to a
local utility.
Applicant Contact: Mr. Robert
Munch, Barrington Hydro LLC, P.O. Box
1854 Lenox, MA 01240, Phone: 323–
481–4460. FERC Contact: Henry Woo,
202–502–8872.
Deadline for filing comments, motions
to intervene, competing applications
(without notices of intent), or notices of
intent to file competing applications: 60
days from the issuance of this notice.
Comments, motions to intervene,
notices of intent, and competing
applications may be filed electronically
via the Internet. See 18 CFR
385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the instructions
on the Commission’s Web site under the
‘‘eFiling’’ link. If unable to be filed
electronically, documents may be paperfiled. To paper-file, an original and eight
copies should be mailed to: Kimberly D.
Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First
Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426. For
more information on how to submit
these types of filings please go to the
Commission’s Web site located at http:
//www.ferc.gov/filing-comments.asp.
More information about this project can
be viewed or printed on the ‘‘eLibrary’’
link of the Commission’s Web site at
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
elibrary.asp. Enter the docket number
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Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. E8–22619 Filed 9–25–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
[Project No. 12532–002]

Pine Creek Mine LLC; Notice of
Preliminary Permit Application
Accepted for Filing and Soliciting
Comment, Motions To Intervene, and
Competing Applications

55833

Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426. For
more information on how to submit
these types of filings please go to the
Commission’s Web site located at
http://www.ferc.gov/filingcomments.asp. More information about
this project can be viewed or printed on
the ‘‘eLibrary’’ link of the Commission’s
Web site at http://www.ferc.gov/docsfiling/elibrary.asp. Enter the docket
number (P–12532) in the docket number
field to access the document. For
assistance, call toll-free 1–866–208–
3372.
Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. E8–22618 Filed 9–25–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

September 19, 2008.

On March 3, 2008, Pine Creek Mine,
LLC filed an application, pursuant to
section 4(f) of the Federal Power Act
(FPA), to study the feasibility of the
Pine Creek Mine Project to be located on
Morgan and Pine Creeks, in Inyo
County, California. The project would
be located within the Inyo National
Forest on lands of the U.S. Forest
Service.
The proposed project would consist
of: (1) The existing Pine Creek Mine site
and 12,000 foot-long, 12 feet by 12 feet
access tunnel; (2) an existing 12′ x 12′
by 30′ thick reinforced concrete plug in
the Pine Creek Mine; (3) a proposed 24’’
or 18’’ -diameter steel penstock; (4) a
proposed 1,500-kw generating unit; (5) a
proposed 2.4 kV 2,500-foot-long
transmission line; and (6) appurtenant
facilities. The project would have an
annual generation of 5.6 gigawatt-hours
that would be sold to a local utility.
Applicant Contact: Mr. Fred Springer,
Hydropower Policy Advisor, Troutman
Sanders LLP, 401 Ninth Street, NW.,
Suite 1000, Washington, DC 20004–
2134, (202) 274–2836. FERC Contact:
Henry Woo, (202) 502–8872.
Deadline for filing comments, motions
to intervene, competing applications
(without notices of intent), or notices of
intent to file competing applications: 60
days from the issuance of this notice.
Comments, motions to intervene,
notices of intent, and competing
applications may be filed electronically
via the Internet. See 18 CFR
385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the instructions
on the Commission’s Web site under the
‘‘eFiling’’ link. If unable to be filed
electronically, documents may be paperfiled. To paper-file, an original and eight
copies should be mailed to: Kimberly D.
Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First
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National Nuclear Security
Administration
Record of Decision: Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
Department of Energy, National
Nuclear Security Administration.
ACTION: Record of decision.
AGENCY:

The National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) of the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is
issuing this Record of Decision (ROD)
for the continued operation of the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in
Los Alamos, New Mexico. This ROD is
based on information and analyses
contained in the Final Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico, DOE/EIS–0380 (Final SWEIS or
2008 SWEIS) issued on May 16, 2008;
comments on the SWEIS; and other
factors, including costs, security
considerations and the missions of
NNSA.
In the 2008 SWEIS, NNSA assessed
three alternatives for the continued
operation of LANL: (1) No Action, (2)
Reduced Operations, and (3) Expanded
Operations. The No Action Alternative
analyzed in this SWEIS consists of
NNSA and LANL continuing to
implement earlier decisions based on
previous National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) reviews, including the 1999
LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS–0238) and its
ROD (64 FR 50797, Sept. 20, 1999). The
2008 SWEIS identified the Expanded
Operations Alternative as NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative. The SWEIS
includes a classified appendix that
assesses the potential environmental
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impacts of a representative set of
credible terrorist scenarios.
Because NNSA is continuing to
evaluate significant technical and
national security issues that could affect
the operation and missions of LANL,
NNSA is making only a few decisions at
this time regarding the continued
operation of the laboratory. NNSA will
not make any decisions regarding
nuclear weapons production and other
actions analyzed in the Complex
Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS–0236–S4)
(Complex Transformation SPEIS or
SPEIS) prior to the completion of the
SPEIS. However, NNSA must make
some decisions now regarding LANL to
support the safe and successful
execution of the laboratory’s current
missions. It is likely that NNSA will
issue other RODs regarding the
continued operation of LANL based on
the 2008 SWEIS, the SPEIS and other
NEPA analyses.
NNSA has decided to continue to
implement the No Action Alternative
with the addition of some elements of
the Expanded Operations Alternative.
These elements include increases in
operation of some existing facilities and
new facility projects needed for ongoing
programs and protection of workers and
the environment. For the most part,
NNSA will continue the missions
conducted at LANL at current levels at
this time. NNSA will also continue to
implement actions necessary to comply
with the March 2005 Compliance Order
on Consent (Consent Order), which
requires investigation and remediation
of environmental contamination at
LANL. NNSA will not change pit
production at LANL at this time; the
1999 ROD set pit production at LANL at
20 per year.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information on the 2008 LANL
SWEIS or this ROD, or to receive a copy
of this SWEIS or ROD, contact: Ms.
Elizabeth Withers, Document Manager,
U.S. Department of Energy, National
Nuclear Security Administration
Service Center, Post Office Box 5400,
Albuquerque, NM 87185, (505) 845–
4984. Questions about the SWEIS, ROD
and other issues regarding the Los
Alamos Site Office’s NEPA compliance
program may also be addressed to Mr.
George J. Rael, Assistant Manager
Environmental Operations, NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Los Alamos Site Office,
3747 West Jemez Road, Los Alamos, NM
87544. Mr. Rael may be contacted by
telephone at (505) 665–0308, or by e-

VerDate Aug<31>2005

18:07 Sep 25, 2008

Jkt 214001

mail at: LASO.SWEIS@doeal.gov. For
information on the DOE NEPA process,
contact: Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom,
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (GC–20), U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586–
4600, or leave a message at (800) 472–
2756. Additional information regarding
DOE NEPA activities and access to
many DOE NEPA documents are
available on the Internet through the
DOE NEPA Web site at: http://
www.gc.energy.gov/nepa/.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
NNSA prepared this ROD pursuant to
the regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) for
implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts
1500–1508) and DOE’s NEPA
Implementing Procedures (10 CFR Part
1021). DOE last issued a SWEIS and
ROD for the continued operation of
LANL in 1999. DOE’s NEPA regulations
require that the Department evaluate
site-wide NEPA analyses every five
years to determine their continued
applicability; NNSA initiated such an
evaluation of the 1999 SWEIS in 2004.
It subsequently decided to prepare a
new SWEIS. NNSA issued a Draft
SWEIS in July 2006 for public review
and comment during a 75-day period. It
considered the comments received on
the Draft SWEIS in preparing the Final
SWEIS, which it issued on May 16,
2008.
LANL is a multidisciplinary,
multipurpose research institution in
north-central New Mexico, about 60
miles (97 kilometers) north-northeast of
Albuquerque, and about 25 miles (40
kilometers) northwest of Santa Fe.
LANL occupies approximately 25,600
acres (10,360 hectares), or 40 square
miles (104 square kilometers). About
2,000 structures, with a total of
approximately 8.6 million square feet
under roof, house LANL operations and
activities, with about one half of the
area used as laboratory or production
space, and the remainder used for
administrative, storage, services, and
other purposes.
LANL is one of NNSA’s three national
security laboratories. Facilities and
expertise at LANL are used to perform
science and engineering research; the
laboratory also manufactures some
nuclear weapons components such as
plutonium pits. In addition to weapons
component manufacturing, LANL
performs weapons testing, stockpile
assurance, component replacement,
surveillance, and maintenance. LANL’s
research and development activities
include high explosives processing,
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chemical research, nuclear physics
research, materials science research,
systems analysis and engineering,
human genome mapping, biotechnology
applications, and remote sensing
technologies. The main role of LANL in
the fulfillment of NNSA and DOE
missions is scientific and technological
work that supports nuclear materials
handling, processing, and fabrication;
stockpile management; materials and
manufacturing technologies;
nonproliferation programs; and waste
management activities. Work at LANL is
also conducted for other Federal
agencies such as the Departments of
Defense and Homeland Security, as well
as universities, institutions, and private
entities.
Alternatives Considered
The alternatives NNSA evaluated in
the SWEIS span a range of operations
from minimum levels that would
maintain essential mission capabilities
(Reduced Operations Alternative)
through the highest reasonably
foreseeable levels that could be
supported by current or new facilities
(Expanded Operations Alternative). The
No Action Alternative evaluated in the
SWEIS consists of the continued
implementation of decisions announced
in the 1999 SWEIS ROD and decisions
based on other completed NEPA
reviews. The Reduced Operations
Alternative assumes a reduction in the
levels of certain operations and
activities from the levels evaluated in
the No Action Alternative. The
Expanded Operations Alternative
includes activities evaluated in the No
Action Alternative, increases in overall
operational levels, and new projects that
fall into three categories: (1) Projects to
maintain existing operations and
capabilities (such as projects to replace
aging structures with modern ones, and
projects to consolidate operations and
eliminate unneeded structures); (2)
projects that support environmental
remediation at LANL and compliance
with the Consent Order, including
demolition of excess buildings; and (3)
projects that add new infrastructure and
expand existing capabilities.
Compliance With the Consent Order
NNSA and LANL will continue to
implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order, which requires
the investigation and remediation of
environmental contamination at LANL,
regardless of the alternative it selects for
the continued operation of the
laboratory. The 2008 SWEIS analyzes
the environmental impacts of actions
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required under the Consent Order,1 and
actions proposed by NNSA to facilitate
its compliance with the Order (such as
replacement of waste management
structures, and establishment of waste
examination and staging areas) under
the Expanded Operations Alternative so
that the impacts of these actions can be
distinguished from the impacts of other
proposed actions.
Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative is the
alternative that NNSA believes would
best fulfill its statutory mission
responsibilities while giving
consideration to economic, budget,
environmental, schedule, policy,
technical and other information. In both
the Draft and the Final SWEIS, NNSA
identified the Expanded Operations
Alternative as its preferred alternative.
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Environmentally Preferable Alternative
NEPA’s Section 101 (42 U.S.C. 4331)
establishes a policy of federal agencies
having a continuing responsibility to
improve and coordinate their plans,
functions, programs and resources so
that, among other goals, the nation may
fulfill its responsibilities as a trustee of
the environment for succeeding
generations. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), in its
‘‘Forty Most Asked Questions
Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations’’
(46 FR 18026, Feb. 23, 1981), defines the
‘‘environmentally preferable
alternative’’ as the alternative ‘‘that will
promote the national environmental
policy expressed in NEPA’s Section
101.’’
The analyses in the SWEIS of the
environmental impacts associated with
operating LANL identified only minor
differences among the three alternatives
across natural and cultural resource
areas. Within each of the alternatives
there are actions that could result in
negative impacts, as well as those that
would produce positive environmental
effects. Considering the many
environmental facets of the alternatives
analyzed in the SWEIS, and looking out
over the long term, NNSA believes that
implementation of the Expanded
Operations Alternative would allow it to
best achieve its environmental trustee
responsibilities under Section 101 of
NEPA. Facilitating the cleanup of the
site with new or expanded waste
management facilities, and replacing
older laboratory and production
1 The Consent Order was issued by the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED). As
NMED makes the decisions regarding the
requirements of the Order, these decisions are not
subject to NEPA because they are not ‘‘federal
actions.’’
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facilities with new buildings that
incorporate modern safety, security and
efficiency standards, would improve
LANL’s ability to protect human health
and the environment while allowing
LANL to continue to fulfill its national
security missions. Increasing
operational levels and performing
various demolition activities would use
additional resources and generate
additional waste, but NNSA would also
undertake actions to modernize and
replace older facilities with more energy
efficient and environmentally-protective
facilities and to implement waste
control and environmental practices to
minimize impacts. Many of these types
of actions are not feasible with the
outdated infrastructure currently at
LANL. Under this alternative, NNSA
would be better positioned to minimize
the use of electricity and water,
streamline operations through
consolidation, reduce the ‘‘footprint’’ of
LANL as a whole, and allow some areas
to return to a natural state.
NNSA’s Responsibilities to Tribal
Governments
NNSA recognizes that the operation of
LANL over the last 65 years has affected
the people of neighboring communities
in northern New Mexico, including
Tribal communities. These effects,
which vary in nature across
communities, include alterations of
lifestyles, community, and individual
practices. With respect to Tribal
communities, NNSA adheres to federal
statutes such as the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act,
the Archaeological Resources Protection
Act, the American Indian Religious
Freedom Act, and the National Historic
Preservation Act. NNSA follows
Executive Order 13175, Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments; Executive Order 13007,
Indian Sacred Sites; Executive Order
13021, Tribal Colleges and Universities;
and Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations. NNSA also
follows the 2004 Presidential
Memorandum regarding Government-toGovernment Relationships with Native
American Tribal Governments, DOE’s
American Indian and Alaska Native
Tribal Government Policy, DOE Order
1230.2 and DOE Notice 144.1, which
establish principles and policies for the
Department’s relations with Tribes.
NNSA has established cooperative
agreements with Tribal nations that are
located near NNSA sites to enhance
their involvement in environmental
restoration while protecting Tribal
rights and resources.
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Four Pueblo governments in the
vicinity of LANL have signed individual
Accord Agreements with NNSA (Santa
Clara, San Ildefonso, Cochiti, and
Jemez). The Accord Agreements,
together with the recently established
Environmental Management/NNSA
tribal framework, provide a basis for
conducting government-to-government
relations and serve as a foundation for
addressing issues of mutual concern
between the Department and the
Pueblos. In furtherance of these Accord
Agreements, and specifically to address
concerns and issues raised by the Santa
Clara Pueblo, the implementation of the
decisions in this ROD will be
undertaken in conjunction with a
Mitigation Action Plan (MAP), which
will be updated as needed to address
specific concerns and issues raised by
the Santa Clara and other Tribal
communities.
Environmental Impacts of Alternatives
NNSA analyzed the potential impacts
of each alternative on land use; visual
resources; site infrastructure; air quality;
noise; geology and soils; surface and
groundwater quality; ecological
resources; cultural and paleontological
resources; socioeconomics; human
health impacts; environmental justice;
and waste management and pollution
prevention. NNSA also evaluated the
impacts of each alternative as to
irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources, and the
relationship between short-term uses of
the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term
productivity. In addition, it evaluated
impacts of potential accidents at LANL
on workers and surrounding
populations. In a classified appendix,
NNSA also evaluated the potential
impacts of intentional destructive acts
that might occur at LANL.
The 2008 SWEIS’s impact analyses for
normal operations (i.e., operations
without accidents or intentional
destructive acts) identified the most
notable differences in potential
environmental impacts among the
alternatives in the following resource
areas: geology and soils; radiological air
quality; human health; site
infrastructure (electric power use,
natural gas demand, potable water
demand, and waste management
demands); and transportation. It also
identified minor differences in potential
environmental impacts among the
alternatives under normal operations
for: land use; visual environment;
surface water resources; groundwater
resources; non-radiological air quality;
noise levels; ecological resources;
cultural resources; and socioeconomics.
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These findings are described in the
Summary and Chapters 4 and 5 of the
SWEIS.
Environmental justice was an impact
area of particular concern among those
who commented on the SWEIS. NNSA
recognizes that the operation of LANL
over the last 65 years has affected the
people of neighboring communities,
including minority and low-income
households. These effects, which vary
in nature across communities, include
alterations of lifestyles, community, and
individual practices. Executive Order
12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income
Populations, requires every Federal
agency to analyze whether its proposed
actions and alternatives would have
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority or low-income
populations. Based on the impacts
analysis, NNSA expects no
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority or low-income
populations from the continued
operation of LANL under any of the
alternatives. From the analysis
conducted of the alternatives, the
radiological dose from emissions from
normal operations are slightly lower for
members of Hispanic, Native American,
total minority, and low-income
populations than for members of the
population that are not in these groups,
mainly because of the locations of these
populations relative to the operations at
LANL that produce these emissions.
The maximum annual dose for the
average member of any of the minority
or low-income populations is estimated
to be 0.092 millirem compared to a dose
of 0.10 millirem for a member of the
general population, and a dose of 0.11
millirem for a member of the population
that does not belong to a minority or
low-income group.
NNSA also analyzed human health
impacts from exposure through special
pathways, including subsistence
consumption of native vegetation (piñon
nuts and Indian Tea [Cota]), locally
grown produce and farm products,
groundwater, surface waters, fish (game
and nongame), game animals, other
foodstuffs and incidental consumption
of soils and sediments (on produce, in
surface water, and from ingestion of
inhaled dust). These special pathways
can be important to the environmental
justice analyses because some of them
may be more important or prevalent as
to the traditional and cultural practices
of members of minority populations in
the area. The analyses conducted for the
2008 SWEIS, however, show that the
health impacts associated with these
special pathways do not result in
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disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority or low-income
populations.
The SWEIS analyzed potential
accidents at LANL. Bounding accidents
for both nuclear materials handling and
waste management operations and for
chemical handling and waste
management operations, were identified
as those with the highest potential
consequences to the offsite population
under median site meteorological
conditions. Chemicals of concern were
selected from a database based on
quantities, chemical properties, and
human health effects. In making the
decisions announced in this ROD,
NNSA considered the potential
accidents analyzed in the SWEIS for
each of the three alternative levels of
LANL operations. For the most part,
there are few differences among the
alternatives for the maximum potential
wildfire, seismic, or facility operational
accident at LANL because actions under
each alternative do not, for the most
part, affect the location, frequency, or
material at risk of the analyzed accident
scenarios. Potential accidents that could
occur under the No Action Alternative
could also occur under both the
Reduced Operations and the Expanded
Operations Alternatives. In general, TA–
54 waste management operations
dominate the potential radiological
accident risks and consequences at
LANL under all three alternatives.
Under both the No Action and the
Reduced Operations Alternatives, the
accident with the highest estimated
consequences to offsite populations
involving radioactive material or wastes
is a lightning-initiated fire at the
Radioassay and Nondestructive Testing
Facility in TA–54. Such an accident
could result in up to 6 additional latent
cancer fatalities (LCFs) in the offsite
population. A fire at the Plutonium
Facility’s material staging area located
within TA–55 could result in up to 5
additional LCFs in the offsite
population. The potential accident
expected to result in the highest
estimated consequences to the
hypothetical maximally exposed
individual (MEI) and a non-involved
nearby worker would be a fire in a waste
storage dome at TA–54. If that accident
were to occur, a single LCF to a
noninvolved worker located 110 yards
(100 meters) away from the site of the
accident would be likely, and there
could also be a 1 in 2 likelihood (0.50)
of a LCF to the MEI, who is assumed to
be located at the nearest site boundary
for the duration of the accident. The
lightning-initiated fire accident at the
Radioassay and Nondestructive Testing
Facility could also result in a single LCF
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to a noninvolved worker located 110
yards (100 meters) away from the site of
the accident, and could also result in
about the same 1 in 2 likelihood (0.49)
of a LCF to the MEI assumed to be
located at the nearest boundary for the
duration of the accident.
Under the Expanded Operations
Alternative, there is a potential for a
radiological accident unique to this
alternative. The radiological accident
most likely to result in the highest
estimated consequences to the offsite
population is a building fire involving
radioactive sealed sources stored at the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building. Such an accident could result
in up to 7 additional LCFs in the offsite
population. The potential accident
expected to result in the highest
estimated consequences to the
hypothetical MEI and a non-involved
nearby worker would be the same as for
the No Action Alternative, namely, a
fire in a waste storage dome at TA–54.
DOE evaluates the exposure risks
associated with chemicals of concern
and the requirements for crisis response
personnel to use personal protection to
avoid potentially dangerous exposures
through its system of Emergency
Response Planning Guidelines (ERPG).
Chemicals of concern in the analyzed
accidents at LANL under both the No
Action and Reduced Operations
Alternatives include selenium
hexafluoride and sulfur dioxide, both
from waste cylinder storage at TA–54,
and chlorine and helium gases located
at TA–55. Annual risks of worker and
public exposure in the event of
chemical releases are greatest from
chlorine and helium gases. The annual
risk is estimated to be about one chance
in 15 years for workers within 1,181
yards (1,080 meters) of the facility
receiving exposures in excess of the
ERPG limits for chlorine gas, with the
nearest public access located at 1,111
yards (1,016 meters). The annual risk is
estimated to be about one chance in 15
years for workers within 203 yards (186
meters) of the facility receiving
exposures in excess of ERPG limits for
helium gas, with the nearest public
access at 1,146 yards (1,048 meters).
Cleanup activities of Material
Disposal Areas (MDAs) are analyzed
under the Expanded Operations
Alternative. These activities pose a risk
of accidental releases of toxic chemicals,
as there is a degree of uncertainty about
how much and what chemicals were
disposed of in the MDAs. MDA B is the
closest disposal area to the boundary of
LANL that will require remediation;
remediation by waste removal was
assumed for the analysis of a bounding
accidental chemical release. Sulfur

E:\FR\FM\26SEN1.SGM

26SEN1

Federal Register / Vol. 73, No. 188 / Friday, September 26, 2008 / Notices

jlentini on PROD1PC65 with NOTICES

dioxide gas and beryllium powder were
chosen as the bounding chemicals of
concern for this area based on their
ERPG values. If present at MDA B in the
quantities assumed, both of these
chemicals would likely dissipate to safe
levels very close to the point of their
release. However, there is a potential
risk to the public due to the short
distance between MDA B and the
nearest point where a member of the
public might be.
Comments on the Final Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement
NNSA distributed more than 1,030
copies of the Final SWEIS to
Congressional members and
committees, the State of New Mexico,
Tribal governments and organizations,
local governments, other Federal
agencies, non-governmental
organizations, and individuals. NNSA
received comments on the Final SWEIS
from the Santa Clara Indian Pueblo; the
Members and Residents of Santa Clara
Pueblo; Concerned Citizens for Nuclear
Safety, together with Robert H. Gilkeson
and the Embudo Valley Environmental
Monitoring Group; Citizen Action New
Mexico; Nuclear Watch New Mexico;
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping, and from nearby farmers.
Comments on the Final SWEIS
included issues already raised during
the comment period for the Draft
SWEIS. Volume 3 of the Final SWEIS
contains all comments received on the
Draft SWEIS and NNSA’s responses to
them; this chapter also describes how
these comments resulted in changes to
the SWEIS.
The Santa Clara Indian Pueblo
identified three main areas of concern:
(1) Government-to-government
consultation should have taken place
before the issuance of the Final SWEIS;
(2) environmental justice issues
(including cumulative impacts) were
not analyzed properly in the Final
SWEIS; and (3) going forward with an
increase in plutonium pit production at
this time would be premature and
violate NEPA. In a letter signed by 226
individuals, the Members and Residents
of the Santa Clara Pueblo stated their
support for comments on the SWEIS
submitted by the tribal leaders. They
also stated their opposition to increased
plutonium pit production and
specifically asked ‘‘that (1) proper
analysis of environmental justice and
accumulative impacts be completed and
circulated to the public for comments;
(2) that NNSA/DOE honor governmentto-government consultation and the
process as a trust to Indian Tribes (Santa
Clara Pueblo); and (3) that no decision
about increasing plutonium pit
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production be made until review of this
issue mandated in a new law (the
National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2008) is completed.’’
To the extent that Santa Clara Pueblo
perceived NNSA’s action in delaying
government-to-government consultation
until after the issuance of the Final
SWEIS and before the issuance of this
ROD to be inconsistent with appropriate
protocol for such consultations, this was
not intended. NNSA believes that it
followed the requirements of DOE Order
1230.2, U.S. Department of Energy
American Indian and Alaska Native
Tribal Government Policy, in consulting
through the formal government-togovernment process with Santa Clara
Pueblo prior to making the decisions
announced in this ROD. However, given
the two-year time period between the
issuance of the Draft SWEIS in 2006 and
the issuance of the Final SWEIS in 2008,
NNSA acknowledges that it could have
been more prompt in engaging in
government-to-government consultation
with the Santa Clara Pueblo. NNSA will
work to improve its consultation
process.
With regard to the impact analysis of
environmental justice issues (including
cumulative impacts) in the Final
SWEIS, NNSA believes that it
appropriately analyzed the potential for
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority and low-income
populations located within a 50-mile
radius of LANL under all alternatives,
and that it also appropriately analyzed
cumulative impacts to the extent that
future actions are known or foreseeable.
However, NNSA recognizes that many
of the concerns the Santa Clara
expressed are rooted in protected
cultural and religious practices of its
people. With this in mind, NNSA will
undertake implementation of the
decisions announced in this ROD in
conjunction with a MAP. The MAP will
be updated as the need arises to identify
actions that would address specific
concerns and issues raised by the Santa
Clara as well as those of other tribal
entities in the area of LANL.
NNSA agrees that decisions at this
time on proposed actions analyzed in
the Complex Transformation SPEIS,
including decisions regarding the
number of plutonium pits LANL will
produce, would be premature. NNSA
will not make any decisions on pit
production until after it completes the
SPEIS.
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear
Safety, together with Robert H. Gilkeson
and the Embudo Valley Environmental
Monitoring Group, raised several
concerns with the Final SWEIS:
issuance of the Final SWEIS is
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premature because there could be a
future Congressional change in the
purpose and need to operate LANL;
there is an uncertain seismic hazard at
LANL; the Final SWEIS does not
comply with NEPA because it omitted
an analysis of prime farmland; LANL
does not have a reliable network of
monitoring wells; radionuclides have
been found in the drinking water wells
of Los Alamos County, San Ildefonso
Pueblo, and Santa Fe; and storm flow
and sediment transport are primary
mechanisms for potential contaminant
transport beyond LANL’s boundaries.
NNSA does not agree that issuance of
the Final SWEIS and a ROD is
premature. Should Congress or the
President direct changes regarding the
purpose and need to operate LANL,
NNSA may need to conduct additional
NEPA reviews or amend this ROD.
Federal agencies always face the
possibility that in the future the
Congress or the President may direct
changes in their missions and
responsibilities. At this time, NNSA is
making only a limited set of decisions
regarding actions that need to be
implemented now. These decisions do
not limit or prejudice the decisions
NNSA may make regarding the
programmatic alternatives it is
evaluating in the Complex
Transformation SPEIS.
New information about seismic risks
at LANL (set forth in the report Update
of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis and Development of Seismic
Design Ground Motions at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory, 2007, LA–
UR–07–3965) may change how
hazardous materials are stored,
operations are conducted, and facilities
are constructed or renovated. NNSA is
conducting a systematic review of LANL
structures and operations in light of this
information. This review, expected to be
completed in about one year, will
identify any necessary changes to
address the new seismic information.
NNSA will then implement the
necessary changes to LANL facilities
and operations based on the review’s
recommendations.
NNSA contacted the U.S. Department
of Agriculture regarding prime farmland
designations in northern New Mexico
and included that information in
Chapter 4 of the Final SWEIS. No
farmland designated by that agency as
‘‘prime farmland’’ is located within Los
Alamos or Santa Fe Counties, and only
a limited amount of prime farmland is
located within a 50-mile radius of LANL
in Sandoval and Rio Arriba Counties.
The Farmland Protection Policy Act
requires that projects receiving Federal
funds that would result in the
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permanent conversion of prime
farmland to non-farmland (or remove its
prime rating) must develop and
consider alternatives that would not
result in the conversion. None of the
proposed actions at LANL under any of
the alternatives would result in changes
to any designated prime farmland or
cause it to be re-designated as nonprime farmland.
Information about the network of
monitoring wells, including existing
and planned wells, is provided in
Chapter 4 of the Final SWEIS. NNSA
acknowledges that past well installation
practices have not produced the desired
network, and will continue to install
and refurbish wells until adequate
information is obtained regarding
groundwater conditions and
contaminant transport within the
aquifers in the LANL area.
Contaminants identified in various
drinking water wells are being
monitored, and drinking water
production from these wells may be
adjusted or discontinued in compliance
with health protection standards.
Additional study of aquifer conditions
and contaminant transport is needed
before long-term corrective actions can
be identified and implemented.
Contaminant transport via surface water
flow and sediment transport is
recognized as the primary mechanisms
for off-site transport, especially after
storms. As the watershed recovers from
the effects of the Cerro Grande Fire in
2000, the volumes of storm water runoff
are expected to decrease.
Citizen Action New Mexico stated its
opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative, especially expanded
nuclear weapons research and
production, and asserted that the Final
SWEIS did not consider the increased
impact of plutonium production on
children in compliance with Executive
Order 13045, Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks.
NNSA believes it has complied with
this Executive Order in the Final
SWEIS. NNSA now uses a more
conservative dose-to-risk conversion
factor in assessing risks of radiation
exposures as a result of this Order. Use
of the new dose-to-risk conversion
factor is one of the changes noted in
NNSA’s NEPA process since the
issuance of the 1999 SWEIS (Chapter 6
and Appendix C of the SWEIS). As
noted previously, NNSA is not making
any decisions at this time that would
result in expansion of nuclear weapons
production.
In comments on the Final SWEIS,
Nuclear Watch New Mexico (NWNM)
stated that: Expanded plutonium pit
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production is not necessary; potential
impacts of the proposed Radiological
Science Institute are not adequately
analyzed in the Final SWEIS and that a
project-specific EIS is necessary for the
institute; waste volumes identified in
the Final SWEIS do not reconcile with
those in NNSA’s Draft Complex
Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic EIS; there is confusion
about whether the proposed Advanced
Fuel Cycle Facility, which is the subject
of another DOE programmatic EIS, The
Global Nuclear Energy Partnership
Programmatic EIS (the GNEP PEIS),
would be used for research and
development or for full-scale
reprocessing (and the number of
associated facilities that could be
located at LANL); and the Los Alamos
Science Complex should be funded
through the traditional Congressional
budgetary authorization and
appropriation process.
NNSA believes that it appropriately
analyzed the potential impacts of the
Radiological Science Institute in the
Final SWEIS to the extent possible at
this stage of the project planning
process, and acknowledged in the Final
SWEIS that additional NEPA analyses
may be necessary if NNSA decides to
continue with this proposal. NNSA will
reconcile and update waste volumes in
the Final Complex Transformation
SPEIS. DOE has decided to eliminate
the Advanced Fuel Cycle Facility from
consideration in the GNEP PEIS (for
more information, please visit: http://
www.gnep.energy.gov). NNSA is
considering the use of alternative
financing for the Los Alamos Science
Complex; this is an appropriate
financing approach in certain situations
although it has been rarely used at
LANL.
NWNM also asked for additional
clarification of some of NNSA’s
responses to its comments on the Draft
SWEIS and provided additional
information regarding some of their
previous comments. Specifically,
NWNM asked if all current tests using
plutonium at the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
Facility (DARHT) are conducted inside
vessels.
At present, NNSA is not conducting
any tests at DARHT that use plutonium,
and future tests using plutonium at this
facility would be conducted inside
vessels.
NWNM asked if the Rendija Canyon
Fault is the closest fault to the proposed
location of the Radiological Science
Institute.
As discussed in the Final SWEIS, it is
the closest known fault to that location.
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NWNM also requested an unclassified
appendix that discusses intentional
destructive acts at LANL; asserted there
should be a citation to information
compiled by the U.S. Department of
Commerce’s Bureau of Economic
Analysis; and asked that the Area G
Performance Assessment and Composite
Analysis and the geotechnical report
recently prepared by LANL be posted on
the Internet.
NNSA considered the preparation of
an unclassified discussion of the
potential environmental impacts of
intentional destructive acts at LANL,
but concluded that such a discussion
posed unacceptable security risks.
Information used to prepare the
economic impacts analysis was not
contained within a discrete study, so a
citation is not appropriate in this
instance. Unclassified documents
prepared by LANL are generally placed
on its Internet site when completed and
approved for distribution. NWNM may
access the LANL Internet site for these
specific references.
NWNM correctly pointed out that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
had designated the Española Basin as a
Sole Source Aquifer in early 2008.
Once EPA designates a sole source
aquifer under its Sole Source Aquifer
Protection Program, the agency can
review proposed projects that are to
receive Federal funds and that have a
potential to contaminate the aquifer.
Under this review, EPA can request
changes to a Federally-funded project if
it poses a threat to public health by
contaminating an aquifer to the point
where a safe drinking water standard
could be violated. Projects conducted
entirely by Federal agencies, or their
contractors, at sole source aquifer
locations are not subject to EPA’s review
process. NNSA is not proposing any
new projects that would cause the
Española Basin aquifer to exceed a safe
drinking water standard.
Citizens for Alternatives to
Radioactive Dumping also commented
on the Final SWEIS. It asserted that
expanded pit production is not
necessary; that contamination has been
found in produce samples; that there is
prime farm land in the Embudo Valley;
that there are radionuclides in the Rio
Grande, which is a threat to its use as
drinking water by the city of Santa Fe;
and that radioactive cesium has been
found in soils at the Trampas Lakes,
which drain into the Rio Grande.
As NNSA noted in its response to
other comments on the Draft SWEIS, a
single ‘‘false positive’’ result was
returned from a laboratory analyzing
fruit specimens grown near LANL. No
uptake of radioactive contamination
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attributed to LANL operations has been
found in produce samples obtained
from the Embudo Valley. Drinking water
supplies for Santa Fe must meet Safe
Drinking Water Act and other state and
municipal requirements. Elevated
radionuclide concentrations in the soils
of alpine lake basins within the Rocky
Mountain range have been attributed to
global fallout concentrated through
snowfall and specific geomorphic
conditions.
Decisions
With limited additions, NNSA has
decided to continue operation of Los
Alamos National Laboratory pursuant to
the No Action Alternative analyzed in
the 2008 SWEIS. The parameters of this
alternative are set by the 1999 ROD and
other decisions that NNSA has made
previously regarding the continued
operation of LANL. The additions to the
No Action Alternative NNSA has
decided to implement at this time
consist of elements of the Expanded
Operations Alternative. These elements
are of two types: (1) Changes in the level
of operations for on-going activities
within existing facilities, and (2) new
facility projects. The changes in
operational levels NNSA has decided to
implement at this time are:
• Supporting the Global Threat
Reduction Initiative and Off-Site
Sources Recovery Project by broadening
the types and quantities of radioactive
sealed sources (Co-60, Ir-192, Cf-252,
Ra-226) that LANL can manage and
store prior to their disposal;
• Expanding the capabilities and
operational level of the Nicholas C.
Metropolis Center for Modeling and
Simulation to support the Roadrunner
Super Computer platform;
• Performing research to improve
beryllium detection and to develop
mitigation methods for beryllium
dispersion to support industrial health
and safety initiatives for beryllium
workers; and
• Retrieval and disposition of legacy
transuranic waste (approximately 3,100
cubic yards of contact-handled and 130
cubic yards of remote-handled) from
belowground storage.
New facility projects involve the
design, construction, or renovation of
facilities and were analyzed as part of
the Expanded Operations Alternative.
The facility projects that NNSA has
decided to pursue at this time are:
• Planning, design, construction and
operation of the Waste Management
Facilities Transition projects to facilitate
actions required by the Consent Order;
• Repair and replacement of mission
critical cooling system components for
buildings in TA–55 to enable the
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continued operation of these buildings
and to comply with current
environmental standards; and
• Final design of a new Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility, and
design and construction of the Zero
Liquid Discharge Facility component of
this new treatment facility to enable
LANL to continue to treat radioactive
liquid wastes.
These projects and actions are needed
on an immediate basis to maintain
existing capabilities, support existing
programs, and provide a safe and
environmentally protective work
environment at LANL. The need for
these increases in operations and new
facility projects exists regardless of any
decisions NNSA may make regarding
the programmatic and project-specific
alternatives analyzed in the Complex
Transformation SPEIS.
In addition, NNSA will continue to
implement actions required by the
Consent Order, as noted above, these
decisions are not subject to NEPA.
Basis for Decision
NNSA’s decisions are based on its
mission responsibilities and its need to
sustain LANL’s ability to operate in a
manner that allows it to fulfill its
existing responsibilities in an
environmentally sound, timely and
fiscally prudent manner.
National security policies require
NNSA to maintain the nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile as well as its core
competencies in nuclear weapons. Since
completion in 1996 of the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for
Stockpile Stewardship and Management
(SSM PEIS) and associated ROD, NNSA
and its predecessor, DOE’s Office of
Defense Programs, has implemented
these policies through the Stockpile
Stewardship Program (SSP). The SSP
emphasizes development and
application of improved scientific and
technical capabilities to assess the
safety, security, and reliability of
existing nuclear warheads without the
use of nuclear testing. LANL’s
operations support a wide range of
scientific and technological capabilities
for NNSA’s national security missions,
including the SSP. Most of NNSA’s
missions require research and
development capabilities that currently
reside at the LANL site. The nuclear
facilities in LANL’s TA–55 must
maintain the nation’s nuclear stockpile.
Programmatic risks would be
unacceptable if LANL did not continue
to operate, or if it failed to implement
the new decisions set forth above.
NNSA believes that, at this time,
existing national security requirements
can be met by continuing to conduct
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operations at current levels with only a
limited number of increases in levels of
operations and new facility projects.
These increases in operations and new
projects are needed because of changes
in the SSP program and NNSA’s nuclear
non-proliferation program. They are also
needed to meet new responsibilities that
have arisen as a result of changes in our
national security requirements since
1999. One of the new facility projects is
needed to facilitate NNSA’s compliance
with the Consent Order. The specific
rationales for NNSA’s decisions to
implement seven elements of the
Expanded Operations Alternative are:
1. Supporting the Global Threat
Reduction Initiative and Off-Site
Sources Recovery Project by broadening
the types and quantities of radioactive
sealed sources (Co-60, Ir-192, Cf-252,
Ra-226) that LANL can manage and
store prior to their disposal—This
decision will allow NNSA to retrieve
and store more of these sources, which,
if not adequately secured, could be used
in a radiation dispersion device (a
‘‘dirty bomb’’).
2. Expanding the capabilities and
operational level of the Nicholas C.
Metropolis Center for Modeling and
Simulation to support the Roadrunner
Super Computer platform—This
decision will allow NNSA to perform
calculations that improve its ability to
certify that the nuclear weapons
stockpile is reliable without conducting
underground nuclear tests. It will also
allow LANL to conduct research on
global energy challenges and other
scientific issues.
3. Performing research to improve
detection and mitigation methods for
beryllium—This research will support
the continued development of methods
to capture and sequester beryllium and
to expedite sample analysis needed to
implement exposure controls to ensure
worker safety.
4. Retrieval and disposition of legacy
transuranic waste (approximately 3,100
cubic yards of contact-handled and 130
cubic yards of remote-handled) from
belowground storage—Retrieving and
dispositioning this waste will allow
LANL to complete closure and
remediation of TA–54 Material Disposal
Area G under the Consent Order. This
action will reduce risk by removing
approximately 105,000 plutonium-239
equivalent curies from LANL.
5. Planning, design, construction and
operation of the Waste Management
Facilities Transition projects—These
projects will replace LANL’s existing
facilities for solid waste management.
The existing facilities at TA–54 for
transuranic waste, low-level waste,
mixed low-level waste and hazardous/
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chemical waste are scheduled for
closure and remediation under the
Consent Order.
6. Repair and replacement of mission
critical cooling system components for
buildings in TA–55—This decision will
allow these facilities to continue to
operate and for NNSA to install a new
cooling system that meets current
standards regarding the phase-out of
Class 1 ozone-depleting substances.
7. Final design of a new Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility, and
design and construction of the Zero
Liquid Discharge Facility component of
this new treatment facility—This
decision will allow LANL to continue to
treat radioactive liquid wastes by
replacing a facility that does not meet
current standards and that cannot be
acceptably renovated. Regardless of any
decisions NNSA may make about
complex transformation and LANL’s
role in it, the laboratory will need to
treat liquid radioactive wastes for the
foreseeable future.
Mitigation Measures
As described in the SWEIS, LANL
operates under environmental laws,
regulations, and policies within a
framework of contractual requirements;
many of these requirements mandate
actions intended to control and mitigate
potential adverse environmental effects.
Examples include the Environment,
Safety, and Health Manual, emergency
plans, Integrated Safety Management
System, pollution prevention and waste
minimization programs, protected
species programs, and energy and
conservation programs. A Mitigation
Action Plan for this ROD will be issued
that includes: Specific habitat
conservation measures recommended by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
mitigating effects to potential habitat
areas; site- and action-specific
commitments related to the Consent
Order once the State of New Mexico
decides on specific environmental
remediation for LANL MDAs; and traffic
flow improvements that could involve
such measures as installing turn lanes,
installing and coordinating traffic lights,
and installing new signage. A summary
of all prior mitigation commitments for
LANL that are either underway or that
have yet to be initiated will be included
in the MAP. These prior commitments
include such actions as continued forest
management efforts, continued trail
management measures, and
implementation of a variety of sampling
and monitoring measures, as well as
additional measures to reduce potable
water use and conserve resources.
In addition, with respect to the
concerns raised by the Santa Clara
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Pueblo, NNSA will continue its efforts
to support the Pueblo and other tribal
entities in matters of human health, and
will participate in various
intergovernmental cooperative efforts to
protect indigenous practices and
locations of concern. NNSA will
conduct government-to-government
consultation with the Pueblo and other
tribal entities to incorporate these
matters into the MAP.
Issued at Washington, DC, this 19th day of
September 2008.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. E8–22678 Filed 9–25–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[FRL–8720–2]

Draft NPDES General Permit for
Offshore Seafood Processors in
Alaska (Permit Number AKG524000)
Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of availability of draft
NPDES general permit and request for
public comment.
AGENCY:

The Director, Office of Water
and Watersheds, EPA Region 10, is
proposing to issue a general National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for Offshore Seafood
Processors in Alaska, pursuant to the
provisions of the Clean Water Act, 33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq. The draft general
permit authorizes the discharge of
treated seafood processing wastes from
new and existing facilities to State and
Federal Waters, at least 0.5 nautical
miles from shore as delineated by mean
lower low water. Interested persons may
submit comments on the proposed
general permit to EPA Region 10 at the
address below. Comments must be
received or postmarked by November
10, 2008. A fact sheet has been prepared
which sets forth the principle factual,
legal, policy, and scientific information
considered in the development of the
draft general permit.
The draft general permit contains a
variety of technology-based and water
quality-based effluent limitations, along
with administrative and monitoring
requirements, as well as other standard
conditions, prohibitions, and
management practices. Within state
waters a 100 foot mixing zone is
proposed for residues, dissolved gas,
non-hydrocarbon oil and grease, fecal
coliform, pH, temperature, color,

SUMMARY:
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turbidity, and total residual chlorine. In
addition, the permit allows for the
issuance of site specific zones of deposit
(ZODs) by the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation (ADEC).
The site specific ZODs would only be
authorized for facilities discharging
between 0.5–1 nautical mile from shore
upon application by the discharger. If a
discharger requests a ZOD, ADEC would
public notice the proposed ZOD
authorization before the ZOD is
authorized for the discharger. ZODs will
be granted through an individual State
certification that will be attached to
EPA’s authorization to discharge letter.
Public Comment: Copies of the draft
general permit, fact sheet, Biological
Evaluation, Essential Fish Habitat
Assessment, Environmental
Assessment, Preliminary Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI), and Ocean
Discharge Criteria Evaluation are
available upon request. Theses
documents may also be downloaded
from the Region 10 Web site at http://
www.epa.gov/r10earth/
waterpermits.htm (click on draft
permits, then Alaska). Interested
persons may submit written comments
to the attention of Lindsay Guzzo at the
address below. All comments must
include the name, address, and
telephone number of the commenter
and a concise statement of comment and
the relevant facts upon which it is
based. Comments of either support or
concern which are directed at specific,
cited permit requirements are
appreciated.
After the expiration date of the Public
Notice on November 10, 2008, the
Director, Office of Water and
Watersheds, EPA Region 10, will make
a final determination with respect to
issuance of the general permit. The
proposed requirements contained in the
draft general permit will become final
upon issuance if no significant
comments are received during the
public comment period.
DATES: Comments must be received or
postmarked by November 10, 2008.
ADDRESSES: Comments on the proposed
general permit should be sent to
Lindsay Guzzo, Office of Water and
Watersheds; USEPA Region 10; 1200 6th
Ave, Suite 900, OWW–130; Seattle,
Washington 98101. Comments may also
be received via electronic mail at
guzzo.lindsay@epa.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Additional information can be obtained
by contacting Lindsay Guzzo at the
address above, or by visiting the Region
10 Web site at http://www.epa.gov/
r10earth/waterpermits.htm. Requests
may also be made to Audrey
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selecting third-party contractors will
now be consistent with the approach
currently used for applications for
certification of natural gas facilities. The
attached document provides an
overview for starting the process.
Additional information is available on
the Commission’s Web site at http://
www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/
enviro/third-party/tpc.asp.
Magalie R. Salas,
Secretary.
Office of Energy Projects; Third-Party
Contracting Program
The Office of Energy Project’s voluntary
‘‘third-party contracting’’ (3–PC) program
enables applicants seeking certificates for
natural gas facilities or licenses for
hydroelectric power projects to fund a thirdparty contractor to assist the Commission in
meeting its responsibilities under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
The 3–PC program involves the use of
independent contractors to assist
Commission staff in its environmental review
and preparation of environmental
documents. A third-party contractor is
selected by, and works under the direct
supervision and control of Commission staff,
and is paid for by the applicant. Prospective
applicants considering participation in this
3–PC program should meet with Commission
staff to discuss their proposals, and to answer
any questions they might have relative to the
program itself.
Applicants electing to participate in the 3–
PC program will be required to prepare a
draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for review
and approval by the Commission staff before
it is issued. The RFP will be required to
include screening criteria, and an
explanation of how the criteria will be used
to select among the contractors who respond
to the RFP. Subsequently, applicants would
issue the approved RFP and screen all
proposals received for technical adequacy
and Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI).
The applicant is responsible for reviewing
carefully all OCI materials (submitted for the
prime and each proposed subcontractor as
part of each proposal) to determine whether
the candidate is capable of impartially
performing the environmental services
required under the third-party contract. The
applicant will then submit to Commission
staff the technical and cost proposals and
OCI statements of their three best qualified
candidates.
Final contractor selection will be made by
Commission staff based on an evaluation of
the technical, managerial, and personnel
aspects of the candidates’ proposals as well
as OCI considerations. While bid fees will
not necessarily be the controlling factor in
the selection of the third-party contractor,
relative cost levels will be considered.
Commission staff will send the applicant an
approval letter clarifying any details and/or
resolving any issues that remain outstanding
following review of the selected third-party
contractor’s proposal.
As soon as practical, the applicant will
award a contract to the third-party contractor

VerDate jul<14>2003

14:33 Feb 11, 2004

Jkt 203001

identified in the Commission staff’s approval
letter. The applicant and the contractor will
determine the appropriate form of agreement
for payment of the contractor by the
applicant. Because the applicant will actually
award the contract to the third-party
contractor, it will be the applicant’s
responsibility to answer questions from
candidates not selected.
The information provided above is
intended to give a quick overview of the 3–
PC program and how to get started. Detailed
guidance specific to the gas and hydro
process will be available soon. In the interim,
applicants with specific questions about the
3–PC program can contact the following
Commission staff:
Gas Certificate 3–PC program: Richard R.
Hoffmann, Director, Division of Gas—
Environment and Engineering, telephone
(202) 502–8066, Office of Energy Projects,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888
First Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426;
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/
third-party/tpc.asp.
Hydropower Licensing 3–PC program: Ann
F. Miles, Director, Division of Hydropower—
Environment and Engineering, telephone
(202) 502–6769, Office of Energy Projects,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888
First Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426;
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/
enviro/third-party/tpc.asp.
Inquiries regarding OCI should be directed
to: David R. Dickey, Staff Attorney, General
and Administrative Law (GC–13), telephone
(202) 502–8527, Office of General Counsel,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888
First Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426.
Inquiries regarding ex parte should be
directed to: Carol C. Johnson, Staff Attorney,
General and Administrative Law (GC–13),
telephone (202) 502–8521, Office of General
Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street, NE.,
Washington, DC 20426.
[FR Doc. E4–257 Filed 2–11–04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717 –01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
[Docket No. RP04–51–000]

Paiute Pipeline Company; Notice of
Rescheduling of Technical Conference
February 4, 2004.

In its Order issued December 4, 2003,1
the Commission directed that a
technical conference be held to better
understand several aspects of Paiute
Pipeline Company’s November 7, 2003
tariff filing pertaining to segmentation
and backhaul transportation.
Take notice that the technical
conference has been rescheduled for
Wednesday, February 25, 2004 at 10
a.m., in a room to be designated at the
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offices of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street, NE.,
Washington, DC 20426.
All interested persons and staff are
permitted to attend. Parties that wish to
participate by phone should contact
Sharon Dameron at (202) 502–8410 or at
sharon.dameron@ferc.gov no later than
Wednesday, February 18, 2004.
Magalie R. Salas,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. E4–261 Filed 2–11–04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717 –01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
National Nuclear Security
Administration
Record of Decision: Final
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement
Project, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM
AGENCY:

National Nuclear Security
Administration, Department of Energy.
ACTION: Record of decision.
SUMMARY:

The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE), National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) is
issuing this record of decision on the
proposed replacement of the existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy (CMR)
Building at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) in Los Alamos, New
Mexico. This record of decision is based
upon the information contained in the
‘‘Environmental Impact Statement for
the Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project,
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico’’, DOE/EIS–0350
(CMRR EIS), and other factors,
including the programmatic and
technical risk, construction
requirements, and cost. NNSA has
decided to implement the preferred
alternative, alternative 1, which is the
construction of a new CMR
Replacement (CMRR) facility at LANL’s
Technical Area 55 (TA–55). The new
CMRR facility would include a single,
above-ground, consolidated special
nuclear material-capable, Hazard
Category 2 laboratory building
(construction option 3) with a separate
administrative office and support
functions building. The existing CMR
building at LANL would be
decontaminated, decommissioned, and
demolished in its entirety (disposition
option 3). The preferred alternative
includes the construction of the new
CMRR facility, and the movement of
operations from the existing CMR
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building into the new CMRR facility,
with operations expected to continue in
the new facility over the next 50 years.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

For
further information on the CMRR EIS or
record of decision, or to receive a copy
of this EIS or record of decision, contact:
Elizabeth Withers, Document Manager,
U.S. Department of Energy, Los Alamos
Site Office, 528 35th Street, Los Alamos,
NM 87544, (505) 667–8690. For
information on the DOE National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process, contact: Carol M. Borgstrom,
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (EH–42), U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586–
4600, or leave a message at (800) 472–
2756.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background
The NNSA prepared this record of
decision pursuant to the regulations of
the Council on Environmental Quality
for implementing NEPA (40 CFR parts
1500–1508) and DOE’s NEPA
implementing procedures (10 CFR part
1021). This record of decision is based,
in part, on information provided in the
CMRR EIS.
LANL is located in north-central New
Mexico, about 60 miles (97 kilometers)
north-northeast of Albuquerque, and
about 25 miles (40 kilometers)
northwest of Santa Fe. LANL occupies
an area of approximately 25,600 acres
(10,360 hectares), or approximately 40
square miles (104 square kilometers).
NNSA is responsible for the
administration of LANL as one of three
National Security Laboratories. LANL
provides both the NNSA and DOE with
mission support capabilities through its
activities and operations, particularly in
the area of national security.
Work at LANL includes operations
that focus on the safety and reliability
of the nation’s nuclear weapons
stockpile and on programs that reduce
global nuclear proliferation. LANL’s
main role in NNSA mission objectives
includes a wide range of scientific and
technological capabilities that support
nuclear materials handling, processing
and fabrication; stockpile management;
materials and manufacturing
technologies; nonproliferation
programs; and waste management
activities. LANL supports actinide (any
of a series of elements with atomic
numbers ranging from actinium-89
through lawrencium-103) science
missions ranging from the plutonium238 heat source program undertaken for
the National Aeronautics and Space
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Administration (NASA) to arms control
and technology development.
The capabilities needed to execute
NNSA mission activities require
facilities at LANL that can be used to
handle actinide and other radioactive
materials in a safe and secure manner.
Of primary importance are the facilities
located within the CMR building and
the plutonium facility (located in TAs 3
and 55, respectively). Most of the LANL
mission support functions require
analytical chemistry (AC) and materials
characterization (MC), and actinide
research and development support
capabilities and capacities that currently
exist within facilities at the CMR
building and that are not available
elsewhere. Other unique capabilities are
located within the plutonium facility.
Work is sometimes moved between the
CMR building and the plutonium
facility to make use of the full suite of
capabilities they provide.
The CMR building is over 50 years old
and many of its utility systems and
structural components are deteriorating.
Studies conducted in the late 1990s
identified a seismic fault trace located
beneath one of the wings of the CMR
building that increases the level of
structural integrity required to meet
current structural seismic code
requirements for a Hazard Category 2
nuclear facility (a Hazard Category 2
nuclear facility is one in which the
hazard analysis identifies the potential
for significant onsite consequences).
Correcting the CMR building’s defects
by performing repairs and upgrades
would be difficult and costly. NNSA
cannot continue to operate the assigned
LANL mission-critical CMR support
capabilities in the existing CMR
building at an acceptable level of risk to
public and worker health and safety
without operational restrictions. These
operational restrictions preclude the full
implementation of the level of operation
DOE decided upon through its 1999
record of decision for the ‘‘Site-wide
Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory’’ (DOE/EIS–0238)
(LANL SWEIS). Mission-critical CMR
capabilities at LANL support NNSA’s
stockpile stewardship and management
strategic objectives; these capabilities
are necessary to support the current and
future directed stockpile work and
campaign activities conducted at LANL.
The CMR building is near the end of its
useful life and action is required now by
NNSA to assess alternatives for
continuing these activities for the next
50 years. NNSA needs to act now to
provide the physical means for
accommodating continuation of the
CMR building’s functional, mission-
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critical CMR capabilities beyond 2010
in a safe, secure, and environmentally
sound manner.
Alternatives Considered
NNSA evaluated the environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
relocation of LANL AC and MC, and
associated research and development
capabilities that currently exist
primarily at the CMR building, to a
newly constructed facility, and the
continued performance of those
operations and activities at the new
facility for the next 50 years. The CMRR
EIS analyzed four action alternatives: (1)
The construction and operation of a
complete new CMRR facility at TA–55;
(2) the construction of the same at a
‘‘greenfield’’ location within TA–6; (3)
and a ‘‘hybrid’’ alternative maintaining
administrative offices and support
functions at the existing CMR building
with a new Hazard Category 2
laboratory facility built at TA–55, and,
(4) a ‘‘hybrid’’ alternative with the
laboratory facility being constructed at
TA–6. The CMRR EIS also analyzed the
no action alternative. These alternatives
are described in greater detail below.
Alternative 1 is to construct a new
CMRR facility consisting of two or three
new buildings within TA–55 at LANL to
house AC and MC capabilities and their
attendant support capabilities that
currently reside primarily in the
existing CMR building, at the
operational level identified by the
expanded operations alternative for
LANL operations in the 1999 LANL
SWEIS. Alternative 1 would also
involve construction of a parking
areas(s), tunnels, vault area(s), and other
infrastructure support needs. AC and
MC activities would be conducted in
either two separate laboratories
(constructed either both above ground
(construction option 1) or one above and
one below ground (construction option
2)) or in one new laboratory
(constructed either above ground
(construction option 3) or below ground
(construction option 4)). An
administrative office and support
functions building would be
constructed separately.
Alternative 2 would construct the
same new CMRR facility within TA–6;
the TA–6 site is a relatively
undeveloped, forested area with some
prior disturbance in limited areas that is
referred to as a ‘‘greenfield’’ site.
Alternatives 3 and 4 are ‘‘hybrid’’
alternatives in which the existing CMR
building would continue to house
administrative offices and support
functions for AC and MC capabilities
(including research and development)
and no new administrative support
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building would be constructed.
Structural and systems upgrades and
repairs to portions of the existing CMR
building would need to be performed
and some portions of the building might
be dispositioned. New laboratory
facilities (as described for alternative 1)
would be constructed either at TA–55
(alternative 3) or at TA–6 (alternative 4).
Under any of the alternatives,
disposition of the existing CMR building
could include a range of options from
no demolition (disposition option 1), to
partial demolition (disposition option
2), to demolition of the entire building
(disposition option 3).
The no action alternative would
involve the continued use of the
existing CMR building with some
minimal necessary structural and
systems upgrades and repairs. Under
this alternative, AC and MC capabilities
(including research and development),
as well as administrative offices and
support activities, would remain in the
existing CMR building. No new building
construction would be undertaken. AC
and MC operational levels would
continue to be restricted and would not
meet the level of operations determined
necessary for the foreseeable future at
LANL in the 1999 SWEIS record of
decision.
Preferred Alternative
In both the draft and the final CMRR
EIS, the preferred alternative for the
replacement of the existing CMR
building is identified as alternative 1
(construct a new CMRR facility at TA–
55). The preferred construction option
would be the construction of a single
consolidated special nuclear material
(SNM) capable, Hazard Category 2
laboratory with a separate
administrative offices and support
functions building (construction option
3). (Special nuclear materials include
actinides such as plutonium, uranium
enriched in the isotope 233 or 235, and
any other material that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission determines to
be special nuclear material.) NNSA’s
preferred option for the disposition of
the existing CMR building is to
decontaminate, decommission and
demolish the entire structure
(disposition option 3). Based on the
CMRR EIS, the environmental impacts
of the preferred alternative, although
minimal, would be expected to be
greater than those of the no action
alternative. Construction option 3
would have less impact on the
environment that implementing
construction options 1 or 2; and
disposition option 3 would have the
greatest environmental impact of the
disposition options analyzed.
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Environmentally Preferable Alternative
The Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ), in its ‘‘Forty Most Asked
Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA
Regulations’’ (46 FR 18026, 2/23/81)
with regard to 40 CFR 1505.2, defined
the ‘‘environmentally preferable
alternative’’ as the alternative ‘‘that will
promote the national environmental
policy as expressed in NEPA’s section
101’’. Ordinarily, this means the
alternative that causes the least damage
to the biological and physical
environment; it also means the
alternative which best protects,
preserves, and enhances historic,
cultural, and natural resources. The
CMRR EIS impact analysis indicates
that there would be very little difference
in the environmental impacts among the
action alternatives analyzed and also
that the impacts of these action
alternatives would be small. After
considering impacts to each resource
area by alternative, NNSA has identified
the no action alternative as the
environmentally preferable alternative.
The no action alternative was identified
as having the fewest direct impacts to
the physical environment and to
cultural and historic resources. This is
because no construction-related
disturbances would exist and none of
the CMR building would be demolished,
as would be the case under any of the
action alternatives analyzed for the
proposed action, including the preferred
alternative. Therefore, the no action
alternative would have the fewest
impacts.
Environmental Impacts of Alternatives
NNSA analyzed the potential impacts
that might occur if any of the four action
alternatives or the no action alternative
were implemented for land use and
visual resources; site infrastructure; air
quality and noise; geology and soils;
surface and groundwater quality;
ecological resources; cultural and
paleontological resources;
socioeconomics; human health impacts;
environmental justice; waste
management and pollution prevention.
NNSA considered the impacts that
might occur from potential accidents
associated with the four action
alternatives, and the no action
alternative as well, on LANL worker and
area residential populations. NNSA
considered the impacts of each
alternative regarding the irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of resources,
and the relationship between short-term
uses of the environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of longterm productivity. The CMRR EIS
analyses identified minor differences in
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potential environmental impacts among
the action alternatives including:
Differences in the amount of land
disturbed long term for construction and
operations, ranging between about 27
and 23 acres disturbed during
construction and between 10 and 15
acres disturbed permanently during
operations; and differences in the
potential to indirectly affect (but not
adversely affect) potential habitat for a
federally-listed threatened species and
the potential to have no affect on
sensitive habitat areas; differences in the
potential to affect human health during
normal operations and during accident
events; differences in waste volumes
generated and managed; and differences
in transportation accident dose
possibilities. A comparison of impacts is
discussed in the following paragraphs.
Construction Impacts
Alternative 1 (Construct New CMRR
Facility at TA–55; Preferred
Alternative): The construction of a new
SNM-capable Hazard Category 2
laboratory, an administrative offices and
support functions building, SNM vaults
and other utility and security structures,
and a parking lot at TA–55 would affect
26.75 acres (10.8 hectares) of mostly
disturbed land, but would not change
the area’s current land use designation.
The existing infrastructure resources
(natural gas, water, electricity) would
adequately support construction
activities. Construction activities would
result in temporary increases in air
quality impacts, but resulting criteria
pollutant concentrations would be
below ambient air quality standards.
Construction activities would not
impact water, visual resources, geology
and soils, or cultural and
paleontological resources. Minor
indirect effects on potential Mexican
spotted owl habitat could result from
the removal of a small amount of habitat
area, increased site activities, and nighttime lighting near the remaining
Mexican spotted owl habitat areas. The
socioeconomic impacts associated with
construction would not cause any major
changes to employment, housing, or
public finance in the region of
influence. Waste generated during
construction would be adequately
managed by the existing LANL
management and disposal capabilities.
Alternative 2 (TA–6 Greenfield
Alternative): The construction of new
SNM-capable Hazard Category 2 and 3
buildings, the construction of an
administrative offices and support
functions facility, SNM vaults and other
utility and security structures, and a
parking lot at TA–6 would affect 26.75
acres (10.8 hectares) of undisturbed
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land, and would change the area’s
current land use designation to nuclear
material research and development,
similar to that of TA–55. Infrastructure
resources (natural gas, water, electricity)
would need to be extended or expanded
to TA–6 to support construction
activities. Construction activities would
result in temporary increases in air
quality impacts, but resulting criteria
pollutant concentrations would be
below ambient air quality standards. It
would alter the existing visual character
of the central portion of TA–6 from that
of a largely natural woodland to an
industrial site. Once completed, the new
CMRR facility would result in a change
in the visual resource contrast rating of
TA–6 from Class III (undeveloped land
where management activities do not
dominate the view) to Class IV
(developed land where management
activities dominate the view).
Construction activities would not
impact water, biotic resources
(including threatened and endangered
species), geology and soils, or cultural
and paleontological resources. The
socioeconomic impacts associated with
construction would not cause any major
changes to employment, housing, or
public finance in the region of
influence. Waste generated during
construction would be adequately
managed by the existing LANL
capabilities for handling waste. In
addition, a radioactive liquid waste
pipeline might also be constructed
across Two Mile Canyon to tie in with
an existing pipeline to the Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
(RLWTF) in TA–50.
Alternative 3 (Hybrid Alternative at
TA–55): The construction of new
Hazard Category 2 and 3 buildings, the
construction of SNM vaults and utility
and security structures, and the
construction of a parking lot at TA–55
would affect 22.75 acres (9.2 hectares) of
mostly disturbed land, but would not
change the area’s current land use
designation. The existing infrastructure
would adequately support construction
activities. Construction activities would
result in temporary increases in air
quality impacts, but resulting criteria
pollutant concentrations would be
below ambient air quality standards.
Construction activities would not
impact water, visual resources, geology
and soils, or cultural and
paleontological resources. Minor
indirect effects on Mexican spotted owl
habitat could result from the removal of
a small amount of habitat area,
increased site activities, and night-time
lighting near the remaining Mexican
spotted owl habitat areas. The
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socioeconomic impacts associated with
construction would not cause any major
changes to employment, housing, or
public finance in the region of
influence. Waste generated during
construction would be adequately
managed by the existing LANL
capabilities for handling waste.
Alternative 4 (Hybrid Alternative at
TA–6): The construction of new Hazard
Category 2 and 3 buildings, the
construction of SNM vaults and utility
and security structures, and the
construction of a parking lot at TA–6
would affect 22.75 acres (9.2 hectares) of
undisturbed land, and would change the
area’s current land use designation to
nuclear material research and
development, similar to that of TA–55.
Infrastructure resources (natural gas,
water, electricity) would need to be
extended or expanded at TA–6 to
support construction activities.
Construction activities would result in
temporary increases in air quality
impacts, but would be below ambient
air quality standards. The existing
visual character of the central portion of
TA–6 would be altered from that of a
largely natural woodland to that of an
industrial site. Once completed, the new
CMRR facility would result in a change
in the visual resource contrast rating of
TA–6 from Class III to Class IV.
Construction activities would not
impact water, visual resources, biotic
resources (including threatened and
endangered species), geology and soils,
or cultural and paleontological
resources. The socioeconomic impacts
associated with construction would not
cause any major changes to
employment, housing, or public finance
in the socioeconomic region of
influence. Waste generated during
construction would be adequately
managed by the existing LANL
capabilities for handling waste. In
addition, a radioactive liquid waste
pipeline may also be constructed across
Two Mile Canyon to tie in with an
existing pipeline to the RLWTF at TA–
50.
Impacts During the Transition From the
CMR Building to the New CMRR Facility
Under the Action Alternatives
During a 4-year transition period,
CMR operations at the existing CMR
building would be moved to the new
CMRR facility. During this time, both
CMR facilities would be operating,
although at reduced levels. At the
existing CMR building, where
restrictions would remain in effect,
operations would decrease as CMR
operations move to the new CMRR
facility. At the new CMRR facility,
levels of CMR operations would
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increase as the facility becomes fully
operational. In addition, the transport of
routine onsite shipment of AC and MC
samples would continue to take place
while both facilities are operating. With
both facilities operating at reduced
levels at the same time, the combined
demand for electricity, and manpower
to support transition activities during
this period might be higher than would
be required by the separate facilities.
Nevertheless, the combined total
impacts during this transition phase
from both these facilities would be
expected to be less than the impacts
attributed to the expanded operations
alternative and the level of CMR
operations analyzed in the LANL
SWEIS.
Also during the transition phase, the
risk of accidents would be changing at
both the existing CMR building and the
new CMRR facility. At the existing CMR
building, the radiological material at
risk and associated operations and
storage would decline as material and
equipment are transferred to the new
CMRR facility. This material movement
would have the positive effect of
reducing the risk of accidents at the
CMR building. Conversely, at the new
CMRR facility, as the amount of
radioactive material at risk and
associated operations increases to full
operations, the risk of accidents would
also increase. However, the
improvements in design and technology
at the new CMRR facility would also
have a positive effect of reducing overall
accident risks when compared to the
accident risks at the existing CMR
building. The expected net effect of both
of these facilities operating at the same
time during the transition period would
be for the risk of accidents to be lower
than the accident risks at either the
existing CMR building or the fully
operational new CMRR facility.
Action Alternatives—Operations
Impacts
Relocating CMR operations to a new
CMRR facility located at either TA–55
or TA–6 within LANL would require
similar facilities, infrastructure support
procedures, resources, and numbers of
workers during operations. For most
environmental areas of concern,
operational differences would be minor.
There would not be any perceivable
differences in impact between the action
alternatives for land use and visual
resources, air and water quality, biotic
resources (including threatened and
endangered species), geology and soils,
cultural and paleontological resources,
power usage, and socioeconomics.
Additionally, the new CMRR facility
would use existing waste management
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facilities to treat, store, and dispose of
waste materials generated by CMR
operations. All impacts would be within
regulated limits and would comply with
Federal, State, and local laws and
regulations. Any transuranic (TRU)
waste generated by CMRR facility
operations would be treated and
packaged in accordance with the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) waste
acceptance criteria and transported to
WIPP or a similar type facility for
disposition by DOE.
Routine operations for each of the
action alternatives would increase the
amount of radiological releases as
compared to current restricted CMR
building operations. Current operations
at the CMR building do not support the
levels of activity described for the
expanded operations alternative in the
LANL SWEIS. There would be small
differences in potential radiological
impacts to the public, depending on the
location of the new CMRR facility.
However, radiation exposure to the
public would be small and well below
regulatory limits and limits imposed by
DOE Orders. The maximally exposed
offsite individual would receive a dose
of less than or equal to 0.35 millirem per
year, which translates to 2.1×10¥7 latent
cancer fatalities per year from routine
operational activities at the new CMRR
facility. Statistically, this translates into
a risk of one chance in 5 million of a
fatal cancer for the maximally exposed
offsite individual due to these
operations. The total dose to the
population within 50 miles (80
kilometers) would be a maximum of 2.0
person-rem per year, which translates to
0.0012 latent cancer fatalities per year in
the entire population from routine
operations at the new CMRR facility.
Statistically, this would equate to a
chance of one additional fatal cancer
among the exposed population every
1,000 years.
Using DOE-approved computer
models and analysis techniques,
estimates were made of worker and
public health and safety risks that could
result from potential accidents for each
alternative. For all CMRR facility
alternatives, the results indicate that
statistically there would be no chance of
a latent cancer fatality for a worker or
member of the public. The CMRR
facility accident with the highest risk is
a facility-wide spill of radioactive
material caused by a severe earthquake
that exceeds the design capability of the
CMRR facility under Alternative 1. The
risk for the entire population for this
accident was estimated to be 0.0005
latent cancer fatalities per year.
This value is statistically equivalent
to stating that there would be no chance
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of a latent cancer fatality for an average
individual in the population during the
lifetime of the facility. Continued
operation of the CMR building under
the no action alternative would carry a
higher risk because of the building’s
location and greater vulnerability to
earthquakes. The risk for the entire
population associated with an
earthquake at the CMR building would
be 0.0024 latent cancer fatalities per
year, which is also statistically
equivalent to no chance of a latent
cancer fatality for an average individual
during the lifetime of the facility.
As previously noted, overall CMR
operational characteristics at LANL
would not change regardless of the
ultimate location of the replacement
facility and the action alternative
implemented. Sampling methods and
mission operations in support of AC and
MC would not change and, therefore,
would not result in any additional
environmental or health and safety
impacts to LANL. Each of the action
alternatives would generally have the
same amount of operational impacts. All
of the action alternatives would produce
equivalent amounts of emissions and
radioactive releases into the
environment, infrastructure
requirements would be the same, and
each action alternative would generate
the same amount of radioactive and
non-radioactive waste, regardless of the
ultimate location of the new CMRR
facility at LANL. Other impacts that
would be common to each of the action
alternatives include transportation
impacts and CMR building and CMRR
facility disposition impacts.
Transportation impacts could result
from: (1) The one-time movement of
SNM, equipment, and other materials
during the transition from the existing
CMR building to the new CMRR facility;
and (2) the routine onsite shipment of
AC and MC samples between the
plutonium facility at TA–55 and the
new CMRR facility. Impacts from the
disposition of the existing CMR building
and the CMRR facility would result
from the decontamination and
demolition of the buildings and the
transport and disposal of radiological
and non-radiological waste materials.
All action alternatives would require the
relocation and one-time transport of
SNM equipment and materials.
Transport of SNM, equipment, and
other materials currently located at the
CMR building to the new CMRR facility
at TA–55 or TA–6 would occur over a
period of two to four years. The public
would not be expected to receive any
measurable exposure from the one-time
movement of radiological materials

PO 00000

Frm 00039

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

6971

associated with this action. Impacts of
potential handling and transport
accidents during the one-time
movement of SNM, equipment, and
other materials during the transition
from the existing CMR building to the
new CMRR facility would be bounded
by other facility accidents for each
alternative. For all alternatives, the
environmental impacts and potential
risks of transportation would be small.
Under each action alternative, routine
onsite shipments of AC and MC samples
consisting of small quantities of
radioactive materials and SNM samples
would be shipped from the plutonium
facility at TA–55 to the new CMRR
facility at either TA–55 or TA–6. The
public would not be expected to receive
any additional measurable exposure
from the normal movement of small
quantities of radioactive materials and
SNM samples between these facilities.
The potential risk to a maximally
exposed individual (MEI) member of the
public from a transportation accident
involving routine onsite shipments of
AC and MC samples between the
plutonium facility and CMRR facility
was estimated to be very small (3.7x10–
10), or approximately 1 chance in 3
billion. For all action alternatives, the
overall environmental impacts and
potential risks of transporting AC and
MC samples would be small.
Action Alternatives—CMR Building and
CMRR Facility Disposition Impacts
All action alternatives would require
some level of decontamination and
demolition of the existing CMR
building. Operations experience at the
CMR building indicates some surface
contamination has resulted from the
conduct of various activities over the
last 50 years. Impacts associated with
decontamination and demolition of the
CMR building are expected to be limited
to the creation of waste within LANL
site waste management capabilities.
This would not be a discriminating
factor among the alternatives.
Decontamination, and demolition of
the new CMRR facility would also be
considered at the end of its designed
lifetime operation of at least 50 years.
Impacts from the disposition of the
CMRR facility would be expected to be
similar to those for the existing CMR
building.
No Action Alternative: Under the no
action alternative there would be no
new construction and minimal
necessary structural and systems
upgrades and repairs. Accordingly,
there would be no potential
environmental impacts resulting from
new construction for this alternative.
Operational impacts of continuing CMR
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operations at the CMR building would
be less than those identified under the
expanded operations alterative analyzed
in the 1999 LANL SWEIS due to the
operating constraints imposed on
radiological operations at the CMR
building.
Comments on the Final Environmental
Impact Statement
NNSA distributed approximately 400
copies of the final EIS to Congressional
members and committees, the State of
New Mexico, various American Indian
tribal governments and organizations,
local governments, other Federal
agencies, and the general public. NNSA
received one comment letter from the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso regarding
NNSA’s responses to Pueblo concerns
related to the draft CMRR EIS that
focused primarily on the spread of
contamination present in the canyons
around LANL onto land owned by the
Pueblo. This issue is beyond the scope
of the CMRR EIS but will be addressed
by NNSA through other means already
established for LANL, such as the
environmental restoration project, rather
than through the NEPA compliance
process.
Decision Factors
NNSA’s decisions are based on its
mission responsibilities and the ability
to continue to perform mission-critical
AC and MC operations at LANL in an
environmentally sound, timely and
fiscally prudent manner. Other key
factors in the decision-making process
include programmatic impacts and
overall program risk, and construction
and operational costs.
LANL’s CMR operations support a
wide range of scientific and
technological capabilities that support,
in turn, NNSA’s national security
mission assignments. Most of the LANL
mission support functions require AC
and MC, and actinide research and
development support capabilities and
capacities that currently exist within the
CMR building. NNSA will continue to
need CMR capabilities now and into the
foreseeable future, much as these
capabilities have been needed at LANL
over the past 60 years. Programmatic
risks are high if LANL CMR operations
continue at the curtailed operational
level now appropriate at the aging CMR
building. CMR operations at LANL need
to continue seamlessly in an
uninterrupted fashion, and the level of
overall CMR operations needs to be
flexible enough to accommodate the
work load variations inherent in
NNSA’s mission support assignments
and the general increase in the level of
operations currently seen as necessary
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to support future national security
requirements.
The CMR building was initially
designed and constructed to comply
with the Uniform Buildings Codes in
effect at the time. The CMR building’s
wing 4 location over a seismic trace
would require very extensive and costly
structural changes that would be of
marginal operational return.
Construction costs are estimated to be
less for building and operating a new
CMRR facility over the long term than
the cost estimated for making changes to
the aging CMR building so that the
building could be operated as a nuclear
facility at the level of operations
required by the expanded operations
alternative selected for LANL in the
1999 LANL SWEIS ROD over the next
50 years. Life cycle costs of operating a
new CMRR facility at TA–55 are less
than the costs would be of operating a
totally upgraded CMR building over the
next 50 years. Reduced general
occupation costs of maintaining the new
CMRR facility (such as heating and
cooling the building to maintain
comfortable personnel working
conditions) given the reduction in
occupied building square footage over
that of the existing CMR building, and
reduced security costs (for maintaining
Perimeter Intrusion Detection Alarm
Systems (PIDAS) and guard personnel)
due to the co-location of the CMRR
facility within the existing security
perimeter of the plutonium facility
thereby eliminating the need for
maintaining a separate duplicative
security system at the CMR building
both would significantly reduce general
operating costs for the new facility.
Mitigation Measures
Based on the analyses of impacts
provided in the CMRR EIS, no
mitigation measures were identified as
being necessary since all potential
environmental impacts would be
substantially below acceptable levels of
promulgated standards. Activities
associated with the proposed
construction of the new CMRR facility
would follow standard procedures for
minimizing construction impacts, as
would demolition activities.
Decisions
NNSA has decided to implement the
preferred alternative, alternative 1,
which is the construction and operation
of a new CMRR facility within TA–55 at
LANL. The new CMRR facility would
include two buildings (one building for
administrative and support functions,
and one building for Hazard Category 2
SNM laboratory operations), both of
which would be constructed at above
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ground locations (construction option
3). The existing CMR building would be
decontaminated, decommissioned and
demolished in its entirety (disposition
option 3). However, the actual
implementation of these decisions is
dependent on DOE funding levels and
allocations of the DOE budget across
competing priorities.
Issued in Washington, DC, this 3rd day of
February, 2004.
Linton Brooks,
Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration.
[FR Doc. 04–3096 Filed 2–11–04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450 –01–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[OAR–2003–0059; FRL–7621–6]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Submission to OMB for
Review and Approval; Comment
Request; Emission Defect Information
Reports and Voluntary Emission Recall
Reports (Renewal), EPA ICR Number
0282.13, OMB Control Number 2060–
0048
AGENCY:

Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice.
SUMMARY:

In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.), this document announces
that an Information Collection Request
(ICR) has been forwarded to the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) for
review and approval. This is a request
to renew an existing approved
collection. This ICR is scheduled to
expire on 1/31/2004. Under OMB
regulations, the Agency may continue to
conduct or sponsor the collection of
information while this submission is
pending at OMB. This ICR describes the
nature of the information collection and
its estimated burden and cost.
DATES: Additional comments may be
submitted on or before March 15, 2004.
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments,
referencing docket ID number OAR–
2003–0059, to (1) EPA online using
EDOCKET (our preferred method), by email to a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov, or by
mail to: EPA Docket Center,
Environmental Protection Agency, Air
and Radiation Docket and Information
Center, Mail Code 6102T, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 20460, and (2) OMB at: Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), Attention: Desk Officer for EPA,
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APPENDIX B
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS METHODOLOGIES
This appendix briefly describes the methods used to assess the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects of the alternatives in this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear
Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS). Included are impact assessment
methods for land use and visual resources, site infrastructure, air quality, noise, geology and soils,
surface-water and groundwater quality, ecological resources, cultural and paleontological resources,
socioeconomics, environmental justice, human health, waste management and pollution prevention,
transportation and traffic, and cumulative impacts. Each section includes descriptions of the affected
resources, region of influence (ROI), and impact assessment methods.
The methods described in this appendix are also used to assess the effects of operating the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB). RLUOB is complete and was built to provide
administrative and support functions to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
(CMRR) Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF).
Impact analyses vary for each resource area. For air quality, for example, estimated pollutant emissions
from the candidate facilities were compared with appropriate regulatory standards or guidelines.
Comparison with regulatory standards is a commonly used method for benchmarking environmental
impacts, and is done here to provide perspective on the magnitude of identified impacts. For waste
management, waste generation rates were compared with the capacities of waste management facilities.
Impacts within each resource area were analyzed consistently; that is, the impact values were estimated
using a consistent set of input variables and computations. Moreover, calculations in all resource areas
used accepted protocols and up-to-date models.
The baseline conditions assessed in this CMRR-NF SEIS are consistent with conditions under the
No Action Alternative described in the 2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (LANL SWEIS)
(DOE 2008), and updated in the SWEIS Yearbooks (most recently in 2010) and site environmental
reports (most recently in 2009). These decisions include the programmatic level of operations at
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) facilities (including the CMRR Facility, which comprises both
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB) for at least the next 5 years, as well as project-specific decisions for
individual projects at LANL, including those at Technical Area 55 and within surrounding and nearby
technical areas along the Pajarito Road corridor. The No Action Alternative was used as the basis for the
comparison of impacts that would occur under implementation of the other alternatives.
B.1

Land Use and Visual Resources

B.1.1

Land Use

B.1.1.1

Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Land use is defined in terms of the kinds of anthropogenic activities (for example, agriculture, residential,
industrial) for which land is developed (EPA 2006). Natural resources and other environmentally
characteristic attributes make a site more suitable for some land uses than for others. Changes in land use
may have beneficial or adverse ecological, cultural, geologic, and atmospheric effects on other resources.
The ROI for land use varies due to the extent of land ownership, adjacent land use patterns and trends,
and other geographic or safety considerations, but generally includes the site and areas immediately
adjacent to the site.
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B.1.1.2

Description of Impact Assessment

The amount of land disturbed and conformity with existing land use were considered for the purpose of
evaluating the impacts of construction and operation at each candidate site (see Table B–1). Both factors
were considered for each of the action alternatives. However, because new construction would not take
place under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, only conformity with existing land use was
evaluated under this alternative. Land use impacts could vary considerably from site to site, depending on
the extent of construction activities and the location(s) (that is, undeveloped or developed land) where
they would take place.

Table B–1 Impact Assessment Protocol for Land Resources
Required Data
Resource
Land area used

Affected Environment
Site acreage

Alternative
CMRR Project activity location and
acreage requirement
Compatibility with
Existing land use
Location of CMRR Project activity on the
existing or future
configurations
site and expected modifications of current
land use
activities and missions to accommodate
the alternatives
Visual resources
Current Visual Resource
Location of CMRR Project activity on the
Management classification
site and activity dimensions and
appearance
CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement.

B.1.2

Visual Resources

B.1.2.1

Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Measure of Impact
Acreage converted to
CMRR Project use
Incompatibility with
existing or future land
use
Change in Visual
Resource Management
classification

Visual resources are the natural and manmade features that give a particular landscape its character and
aesthetic quality. Landscape character is determined by the visual elements of form, line, color, and
texture. All four elements are present in every landscape; however, they exert varying degrees of
influence. The stronger the influence exerted by these elements in a landscape, the more interesting the
landscape. The ROI for visual resources includes the geographic area from which the candidate facilities
may be seen.
B.1.2.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Impacts on visual resources from construction of the CMRR-NF and operation of the CMRR-NF and
RLUOB at LANL may be determined by evaluating whether the U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Visual Resource Management classifications of the candidate sites would change as a result of the
proposed alternatives (DOI 1986) (see Table B–1). Existing classifications were derived from an
inventory of scenic qualities, sensitivity levels, and distance zones for particular areas. For those
alternatives involving existing facilities at LANL, alterations to visual features may be readily evaluated
and the impact on the current Visual Resource Management classification may be determined. To
determine the range of potential visual effects from new CMRR Project activities, the analysis considered
the potential impacts of construction and operation on the aesthetic quality of surrounding areas, as well
as the visibility of such activities from public vantage points.
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B.2
B.2.1

Site Infrastructure
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Site infrastructure includes the utility systems required to support construction and/or modification and
operation of the candidate facility. It includes the capacities of the electric power transmission and
distribution system, natural gas and liquid fuel (fuel oil, diesel fuel, and gasoline) supply systems, and the
water supply system. The ROI for utility infrastructure resources includes the LANL site, including the
affected technical areas and the individual facilities, and the surrounding area to include non-LANL users
who rely on the same utility systems (electric power, natural gas, and water) that serve LANL.
B.2.2

Description of Impact Assessment

In general, infrastructure impacts were assessed by evaluating the requirements under each alternative
against the site capacity and/or the system capacity. An impact assessment was made for each resource
(electricity, fuel, and water) under the various alternatives (see Table B–2). Tables reflecting site
availability and infrastructure requirements were developed for each alternative. Data for these tables
were obtained from reports describing the existing site and regional infrastructure and from the data
reports for each alternative. If necessary, design mitigation considerations conducive to reduction of the
infrastructure demand were also identified.

Table B–2 Impact Assessment Protocol for Infrastructure
Resource
Electricity
Energy consumption
(megawatt-hours per year)
Peak load (megawatts)
Fuel
Natural gas
(cubic meters per year)
Water (liters per year)

Required Data
Affected Environment
Alternative

Measure of Impact

Site and system capacity
and current usage

Facility requirements

Additional requirement (with added
facilities) exceeding site/system
capacity

System capacity and
current usage
Site and system capacity
and current usage

Facility requirements

Additional requirement (with added
facilities) exceeding system capacity
Additional requirement (with added
facilities) exceeding site/system
capacity

Facility requirements

Any projected demand for infrastructure resources exceeding site or system availability can be regarded
as an indicator of environmental impact. Whenever projected demand approaches or exceeds capacity,
further analysis of that resource is warranted. Often, design changes can mitigate the impact of additional
demand for a given resource. For example, substituting fuel oil for natural gas (or vice versa) for heating
or industrial processes can be accomplished at little cost during the design of a facility if the potential for
impact is identified early. Similarly, a dramatic spike or surge in peak demand for electricity can
sometimes be mitigated by upgrading the existing infrastructure.
B.2.3

Sustainable Building

Executive Orders 13423 and 13514 require Federal agencies to meet specific sustainability goals in terms
of conserving non-renewable resources and reducing emissions of pollutants. Several U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) orders define requirements to meet these goals. DOE Order 413.3B addresses the internal
management processes for acquisition of high-performing facilities. This order also lays out a series of
critical decision points that develop project goals and objectives and refine project parameters, including
goals for sustainability. Through this process, design development progresses in tandem with decisions
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about cost and budget during the project life cycle. DOE Order 430.2B defines the specific benchmarks
for measuring progress toward achieving the sustainability goals, including reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions and energy and water use, established in Executive Order 13423. DOE Order 436.1,
Departmental Sustainability (May 2, 2011), has the broader purpose of providing requirements and
responsibilities for managing sustainability within DOE to: (1) ensure DOE carries out its mission to
balance national energy security and environmental challenges while advancing sustainable, efficient,
and reliable energy for the future, (2) institute a wholesale cultural change to factor sustainability and
greenhouse gas reductions into all DOE management decisions, and (3) ensure DOE achieves its
sustainability goals as defined in its Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan. This order cancels
DOE 450.1A, Environmental Protection Program (June 4, 2008) and 430.2B, Departmental Energy,
Renewable Energy and Transportation Management (February 27, 2008), but does not cancel the
contractual or regulatory obligations of these orders. It also adheres to the requirements of Executive
Orders 13423 and 13514. In addition, it makes it necessary for sites (such as LANL) to include site-wide
objectives and targets in their environmental management system that align with DOE Order 430.2B.
These orders pave the way toward making sustainability an active principle for DOE sites and facilities.
For additional information on applicable laws, regulations, and other requirements, see Chapter 5.
Sustainability requires implementation of a comprehensive plan of action. One strategy is to design,
construct, and operate more-efficient and environmentally responsible buildings. To this end, the
U.S. Green Building Council developed the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design® (LEED)
building certification system to provide independent, third-party verification that a building or community
is designed and built using strategies aimed at improving performance across metrics such as energy
savings, water efficiency, carbon dioxide emissions reduction, improved indoor environmental quality,
resource stewardship, and sensitivity to the impacts of construction and operation. The LEED system
certifies building performance via a voluntary rating system based on a consensus-based national standard
derived from technical criteria and professional knowledge.
The LEED system uses various rating criteria for new construction (including homes, schools,
commercial and industrial facilities), renovations to existing buildings (residential, commercial, and
industrial), and neighborhood design. The LEED system uses the following six areas to rate a project’s
sustainable design proficiency:
• Sustainable sites
• Water efficiency and quality
• Energy and atmosphere
• Materials and resources
• Indoor environmental quality
• Innovative design

Within these areas, a project is scored on specific measures to earn “credits.” The sum of the earned
credits determines the total score and certification level achieved by the project (Certified, Silver, Gold, or
Platinum levels). The advantage of project certification is not only demonstrable energy and
environmental consideration, but also recognition and status in a value-driven market (for commercial
endeavors) and long-term cost savings for operating and maintaining a sustainable facility.
The LEED certification process starts in the design phase and drives decisions regarding the six key areas
above. LEED rating criteria, for example, address material and product selection, construction methods,
and waste management, as well as post-construction commissioning of the building to ensure lifetime
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optimal performance. Previously, DOE Order 430.2B1 required all DOE projects to incorporate LEED
certification measures into the design/build process. DOE Order 430.2B specified that LEED Gold
certification applies to all new buildings and major renovations that were in the Critical Decision-1
(CD-1) stage or lower (CD-0) of project development on October 1, 2008. Because the CD-1 decision for
the CMRR-NF was made on May 18, 2005, Gold-level certification was not yet a formulating criterion
for this project. Notwithstanding, other DOE orders and directives made sustainability and high building
performance a key factor. As such, LEED certification was included as a contractual requirement during
the design phase for the CMRR-NF. Since then, DOE Order 436.1 no longer requires LEED certification
specifically, but makes sustainability and energy efficiency essential parameters for all DOE
undertakings. It also supports ongoing contractual requirements that meet the purpose of sustainability
and the requirements of Executive Orders 13423 and 13514. LEED construction continues to be one
method for DOE to progress toward the sustainable goals required by these two executive orders.
The LEED system assessment for this CMRR-NF SEIS considers whether proposed construction projects
incorporate LEED strategies to minimize potential use of energy and water. Because LEED offers six
areas of achievement, certification may result from a combination of factors, not just reduced energy and
water use. LEED construction is one method for DOE to achieve the sustainable goals required under
Executive Orders 13423 and 13514. Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with other
actions and sustainability initiatives at LANL, is considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. The assessment describes qualitatively how LEED certification of the CMRR-NF
would factor into site-wide progress toward meeting sustainability goals (see Chapter 4, Section 4.6).
RLUOB, which has already been built and will provide administrative and support functions to the
CMRR-NF, is anticipated to be awarded LEED Silver Certification for new construction.
B.3
B.3.1

Air Quality
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Air pollution refers to the direct or indirect introduction of any substance into the air that could endanger
human health, harm living resources and ecosystems, damage material property, or impair or interfere
with the comfortable enjoyment of life and other legitimate uses of the environment.
For the purpose of this CMRR-NF SEIS, only outdoor air pollutants were addressed. These outdoor air
pollutants may be in the form of solid particles, liquid droplets, gases, or a combination of these forms.
Generally, they can be categorized as primary pollutants (those emitted directly from identifiable sources)
and secondary pollutants (those produced in the air by interaction between two or more primary pollutants
or by reaction with normal atmospheric constituents that may be influenced by sunlight). Air pollutants
are transported, dispersed, or concentrated by meteorological and topographical conditions. Thus, air
quality is affected by air pollutant emission characteristics, meteorology, and topography.
Ambient air quality in a given location can be described by comparing the concentrations of various
pollutants in the atmosphere to the appropriate standards established by Federal and state agencies. These
ambient air quality standards allow an adequate margin of safety for the protection of public health and
welfare from the adverse effects of pollutants in ambient air. Pollutant concentrations higher than the

1
LEED requirement from DOE Order 430.2B: “The installation of sustainable building materials and practices throughout the
Department’s existing building assets and the attainment of the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certification for all new construction and major building renovations in excess of
$5 million. All buildings falling below this threshold are required to comply with the Guiding Principles for Federal Leadership
in High Performance and Sustainable Buildings (Guiding Principles).”
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corresponding standards are considered unhealthy; concentrations below such standards are considered
acceptable.
The pollutants of concern are primarily those for which Federal and state ambient air quality standards
have been established, including criteria air pollutants, hazardous air pollutants, and other toxic air
compounds. Criteria air pollutants are those listed in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),
Part 50 (40 CFR Part 50), “National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards.” Hazardous
air pollutants and other toxic compounds are those listed in Title I of the Clean Air Act, as amended
(40 United States Code [U.S.C.] 7401 et seq.), those regulated by the National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR Part 61), and those that have been proposed or adopted for regulation
by the applicable states or listed in state guidelines. States may set ambient standards that are more
stringent than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The more stringent of the Federal
or state standards for each pollutant are discussed in this document.
Areas with air quality better than the NAAQS for criteria air pollutants are designated as “attainment,”
while areas with air quality worse than the NAAQS for such pollutants are designated as “nonattainment.”
Areas may be designated as “unclassified” when there are insufficient data for attainment status
designation. Attainment status designations are assigned by county; metropolitan statistical area;
consolidated metropolitan statistical area, or portions thereof; or air quality control regions. Air quality
control regions designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are listed in
40 CFR Part 81, “Designation of Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes.” LANL is located in an
attainment area (40 CFR 81.332).
For locations that are in an attainment area for criteria air pollutants, Prevention of Significant
Deterioration regulations limit pollutant emissions from new or modified sources and establish allowable
increments of pollutant concentrations. Three Prevention of Significant Deterioration classifications are
specified according to the criteria established in the Clean Air Act. Class I areas include national
wilderness areas and memorial parks larger than 5,000 acres (2,020 hectares), national parks larger than
6,000 acres (2,430 hectares), and areas that have been redesignated as Class I. Class II areas are all areas
that are not designated as Class I (42 U.S.C. 7472, Title I, Section 162). LANL is in a Class II area; it is
adjacent to the Bandelier National Monument and Wilderness Area Class I area (DOE 2008).
The ROI for air quality encompasses the area surrounding a candidate site that is potentially affected by
air pollutant emissions caused by the alternatives. The air quality impact area normally evaluated is the
area in a Class II area in which concentrations of criteria pollutants would increase more than a significant
amount. This determination is based on averaging periods and acceptable concentrations established for
specific pollutants: 1 microgram per cubic meter for the annual average for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, and particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10);
5 micrograms per cubic meter for the 24-hour average for sulfur dioxide and PM10; 500 micrograms per
cubic meter for the 8-hour average for carbon monoxide; 25 micrograms per cubic meter for the 3-hour
average for sulfur dioxide; and 2,000 micrograms for the 1-hour average for carbon monoxide
(40 CFR 51.165). Averaging periods are the average rate or rates at which a source emits a pollutant
during the stated period of 1 hour, 3 hours, 8 hours, 24 hours, or a year. Generally, this area covers a few
kilometers downwind from the source. For sources within 60 miles (100 kilometers) of a Class I area, the
air quality impact area evaluated would include the Class I area if the increase in concentration were
greater than 1 microgram per cubic meter (24-hour average). The area of the ROI depends on the
emission source characteristics, pollutant types, emission rates, and meteorological and topographical
conditions. For analysis purposes, the impacts were evaluated at the site boundary and along roads within
the site to which the public has access, plus any additional area in which contributions to pollutant
concentrations are expected to exceed significance levels.
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Baseline air quality is typically described in terms of the pollutant concentrations modeled for existing
sources at each candidate site and the background air pollutant concentrations measured near the sites.
For this analysis, concentration estimates for existing sources were obtained from the 2008 LANL SWEIS
and from concentrations models using recent emissions inventories and the AERMOD Version 09292
screening model AERSCREEN. The AERSCREEN model produces concentration estimates that are
equal to or greater than the estimates produced by AERMOD, which provides a “worst-case” scenario
(EPA 2010a). As of December 9, 2006, EPA’s promulgated AERMOD package replaced the ISC3
(Industrial Source Complex) dispersion model (EPA 2010b). Thus, the most recent model was used to
determine air emissions.
B.3.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Potential air quality impacts of pollutant emissions from construction and normal operations under each
alternative were evaluated. This assessment included a comparison of pollutant concentrations under
each alternative with applicable Federal and state ambient air quality standards (see Table B–3). If both
Federal and state standards exist for a given pollutant and averaging period, compliance was evaluated
using the more stringent standard. Operational air pollutant emissions data for each alternative were
based on conservative engineering analyses.

Table B–3 Impact Assessment Protocol for Air Quality
Required Data
Alternative

Measure of Impact

Criteria air pollutants
and other regulated
pollutants a

Resource

Measured and modeled
ambient concentrations
(micrograms per cubic
meter) from existing
sources at the site

Emission rates (kilograms per
year) of air pollutants from
facility; source characteristics
(stack height and diameter,
exit temperature and velocity)

Concentration under the alternatives
and total site concentration of each
pollutant at or beyond the site
boundary or within the boundary on
public roads, as compared to
applicable standards

Toxic and hazardous
air pollutants b

Measured and modeled
ambient concentrations
(micrograms per cubic
meter) from existing
sources at the site

Emission rates (kilograms per
year) of air pollutants from
facility; source characteristics
(stack height and diameter,
exit temperature and velocity)

Concentration under the alternatives
and total site concentration of each
pollutant at or beyond the site
boundary or within the boundary on
public roads, which were used to
calculate the hazard quotient or
cancer risk

a

b

Affected Environment

Carbon monoxide; hydrogen fluoride; lead; nitrogen oxides; ozone; particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in
aerodynamic diameter; sulfur dioxide; total suspended particulates.
Clean Air Act (40 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), Section 112(d), hazardous air pollutant: pollutants regulated under the National
Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants and other state-regulated pollutants.

Contributions to offsite air pollutant concentrations under each alternative were modeled based on
guidance provided in EPA’s “Guidelines on Air Quality Models” (40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W). EPA’s
recommended model AERSCREEN (EPA 2010a) was selected as an appropriate model for air dispersion
modeling because it is designed to support the EPA regulatory modeling program and it predicts
conservative, worst-case impacts.
The modeling analysis incorporated conservative assumptions, which tended to overestimate pollutant
concentrations. The maximum modeled concentration for each pollutant and averaging period was
selected for comparison with the applicable standard. The concentrations evaluated were the maximum
concentrations occurring at or beyond the site boundary and at a public access road or other publicly
accessible area within the site. Available monitoring data, which reflect both onsite and offsite sources,
were also taken into consideration. Concentrations of the criteria air pollutants were presented for each
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alternative. Concentrations of hazardous and toxic air pollutants were evaluated in the public and
occupational health effects analysis. At least 1 year of representative hourly meteorological data
was used.
Ozone is typically formed as a secondary pollutant in the ambient air (troposphere). It is formed in the
presence of sunlight from the mixing of primary pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic
compounds that emanate from vehicular (mobile) sources and natural and other stationary sources.
Ozone is not emitted directly as a pollutant from the candidate sites. Although ozone may be regarded as
a regional issue, specific ozone precursors, notably nitrogen dioxide and volatile organic compounds,
were analyzed because they are applicable to the alternatives under consideration.
The Clean Air Act, as amended, requires that Federal actions conform to the host state’s “state
implementation plan.” A state implementation plan provides for implementation, maintenance, and
enforcement of the NAAQS for the six criteria pollutants: sulfur dioxide, PM10, carbon monoxide, ozone,
nitrogen dioxide, and lead. Its purpose is to eliminate or reduce the severity and number of violations of
the NAAQS and to expedite attainment of these standards. “No department, agency, or instrumentality of
the Federal Government shall engage in, support in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or
permit, or approve any activity that does not conform to an applicable implementation plan”
(42 U.S.C. 7506). The final rule for “Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State
or Federal Implementation Plans” (58 Federal Register [FR] 63214) took effect on January 31, 1994.
LANL is within an area currently designated as in attainment for criteria air pollutants. Therefore,
the alternatives being considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS are not affected by the provisions of the
conformity rule.
Emissions of potential stratospheric ozone-depleting compounds, such as chlorofluorocarbons, were not
evaluated because no emissions of these pollutants were identified in the conceptual engineering
design reports.
B.3.3

Greenhouse Gases

On February 18, 2010, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released its Draft NEPA Guidance
on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CEQ 2010), which
suggests that proposed alternatives that are reasonably anticipated to emit 25,000 metric tons or
more of direct carbon dioxide equivalent air emissions should be evaluated by quantitative and qualitative
assessments. This is not a threshold of significance, but an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative
assessment may be meaningful to decisionmakers and the public, and should be considered
in documentation required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). Quantitative analysis of greenhouse gas emissions (carbon-dioxide equivalent
air emissions) in this CMRR-NF SEIS may be useful in making reasoned choices among the alternatives.
Neither the CEQ nor EPA has issued final guidance regarding how to address greenhouse gas/climate
change impacts under NEPA.
The greenhouse gas analysis assessed the impacts, where applicable, of four of the six primary
greenhouse gases; carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and hydrofluorocarbons, as defined in
accordance with Section 19(i) of Executive Order 13514. The two primary greenhouse gases that were
excluded from analysis are perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride, as there were no measureable
sources from construction or operation of the facility under any alternative.
The predominant source of anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions is combustion of fossil fuels. Forest
clearing, other biomass burning, and some non-energy-production processes (for example, cement
production) also emit notable quantities of carbon dioxide. Another greenhouse gas, methane, comes
from landfills, coal mines, oil and gas operations, and agriculture. Anthropogenic sources of nitrous
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oxide emissions include burning fossil fuels and the use of certain fertilizers and industrial processes.
Hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride are powerful, synthetic greenhouse gases
that are released as byproducts of industrial processes and through leakage.
The following section describes the methodology used for the quantitative greenhouse gas analysis in this
CMRR-NF SEIS.
B.3.3.1

Description of Impact Assessment

The potential impacts of greenhouse gas emissions of carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and
hydrofluorocarbons from construction and operation under each alternative were evaluated, where
applicable. The annual and total greenhouse gas emissions that would result from construction and
operation of the proposed CMRR-NF, including emissions from onsite construction equipment,
construction material transport, use of propane heaters in the winter months during construction, worker
commutes, occasional use of emergency generators, and refrigerant usage during operation of the facility,
were calculated. Cement for construction purposes would be produced at an electric cement batch plant.
Emissions from electricity consumption during cement production and the CMRR facility operation are
not under the direct control of LANL, and do not occur directly on site, but have been included under
environmental consequences. Under the analysis of operations, the impacts from the normal operation of
RLUOB were also analyzed.
B.3.3.1.1

Summary of Calculations

All calculations follow the guidance provided by EPA for greenhouse gas inventory calculations
(EPA 2008, 2009). Emission factors (Table B–4) and global warming potentials (Table B–5) were
chosen based on this guidance.

Table B–4 Emission Factors Used in the Construction and Operations Analysis
of the Alternatives

a
b

Emission Factors (diesel) a
Pounds Carbon Dioxide per Gallon
Pounds Methane per Gallon
22.4
0.000097354
Emission Factors (gasoline) a
Pounds Carbon Dioxide per Gallon
Pounds Methane per Gallon
19.5
0. 0016152
Electricity Generation Emission Factors b
Pounds Carbon Dioxide per
Pounds Methane per
Megawatt-Hour
Megawatt-Hour
1,311.05
0.01745
EPA 2003.
EPA 2010c.

Pounds Nitrous Oxide per Gallon
0.00010344
Pounds Nitrous Oxide per Gallon
0. 001466
Pounds Nitrous Oxide per
Megawatt-Hour
0.01794

Table B–5 Global Warming Potential for Major Greenhouse Gases
Chemical Name

Global Warming Potential a
1
21
310
1,300

Carbon dioxide
Methane b
Nitrous oxide
Hydrofluorocarbons
a
100-year time horizon.
b
The global warming potential of methane includes the direct effects and those indirect effects due to the production of
tropospheric ozone and stratospheric water vapor. The indirect effect due to the production of carbon dioxide is not
included.
Source: IPCC 2007.

B-9

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Construction Equipment
Construction of the CMRR-NF requires various types of construction equipment or nonroad vehicles.
The following data were required to calculate the emissions for contractor-owned (nonroad) highway
vehicles:
• Vehicle class
• Vehicle hours of operation
• Fuel type
• Average fuel consumption rate
• Emission factor
• Global warming potentials

Specific data were given on the types of equipment, fuel type, and hours of operation
(LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 016). Emissions factors and global warming potentials are shown in
Table B–4 and Table B–5. A fuel consumption rate of 4 gallons (15 liters) per hour was assumed.
Materials Transport
The following data were required to calculate the emissions for delivery trucks:
• Vehicle class
• Vehicle miles traveled
• Fuel type
• Average fuel efficiency
• Emission factor
• Global warming potentials

Specific information on the type of vehicle class for the delivery trucks was not available; therefore, it
was assumed that they are hybrid diesel vehicles with an average fuel efficiency of 7.8 miles per gallon
(3.3 kilometers per liter) (EPA 2003). Section B.14 describes the methodology used to estimate the
number of trips made and distance traveled by each truck evaluated in this analysis.
Privately Owned Vehicles
Greenhouse gas emissions from privately owned vehicles (POVs) were calculated assuming one vehicle
per construction worker. Data similar to those used for delivery trucks emissions were used to calculate
emissions from construction worker commutes. Specific information on the type of vehicle classes was
not available; therefore, it was assumed that light-duty gasoline vehicles with an average fuel efficiency
of 22.1 miles per gallon (9.4 kilometers per liter) are the only POVs used. This is an average of the fuel
efficiency of light-duty gasoline cars (24.1 miles per gallon [10.2 kilometers per liter]) and light-duty
trucks (16.4 miles per gallon [7.0 kilometers per liter]) (EPA 2003). It was also assumed that workers had
a 30-mile (48-kilometer) round-trip commute to the central parking area, where they board transport
buses. This section also includes the bus transport to the construction site from the parking area and back.
Electricity Consumption
Greenhouse gas emissions from cement batch plant electricity use were calculated using the electricity
consumption data given in Section B.2, “Site Infrastructure.” The electricity generation emission factors
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are shown in Table B–4. Emissions of greenhouse gases were calculated by taking the amount of
electricity consumed and multiplying it by the emissions factor and the appropriate global warming
potential.
Propane Heaters
During construction, propane heaters will be used during the winter months. The emissions factors for
propane are listed in Table B–6.

Table B–6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Factors for Propane
Chemical Name
Carbon dioxide

Emissions Factors
12.7739 pounds per gallon

Methane

1.217 × 10-4 pounds per gallon

Nitrous oxide

1.217 × 10-4 pounds per gallon

Source: USEPA 2009:Table C-1.

Data on the annual amount of propane consumed was provided by LANL (2011a:Infrastructure, 026).
Operations
Emissions of greenhouse gases (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases) that would
be associated with normal operation of the proposed CMRR-NF and RLUOB were quantified. This
included offsite emissions associated with production of the electricity used on site.
The only direct greenhouse gas emissions from operation of the CMRR-NF and RLUOB are from
occasional use of emergency generators and refrigerants on site to cool the buildings.
Emergency Backup Generators
Greenhouse gas emissions for the occasional operation of emergency backup diesel generators were
calculated. Three 1,500-kilowatt diesel generators would operate at RLUOB. The following emergency
generators would operate at the Modified CMRR-NF:
• Two 1,780-kilovolt-ampere
• One 3,000-kilovolt-ampere
• One 800-kilovolt-ampere

It was assumed that these emergency generators would potentially operate only 36 hours per year (once a
month for 1 hour and once a year for 24 hours). It was also assumed that they would operate at
74 percent load (USAF 2003).
Refrigerants
Emissions from the refrigerants were calculated by taking the amount of material used multiplied by
the appropriate global warming potential (Table B–5). Data on the refrigerants used in the CMR
Building (which would also be used in the proposed CMRR-NF and RLUOB) show that HFC-134a
[1,1,1,2-tetrafluoroethane] is the only refrigerant currently in use (LANL 2011a:Greenhouse Gases, 017).
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Electricity Consumption
Greenhouse gas emissions from electricity generation were calculated using the electricity consumption
data given in Section B.2, Site Infrastructure. The electricity generation emission factors are shown in
Table B–4. Emissions of greenhouse gases were calculated by taking the amount of electricity consumed
and multiplying it by the emissions factor and the appropriate global warming potential.
The various greenhouse gas emissions were added together and are presented as carbon-dioxide
equivalent emissions—a sum that describes the quantity of each greenhouse gas weighted by a factor of
its effectiveness as a greenhouse gas, using carbon dioxide as a reference. This is achieved by
multiplying the quantity of each greenhouse gas emitted by a factor called the global warming potential.
The global warming potential accounts for the lifetime and the radiative forcing of each gas over a period
of 100 years (for example, carbon dioxide has a much shorter atmospheric lifetime than sulfur
hexafluoride; therefore, it has a much lower global warming potential). The global warming potentials
for the main greenhouse gases discussed are presented in Table B–5.
B.4
B.4.1

Noise
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Sound results from the compression and expansion of air or some other medium when an impulse is
transmitted through it. Sound requires a source of energy and a medium for transmitting the sound wave.
Propagation of sound is affected by various factors, including meteorology, topography, and barriers.
Noise is undesirable sound that interferes or interacts negatively with the human or natural environment.
Noise may disrupt normal activities (hearing and sleep), damage hearing, or diminish the quality of the
environment.
Sound-level measurements used to evaluate the effects of nonimpulsive sound on humans are
compensated by an A-weighting scale that accounts for the hearing response characteristics (frequency)
of the human ear. Sound levels are expressed in decibels, or in the case of A-weighted measurements,
decibels A-weighted. EPA has developed noise level guidelines for different land use classifications.
Some states and localities have established noise control regulations or zoning ordinances that specify
acceptable noise levels by land use category.
Noise from facility operations and associated traffic could affect human and animal populations. The
ROI for each candidate site includes the site, nearby offsite areas, and transportation corridors where
proposed activities might increase noise levels. Transportation corridors most likely to experience
increased noise levels are those roads within a few miles of the site boundary that carry most of the site’s
employee and shipping traffic.
Sound-level data representative of site environs were obtained from existing reports. The acoustic
environment was further described in terms of existing noise sources for each candidate site.
B.4.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Construction noise was evaluated using the Roadway Construction Noise Model, version 1.00, the
U.S. Federal Highway Administration’s standard model for prediction of construction noise (DOT 2006).
The Roadway Construction Noise Model has the capability to model the types of construction equipment
that are expected to be the dominant construction-related noise sources associated with this action. All
construction noise analyses were assumed to make use of a standard set of construction equipment.
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Noise impacts associated with the alternatives may result from construction and operation of facilities and
increased traffic (see Table B–7). The impacts of facility construction and operation were assessed
according to the types of noise sources and the locations of the candidate facilities relative to the site
boundary. Potential traffic noise impacts were based on the likely increase in traffic volume. Possible
impacts on wildlife were evaluated based on the possibility of sudden loud noises occurring during
facility construction or modification and operation.

Table B–7 Impact Assessment Protocol for Noise
Resource
Noise

B.5
B.5.1

Required Data
Affected Environment
Alternative
Identification of sensitive offsite
Description of major construction,
receptors (nearby residences);
modification, and operational noise
description of sound levels in the
sources; shipment and workforce
vicinity of the technical area/site
traffic estimates

Measure of Impact
Increase in day–night
average sound level at
sensitive receptors

Geology and Soils
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Geologic resources include consolidated and unconsolidated earth materials, including mineral assets
such as ore and aggregate materials and fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and natural gas. Geologic conditions
include hazards such as earthquakes, faults, volcanoes, landslides, sinkholes, and other conditions leading
to land subsidence and unstable soils. Soil resources include the loose surface materials of the earth in
which plants grow, usually consisting of mineral particles from disintegrating rock, organic matter, and
soluble salts. Certain soils are considered important to farmlands, as designated by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service. Important farmlands include prime farmland,
unique farmland, and other farmland of statewide or local importance, as defined in 7 CFR 657.5, and
may be subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.).
Geology and soils were considered with respect to those attributes that could be affected under the
alternatives, as well as those geologic and soil conditions that could affect each alternative. Thus, the
ROI for geology and soils includes the CMRR Project site and nearby offsite areas that would be subject
to disturbance by facility construction, modification, and operations under the alternatives, as well as
those areas beneath existing or new facilities that would remain inaccessible for the life of the facilities.
Geologic conditions that could affect the integrity and safety of facilities under the alternatives include
large-scale geologic hazards (for example, earthquakes, volcanic activity, landslides, and land subsidence)
and local hazards associated with the site-specific attributes of the soil and bedrock beneath site facilities.
B.5.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Facility construction and operations under the alternatives in this CMRR-NF SEIS were considered from
the perspective of impacts on specific geologic resources and soil attributes. Construction and facility
modification activities were the focus of the impacts assessment for geologic and soil resources; hence,
one of the key factors considered in the analysis was the land area that would be disturbed during
construction and occupied during operations (see Table B–8). The assessment included an analysis of the
constraints on siting the proposed CMRR-NF over unstable soils that are prone to subsidence,
liquefaction, shrink-swell, or erosion.
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Table B–8 Impact Assessment Protocol for Geology and Soils
Required Data
Affected Environment
Presence of geologic hazards within
the ROI
Valuable mineral and Presence of any valuable mineral or
energy resources
energy resources within the ROI
Important farmland
Presence of prime or other important
soils
farmland soils within the ROI
ROI = region of influence.
Resource
Geologic hazards

Alternative
Location of
facility on the site
Location of
facility on the site
Location of
facility on the site

Measure of Impact
Potential for damage to facilities
Potential to destroy or render
resources inaccessible
Conversion of important farmland
soils to nonagricultural use

The geology and soils impact analysis (see Table B–8) also considered the risks to existing and new
facilities from large-scale geologic hazards, such as faulting and earthquakes, lava extrusions and other
volcanic activity, landslides, and sinkholes (conditions that tend to affect broad expanses of land). This
element of the assessment included collection of site-specific information concerning the potential for
impacts on site facilities from local and large-scale geologic conditions.
Probabilistic earthquake ground motions, expressed in terms of peak ground acceleration and spectral
(response) acceleration, were determined to provide a comparative assessment of seismic hazards. The
U.S. Geological Survey National Seismic Mapping Project uses both parameters. The U.S. Geological
Survey’s latest National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program maps are based on spectral acceleration
and have been adapted for use in the International Building Code (ICC 2000). These maps depict
anticipated peak ground accelerations at 0.2- and 1.0-second spectral acceleration, based on a 2 percent
probability of exceedance in 50 years (corresponding to an annual probability of occurrence of about 1 in
2,500). Available site-specific seismic hazard analyses were also reviewed and compared, including the
2007 and 2009 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analyses (LANL 2007, 2009), as well as geotechnical
reports completed for the CMRR-NF site, with respect to both the shallow and deep excavation options
(Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). Potential geohazard impacts, including faulting, seismicity,
soil bearing capacity, and slope stability, were evaluated with respect to the information presented in
these reports. In addition, recent studies regarding the potential for volcanic activity in the vicinity of
LANL (LANL 2010) were summarized and evaluated with respect to the proposed alternatives.
An evaluation also determined whether construction or operation of proposed facilities at a specific site
could destroy or preclude the use of valuable mineral or energy resources.
Pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.) and its implementing
regulations (7 CFR Part 658), the presence of important farmland, including prime farmland, was also
evaluated. This act requires agencies to make Farmland Protection Policy Act evaluations part of their
NEPA process, primarily to reduce the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses by Federal projects
and programs. However, otherwise qualifying farmlands in or already committed to urban development,
land acquired for a project on or prior to August 4, 1984, and lands acquired or used by a Federal agency
for national defense purposes are exempt from the act’s provisions (7 CFR 658.2 and 658.3).
B.6
B.6.1

Surface and Groundwater Quality
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Water resources are surface water and groundwater suitable for human consumption, traditional and
ceremonial uses by Native Americans, aquatic or wildlife propagation, agricultural purposes, irrigation, or
industrial/commercial purposes. The ROI used for water resources encompasses those onsite and
adjacent surface-water and groundwater systems that could be affected by effluent discharges, and
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releases (that is, spills) or stormwater runoff associated with facility construction and operational
activities under the proposed CMRR Project alternatives and the operation of the CMRR-NF and
RLUOB. Water use is addressed in Section B.2.
B.6.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Assessment of the impacts of the proposed CMRR Project alternatives on surface-water and groundwater
quality consisted of a comparison of site-generated data and professional estimates regarding effluent
discharge with applicable regulatory standards, design parameters, and standards commonly used in the
water and wastewater engineering fields, as well as recognized measures of environmental impacts.
Certain assumptions were made to facilitate the impacts assessment: (1) all effluent treatment facilities
would be approved by the appropriate permitting authority; (2) the effluent treatment facilities would
meet effluent limitations imposed by the relevant National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permits; (3) any stormwater runoff from construction and operation activities would be handled in
accordance with the regulations of the appropriate permitting authority; (4) during construction, sediment
fencing or other erosion control devices would be used to mitigate the short-term adverse impacts of
sedimentation; and (5) as appropriate, stormwater holding ponds would be constructed to reduce the
impacts of runoff on surface-water quality.
B.6.2.1

Water Quality

The water quality impacts assessment analyzed how effluent discharges to surface water, as well as
discharges reaching groundwater, from facilities under each alternative would directly affect current
water quality. The determination of the impacts of the alternatives (summarized in Table B–9)
consisted of a comparison of the projected effluent quality with relevant regulatory standards and
implementing regulations under the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Safe Drinking Water Act
(42 U.S.C. 300 (f) et seq.), state laws, and existing site permit conditions. The impacts analysis evaluated
the potential for contaminants to affect receiving waters as a result of spills, stormwater discharges, and
other releases under the alternatives. Separate analyses were conducted for surface-water and
groundwater impacts.

Table B–9 Impact Assessment Protocol for Water Quality
Required Data
Resource

Affected Environment

Facility Design

Measure of Impact

Surface-water
quality

Surface water near the facilities
in terms of stream classifications
and changes in water quality

Expected contaminants
and contaminant
concentrations in
discharges to surface water

Exceedance of relevant surface-water
quality criteria or standards established in
accordance with the Clean Water Act or
state regulations and existing permits

Groundwater
quality

Groundwater near the facilities
in terms of classification,
presence of designated solesource aquifers, and changes in
groundwater quality

Expected contaminants
and contaminant
concentrations in
discharges that could reach
groundwater

Contaminant concentrations in
groundwater exceeding relevant standards
or criteria established in accordance with
the Safe Drinking Water Act or state
regulations and existing permits

Surface-Water Quality—The evaluation of impacts on surface-water quality focused on the quality and
quantity of any effluents (including stormwater) that would be discharged and the quality of the receiving
stream resulting from the discharges. The evaluation of effluent quality featured a review of the expected
parameters, such as the design average and maximum flows, as well as the effluent parameters reflected
in the existing (or expected) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits or applicable state
discharge permits. Parameters of concern include total suspended solids, metals, organic and inorganic
chemicals, and any other constituents that could affect the local environment. Proposed water quality
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management practices were reviewed to ensure that any applicable permit limitations and conditions
would be met. Factors that currently degrade water quality were also identified.
During facility construction, ground-disturbing activities could affect surface water through increased
runoff and sedimentation. Such impacts relate to the amount of land disturbed, type of soil at the site,
topography, and weather conditions. These impacts would be minimized by applying standard best
management practices for stormwater and erosion control (for example, construction of sediment fences
and mulching of disturbed areas).
During operations, surface water could be affected by increased sheet flow runoff from parking lots,
buildings, or other cleared areas. Stormwater from these areas could be contaminated with materials
deposited by airborne pollutants, automobile exhaust and residues, materials handling releases such as
spills, and process effluents. Impacts of stormwater discharges could be highly variable and site-specific,
and mitigation would depend on best management practices, holding facility designs, topography, and
adjacent land use. Data from existing water quality monitoring sampling results were compared with
expected discharges from the facilities to determine the potential impacts on surface water.
Groundwater Quality—Potential groundwater quality impacts associated with any effluent discharges
and other contaminant releases during facility construction and operation activities were examined.
Available engineering estimates of contaminant concentrations were weighed against applicable Federal
and state groundwater quality standards, effluent limitations, and drinking water standards to determine
the impacts under each alternative. The consequences of groundwater use and effluent discharge on
groundwater conditions were also evaluated.
B.6.2.2 Waterways and Floodplains
The locations of waterways (that is, ponds, lakes, and streams) and the delineated floodplains were
identified from maps and other existing documents to assess the potential impacts of facility construction
and operations activities, including direct effects on hydrologic characteristics or secondary effects such
as sedimentation (see the discussion above on surface-water quality). All activities would be conducted
to avoid delineated floodplains and to ensure compliance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Management.
B.7
B.7.1

Ecological Resources
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Ecological resources include terrestrial resources, wetlands, aquatic resources, and threatened and
endangered species. The ROI for the ecological resource analysis encompassed the site and adjacent
areas potentially affected by construction and operation activities associated with the proposed
alternatives.
Terrestrial resources are defined as those plant and animal species and communities that are most closely
associated with the land, or for aquatic resources, a water environment. Wetlands are defined by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and EPA as “… those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (33 CFR 328.3).
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Federally endangered species are defined under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.) as those in danger of extinction throughout all or a large portion of their range. Threatened
species are defined as those species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service propose species to be added to
the lists of federally threatened and federally endangered species. These agencies also maintain a list of
“candidate” species for which they have evidence that listing may be warranted, but are currently
precluded by the need to list species that are more in need of Endangered Species Act protection. Such
candidate species do not receive legal protection under the Endangered Species Act, but should be
considered in project planning in case they are listed in the future. The LANL Threatened and
Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan (LANL 2011b) identifies areas of environmental interest
for various federally listed threatened or endangered species for the purpose of managing and protecting
these areas because of their significance to biological or other resources. In general, an area of
environmental interest consists of a core area that contains important breeding or wintering habitat for a
specific species, as well as a buffer area around the core area to protect it from disturbances that would
degrade its value. The Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan defines the types
and levels of activities that may be conducted within these areas. The State of New Mexico also
designates species as endangered, threatened, or sensitive. The Sensitive Species Best Management
Practices Source Document, Version 1 (LANL 2010), was developed as a site-wide mitigation plan to
reduce risks to special status species protected at the state or local level. The categories of special
status species addressed in this plan include Federal candidate species and species of concern, as well
as New Mexico endangered, threatened, sensitive, and critically imperiled species. Best management
practices assist in making recommendations for project activities at LANL and provide mitigation
measures for the reduction of risks to sensitive species. When LANL contractor personnel perform
surveys, they look for and record the occurrence of these special status species.
B.7.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Impacts on ecological resources may occur as a result of land disturbance, water use, air and water
emissions, human activity, and noise associated with CMRR Project implementation (see Table B–10).
Each of these factors was considered when evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives.
For those activities involving the construction of a new facility or placement of laydown or spoils
disposal areas, assessment of direct impacts on ecological resources was based on the acreage of land
disturbed by construction. The indirect impacts of factors such as human disturbance and noise were
evaluated qualitatively. Indirect impacts on ecological resources due to erosion and sedimentation also
were evaluated qualitatively, recognizing that standard erosion and sediment control practices would be
followed. Impacts on terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and wetlands from water use and air and water
emissions were evaluated based on the results of the analyses conducted for air quality and water
resources. Determination of the impacts on threatened and endangered species was based on factors
similar to those noted above for terrestrial resources, wetlands, and aquatic resources, in addition to
biological assessments and annual species surveys conducted for this project.
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Table B–10 Impact Assessment Protocol for Ecological Resources
Resource
Terrestrial
resources

Wetlands

Required Data
Affected Environment
Alternative
Vegetation and wildlife
CMRR Project activity location
within the vicinity of
and acreage requirements, air and
CMRR Project activity
water emissions, and noise

CMRR Project activity location
and acreage requirements, air and
water emissions, and wastewater
discharge quantity and location
Aquatic resources
Aquatic resources within
CMRR Project activity air and
the vicinity of CMRR
water emissions, water source and
Project activity
quantity, and wastewater
discharge location and quantity
Threatened and
Threatened and
CMRR Project activity location
endangered
endangered species and
and acreage requirements, air and
species
areas of environmental
water emissions, noise, water
interest within the vicinity source and quantity, and
of CMRR Project activity
wastewater discharge location
and quantity
CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement.

B.8
B.8.1

Wetlands within the
vicinity of CMRR Project
activity

Measure of Impact
Loss or disturbance of terrestrial
habitat, emissions and noise values
above levels shown to cause impacts
on terrestrial resources
Loss or disturbance of wetlands,
discharge to wetlands

Discharges above levels shown to
cause impacts on aquatic resources,
changes in water withdrawals and
discharges
Measures similar to those noted
above for terrestrial and aquatic
resources

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Cultural resources are indications of human occupation and use of the landscape as defined and protected
by a series of Federal laws, regulations, and guidelines. For this CMRR-NF SEIS, potential impacts were
assessed separately for each of the three general categories of cultural resources: archaeological resources,
historic buildings and structures, and traditional cultural properties. Paleontological resources are the
physical remains, impressions, or traces of plants or animals from a former geological age, and may be
sources of information on ancient environments and the evolutionary development of plants and animals.
Although not governed by the same historic preservation laws as cultural resources, they could be
affected by the proposed alternatives in much the same manner.
Archaeological resources include any material remains of past human life or activities that are of
archaeological interest, including items such as pottery, basketry, bottles, weapons, rock art and carvings,
graves, and human skeletal materials. The term also applies to sites that can provide information about
past human lifeways. Historic buildings and structures include buildings or other structures constructed
after 1942 that have been evaluated for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. Traditional
cultural properties are defined as a place of special heritage value to contemporary communities (often,
but not necessarily, Native American groups) because of their association with the cultural practices or
beliefs that are rooted in the histories of those communities and their importance in maintaining the
cultural identity of those communities (LANL 2006).
B.8.2

Description of Impact Assessment

The analysis of impacts on cultural and paleontological resources addressed potential direct and indirect
impacts at each candidate site from construction and operation (see Table B–11). Direct impacts include
those resulting from groundbreaking activities associated with new construction and spoils disposal.
Indirect impacts include those associated with reduced access to a resource site, as well as impacts
associated with increased stormwater runoff, increased traffic, and visitation to sensitive areas.
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Table B–11 Impact Assessment Protocol for Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Resource
Archaeological
resources

Historic buildings and
structures

Required Data
Affected Environment
Alternative
Archaeological resources
CMRR Project
within the vicinity of
activity location and
CMRR Project activities
acreage requirement
Buildings and structures
within the vicinity of
CMRR Project activities

Traditional cultural
properties

CMRR Project
activity location and
acreage requirement

Traditional cultural
CMRR Project
properties within the
activity location and
vicinity of CMRR Project
acreage requirement
activities
Paleontological
Paleontological resources
CMRR Project
resources
within the vicinity of
activity location and
CMRR Project activities
acreage requirement
CMRR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement.

B.9
B.9.1

Measure of Impact
Potential for loss, isolation, or alteration of
the character of archaeological resources;
introduction of visual, audible, or
atmospheric elements out of character
Potential for loss, isolation, or alteration of
the character of historic buildings and
structures; introduction of visual, audible, or
atmospheric elements out of character
Potential for loss, isolation, or alteration of
the character of traditional cultural
properties; introduction of visual, audible, or
atmospheric elements out of character
Potential for loss, isolation, or alteration of
paleontological resources

Socioeconomics
Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Socioeconomic impacts are defined in terms of changes to the demographic and economic characteristics
of a region. The number of jobs created by the proposed alternatives could affect regional employment,
income, and expenditures. Job creation is characterized by two types: (1) construction-related jobs, which
are transient in nature and short in duration, and, thus, less likely to affect public services; and
(2) operation-related jobs, which would last for the duration of the proposed CMRR Project and, thus,
could create additional service requirements within the ROI.
The ROI for the socioeconomic environment represents a geographic area where site employees and their
families reside, spend their income, and use their benefits, thereby affecting the economic conditions of
the region. Site-specific ROIs were identified as those counties in which approximately 90 percent or
more of the site’s workforce resides. This distribution reflects an existing residential preference for
people currently employed at LANL and was used to estimate the distribution of workers associated with
facility construction and operation under the proposed alternatives.
B.9.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Data were compiled on the current socioeconomic conditions near LANL, including unemployment rates,
economic area industrial and service sector activities, and the civilian labor force. The workforce
requirements of each alternative were determined to measure their possible effect on these socioeconomic
conditions. Although workforce requirements might be met by employees already working at LANL, it
was assumed that new employees would be hired to ensure assessment of the maximum impact. Census
statistics were also compiled on the local population and housing demand. U.S. Census Bureau
population forecasts for the ROI were combined with overall projected workforce requirements for each
of the alternatives being considered to determine the extent of the potential impacts on the local economy,
population, and housing demand (see Table B–12).
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Table B–12 Impact Assessment Protocol for Socioeconomics
Resource
Workforce requirements

Region of influence
civilian labor force
Employment

Population and
demographics of race,
ethnicity, and income
Housing – home owner
and renter vacancy rates

Required Data
Affected Environment
Alternative
Regional Economic Characteristics
Site workforce projections
Estimated construction and
operating staff requirements
and timeframes
Labor force estimates
Estimated construction and
operating staff requirements
and timeframes
Latest available employment
Estimated construction and
estimates in counties surrounding
operating staff requirements
the site
Demographic Characteristics
Latest available estimates by county
Estimated effect on
from the U.S. Census Bureau
population
Housing Characteristics
Latest available data from the U.S.
Estimated housing unit
Census Bureau
requirements

Measure of Impact
Workforce requirements
added to site workforce
projections
Workforce requirements
as a percentage of the
civilian labor force
Potential change in
employment

Potential effects on
population

Potential change in
housing unit availability

B.10 Environmental Justice
B.10.1

Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, directs Federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of their programs, policies,
and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.
The CEQ has oversight responsibility for documentation prepared in compliance with NEPA. In
December 1997, the CEQ released its guidance for analyzing environmental justice issues under NEPA
(CEQ 1997). The CEQ guidance was adopted as the basis for analysis of environmental justice in this
CMRR-NF SEIS.
Environmental justice requires assessment of the potential for disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations as a result of implementing any
of the alternatives analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS. In assessing these impacts, the following definitions
of minority individuals and populations and low-income population were used:
• Minority individuals: These individuals are members of one or more of the following population

groups: Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African
American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, or two or more races.
• Minority populations: Minority populations are identified where either (1) the minority

population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (2) the minority population percentage of
the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general
population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. “Meaningfully greater” is defined
here as 20 percentage points.
• Low-income population: Low-income populations in an affected area should be identified with

the annual statistical poverty thresholds from the Census Bureau’s Current Population Reports,
Series P-60 on Income and Poverty. In identifying low-income populations, agencies may
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consider as a community either a group of individuals living in geographic proximity to one
another, or a set of individuals (such as migrant workers or Native Americans), where either type
of group experiences common conditions of environmental exposure or effect (CEQ 1997). The
most recent poverty estimates were supplied from the Census Bureau’s Small Area Income and
Poverty Estimates (DOC 2010).
Consistent with the impact analysis for the public and occupational health and safety, the affected
populations are defined as those minority and low-income populations that are projected to reside within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of Technical Area 3 and Technical Area 55 in the year 2030. To estimate the
potential impacts specific to populations in close proximity to LANL, additional radial distances of
5 miles, 10 miles, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) were analyzed.
Block group data from the 2010 Decennial Census Redistricting Data File (Public Law [P.L.] 94-171),
Table PL2, “Hispanic or Latino or not Hispanic or Latino by Race,” (DOC 2011) were used as a baseline
for projecting populations to the year 2030. Since different population groups in different locations
experience different patterns of growth, separate projections were calculated based on race, ethnicity, and
location. Data on race and ethnicity were compiled from the 1990, 2000, and 2010 censuses for each
county in the ROI, and the trends of the individual subpopulations across this time were used to estimate
the likely percentage change each population would experience by the year 2030. Specifically, a separate
projection was calculated for the American Indian or Alaska Native population, the Total Hispanic or
Latino population, the White non-Hispanic population, and the Other Minority population for each of the
counties that lie at least partially within the potentially affected area. The “Other Minority” category
consists of all minority populations that are not American Indian or Alaska Native, including the Hispanic
or Latino Population. The 2010 populations of each block group were then projected using the
percentages calculated for the county in which each block group is located. The projected Total Minority
population was calculated by summing the projected American Indian and Alaska Native population with
the projected Other Minority population. The projected total population was calculated by summing the
projected Total Minority population and the projected White non-Hispanic population.
Block-level data were substituted for block-group-level data for Los Alamos County because the block
geography offers the finest spatial resolution for which the Census Bureau compiles data. As adverse
impacts on human health are often inversely proportional to proximity, the finer spatial resolution in this
area allows a more-accurate representation of the composition of the population within the first several
miles of LANL. Population projections for block levels were performed in the same manner as described
above for block groups. There would be no advantage to using block-level data for the other counties in
the potentially affected area because their location is a sufficient distance away, where the finer spatial
resolution would not be necessary.
The 2010 Decennial Census did not contain any sample questions. Sample data that traditionally have
been supplied as Summary File-3 have been transferred to the Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey. Therefore, there are no income data available from the 2010 Census. The American Community
Survey offers block group data in the 5-Year Estimates dataset; however, that data set would not be
directly comparable to the 1-year data set used to calculate the total population and does not offer finer
spatial resolution in close proximity to LANL. To provide a reasonably comparable representation of the
potentially affected low-income population, a slightly different approach was adopted. The most up-todate data from the Census Bureau’s Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (DOC 2010) were
compiled for each county in the potentially impacted area. The county-level percentage of the lowincome population was then applied to the total population previously projected for each block group that
lies within its respective county.
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B.10.2

Description of Impact Assessment

Adverse impacts on offsite populations were measured using the methods presented for the various
resource areas described in this appendix and analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Disproportionately high and adverse impacts occur when the risk or rate of exposure to an environmental
hazard for a minority or low-income population is significant and exceeds the risk or exposure rate for the
general population or another appropriate comparison group. Therefore, estimates of environmental
justice impacts were determined using the impacts analysis presented throughout Chapter 4 for the
various resource areas to assess the potential for a minority or low-income population to
disproportionately bear any adverse impacts.
A special pathways receptor analysis was performed in support of the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see
Appendix C, Section C.1.4, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS [DOE 2008]). Doses associated with normal
operations for the alternatives being considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS will be compared to the analysis
presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and an assessment of these impacts on a special pathways receptor
will be included in Chapter 4 of this SEIS.
B.11 Human Health
B.11.1

Description of Affected Resources

Public and occupational health and safety analysis examines the potential adverse human health effects of
exposure to ionizing radiation and hazardous chemicals from facility operation. In addition, occupational
health and safety analysis examines work-related industrial safety issues that determine potential death,
illness, or injury resulting from construction and operation activities. Human health effects for
transportation of radioactive materials are discussed in Section B.13.
B.11.1.1 Facility Operation
For facility operation, health effects were determined by identifying the types and quantities of additional
radioactive materials and toxic chemicals to which individuals may be exposed and estimating the doses
or exposures and resulting indicators of health effects (latent cancer fatalities [LCFs]). The impacts of
various releases during both normal activities (facility operations and disposition) and postulated
accidents on the health of workers and the public residing within an ROI of 50 miles (80 kilometers) were
assessed using site-specific factors such as meteorology, population distribution, and distance to nearby
receptors.
B.11.1.2 Industrial Safety
Work-related accidents were evaluated in terms of total recordable cases (TRCs), injuries, and deaths
resulting from facility construction, operation, and disposition using LANL, other DOE facility, and
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics historical accidents databases. Two categories of industrial safety
impacts, TRCs and fatalities, were analyzed. In addition to fatalities, TRCs include work-related illnesses
or injuries that result in loss of consciousness, restriction of work or motion, or transfer to another job, as
well as injuries that require medical treatment beyond first aid.
B.11.2

Description of Impact Assessment

B.11.2.1 Facility Operation
Health effects, in terms of incremental doses or exposures and related risks (LCFs), were assessed based
on the types and quantities of materials released. Impacts on involved workers were estimated based on
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operational experience, engineering estimates, and administrative control levels. Models were used to
estimate impacts on the health of noninvolved workers and the public resulting from releases during both
normal (incident-free) operations and accident conditions. The models used were GENII [Hanford
Environmental Radiation Dosimetry Software System (Generation II)] for radioactive air emissions
during normal operation (PNNL 2007) and MACCS2 [MELCOR Accident Consequences Code System]
for accidental releases of radioactive materials (NRC 1998).
B.11.2.2 Industrial Safety
DOE and contractor TRC and fatality incident rates were obtained from DOE’s Computerized
Accident/Incident Reporting System database. The database was used to collect and analyze DOE and
DOE contractor reports of injuries, illnesses, and other accidents that have occurred during DOE
operations. General industry data were obtained from information maintained by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. In addition, LANL site-specific TRCs were obtained from the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the
SWEIS Yearbooks.
A number of occupational incidence rates are available for use in estimating the industrial safety impacts.
The rates vary between 1.6 and 4.0 incidents per 200,000 labor hours (see Table B–13). This table
provides the three most relevant sources of data for this CMRR-NF SEIS: LANL site-specific data, DOE
and contractor data, and private industry data maintained by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
The LANL site-specific injury and illness data are summarized in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008) as
follows: 2.40 and 1.18 for TRCs and days away, restricted, or transferred (DART) rates, respectively. In
addition, the similar information for the activities at DOE facilities is projected to result in 1.6 TRCs and
0.7 DART cases, based on the accident cases from 2004 through 2008 (DOE 2011). These rates are well
below industry averages, which in 2006 through 2009 were 4.0 TRCs and 2.0 DART cases as a result of
an occupational injury or illness (BLS 2010a).

Table B–13 Total Recordable Cases and Fatality Incident Rates
DOE and contractor

Total Recordable Cases (rate a)
1.6

Fatalities (rate b)
0.0008

DART (rate a)
0.7

LANL site-specific

2.4

0.0

1.18

Private industry (BLS)

4.0

0.0038

2.0

BLS = Bureau of Labor Statistics; DART = days away, restricted, or transferred; LANL = Los Alamos National
Laboratory.
a
Average illness and injury cases per 200,000 labor hours from 2004 through 2008 for DOE and 2006 through 2009
for BLS. Days away, restricted, or transferred –DART rate per 200,000 labor hours.
b
Average fatality rate per 200,000 labor hours from 2004 through 2008 for DOE and 2006 through 2009 for BLS.
Source: BLS 2010a, 2010b; DOE 2011.

B.12 Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
B.12.1

Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Construction of the CMRR-NF is expected to principally generate nonhazardous waste, such as
construction and disposition debris. However, because some of the activities associated with construction
could occur in the vicinity of potential release sites that require or could potentially require remediation, it
is possible that small quantities of other wastes could be generated, including low-level radioactive waste
and mixed low-level radioactive waste and/or chemical waste. Operation of the CMRR-NF and RLUOB
is expected to generate transuranic and mixed transuranic wastes, low-level radioactive waste, mixed lowlevel radioactive waste, chemical waste, and nonhazardous waste. Decommissioning, decontamination,
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and demolition of the CMRR-NF are expected to generate transuranic and mixed transuranic waste, lowlevel radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, chemical waste, and nonhazardous waste.
All of these wastes are defined as follows:
• Transuranic waste: Radioactive waste not classified as high-level radioactive waste and

containing more than 100 nanocuries per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with halflives greater than 20 years.
• Mixed transuranic waste: Transuranic waste that also contains hazardous components regulated

under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.).
• Low-level radioactive waste: Waste that contains radioactive material and is not classified as

high-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel, or the tailings or wastes
produced by extraction or concentration of uranium or thorium from ore processed primarily for
its source material. Test specimens of fissionable material irradiated for research and
development purposes only (not for the production of power or plutonium) may be classified as
low-level radioactive waste, provided the transuranic concentration is less than 100 nanocuries
per gram of waste.
• Mixed low-level radioactive waste: Low-level radioactive waste that also contains hazardous

components regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
• Chemical waste: Defined as hazardous waste under Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

regulations; toxic waste (asbestos and polychlorinated biphenyls) under the Toxic Substances
Control Act; and special waste (including industrial waste, infectious waste, and petroleum
contaminated soils) under New Mexico’s Solid Waste Regulations.
• Nonhazardous waste: Discarded material including solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous

material resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations or from
community activities. This category does not include source, special nuclear, or byproduct
material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2011 et. seq.).
Waste management activities in support of the proposed alternatives would be contingent on Records of
Decision (RODs) issued for the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE 1997a). In its ROD for transuranic waste (63 FR 3629) and subsequent revisions to this ROD
(65 FR 82985, 66 FR 38646, and 67 FR 56989), DOE decided (with one exception) that each DOE site
that currently has or will generate transuranic waste would prepare its transuranic waste for disposal
and store the waste on site until it could be shipped to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in Carlsbad,
New Mexico, for disposal. In the ROD for hazardous waste released on August 5, 1998 (63 FR 41810),
DOE decided that DOE sites will continue to use offsite facilities for treatment and disposal of major
portions of their nonwastewater hazardous waste. Based on the ROD for low-level radioactive waste and
mixed low-level radioactive waste issued on February 18, 2000 (65 FR 10061), minimal treatment of lowlevel radioactive waste will be performed and, to the extent practicable, onsite disposal of low-level
radioactive waste will continue. DOE’s Hanford Site and Nevada National Security Site (formerly called
the Nevada Test Site) will be made available to all DOE sites for disposal of low-level radioactive waste.
Mixed low-level radioactive waste analyzed in the Final Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and
Hazardous Waste will be treated at the Hanford Site, Idaho National Laboratory, the Oak Ridge
Reservation, and the Savannah River Site and will be disposed of at the Hanford Site and the Nevada
National Security Site. This decision does not preclude use of a commercial capability for treatment
and/or disposal of low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste.
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B.12.2

Description of Waste Management Impacts Assessment

Waste management impacts were assessed by comparing projected waste stream volumes generated
from the proposed activities with LANL’s waste management capacities and generation rates
(see Table B–14). Only impacts relative to the capacities of waste management facilities are considered
here; other environmental impacts of waste management facility operations (for example, human health
effects) are evaluated in other sections of this CMRR-NF SEIS or in other facility-specific or site-wide
NEPA documents. Projected waste generation rates for the proposed activities were compared with the
site processing rates and capacities of those storage, treatment, and disposal facilities likely to be involved
in managing the additional waste.

Table B–14 Impact Assessment Protocol for Waste Management
Required Data
Resource
Affected Environment
Alternative
Site generation rates for each Generation rates
Waste management capacity
- Transuranic waste
waste type
from facility
- Mixed transuranic waste
construction,
- Low-level radioactive waste
Management capabilities of
operations, and
- Mixed low-level radioactive waste
potentially affected storage,
DD&D for each
- Chemical waste
treatment, and disposal
waste type
- Nonhazardous waste
facilities for each waste type
DD&D = decommissioning, decontamination, and demolition.

Measure of Impact
Waste generation rates in
comparison to the
capabilities of applicable
waste management
facilities

B.13 Transportation
B.13.1

Description of Affected Resources and Region of Influence

Transportation of any commodity involves a risk to both transportation crewmembers and members of the
public. This risk results directly from transportation-related accidents and indirectly from increased levels
of pollution from vehicle emissions, regardless of the cargo. Transportation of certain materials, such as
hazardous or radioactive waste, can pose an additional risk due to the unique nature of the materials
themselves. Two types of transportation impacts were analyzed: the impacts of incident-free (routine)
transportation and the impacts of transportation accidents. The impacts of incident-free transportation and
transportation accidents may be either nonradiological or radiological, or both. Incident-free
transportation impacts include radiological impacts on the public and the workers due to the radiation
field surrounding the transportation package. Nonradiological impacts of potential transportation
accidents include traffic accident fatalities.
For incident-free transportation, the ROI for the affected population includes individuals living within
0.5 miles (800 meters) of each side of the road or rail. For transportation accidents, the ROI for the
affected population includes individuals residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the accident; the
maximally exposed individual would be an individual located 330 feet (100 meters) directly downwind
from the accident.
B.13.2

Impact Assessment

The impact of a specific radiological accident is expressed in terms of probabilistic risk, which is defined
as the accident probability (that is, accident frequency) multiplied by the accident consequences. The
overall risk is obtained by summing the individual risks from all reasonably conceivable accidents. In
addition to calculating the radiological risks that would result from all reasonably conceivable accidents
during transportation of radioactive waste, the consequences of maximum reasonably foreseeable
accidents (events with a probability greater than 1 × 10-7 [1 chance in 10 million] per year) were assessed.
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The models used to estimate impacts on the health of the general public resulting from releases during
transportation accidents were the Transportation Routing Analysis Geographic Information System
(TRAGIS) computer program for route selection and population estimates along the routes, the
RADTRAN 6 [Radioactive Material Transportation] risk assessment computer code for incident-free and
accident conditions, and the RISKIND [Risks and Consequences of Radioactive Material Transport]
computer code for maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents.
The risk from transportation of radioactive materials can be affected by a number of factors. These
factors are predominantly categorized as either radiological or nonradiological impacts. Radiological
impacts are those associated with the accidental release of radioactive materials and the effects of low
levels of radiation emitted during normal, or incident-free, transportation. Nonradiological impacts are
those associated with transportation, regardless of the nature of the cargo, such as accidents resulting in
death or injury when there is no release of radioactive material.
Shipping packages containing radioactive materials emit low levels of radiation during incident-free
transportation. The amount of radiation emitted depends on the kind and amount of material being
transported. U.S. Department of Transportation regulations require that shipping packages containing
radioactive materials have sufficient radiation shielding to limit the radiation to an acceptable level of
10 millirem per hour at 6.6 feet (2 meters) from the transporter. For incident-free transportation, the
potential human health impacts from the radiation field surrounding the transportation packages were
estimated for transportation workers and the general population along the route (off traffic, or off-link),
people sharing the route (in traffic, or on-link), people at rest areas, and at stops along the route.
RADTRAN 6 (SNL 2009) was used to estimate the impacts for transportation workers and populations,
as well as the impact on a maximally exposed individual (a person stuck in traffic, a gas station attendee,
an inspector, etc.) who could be a worker or a member of the public.
Transportation accidents involving radioactive materials present both nonradiological and radiological
risks to workers and the public. Nonradiological impacts of potential transportation accidents include
traffic accident fatalities. A release of radioactive material during transportation accidents would occur
only when the package carrying the material is subjected to accident forces that exceed the package
design standard. The impact of a specific radiological accident is expressed in terms of probabilistic risk,
which is defined as the accident probability (that is, accident frequency) multiplied by the accident
consequences. The overall risk is obtained by summing the individual risks from all reasonably
conceivable accidents. The analysis of accident risks takes into account a spectrum of accident severities
ranging from high-probability accidents of low severity (for example, a fender bender) to hypothetical
high-severity accidents that have a correspondingly low probability of occurrence. Only as a result of a
severe fire and/or a powerful collision, which are of extremely low probability, could a transportation
package of the type used to transport radioactive material under the alternatives of this CMRR-NF SEIS be
damaged to the extent that there could be a release of radioactivity to the environment with significant
consequences.
In addition to calculating the radiological risks that would result from all reasonably conceivable
accidents during transportation of radioactive wastes, DOE assessed the highest consequences of a
maximum reasonably foreseeable accident with a radioactive release frequency greater than 1 × 10-7
(1 chance in 10 million) per year along the route. The latter consequences were determined for
atmospheric conditions that would prevail during accidents. The analysis used RISKIND to estimate
doses to individuals and populations (Yuan et al. 1995).
Incident-free health impacts are expressed in terms of additional LCFs. Radiological accident health
impacts are also expressed as additional LCFs, and nonradiological accident risk as additional immediate

B-26

Appendix B – Environmental Impacts Methodologies

(traffic) fatalities. LCFs associated with radiological exposure were estimated by multiplying the
occupational (worker) and public dose by 6.0 × 10-4 LCFs per person-rem of exposure (DOE 2003a).
To determine transportation risks, per-shipment risk factors were calculated for the incident-free and
accident conditions using RADTRAN 6 (SNL 2009) in conjunction with TRAGIS (Johnson and
Michelhaugh 2003) to choose transportation routes in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation
regulations. TRAGIS calculates transportation routes in terms of distances traveled in rural, urban, and
suburban areas. It provides population density estimates based on the 2000 Census for each area along
the routes to determine population radiological risk factors. For incident-free operations, the affected
population includes individuals living within 0.5 miles (800 meters) of each side of the road or rail line.
For accident conditions, the affected population includes individuals living within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of the accident, and the maximally exposed individual is assumed to be an individual
located 330 feet (100 meters) directly downwind from the accident.
For determining traffic accident fatalities from offsite commercial truck transportation, separate accident
rates and accident fatality risks were used for rural, suburban, and urban population zones. These
accident and fatality rates were taken from data provided in State-Level Accident Rates for Surface
Freight Transportation: A Reexamination (Accident Rates Report) (Saricks and Tompkins 1999). The
values selected were the mean accident and fatality rates given in the Accident Rates Report for
“interstate,” “total,” and “primary.” These values were assigned to rural, suburban, and urban population
zones, respectively. Accident rates are generically defined as the number of accident involvements (or
fatalities) in a given year per unit of travel in that same year. Therefore, the rate is a fractional value, with
accident involvement count as the numerator of the fraction and vehicular activity (total travel distance in
truck-kilometers) as its denominator. The accident rates for rural, suburban, and urban zones were 3.15,
3.52, and 3.66 per 10 million truck-kilometers, respectively; and the fatality rates were 0.88, 1.49, and
2.32 per 100 million truck-kilometers, respectively.
A review of the truck accidents and fatalities reports by the Federal Carrier Safety Administration
indicated that state-level accidents and fatalities were underreported. For the years 1994 through 1996,
which were the basis for the analysis in the Accident Rates Report, the review found that accidents were
underreported by about 39 percent and fatalities were underreported by about 36 percent (UMTRI 2003).
Therefore, truck accident and fatality rates in the Accident Rates Report were increased by factors of
1.64 and 1.57, respectively, to account for the underreporting.
For determining traffic accident fatalities from local and regional transportation of industrial and
hazardous waste, New Mexico state accident and fatality rates, which are also given in the Accident Rates
Report, were used. The rates used were 1.13 accidents per 10 million truck-kilometers and 1.18 fatalities
per 100 million truck-kilometers. For assessment purposes, the total number of expected accidents or
fatalities was calculated by multiplying the total shipment distance for a specific waste by the accident or
fatality rate.
Radiological consequences were calculated by assigning radionuclide release fractions on the basis of the
type of waste, the type of shipping container, and the accident severity category. The release fraction is
defined as the fraction of the radioactivity in the container that could be released to the atmosphere in an
accident with a given level of severity. Release fractions vary according to waste type and the physical or
chemical properties of the radioisotopes. Most solid radionuclides are nonvolatile and are, therefore,
relatively nondispersible.
Representative release fractions were developed for each waste and container type on the basis of DOE
and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission reports (DOE 1994, 1997b, 2002, 2003b; NRC 1977, 2000).
The severity categories and corresponding release fractions provided in these documents cover a range of
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accidents from no impact (zero speed) to impacts with speeds in excess of 120 miles (193 kilometers) per
hour onto an unyielding surface. Traffic accidents that could occur at the site would be of minor impact
due to lower local speed, with no release potential.
As stated earlier, offsite route characteristics were determined using TRAGIS, which determines routes
for shipment of radioactive materials that conform to U.S. Department of Transportation regulations as
specified in 49 CFR Part 397. The TRAGIS-generated population densities along the routes were
extrapolated to the year 2030, based on state population growths from the 2000 Census and 2010 Census.
The specific route selected determines both the total potentially exposed population and the expected
frequency of transportation-related accidents. Route characteristics are expressed in terms of travel
distances and population densities in rural, suburban, and urban areas according to the following
breakdown:
• Rural population densities range from 0 to 139 persons per square mile (0 to 54 persons per

square kilometer).
• Suburban population densities range from 140 to 3,326 persons per square mile (55 to

1,284 persons per square kilometer).
• Urban population densities include all population densities greater than 3,326 persons per square

mile (1,284 persons per square kilometer).
Route characteristics were determined for offsite shipments from the LANL site to the following sites:
• Nevada National Security Site in Mercury, Nevada
• EnergySolutions Clive Facility in Clive, Utah, as a representative of a commercial disposal site
• Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in Carlsbad, New Mexico

In addition, route characteristics for local routes, that is, LANL to Pojoaque (along Route 502), and
Pojoaque to Interstate 25 (south of Santa Fe), were also determined. Table B–15 summarizes the route
characteristics for these sites.

Table B–15 Offsite Transport Truck Route Characteristics
Origin

Distance Traveled in Zones
(miles)

Population Density in Zone
(persons per square mile)

Nominal
Distance
(miles)

Rural

Suburban

Urban

Rural

Suburban

Urban

Number of
Affected
Persons a

NNSS

777

664

88

25

37.0

1,541.6

10,951.0

427,304

Commercial b

669

583

70

16

30.8

1,790.4

11,743.8

333,612

WIPP

376

353

22

1.2

22.3

943.5

7,106.7

37,050

Destination

Truck Routes
LANL

Truck Routes (local from Interstate 25 to LANL)
LANL to Pojoaque

19

17

2.4

0.1

21.8

1,362.3

9,048.9

4,681.0

Pojoaque to Santa Fe c

32

27

5

0

71.0

670.3

0

5,169.0

LANL = Los Alamos National Laboratory, NNSS = Nevada National Security Site, WIPP = Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.
a
The estimated number of persons residing within 0.5 miles along the transportation route.
b
EnergySolutions Clive Facility is a representative commercial disposal facility.
c
Pass through Santa Fe bypass (New Mexico 599) to Interstate 25.
Note: To convert miles to kilometers multiply by 1.6093; persons per square mile to persons per square kilometer, multiply
by 0.3861.
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Figure B–1 shows the analyzed truck routes for shipments of radioactive waste materials in this
CMRR-NF SEIS.

Figure B–1 Analyzed Truck Routes
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B.14 Traffic
B.14.1

Description of Affected Resources

This analysis involved a review of engineering estimates or the calculation of engineering estimates of
transportation and traffic associated with construction of the CMRR-NF and operation of the CMRR-NF
and RLUOB. The impacts of the proposed alternatives were evaluated with respect to internal LANL
roadways, access control points, and public roadway network near LANL under both existing and future
conditions. Potential shifts in traffic created by the proposed alternatives and corresponding trip
generation were estimated. The expected trips were then assigned to road segments. Based on these
assumptions, net changes in vehicle volumes were developed and analyzed for each alternative.
The traffic generated by the proposed CMRR-NF construction and operation of the CMRR-NF and
RLUOB was estimated, and the impact of that traffic was evaluated for the affected roadway segments.
That traffic was added to the expected traffic volume on the respective roadways and the level of
service (LOS) was determined for each segment. The LOSs determined for the proposed alternatives
were then compared to determine the impacts on the roadways in question.
Increases in peak hour traffic of fewer than 100 vehicles per hour are generally considered not to be
significant by transportation engineers in determining LOSs. The operation of the CMRR-NF and
RLUOB is not anticipated to generate more trips than the existing facilities. The impacts of the
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF are addressed separately. In addition to the impacts on traffic
volume, the possible impacts on the existing roadways of the construction traffic are evaluated.
B.14.2

Methodology Used to Analyze Traffic Volume Impacts

Analysis of traffic volume impacts focused on assessing the ability of the existing roadway system to
accommodate increased utilization of particular road segments. The number of trips that would be
generated by the proposed alternatives was estimated. The level of traffic on each roadway analyzed was
estimated using publicly available information from the New Mexico Department of Transportation
(Valencia 2010) and from prior traffic studies on LANL. The level of traffic was escalated by an
assumed rate of growth on public roadways. Traffic impacts were evaluated for the year construction is
expected to begin and for the year construction is expected to be completed. The LOSs for selected
roadways were then determined using the methods and tables contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (National Research Council 2000). Construction was considered to occur between 2012 and
2015 under the No Action Alternative, between 2012 and 2020 under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative Deep Excavation Option, and between 2012 and 2020 under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative Shallow Excavation Option.
Traffic volumes are typically based on the number of expected vehicles in a 1-hour period, also called the
peak hourly volume, which is defined by traffic engineers as the 30th highest traffic volume expected in
any 60-minute period of a calendar year. To understand the function of the roadway under its peak traffic
loading, the LOS is determined based on the peak hourly volume.
The number of peak-hour trips expected to be gained or lost due to CMRR-NF construction was
estimated using methods contained in Trip Generation, 7th Edition (ITE 2003). For each alternative, the
expected traffic was added to the traffic volumes forecast for the affected roadway for the year when
construction begins and the year when construction is anticipated to end. The expected change in LOS
under each alternative was then determined using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (National Research
Council 2000).
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According to the traffic-count information provided by the New Mexico Department of Transportation,
the roadways surrounding LANL have experienced an average annual growth in total vehicles/trips of
between 0 percent and 0.8 percent (Valencia 2010). This analysis assumed the transportation growth
rates for the road segments analyzed would continue at the same rates as those of past years.
Traffic on roadways is measured by their LOS, as generally defined below.
• LOS A describes the highest quality of traffic service, with drivers able to travel at their desired

speed. Drivers find driving on LOS A roadways to be stress-free.
• LOS B describes a condition where drivers have some restrictions on their speed of travel. Most

drivers find LOS B roadways slightly stressful.
• LOS C describes a condition of stable traffic flow, but with significant restrictions on drivers’

ability to travel at desired speeds. Most drivers find LOS C roadways somewhat stressful.
• LOS D describes unstable traffic flow. Drivers are restricted into slow-moving platoons, and

disruptions in the traffic flow can cause significant congestion. There is little or no opportunity to
pass slower-moving traffic. Most drivers find LOS D roadways stressful.
• LOS E represents the highest volume of traffic that can move on the roadway without a complete

shutdown. Most drivers find LOS E roadways very stressful.
• LOS F represents heavily congested flow with traffic demand exceeding capacity. Traffic flows

are slow and discontinuous. Most drivers find LOS F roadways extremely stressful.
Traffic volumes on existing roadways are expected to increase over time and the LOSs of those roadways
are expected to decrease unless roadway improvements are made. As LOSs deteriorate, roadway
improvements become more likely. Significant impacts on traffic LOSs are generally considered to occur
when the LOSs on the studied roadway segments fall below the acceptable LOSs for those roadways.
Each roadway segment has an acceptable LOS determined by local authorities responsible for that
segment. Generally, in urban areas, an acceptable LOS is LOS D, or sometimes LOS E. In rural areas, an
acceptable LOS is LOS C or better. It is significant if the LOS falls below the expected LOS at an earlier
time. For example, it would be significant if a roadway segment were projected to reach LOS E in 2020
and impacts under the proposed alternatives were to cause the LOS to fall to LOS E in 2015.
LOS changes that are not considered significant typically include any LOS changes caused by changes in
peak-hour trips of less than 100 vehicles per hour. The LOS designations are a continuum based on
motorists perceptions, and it is unlikely that changes of less than 100 vehicles per hour would greatly
inconvenience motorists even if that change results in a change in the LOS letter assignment. It is also
not considered a significant change if the LOS changes from one acceptable LOS to another acceptable
LOS. For example, a change from LOS A to LOS B would not be considered a significant change. Any
changes that are not significant would be considered acceptable changes.
B.14.3

Vehicle Access Portal

A Vehicle Access Portal (VAP) is a facility entrance/exit where the identities of vehicle occupants are
verified prior to their being allowed to proceed inside or outside the bounds of the secured facility.
Typical security checks include inspections of vehicle decals, driver and passenger identifications, and the
contents of vehicles. The capacity of a VAP is limited and depends on the type of security check being
used. If the volume of traffic attempting to utilize a VAP exceeds the capacity of the VAP to process that
traffic, roadway backups will occur. Traffic impacts on VAPs were determined by estimating the number
B-31

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

of trips generated, using the methodology found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation 2003 report (similar to the methodology used to analyze impacts on roadways). The abilities
of VAPs to function adequately at the levels of traffic estimated were evaluated using the methods
contained in Traffic and Safety Engineering for Better Entry Control Facilities (SDDCTEA 2006).
B.14.4

Structural Impacts on Internal Roadways at Los Alamos National Laboratory

Some of the material deliveries would need to pass over internal LANL roadways. The existing roadways
at LANL are constructed using asphaltic concrete. These roadways were originally constructed as part of
an industrial facility, so it is expected that they were constructed for some level of truck traffic. However,
the trucks in common usage today are much heavier than those anticipated for use in the 1950s and 1960s,
the timeframe of the LANL roadways’ construction.
Analysis using methods contained in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials Guide for Design of Pavement Structures (AASHTO 1993), and assuming “fair” soil conditions,
indicates that an asphaltic concrete pavement structure would need to have a minimum pavement
structure of a 2-inch (5-centimeter) asphaltic concrete surface course, a 4-inch (10-centimeter) asphaltic
concrete base course, and a 6-inch (15-centimeter) aggregate base over a prepared subgrade to support the
expected truck traffic without significant damage to the roadways. If the LANL roadways are of a lesser
thickness, or are already significantly deteriorated, then the expected construction traffic is expected to
affect the roadways. Any public roadways utilized by construction traffic are expected to be substantially
thicker than the minimum described above and structural impacts are not anticipated.
B.15 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place
over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7). The cumulative impact analysis for this CMRR-NF SEIS involved
combining the impacts of the alternatives with the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable activities in the ROI. The key resources are identified in Table B–16.

Table B–16 Key Resources and Associated Regions of Influence
Resources

Region of Influence

Infrastructure use

The site and Los Alamos County

Air quality

The site, nearby offsite areas within local air quality control regions where significant air
quality impacts may occur, and Class I areas within 62 miles

Transportation

Transportation corridors to offsite disposal locations and population centers along the
transportation routes

Radiological

Persons residing within 50 miles of Los Alamos National Laboratory

Waste management

The site

Note: To convert miles to kilometers, multiply by 1.6093.

In general, the cumulative impacts were determined by collectively considering the baseline affected
environment (conditions attributable to present actions by DOE and other public and private entities), the
proposed alternatives, and other future actions. Quantifiable information was incorporated to the degree it
was available. Factors were weighed against the appropriate impact indicators (site capacity or number of
fatalities) to determine the potential for impacts (see Table B–17).
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Table B–17 Selected Indicators of Cumulative Impact
Category
Infrastructure use

Indicator
- Electricity use compared with site and county capacity
- Water use compared with site and county capacity
- Natural gas use compared with site and county capacity

Air quality

Criteria pollutant concentrations and comparisons with standards or guidelines

Transportation

Accidents

Radiological

Radiological emissions and exposure compared with standards or guidelines

Waste management

Waste generated compared to previous site estimates

The analysis focused on the potential for cumulative impacts at LANL from DOE actions under detailed
consideration at the time of this CMRR-NF SEIS, as well as cumulative impacts associated with
transportation. The 2008 LANL SWEIS was used to establish the baseline conditions against which the
incremental cumulative impacts were assessed and later information was collected on future actions
where available.
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APPENDIX C
EVALUATION OF HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS FROM
FACILITY ACCIDENTS
C.1

Introduction

Accident analyses were performed to estimate the impacts on workers and the public from reasonably
foreseeable accidents for the alternatives in this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for
the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS). The analyses were
performed in accordance with U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) guidelines, including the process followed for the selection of accidents, definition of accident
scenarios, and estimation of potential impacts. The sections that follow describe the methodology and
assumptions, accident selection process, selected accident scenarios, and consequences and risks of the
accidents evaluated.
C.2

Overview of Methodology and Basic Assumptions

The radiological impacts from accidental releases from the facilities used to perform chemistry and
metallurgy research (CMR) operations were calculated using the MACCS [MELCOR Accident
Consequences Code System] computer code, Version 1.13.1 (MACCS2). A detailed description of the
MACCS model is provided in NUREG/CR-6613 (NRC 1990). The enhancements incorporated in
MACCS2 are described in the MACCS2 Users Guide (Chanin and Young 1998). This section presents the
MACCS2 data specific to the accident analyses. Additional information on the MACCS2 code is provided
in Section C.10.
As implemented, the MACCS2 model evaluates doses due to inhalation of airborne material, as well as
external exposure to the passing plume. This represents the major portion of the dose that an individual
would receive because of a facility accident. The longer-term effects of radioactive material deposited on
the ground after a postulated accident, including the resuspension and subsequent inhalation of radioactive
material and the ingestion of contaminated crops, were not modeled for this CMRR-NF SEIS. These
pathways have been studied and found to contribute less significantly to the radiation dose than the
inhalation of radioactive material in the passing plume; they are also controllable through interdiction.
Instead, the deposition velocity of the radioactive material was set to zero, so that material that might
otherwise be deposited on surfaces remained airborne and available for inhalation. Thus, the method used
in this CMRR-NF SEIS is conservative compared with dose results that would be obtained if deposition
and resuspension were taken into account.
The impacts were assessed for the offsite populations surrounding the proposed site of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement (CMRR) Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) and the existing
CMR Building, as well as a maximally exposed individual (MEI), and noninvolved worker at each of these
locations. The impacts on involved workers, those working in the facility where the accident occurs, were
addressed qualitatively because no adequate method exists for calculating meaningful consequences at or
near the location where the accident could occur. The impacts on involved workers are very dependent on
the type of accident, the severity of the accident, the location of workers, and protective actions taken.
Workers in the same room as a severe accident could suffer fatalities whereas workers in adjacent rooms or
elsewhere in the building may suffer no or only minor injury. Involved workers are also fully trained in
emergency procedures, including evacuation and personal protective actions in the event of an accident.
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The offsite population is defined as the general public residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of each site.
The population distribution for each proposed site is based on U.S. Department of Commerce (Census
Bureau) population data at the block or block group level (DOC 2000, 2010). These data were fitted to a
polar coordinate grid with 16 angular sectors aligned with the 16 compass directions, with radial intervals
that extend outward to 50 miles (80 kilometers). The population data were extrapolated based on the
population growth over the 1990–2010 period to estimate the projected population for the year 2030. The
offsite population within 50 miles (80 kilometers) was estimated to be about 511,000 persons for Technical
Area 55 (TA-55) (for the No Action Alternative and Modified CMRR-NF Alternative) and about
502,000 persons for TA-3 (for the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative). (The 2030 population
estimates were updated in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect 2010 census data.) For this analysis, no
credit was taken for emergency response evacuations and other mitigative actions, such as temporary
relocation of the public.
The MEI is defined as a hypothetical individual member of the public who would receive the maximum
dose from an accident. This individual is usually assumed to be located at a site boundary. The MEI
location was determined for each alternative. The MEI location can vary at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) based on accident conditions. For this analysis, the MEI was located 0.75 miles
(1.2 kilometers) north-northeast of TA-55, and 0.42 miles (0.7 kilometers) north-northeast of TA-3.
A noninvolved worker is defined as an onsite worker who is not directly involved in facility activities
where the accident occurs. The noninvolved worker was conservatively assumed to be exposed to the full
release, without any protection, located at the technical area boundaries, a distance of about 300 yards
(about 280 meters) for TA-3, and about 240 yards (about 220 meters) for TA-55. Workers at nearby
facilities within the same technical area as the CMRR-NF or CMR Building could also be affected by
releases from an accident. The impacts on these workers would be higher than those to a noninvolved
worker if radioactive material was released and dispersed at ground level; conversely, if the radioactive
material was released from an elevation or was lifted by the heat of a fire, the impact on these workers
likely would be less than the impact to the noninvolved worker at the technical area boundary. All workers
would respond to a site emergency alarm in accordance with their training and evacuate to a designated
shelter area, reducing their exposure potential. For purposes of the analyses, however, no credit was taken
for any reduced impacts afforded by evacuation.
Doses to the offsite population, the MEI, and a noninvolved worker were calculated based on site-specific
meteorological conditions. Site-specific meteorology is described by 1 year of hourly windspeed,
atmospheric stability, and rainfall recorded at the site. The MACCS2 calculations produce distributions
based on the meteorological conditions. For these analyses, the results presented are based on mean
meteorological conditions. The mean produces more-realistic consequences than a 95th percentile
condition, which is sometimes used in safety analysis reports. The 95th percentile condition represents
low-probability meteorological conditions that are not exceeded more than 5 percent of the time.
The probability coefficient for determining the likelihood of a latent cancer fatality (LCF) for low doses or
dose rates is 0.0006 fatal cancers per person-rem for populations, or 0.0006 fatal cancers per rem when
applied to individual workers and the MEI (DOE 2003a). For high doses or dose rates, the probability
coefficient is 0.0012 fatal cancers per rem applied to any individual. The higher-probability coefficients
apply where individual doses are above 20 rem (NCRP 1993).
The preceding discussion focuses on radiological accidents. Chemical accident scenarios were not
evaluated, since inventories of hazardous chemicals to support CMR operations do not exceed the
Threshold Planning Quantities as stipulated on the Extremely Hazardous Substances List provided in
Section 3.02 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPA 1998) (refer also to
40 CFR 68.130).
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C.3

Accident Scenario Selection Process

In accordance with DOE NEPA guidelines, this CMRR-NF SEIS considers a representative set of accidents
that includes various types, such as fire, explosion, mechanical impact, criticality, spill, human error,
natural phenomena, and external events. DOE’s Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, in the
Recommendations for Analyzing Accidents under the National Environmental Policy Act (DOE 2002a),
provides guidance for preparing accident analyses in environmental impact statements. The guidance
supplements Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and Environmental
Impact Statements, Second Edition (DOE 2004).
The accident scenario selection was based on evaluation of accidents reported in the hazard analysis
documentation provided for the CMR Building (LANL 2011a) and the CMRR-NF (LANL 2011b). The
selection and evaluation of accidents was based on a process described in the DOE Standard: Preparation
Guide for U.S. Department of Energy Nonreactor Nuclear Facility Documented Safety Analyses
(Nonreactor SAR Preparation Guide) (DOE 2006a). The accident selection process for this
CMRR-NF SEIS is described in Sections C.3.1 and C.3.2 for Steps 1 and 2, respectively. For additional
details on this process, see the documents referenced above.
C.3.1

Hazard Identification – Step 1

Hazard identification, or hazards analysis, is the process of identifying the material, system, process, and
plant characteristics that can potentially endanger the health and safety of workers and the public and
analyzing the potential human health and safety consequences of accidents associated with the identified
hazards. The hazards analysis examines the complete spectrum of accidents that could expose members of
the public, onsite workers, facility workers, and the environment to hazardous materials. Hazards that
could be present in the CMRR Facility were identified by reviewing data in source documents, assessing
their applicability to the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF, and identifying the potential hazards
posed by the CMR activities that would be carried out in these facilities.
C.3.2

Accidents Selected for this Evaluation – Step 2

Major hazards were reviewed using a hazards analysis process based on guidance provided by the
Nonreactor SAR Preparation Guide (DOE 2006a). The process ranks the risk of each hazard based on
estimated frequency of occurrence and potential consequences to screen out low-risk hazards. Based on
this process, a spectrum of accidents was selected. The selection process included, but was not limited to:
(1) consideration of the impacts on the public and workers of high-frequency/low-consequence accidents
and low-frequency/high-consequence accidents; (2) selection of the highest-impact accident in each
accident category to envelope the impacts of all potential accidents; and (3) consideration of reasonably
foreseeable accidents (consistent with item 1, this CMRR-NF SEIS includes evaluation of
low-frequency/high-consequence accidents that are considered beyond design-basis accidents). In
addition, hazards and accident analyses for the alternatives were reviewed to determine the potential for
accidents initiated by external events (for example, aircraft crash, and explosions in collocated facilities)
and natural phenomena (for example, external flooding, earthquake, extreme winds, and missiles).
Accident scenarios initiated by human error were also evaluated.
The results of the Step 2 selection process are presented below.
Fire—Fires that occur in the facility could lead to the release of radioactive materials with potential
impacts on workers and the public. Initiating events may include internal process and human error events;
natural phenomena, such as an earthquake; or external events, such as an airplane crash into the facility.
Combustibles near an ignition source could be ignited in a laboratory room containing the largest amounts
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of radioactive material. The fire may be confined to the laboratory room, propagate uncontrolled and
without suppression to adjacent laboratory areas, or lead to a facility-wide fire. A fire or deflagration in a
high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter could also occur due to an exothermic reaction involving
reactive salts and other materials. External fires (that is wildfires) are also considered. Though unlikely, a
wildfire could directly affect the facility in which case the scenario would be similar to fires initiated by
other means as discussed above. A wildfire could also affect the infrastructure in the vicinity of LANL.
Wildfires are discussed in more detail in Section C.4.1.
Explosion—Explosions that could occur in the facility could lead to the release of radioactive materials
with potential impacts on workers and the public. Initiating events may include internal process and
human error events; natural phenomena, such as an earthquake; or external events, such as an explosive
gas transportation accident. Explosions could disperse nuclear material as well as initiate fires that could
propagate throughout the facility. An explosion of methane gas followed by a fire in a laboratory area
could potentially propagate to other laboratory areas and affect the entire facility.
Spills—Spills of radioactive and/or chemical materials could be initiated by failure of process equipment
and/or human error, natural phenomena, or external events. Radioactive and chemical material spills
typically involve laboratory room quantities of materials that are relatively small compared to releases
caused by fires and explosions. Laboratory room spills could affect members of the public, but may be a
more serious risk to the laboratory room workers. Larger spills involving vault-size quantities are also
possible.
Criticality—The potential for a criticality exists whenever there is a sufficient quantity of nuclear material
in an unsafe configuration. Although a criticality could affect the public, its effects are primarily
associated with workers near the accident.
Operations at the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF would mostly involve fissile material
handling below the minimum critical mass. Only a few operations would involve fissile materials in
excess of critical masses. These operations have been reviewed by NNSA and the LANL contractor and it
was concluded that existing procedures, limits, and controls would make a criticality accident an incredible
event (an event with an annual likelihood of occurrence less than 1 in 1 million). Even for a beyonddesign-basis accident, an extreme earthquake-driven accident with sufficient reflector material (water),
whereby the entire vault inventory ends up on the floor, NNSA’s evaluations concluded that the size and
volume of the vault would maintain subcriticality. If a criticality accident were assumed to occur, its
consequences and risks to the public and workers would be small in comparison to the consequences and
risks from the low-frequency accidents analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS. Since a criticality accident was
found to be a low-consequence and low-frequency event, it was not included among the accidents analyzed
in detail.
Natural Phenomena—The potential accidents associated with natural phenomena include earthquakes,
high winds, flooding, and similar naturally occurring events. For CMRR-NF SEIS alternatives, a severe
earthquake could lead to the release of radioactive materials and exposure of workers and the public. A
severe earthquake could cause the collapse of facility structures, falling debris, and failure of gloveboxes
and nuclear materials storage facilities. An earthquake could also initiate a fire that propagates throughout
the facility and results in an unfiltered release of radioactive material to the environment. In addition to the
potential exposure of workers and the public to radioactive and chemical materials, an accident could also
cause human injuries and fatalities from the force of the event, such as falling debris during an earthquake
or the thermal effects of a fire.
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Chemical—The analytical and research nature of CMR operations requires the use, handling, and storage
of a large variety of chemicals, but in relatively small quantities (for example, liter or gram quantities). As
such, there is an extensive list of chemicals that may be present for programmatic purposes, with quantities
of regulated chemicals far below the threshold quantities set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(40 CFR 68.130). The hazards associated with these chemicals are well understood and, because of the
small quantities, can be managed using standard hazardous material and/or chemical handling programs.
They pose minimal potential hazards to public health and the environment in an accident condition.
Activity level probabilistic hazards analyses would be performed to ensure that no onsite inventory exceeds
the screening criterion of DOE-STD-1189, Appendix B (DOE 2008a). Accidents involving small
laboratory quantities of chemicals would primarily present a risk to the involved worker in the immediate
vicinity of the accident. There would be no bulk quantities of chemicals stored at the CMR Building or the
proposed CMRR-NF.
Airplane Crash—The potential release of radioactive materials from an unintentional airplane crash into a
building was considered in this CMRR-NF SEIS. In accordance with DOE Standard 3014, an aircraft
impact analysis was performed for the CMRR-NF (LANL 2011c). This analysis concluded that the largest
aircraft that would exceed the DOE Standard 3014 evaluation guideline of 10-6 (1 chance in 1 million) per
year for an aircraft crash into the CMRR-NF was a general aviation aircraft (U.S. registered aircraft that are
not conducting air carrier revenue operations) (DOE 2006b, LANL 2011c). Large aircraft (commercial air
carrier or large military aircraft) were determined to have a probability of accidentally crashing into the
CMRR-NF of less than 10-7 (1 chance in 10 million) per year and were not considered further in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. The impacts of a general aviation aircraft crash into the facility have been evaluated and
accounted for in the design of the Modified CMRR-NF and are bounded by other accidents addressed in
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
C.4

Accident Scenario Descriptions and Source Terms

This section describes the accident scenarios and corresponding source terms developed for the
CMRR-NF SEIS alternatives. The spectrum of accidents described in this section was used to determine,
for workers and the public, the consequences and associated risks of each alternative. Assumptions were
made when further information was required to clarify the accident condition, update parameters, or
facilitate the evaluation process; these are referenced in each accident description.
The source term is the amount of respirable radioactive material released to the air, in terms of curies or
grams, assuming the occurrence of a postulated accident. The airborne source term is typically estimated
by the following equation:
Source term (ST) = MAR × DR × ARF × RF × LPF
where:
MAR
DR
ARF
RF
LPF

=
=
=
=
=

material at risk
damage ratio
airborne release fraction
respirable fraction
leak path factor

The material at risk is the amount of radionuclides (in curies of activity or grams of each radionuclide)
available for release when acted upon by a given physical stress or accident. The material at risk is specific
to a given process in the facility of interest. It is not necessarily the total quantity of material present, but is
that amount of material in the scenario of interest postulated to be available for release.
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The damage ratio is the fraction of material exposed to the effects of the energy, force, or stress generated
by the postulated event. For the accident scenarios discussed in this analysis, the value of the damage ratio
varies from 0.1 to 1.0.
The airborne release fraction is the fraction of material that becomes airborne due to the accident. In this
analysis, airborne release fractions were obtained from the hazard analysis information for the CMR
Building and CMRR-NF (LANL 2011a, 2011b), or the DOE Handbook on airborne release fractions
(DOE 1994).
The respirable fraction is the fraction of the particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns
(0.0004 inches) or less that could be retained in the respiratory system following inhalation. The respirable
fraction values are also taken from the hazard analysis information for the CMR Building and CMRR-NF
(LANL 2011a, 2011b), or the DOE Handbook on airborne release fractions (DOE 1994).
The leak path factor accounts for the action of removal mechanisms, for example, containment systems,
filtration, and deposition, to reduce the amount of airborne radioactivity ultimately released to occupied
spaces in the facility or the environment. Leak path factors are assigned in accident scenarios involving a
major failure of confinement barriers; these leak path factors are 1.0 (no reduction) or 0.1 for a more
realistic evaluation of the transport of material out of storage containers and enclosures, such as
gloveboxes, through the building equipment, damaged structures, and rubble to the environment. Leak
path factors were assumed based on information included in the hazard analysis information for the
CMR Building and the CMRR-NF (LANL 2011a, 2011b) and site-specific evaluations.
Since the isotopic composition and shape of some of the nuclear materials are classified, the material
inventory has been converted to equivalent amounts of plutonium-239. The conversion was on a
constant-consequence basis, so that the consequences calculated in the accident analyses are equivalent to
what they would be if actual material inventories were used. The following sections describe the selected
accident scenarios and corresponding source terms for the alternatives.
C.4.1

Accident Scenario Selection for This CMRR-NF SEIS

The safety documents for the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, and the other plutonium facilities
at LANL start with hazard evaluations that systematically consider a wide range of potential hazards and
identify the controls needed to prevent the incident from occurring or to mitigate the potential
consequences should an incident occur. Incidents that could result in higher consequences or accident
risks are further evaluated to identify the potential radiological consequences if the accident were to occur
and identify controls to reduce the likelihood of the accident occurring and to reduce the potential
radiological consequences to the extent practicable.
For facilities like the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, and the other plutonium facilities at LANL,
the general safety strategy requires the following:
• plutonium materials be contained at all times with multiple layers of confinement that prevent the
materials from reaching the environment
• energy sources that are large enough to disperse the plutonium and threaten confinement be
minimized
This basic strategy means that operational accidents, including spills, impacts, fires, and operator errors
never have sufficient energy available to threaten the multiple levels of confinement that are always present
within a plutonium facility. For plutonium facilities, such as the proposed CMRR-NF, the final layer of
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confinement is the reinforced concrete structure and the system of barriers and multiple stages of HEPA
filters that limit the amount of material that could be released to the environment even in the worst realistic
internal events.
The operational events that present the greatest threats to confinement in facilities like the proposed
CMRR-NF are large-scale internal fires, which, if they did occur, could present heat and smoke loads that
threaten the building’s HEPA filter systems. For modern plutonium facilities, the safety strategy is to
prevent large internal fires by limiting the energy sources, such as flammable gases, and other combustible
materials to the point that a wide-scale, propagating fire is not physically possible, and to defeat smaller
internal fires with fire suppression systems.
Modern plutonium operations, such as the proposed CMRR-NF, are designed and operated such that the
estimated frequency of any large fire within the facility would fall into the “extremely unlikely” category
and would require multiple violations of safety procedures to introduce sufficient flammable materials into
the facility to support such a fire. Any postulated large-scale fire in a modern plutonium facility would be
categorized as a “beyond-design-basis” event and is not expected to occur during the life of the facility.
Earthquakes present the greatest design challenges for these facilities due to the requirement to prevent
substantial releases of radioactive materials to the environment during and after a severe earthquake. For
safety analysis purposes, it is often assumed that after a very severe earthquake, one that exceeds the design
loading levels of the facility equipment, enclosures, and building structure and confinement, a substantial
release of radioactive material within the facility occurs. This allows designers and safety analysts to
determine what additional design features may be needed to ensure greater containment and confinement
of the radioactive materials at risk even in an earthquake so severe that major damage to a new, reinforced
concrete facility could occur. In these safety analyses, it is often assumed that major safety systems are not
in place such that estimates of the mitigation effectiveness of each of the safety systems (or controls) can
be estimated.
The accident scenarios selected for inclusion in this CMRR-NF SEIS are the ones that would present the
greatest risk of radiological exposure to members of the public. Because of the reinforced nature of these
plutonium facilities, these scenarios all require substantial additions of energy, either from a widespread
internal fire, or through a severe natural disaster such as an earthquake so severe that building safety
systems exceed their design limits and confinement of the plutonium materials within the building is lost.
Thus for any new plutonium facility such as the proposed CMRR-NF, all of the accidents presented in this
CMRR-NF SEIS with frequencies of 1 in 10,000 per year or less would clearly fall into the “beyonddesign-basis” category and have probabilities that would fall in the “extremely unlikely” or lower category.
None of these postulated events is expected to occur during the life of the facility.
Volcanism—A preliminary evaluation of volcanic hazards at LANL was reported in the Preliminary
LANL Volcanic Hazard Evaluation (Keating et al. 2010) (see Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5). Based on an
evaluation of information on the volcanic history of the region surrounding LANL, the report described
the potential volcanic hazards to LANL from future eruptions in the region. The preliminary calculation
of the recurrence rate for silicic eruptions is about 1 × 10-5 per year in the Valles caldera study region.
Similarly, the preliminary calculation of the recurrence rate for basaltic eruptions along the Rio Grande rift
is 2 × 10-5 per year. These recurrence rates were calculated by dividing the number of eruptive events by
the active eruption period. The estimates of past recurrences rate are not the same as the probability of
future eruptions that might affect a given facility. Although it cannot be ruled out, volcanism in the
vicinity of TA-55 within the lifetime of the CMRR-NF (50 to 100 years) is unlikely (LANL 2011d).
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DOE Standard: Natural Phenomena Hazards Site Characterization (DOE-STD-1022-2002) identifies the
potential hazards associated volcanoes to include lava flows, ballistic projections, ash falls, pyroclastic
flows and debris avalanches, mud flows and flooding, seismic activity, ground deformation, tsunami,
atmospheric effects, and acid rains and gases (DOE 2002b). The primary hazard to the proposed
CMRR-NF from a silicic eruption would likely be fallout of volcanic ash and pumice from a silicic
volcanic eruption plume. Based on the areal distribution of the deposits from past eruptions, the high
terrain of the caldera rim to the west of LANL is expected to limit the eastward extent of lava flows and
pyroclastic flows. Hazards from ballistic projections, ground deformation, and volcanic gases are also
expected to be limited to a similar area within the topographic rim of the Valles caldera to the west of
LANL. In the absence of local bodies of surface water, tsunamis are not expected to pose a hazard to
TA-55. Atmospheric effects (volcanogenic thunderstorms with lightning) and acid rains may affect
facilities at TA-55, but are not expected to result in acute effects on operations and materials with the
confines of the CMRR-NF.
Ash fall may produce roof loading; loadings associated with ash fall may be sufficient to exceed design
load limits for the TA-55 facilities. In that event, structural failure could occur. Vaults and interior rooms
should be relatively intact. A related hazard would be secondary mobilization of ash fall by rain forming
mudflows. This possible hazard would be naturally mitigated by the relatively low slopes at TA-55 and the
presence of deep canyons that would channel flows from the Jemez Mountains west of Los Alamos.
Lava flows may engulf or bury surface infrastructure and buildings. Basaltic lava flows may extend several
kilometers from a vent and be up to several meters thick and 900 to 1,200 degrees Celsius. Explosions and
surges may damage surface and subsurface facilities within several hundred meters of a vent. Because ash
falls have the potential to affect large areas, the probability of volcanism that would produce an eruptive
vent, explosions and surges, or lava flows near the area of TA-55 likely would be lower than the
probability of ash fall affecting TA-55.
Based on the expected similarities between the facility impacts of a seismically induced spill and fire event
and the volcanic ash fall event, it is expected that the seismically induced event results in consequences
and risks that are similar to or greater than those for the volcanic ash fall event. The CMRR-NF SEIS
seismic scenarios conservatively assume that several mechanisms are available for release: powder spills as
with the seismically initiated building collapse, localized fire-induced pressurized releases of powder from
storage containers, and localized fires as with the facility-wide fire scenario. Localized fire-induced
pressurized releases of powder are assumed to occur with a limited number of storage containers. Typical
temperatures of ash falls, as indicated by the Pinatubo and Mount St. Helens eruptions are relatively cool
(less than 30 degrees Celsius) (LANL 2011d) and should not significantly impact the probability of fires
associated with structural failures.
Since the release associated with structural failure resulting from ash fall loads is driven by the same
physical phenomena, the material at risk and the release mechanisms should be similar to those for the
analyzed seismic events. Thus conservative damage ratios and respirable release fractions applied to the
material released as a result of impact or thermal stress for seismic events are applicable to the volcanic ash
fall event. The building leak path factor conservatively assumed for the seismic analysis is expected to be
the same as or higher than the leak path factor associated with volcanic ash fall events because the ash
would contribute to the tortuousness of the leak path.
The frequency of the earthquake that results in wide-scale damage and loss of confinement for the
building, coupled with a widespread seismically initiated fire, is conservatively assumed to be 0.00001 per
year (on the order of once every 100,000 years) for risk calculation purposes. This is expected to be the
same order of magnitude as the upper limit for the volcanic events described above.
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Wildfires—The potential impacts of wildfires on LANL were evaluated in Appendix D of the 2008 SiteWide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS) (DOE 2008b). Wildfires are a reasonably expected
event in the region; in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the annual frequency of occurrence was estimated to be
0.05 (once every 20 years). The evaluation included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS identified the facilities most
at risk of radiological release in the event of a wildfire and did not include the CMR Building or any
buildings in TA-55. Wildfires such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and Cerro Grande fire of
May 2000 are not expected to threaten these facilities or the proposed Modified CMRR-NF because the
shells of these facilities are constructed of non-combustible materials and a buffer area free of combustible
materials is maintained around them. Recognizing the hazards of wildfire, forests are thinned as part of an
ongoing wildfire mitigation program at LANL as indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1. The purpose of the
thinning is to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire.
A wildfire in the LANL region, could indirectly affect operations at LANL by interrupting electrical
services and limiting access to roadways. In the event of a wildfire, the LANL emergency operations
center would be activated and, as with the Las Conchas fire, if determined to be necessary LANL and the
townsite would be preemptively evacuated. If a regional wildfire disrupted the power provided to the
CMR Building or at the proposed CMRR-NF, emergency backup power would be provided locally to
maintain the most important systems. Emergency backup power would be provided to the CMR Building
by the TA-3 power plant. Emergency backup generators dedicated to the CMRR-NF would provide power
to that facility. As discussed Section C.9, plutonium materials stored within LANL plutonium facilities or
in ongoing operations are generally stable in their configuration and would not require active cooling
systems to keep them stable. Therefore, maintenance of power is not necessary to prevent significant
releases to the environment.
C.4.2

New CMRR Facility Alternatives

Four accidents are included in this CMRR-NF SEIS to represent a wide range of possible accidents and
risks. The four accident scenarios are common to all three alternatives being analyzed in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. They are a facility-wide fire, a loading dock spill/fire, a seismically induced spill, and a
seismically induced fire.
C.4.2.1 No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF)
The accident analysis performed for this CMRR-NF SEIS incorporates current knowledge of the threat
associated with a design-basis earthquake at LANL and is new compared to the analysis presented in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE 2003b). The
accidents described in this section pertain to the 2004 CMRR-NF at TA-55. For these accidents, two sets
of source terms are presented. First, the conservative, bounding source term estimates developed in the
safety-basis process1 at LANL for the purposes of identifying the controls necessary to protect the public
are presented. In general, these source term estimates take little if any credit for the integrity of containers
or building confinement under severe accidents and assume a damage ratio of 1, meaning that all similar
containers or other material at risk would be subjected to the similar, near-worst-case conditions.
Furthermore, these safety evaluations generally assume a leak path factor of 1, meaning that all of the
1

This CMRR-NF SEIS uses the term Safety-Basis Scenario to identify accident scenarios that use very conservative assumptions
regarding the potential release of radioactive material to the environment, for example not taking any credit for some containers
surviving an accident or for some airborne material being captured by an air filtration system. The safety-basis process is used
to identify controls that would mitigate the impacts of accidents to meet established guidelines for protection of the public and
workers.
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material that is made airborne and respirable within the building or process enclosure is released to the
environment.
For purposes of this CMRR-NF SEIS, a second set of source terms has been developed that attempts to
present reasonable, but still conservative, estimates of source terms. These source terms take into account
a range of responses of facility features and materials containers and typical operating practices at
plutonium facilities at LANL and elsewhere. Therefore, for design-basis-type accidents, a damage ratio
of 1 would not normally be realistic if the containers, process enclosures, limits on combustibles, and
similar types of safety systems were expected to function during the accident. Similarly, the building
confinement, including HEPA filters, is expected to continue functioning, although perhaps at a degraded
level, during and after the accident.
Facility-Wide Fire—The accident scenario postulates that combustible materials near an ignition source
are ignited in a laboratory area. This fire is a widespread fire involving the entire laboratory area. The fire
could be initiated by natural phenomena, human error, or equipment failure.
Safety-Basis Scenario: The fire is assumed to propagate uncontrolled and without suppression to adjacent
laboratory areas and the entire facility. The material at risk is estimated to be approximately 660 pounds
(300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in the form of metal (90 percent), oxide (8.3 percent), and
liquid (1.7 percent). The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio and leak path factors are 1.0.
No credit is taken for equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could cause the damage
ratio and leak path factors to be less than 1.0. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction
times respirable fraction) is estimated to be 0.00025 for metal, 0.00006 for oxide, and 0.002 for liquid.
The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about 2.8 ounces (80 grams).
The annual frequency of the accident is estimated to range from 0.000001 to 0.0001 or once every
10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk
calculation purposes.
SEIS Scenario: Typical building construction for a reinforced concrete structure and normal limits on
combustible materials would make a fire that propagates beyond the immediate vicinity of a glovebox or a
room extremely unlikely without an additional source of fuel to support a propagating fire. Normal design
standards for plutonium facilities would ensure that rooms were isolated with appropriate fire walls and
barriers. Thus, a fire that propagates to the extent that it becomes a facility-wide fire would be considered
a beyond-design-basis fire and the estimated frequency would be less than once every 1,000,000 years.
The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 1 × 10-6 per year for risk calculation purposes.
The fire is assumed to propagate uncontrolled and without suppression to adjacent laboratory areas and the
entire facility. The materials at risk and release mechanisms are conservatively assumed to be the same as
those for the Safety-Basis Scenario. Thus, the material at risk is estimated to be approximately 660 pounds
(300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in the form of metal (90 percent), oxide (8.3 percent), and
liquid (1.7 percent). The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio is 0.1, taking credit for
equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being
out and vulnerable even in a facility-wide fire. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction
times respirable fraction) is estimated to be 0.00025 for metal, 0.00006 for oxide, and 0.002 for liquid.
The building leak path factor is unknown, but it is expected that in an event this severe, the performance of
the HEPA filters would be degraded. For a design-basis fire, the efficiency of a bank of HEPA filters in an
air-handling system is expected to be 99 to 99.5 percent. For this beyond-design-basis, facility-wide fire,
the filters are assumed to be partially bypassed and a leak path factor of 0.1 is assumed. The source term
for radioactive material released to the environment is about 0.028 ounces (0.80 grams).
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Loading Dock Spill/Fire—This accident scenario was selected to represent a wide range of spills and fires
that might occur outside the CMRR-NF associated with the loading dock. This scenario is postulated to
involve waste containers being shipped from the loading dock or a large vessel being delivered to the
facility for processing or cleanup. Many engineered controls should prevent or mitigate both the likelihood
of this type of accident or the damage that might occur, including design of the loading dock to prevent or
minimize the risk of impacts to multiple containers and use of shipping packages designed to withstand
shipping accidents. It is very conservatively assumed that a vehicle impacts waste drums containing the
entire material at risk of 13.2 pounds (6.0 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent with a subsequent
spill or fire involving the containers. Since this accident would occur outside, any material would be
released directly to the environment. For safety basis purposes, it is assumed that the damage ratio is
0.1 for mechanical insults associated with vehicles moving in and around a loading dock per
DOE-STD-5506-2007 (DOE 2007).
Safety Basis Scenario: The leak path factor is assumed to be 1.0. The released respirable fraction (airborne
release fraction times respirable fraction) is very conservatively estimated at 0.001 for the spill. The
resulting source term of radioactive material released to the environment is estimated at 0.0212 ounces
(0.60 grams). The annual frequency of the initiating accident is estimated to range from 0.0001 to 0.01 or
once every 100 to 10,000 years. The frequency of a spill accident of this magnitude is conservatively
assumed to be 0.01 per year for risk calculation purposes. A loading dock spill and subsequent fire was
also considered but found, with reasonable assumptions regarding the airborne release fraction, respirable
fraction, and the source term, that the consequences would not be higher than those predicted with the spill
source term. (With a damage ratio of 0.1 and a leak path factor of 1.0, and assuming that some of the drum
contents are ejected and subject to unconfined burning and some are subject to confined burning, a source
term of 0.0198 ounces [0.56 grams] was estimated.)
SEIS Scenario: The descriptions of the scenario and releases fractions are the same as those described
under the safety basis scenario. For this scenario, the annual frequency of the initiating accident is
estimated to range from 0.000001 to 0.0001 or once every 10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency for
this scenario is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk calculation purposes.
Seismically Induced Events—Subsequent to the issuance of the CMRR EIS, it was concluded that the
proposed 2004 CMRR-NF structure would not perform as originally intended during a LANL design-basis
earthquake. Based on an updated probabilistic seismic hazards analysis, it was concluded that a designbasis earthquake, with a return interval of about 2,500 years, an estimated peak horizontal ground
acceleration of 0.47 g and an estimated peak vertical ground acceleration of 0.51 g (LANL 2007, 2009)
could cause the structure to fail and confinement could not be ensured.2 The 2004 CMRR-NF
confinement function was estimated to fail with a peak horizontal ground acceleration exceeding about
0.31 g and a peak vertical ground acceleration of about 0.27 g.3 For earthquakes less severe than that, the
building structure and confinement systems would be expected to continue to provide their safety
functions. Many other safety systems that are not directly dependent on the complete integrity of the

2

In the 2007 update of the probabilistic seismic hazard of the LANL site, the peak horizontal ground acceleration was estimated
to be 0.52 g and the peak vertical ground acceleration was estimated to be 0.6 (LANL 2007); they were subsequently revised to
0.47 g and 0. 51 g, respectively, for TA-55 (LANL 2009). The CMRR-NF would be constructed as a Performance Category 3
(PC-3) facility that would survive the specified design-basis earthquake. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those for
which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from
release of radioactive or toxic materials. Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of
design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled and
confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b).
3
The return interval for a seismic event with these previously used peak ground accelerations was 2,000 years rather than
2,500 years as used for the current design-basis earthquake.
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building structure for their safety function, such as process containers, would also be expected to remain
intact during this lower magnitude earthquake, as well as during more-severe earthquakes.
Seismically Induced Spill—This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris.
Safety-Basis Scenario: The material at risk is estimated to be 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) of plutonium-239
equivalent (all of the material at risk in the facility) in powder form. The scenario conservatively assumes
the damage ratio and leak path factors are 1.0 indicating that the building structure has failed and is
providing an open pathway to the environment. No credit is taken for equipment and facility features and
mitigating factors that could cause the damage ratio and leak path factors to be less than 1.0. The released
respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) is estimated at 0.002 for powder.
The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about 26 pounds (12 kilograms).
The frequency of the accident is estimated to be in the range of 0.0001 to 0.01 per year or once every
100 to 10,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.01 per year for risk calculation
purposes.
SEIS Scenario: This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes many of the internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris. Much of the material in strong containers and
in the vault is expected to survive the vibrations and impacts from falling equipment and falling debris.
The materials at risk and release mechanisms are conservatively assumed to be similar to those for the
Safety-Basis Scenario. Thus, the material at risk is estimated to be 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) of
plutonium-239 equivalent in powder form. The scenario assumes the damage ratio is 0.1, taking credit for
equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being
out and vulnerable to release due to impacts, vibrations, or pressurized venting from cans. It is very
conservatively assumed that all of this material is powder and subject to pressurized release. The released
respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) for the material at risk is estimated to
be conservatively represented by an airborne release fraction of 0.005 and respirable fraction of 0.4, or
0.002 for the venting of powders or confinement failure to pressures of approximately 25 pounds per
square inch or less (DOE 1994).
The building leak path factor is unknown, but it is expected that in an event this severe, building
confinement would fail and pathways would exist for material that becomes airborne to be released directly
to the environment. Thus, a leak path factor of 0.1 is assumed for transport of the material out of storage
containers and enclosures, such as gloveboxes, and through the building equipment, damaged structures,
and rubble to the environment. The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is
about 4.2 ounces (120 grams). The annual frequency of the accident is estimated to be on the order of
0.001 or once every 1,000 years, based on the seismic studies that indicate that this 2004 CMRR-NF
design would not perform its structural and safety confinement functions adequately in the event of an
earthquake of the intensity currently estimated for a LANL design-basis earthquake. This frequency is a
factor of 10 higher than that expected for a similar but more seismically resistant facility, such as the
Modified CMRR-NF, that would meet current design standards. The frequency is conservatively assumed
to be 0.001 per year for risk calculation purposes.
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Seismically Induced Spill and Fire—This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris. Combustibles in the facility are ignited and
the fire engulfs radioactive material.
Safety-Basis Scenario: The material at risk is estimated to be 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) of plutonium-239
equivalent (all of the material in the facility) in powder form. The scenario conservatively assumes the
damage ratio and leak path factors are 1.0. No credit is taken for equipment and facility features and
mitigating factors that could cause the damage ratio and leak path factors to be less than 1.0. The released
respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) is estimated at 0.07 for powder,
which is a highly conservative estimate for a very high pressurized release from a storage can subjected to
a long-burning fire. The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about
926 pounds (420 kilograms). The frequency of the accident is estimated to be in the range of 0.000001 to
0.0001 per year or once every 10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be
0.0001 per year for risk calculation purposes.
SEIS Scenario: This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes many of the internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris. Much of the material in strong containers and
in the vault is expected to survive the vibrations and impacts from falling equipment and falling debris.
Multiple local fires are assumed to occur within the debris, although this seems very unlikely due to the
limited quantities of combustible materials that would be available within the building. Material that is out
and close to the fires is expected to be vulnerable to release. Material away from the fires and in strong
containers is not expected to be released by the fires. Normal limits on combustible materials in a facility
such as the CMRR-NF would make a fire that propagates beyond the immediate vicinity of the localized
fires extremely unlikely without an additional source of fuel to support a propagating fire.
The material at risk and release mechanisms are conservatively assumed to be similar to those for the
Safety-Basis Scenario. Thus, the material at risk is estimated to be 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) of
plutonium-239 equivalent in powder form and to include that stored in the vaults. The SEIS scenario
conservatively assumes that several mechanisms are available for release: powder spills as with the
seismically initiated building collapse, localized fire-induced pressurized releases of powder from storage
containers, and localized fires as with the facility-wide fire scenario.
The seismically initiated building collapse SEIS scenario is assumed to result in powder spills as discussed
above in the safety-basis scenario. The same seismically induced spill source term is assumed with a
release of about 4.2 ounces (120 grams).
Pressurized releases of powder caused by localized fires are assumed to affect a limited number of storage
containers. The scenario assumes the damage ratio is 0.01, taking credit for equipment and facility features
and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being out and vulnerable. It is likely
that even with a collapse scenario, material in the vaults would not be subject to release either through
impacts or the thermal stress of fires. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) for the material at risk is estimated to be conservatively represented by an airborne
release fraction of 0.005 and respirable fraction of 0.4, or 0.002, for the venting of powders or confinement
failure from pressures of approximately 25 pounds per square inch or less (DOE 1994).
In addition to the release due to spills, some of the material is also vulnerable to release due to fires as with
the facility-wide fire scenario. As with that scenario, it is conservatively assumed that the material at risk
in the fire is estimated to be approximately 660 pounds (300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in the
form of metal (90 percent), oxide (8.3 percent), and liquid (1.7 percent). The fire release portion of the
scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio is 0.1, taking credit for equipment and facility features
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and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being out and vulnerable even in a
seismically initiated facility-wide fire. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) is estimated to be 0.00025 for metal, 0.00006 for oxide, and 0.002 for liquid. The
overall effective released respirable fraction for the fire release is 0.000267.
The building leak path factor is unknown, but it is expected that in an event this severe, building
confinement would fail and pathways would exist for the material that does become airborne to be released
directly to the environment. Thus, a leak path factor of 0.1 is assumed for transport of the material out of
storage containers and enclosures, such as gloveboxes, and through the building equipment, damaged
structures, and rubble to the environment. The source term for radioactive material released to the
environment is about 4.2 ounces (120 grams) from the spill release, 0.42 ounces (12 grams) from the
venting of pressurized powders from heated containers, and 0.028 ounces (0.80 grams) from the fire, for a
total of about 4.68 ounces (132.8 grams). The frequency of the earthquake that results in wide-scale
damage and loss of confinement for the building, coupled with a widespread seismically initiated fire, is
estimated to be in the range of 0.000001 to 0.0001 per year or once every 10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The
frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk calculation purposes.
C.4.2.2 Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
The accidents described in this section pertain to the Modified CMRR-NF at TA-55. These accidents
apply to the Modified CMRR-NF regardless of whether it was constructed under the Deep or Shallow
Excavation Option. The two construction options would not affect the performance of the building once it
was constructed. Under either construction option, the resulting building would meet the current standards
required for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility so it would perform the same in the event of a
seismic accident.
The four accident scenarios analyzed for the 2004 CMRR-NF as described in Section C.4.2.1 would be
applicable to the Modified CMRR-NF. Both the facility-wide fire and loading dock spill/fire accidents
associated with the 2004 CMRR-NF would be directly applicable to the Modified CMRR-NF and accident
scenarios and source terms should be similar. Because the Modified CMRR-NF would be stronger and
could withstand higher peak ground accelerations than the 2004 CMRR-NF, the seismically induced spill
and fire scenario would have a lower likelihood (would require higher seismic accelerations to fail, for
example), and would likely release lower quantities of radioactive material to the environment. These
safety-basis and NEPA accidents have been included for the Modified CMRR-NF because this facility is
being designed to survive a design-basis earthquake accident (expected to occur once every 2,500 years),
with an estimated peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g, and a peak vertical ground acceleration of
0.51 g (LANL 2009), and thus, the releases from such an earthquake would be mitigated, whereas the
2004 CMRR-NF was not designed to survive an earthquake of this magnitude. The Modified CMRR-NF
would be a stronger structure and would include safety-class and safety-significant structures, systems, and
components, collectively known as safety structures, systems, and components. As a result, mitigated
releases were evaluated for the seismically induced spill accident and seismically induced fire accident, as
described below:
Seismically Induced Spill—This accident scenario postulates an earthquake, of greater intensity than the
LANL design-basis earthquake. The earthquake causes internal enclosures to topple and become damaged
by falling debris.
Safety-Basis Scenario: The material at risk is reduced from 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) to 660 pounds
(300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in powder form because it is assumed that the vaults would
survive this earthquake in the Modified CMRR-NF. The scenario assumes that the damage ratio and leak
path factors are 1.0. Credit is taken for equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could
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cause the airborne release fraction and respirable fraction to be reduced from those assumed for the 2004
CMRR-NF (unmitigated) accident. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) is estimated at 0.0001, compared to 0.002 for the 2004 CMRR-NF accident. The
source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about 1.1 ounces (30 grams) compared
to 26 pounds (12 kilograms) for the 2004 CMRR-NF accident. The frequency of the accident is estimated
to be in the range of 0.000001 to 0.0001 per year or once every 10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency
is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year, or once every 10,000 years, for risk calculation purposes.
SEIS Scenario: This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes many of the internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris. Much of the material in strong containers and
in the vault is expected to survive the vibrations and impacts from falling equipment and falling debris.
The materials at risk and release mechanisms are conservatively assumed to be similar to those for the
Safety-Basis Scenario. The material at risk is reduced from 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) to 660 pounds
(300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in powder form because it is assumed that the vaults in the
Modified CMRR-NF would survive this earthquake. The scenario assumes the damage ratio is 0.1, taking
credit for equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material
from being out and vulnerable to release due to impacts, vibrations, or pressurized venting from cans. It is
very conservatively assumed that all of this material is powder and subject to pressurized release. The
released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) for the material at risk is
estimated to be conservatively represented by an airborne release fraction of 0.005 and respirable fraction
of 0.4, or 0.002, for the venting of powders or confinement failure to pressures of approximately
25 pounds per square inch gauge or less (DOE 1994).
The building leak path factor is unknown, but it is expected that in an event this severe, building
confinement would fail and pathways would exist for the material that becomes airborne to be released
directly to the environment. Thus, a leak path factor of 0.1 is assumed for transport of the material out of
storage containers and enclosures, such as gloveboxes, and through the building equipment, damaged
structures, and rubble to the environment. The source term for radioactive material released to the
environment is about 0.21 ounces (6.0 grams). The annual frequency of the accident is estimated to be in
the range of 0.000001 to 0.0001 or once every 10,000 to 1,000,000 years, based on the fact that this
facility would be designed to meet current seismic standards and would perform its structural and safety
confinement functions adequately in the LANL design-basis earthquake (estimated peak horizontal and
vertical ground accelerations of 0.47 g and 0.51 g (LANL 2009), respectively, with a return interval of
about 2,500 year). This frequency is a factor of 10 lower than is expected for a similar but less seismically
resistant facility, such as the original 2004 CMRR-NF design that would not meet current design
standards. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk calculation purposes.
Seismically Induced Spill and Fire—This accident scenario postulates that an earthquake, of greater
intensity than the LANL design-basis earthquake, causes internal enclosures to topple and become
damaged by falling debris. Combustibles in the facility are ignited and the fire engulfs radioactive
material.
Safety-Basis Scenario: The material at risk is 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) of plutonium-239 equivalent
including metal, oxides, contained waste, and unconfined waste, in the form of contaminated combustible
paper and trash located in the long-term vault, short-term vault, or in use in gloveboxes. Credit is taken for
equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could cause the damage ratio, airborne release
fraction, and respirable fraction to be reduced from those assumed for an unmitigated accident. A range of
released respirable fractions (airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) are estimated depending on
the form of the material at risk. The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is
about 1.1 ounces (30 grams) from the spill release and 1.9 ounces (53 grams) from the fire, for a total of
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about 2.9 ounces (83 grams), compared to 926 pounds (420 kilograms) for the unmitigated accident. The
frequency of the accident is estimated to be in the range of 0.000001 to 0.0001 per year or once every
10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk
calculation purposes.
SEIS Scenario: This accident scenario postulates an earthquake that causes many of the internal
enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling debris. Much of the material in strong containers and
in the vault is expected to survive the vibrations and impacts from falling equipment and falling debris.
Multiple, local fires are assumed to occur within the debris, although this seems very unlikely due to the
limited quantities of combustible materials that would be available within the building. Material that is out
and close to the fires is expected to be vulnerable to release. Material away from the fires and in strong
containers is not expected to be released by the fires. Normal limits on combustible materials would make
a fire that propagates beyond the immediate vicinity of the localized fires extremely unlikely without an
additional source of fuel to support a propagating fire.
The release mechanisms are assumed to be similar to those for the Safety-Basis Scenario. The material at
risk is reduced from 6.6 tons (6.0 metric tons) to 660 pounds (300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent
in powder form because it is assumed that the vaults in the Modified CMRR-NF would not be vulnerable
to fires in this earthquake. The SEIS scenario conservatively assumes that several mechanisms contribute
to the release: powder spills as with the seismically initiated building collapse, pressurized releases of
powder from storage containers due to localized fires, and localized fires as with the facility-wide fire
scenario. The seismically initiated building collapse is assumed to result in powder spills as discussed
above under the seismically induced spill SEIS scenario (that is, a release of about 0.21 ounces
[6.0 grams]).
Pressurized releases of powder due to localized fires are assumed to occur with a limited number of storage
containers. The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio is 0.01, taking credit for equipment and
facility features and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being out and
vulnerable. It is likely that even with a collapse scenario, material in the vaults would not be subject to
release either through impacts or the thermal stress of fires. The released respirable fraction (airborne
release fraction times respirable fraction) for the material at risk is estimated to be conservatively
represented by an airborne release fraction of 0.005 and respirable fraction of 0.4, or 0.002, for the venting
of powders or confinement failure to pressures of approximately 25 pounds per square inch or less
(DOE 1994).
In addition to the release due to spills, some of the material is also vulnerable to release due to fires as with
the facility-wide fire scenario. As with that scenario, it is conservatively assumed that the material at risk
in the fire is estimated to be approximately 660 pounds (300 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in the
form of metal (90 percent), oxide (8.3 percent), and liquid (1.7 percent). The fire release portion of the
scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio is 1.0, taking no credit for equipment and facility
features and mitigating factors that should prevent most of the material from being out and vulnerable even
in a seismically initiated facility-wide fire. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) is estimated to be 0.00025 for metal, 0.00006 for oxide, and 0.002 for liquid. The
overall effective released respirable fraction for the fire release is 0.000267.
The building leak path factor is unknown, but it is expected that in an event this severe, building
confinement would fail and pathways would exist for the material that does become airborne to be released
directly to the environment. Thus, a leak path factor of 0.1 is assumed for transport of the material out of
storage containers and enclosures, such as gloveboxes, and through the building equipment, damaged
structures, and rubble to the environment. The source term for radioactive material released to the
environment is about 0.21 ounces (6.0 grams) from the spill release, 0.021 ounces (0.60 grams) from the
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venting of pressurized powders from heated containers, and 0.028 ounces (0.80 grams) from the fire, for a
total of about 0.26 ounces (7.4 grams). The frequency of the earthquake that results in wide-scale damage
and loss of confinement for the building (on the order of once in 100,000 years), coupled with a
widespread seismically initiated fire, is estimated to be in the range of 0.000001 to 0.00001 per year or
once every 100,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.00001 per year
for risk calculation purposes.
C.4.3

Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative

The accidents described in this section pertain to the CMR Building. For this existing building, the safetybasis scenarios and the NEPA scenarios are similar since they are based on the existing facility and the
existing safety analyses. The principal differences in the safety-basis approach and the NEPA approach is
the degree of conservatism in the estimation of the material at risk, release mechanisms, damage ratios,
fractions made airborne and respirable, and leak path factors. The safety-basis scenarios assume damage
ratios of 1.0. The fractions made airborne and respirable by the real-world stresses implied by these
scenarios are also conservative. Because of the age and construction of the building, the NEPA scenarios
would assume similar damage ratios and leak path factors as the safety-basis scenarios and no separate
analyses are provided. It is estimated that real-world releases for any of these CMR Building accident
scenarios would be somewhat lower than these conservative safety-basis estimates. Operational practices
and limits at the CMR Building limit the potential consequences of these accidents by limiting the material
at risk within the building.
Wing-Wide Fire—This accident scenario postulates that combustible materials near an ignition source are
ignited in a laboratory area and the fire spreads to a second wing, engulfing both wings. The fire could be
initiated by natural phenomena, human error, or equipment failure. The fire is assumed to propagate
uncontrolled and without suppression to adjacent laboratory areas. The material at risk is estimated to be
approximately 22 pounds (10 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent in any form (for example, metals,
solutions, oxides, powders). The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio and leak path factors
are 1.0. No credit is taken for equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could cause the
damage ratio and leak path factors to be less than 1.0. A range of released respirable fractions (airborne
release fraction times respirable fraction) are estimated depending on the form of the material at risk. The
source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about 0.4 ounces (12 grams). The
annual frequency of the accident is estimated to range from 0.0001 to 0.01 or once every 100 to
10,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.01 per year for risk calculation purposes.
Loading Dock Spill/Fire—This scenario was selected to represent a wide range of spills and fires that
might occur outside the CMR Building associated with the loading dock. This scenario is postulated to
involve waste containers being shipped from the loading dock or a large vessel being delivered to the
facility for processing or cleanup. Many engineered controls should prevent or mitigate both the likelihood
of this type of accident or the damage that might occur, including design of the loading dock to minimize
the risk of impacts to multiple containers and use of shipping packages designed to withstand shipping
accidents. It is very conservatively assumed that a vehicle impacts waste drums containing the entire
material at risk of 13.2 pounds (6.0 kilograms) of plutonium-239 equivalent with a subsequent spill or fire
involving the containers. Since this would occur outside, any release would be directly to the environment.
For safety basis purposes, it is assumed that the damage ratio is 0.1 for mechanical insults associated with
vehicles moving in and around a loading dock per DOE-STD-5506-2007 (DOE 2007).
The leak path factor is assumed to be 1.0. The released respirable fraction (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) is very conservatively estimated at 0.001 for the spill. The resulting source term of
radioactive material released to the environment is estimated at 0.0212 ounces (0.60 grams). The annual
frequency of the initiating accident is estimated to range from 0.0001 to 0.01 or once every 100 to
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10,000 years. The frequency of a spill accident of this magnitude is conservatively assumed to be 0.01 per
year for risk calculation purposes. A loading dock spill and subsequent fire was also considered but found
to be with reasonable assumptions, ARFs, and RF, the source term and consequences would not be higher
than those predicted with the bounding spill source term. With a damage ratio of 0.1 and a leak path factor
of 1.0, and assuming that some of the drum contents are ejected and subject to unconfined burning, and
some subject to confined burning, a source term of 0.0198 ounces (0.56 grams) was estimated.
Seismically Induced Spill—This accident scenario postulates that an earthquake of lower magnitude than
the current design-basis earthquake causes internal enclosures to topple and become damaged by falling
debris. The material at risk is estimated to be about 33 pounds (15 kilograms) of plutonium-239
equivalent. The reduced material at risk in this scenario compared to the CMRR-NF accident scenarios is
a result of changes made in CMR operations due to safety concerns associated with the performance of the
CMR Building in an earthquake such as the one postulated in this accident scenario. Material at risk that
is released as a result of the seismic event may be in any form, including powders, solutions, and metals.
The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio and leak path factors are 1.0 indicating that the
building structure has failed and is providing an open pathway to the environment. No credit is taken for
equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could cause the damage ratio and leak path
factors to be less than 1.0. A range of released respirable fractions (airborne release fraction times
respirable fraction) are estimated depending on the form of the material at risk. The source term for
radioactive material released to the environment is about 1.1 ounces (30 grams). The frequency of the
accident is estimated to be in the range of 0.0001 to 0.01 per year or once every 100 to 10,000 years. The
frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.01 per year for risk calculation purposes.
Seismically Induced Fire—This accident scenario postulates an earthquake causes internal enclosures to
topple and become damaged by falling debris. Combustibles in the facility are ignited and the fire engulfs
radioactive material. The material at risk is estimated to be about 33 pounds (15 kilograms) of
plutonium-239 equivalent. The reduced material at risk for this scenario compared to the CMRR-NF
accident scenarios is a result of changes made in CMR operations due to safety concerns associated with
the performance of the CMR Building in an earthquake such as the one postulated in this accident
scenario. Material at risk that is released as a result of the seismic event may be in any form, including
powders, solutions, and metals. The scenario conservatively assumes the damage ratio and leak path
factors are 1.0. No credit is taken for equipment and facility features and mitigating factors that could
cause the damage ratio and leak path factors to be less than 1.0. A range of released respirable fractions
(airborne release fraction times respirable fraction) are estimated depending on the form of the material at
risk. The source term for radioactive material released to the environment is about 2.1 ounces (61 grams).
The frequency of the accident is estimated to be in the range of 0.000001 to 0.0001 per year or once every
10,000 to 1,000,000 years. The frequency is conservatively assumed to be 0.0001 per year for risk
calculation purposes.
C.5

Accident Analyses Consequences and Risk Results

The potential impacts of a radiological accident on workers and the public can be measured in a number of
ways depending on the application. Three measures are used in this CMRR-NF SEIS. The first measure of
consequences is individual dose, expressed in terms of rem or millirem for a member of the public or
worker, and collective dose, expressed in terms of person-rem for members of the public or a population of
workers. The second measure is a post-exposure effect that reflects the likelihood of an LCF for an
exposed individual or the expected number of LCFs in a population of exposed individuals. Individual or
public exposure to radiation can only occur if there is an accident involving radioactive materials, which
leads to the third measure. The third measure of potential accident impacts is referred to as risk that takes
into account the probability (or frequency) of the accident’s occurrence. Risk is the mathematical product
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of the probability or frequency of accident occurrence and the LCF consequences. Risk is calculated as
follows:
For an individual
Ri = Di × F × P where:
is the risk of an LCF for an individual receiving a dose Di in LCFs per year
Ri
is the dose in rem to an individual
Di
F
is the dose-to-LCF conversion factor, which is 0.0006 LCFs per rem for individuals.
P
is the probability or frequency of the accident, usually expressed on a per-year basis.
For a population
Rp = Dp × F × P where:
is the risk for a population receiving a dose Dp in LCFs per year
Rp
Dp is the dose in person-rem to a population
F
is the dose-to-LCF conversion factor, which is 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem for a
population of workers for members of the public.
P
is the probability or frequency of the accident, usually expressed on a per-year basis.
Once the source term, the amount of radioactive material released to the environment for each accident
scenario, is determined, the radiological consequences are calculated. The calculations and resulting
impacts vary depending on how the radioactive material release is dispersed, what materials are involved,
and which receptors are being considered.
For example, if the dose to an individual (the MEI or a noninvolved worker) is 10 rem, the probability of
an LCF for an individual is 10 × 0.0006 = 0.006, where 0.0006 is the dose-to-LCF conversion factor. If
the individual receives a dose exceeding 20 rem, the dose-to-LCF conversion factor is doubled, to 0.0012.
Thus, if the MEI receives a dose of 30 rem, the probability of an LCF is 30 × 0.0012 = 0.036. For an
individual, the calculated probability of an LCF is in addition to the probability of cancer from all
other causes.
For the population, the same dose-to-LCF conversion factors are used to determine the estimated number
of LCFs. The calculated number of LCFs in the population is in addition to the number of cancer fatalities
that would result from all other causes. The MACCS2 computer code calculates the dose to each
individual in the exposed population and applies the appropriate dose-to-LCF conversion factor to estimate
the LCF consequences, 0.0006 for doses less than 20 rem or 0.0012 for doses greater than or equal to
20 rem. Therefore, for some accidents, the estimated number of LCFs will involve both dose-to-LCF
conversion factors. This indicates that some members of the population are estimated to receive doses in
excess of 20 rem.
After any accident that had the potential for a release of concern, the standard emergency procedures
require survey of the nearby areas to check for potential contamination and identify areas where radioactive
particles had been deposited. With modern radiation survey techniques, plutonium particles in the
environment can be detected at very low levels.
Tables C–1 through C–6 present the facility accident impacts under the alternatives. For each alternative,
there are two tables showing the impacts. The first table presents the consequences (doses and LCFs)
assuming the accident occurs, that is, not reflecting the frequency of accident occurrence. The second
table shows the accident risks that are obtained by multiplying the LCF values in the first table by the
annual frequency of each accident listed in the first table.
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Table C–1 Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the No Action Alternative
Maximally Exposed
Individual
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Offsite Population a
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(person-rem)
Fatalities c

Noninvolved Worker
at Technical Area
Boundary
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Frequency
Accident
(per year)
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.0001
1.1
0.0007
700
0 (0.4)
5.9
0.004
Seismically induced spill
0.01
600
0.7
140,000
84
20,000
1
Seismically induced spill
0.0001
5,600
1
3,900,000
2,300
47,000
1
and fire d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.01
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.000001
0.011
0.000007
7.1
0 (0.004)
0.059
0.00004
Seismically induced spill
0.001
6.0
0.004
1,400
1 (0.8)
200
0.2
Seismically induced spill
0.004
1,500
1 (0.9)
200
0.0001
6.2
0.2
and fire d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.0001
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS = supplemental environmental impact statement.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-55.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual, assuming the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs in the offsite population, assuming the accident occurs (results rounded to one significant
figure). When the reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the
risk factor (0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill occurs
and then releases due to the fire occur.

Table C–2 Annual Accident Risks Under the No Action Alternative
Maximally Exposed
Individual a

Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Noninvolved Worker at
Offsite Population b, c
Technical Area Boundary a

Accident
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
4 × 10-5
4 × 10-7
7 × 10-8
-3
-1
Seismically induced spill
8 × 10
1 × 10-2
7 × 10
d
-4
-1
Seismically induced spill and fire
1 × 10
2 × 10
1 × 10-4
Loading dock spill/fire
4 × 10-5
6 × 10-6
2 × 10-7
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
4 × 10-9
4 × 10-11
7 × 10-12
-6
-4
Seismically induced spill
8 × 10
2 × 10-4
4 × 10
Seismically induced spill and fire d
4 × 10-7
9 × 10-5
2 × 10-5
-9
-7
Loading dock spill/fire
4 × 10
6 × 10-8
2 × 10
SEIS = supplemental environmental impact statement.
a
Risk of a LCF to the individual.
b
Risk of an additional LCF in the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-55.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill
occurs and then releases due to the fire occur.
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Table C–3 Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Maximally Exposed
Individual
Latent
Cancer
Dose
(rem)
Fatality b

Noninvolved Worker at
Offsite Population a
Technical Area Boundary
Latent
Cancer
Latent Cancer
Dose
Dose
(person-rem) Fatalities c (rem)
Fatality b

Frequency
Accident
(per year)
Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.0001
1.1
0.0007
700
0 (0.4)
5.9
0.004
Seismically induced spill with
0.0001
1.5
0.0009
350
0 (0.2)
51
0.06
mitigation
Seismically induced spill and
0.0001
2.1
0.001
820
0 (0.5)
54
0.07
fire with mitigation d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.01
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire
0.000001
0.011
0.000007
7.1
0 (0.004)
0.059
0.00004
Seismically induced spill with
0.0001
0.30
0.0002
71
0 (0.04)
10
0.006
mitigation
Seismically induced spill and
0.00001
0.32
0.0002
83
0 (0.05)
0.006
10
fire with mitigation d
Loading dock spill/fire
0.0001
0.028
0.00002
6.6
0 (0.004)
1.0
0.0006
CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility, SEIS = supplemental environmental
impact statement.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of
TA-55.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual, assuming the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs in the offsite population, assuming the accident occurs (results rounded to one significant figure).
When the reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the risk factor
(0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill occurs
and then releases due to the fire occur.

Table C–4 Annual Accident Risks Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Maximally Exposed
Individual a

Offsite
Population b, c

Noninvolved Worker at
Technical Area Boundary a

Safety-Basis Scenarios
Facility-wide fire

7 × 10-8

4 × 10-5

4 × 10-7

Seismically induced spill with mitigation

9 × 10-8

2 × 10-5

6 × 10-6

Seismically induced spill and fire with mitigation d

1 × 10-7

5 × 10-5

7 × 10-6

Loading dock spill/fire

2 × 10

4 × 10

-5

6 × 10-6

Seismically induced spill with mitigation

7 × 10-12
2 × 10-8

4 × 10-9
4 × 10-6

4 × 10-11
6 × 10-7

Seismically induced spill and fire with mitigation d

2 × 10-9

5 × 10-7

6 × 10-8

Loading dock spill/fire

2 × 10

4 × 10

6 × 10-8

Accident

SEIS Scenarios
Facility-wide fire

-7

-9

-7

CMRR-NF = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility, SEIS = supplemental environmental
impact statement.
a
Risk of a LCF to the individual.
b
Risk of an additional LCF in the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 511,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-55.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill occurs
and then releases due to the fire occur.
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Table C–5 Accident Frequency and Consequences Under the
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative
Maximally Exposed
Individual
Accident
Wing-wide fire d
Seismically induced spill
Seismically induced spill
and fire e
Loading dock spill/fire

Frequency
(per year)
0.01
0.01
0.0001

Dose
(rem)
0.26
2.2
4.3

0.01

0.07

Noninvolved Worker at
Technical Area Boundary

Offsite Population a

Latent Cancer
Latent Cancer
Dose
Fatality b
(person-rem) Fatalities c
0.0002
140
0 (0.09)
0.001
580
0 (0.4)
0.003
1,200
1 (0.7)
0.00004

11

0 (0.007)

Dose
(rem)
0.65
21
42

Latent Cancer
Fatality b
0.0004
0.03
0.05

0.69

0.0004

CMR = chemistry and metallurgy research.
a
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 502,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of
TA-3.
b
Increased likelihood of an LCF for an individual, assuming the accident occurs.
c
Increased number of LCFs for the offsite population, assuming the accident occurs (results rounded to one significant
figure). When the reported value is zero, the result calculated by multiplying the collective dose to the population by the risk
factor (0.0006 LCFs per person-rem) is shown in parentheses.
d
A major fire was assumed to involve two wings.
e
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill occurs
and then releases due to the fire occur.

Table C–6 Annual Accident Risks Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative
Risk of Latent Cancer Fatality
Maximally Exposed
Individual a

Offsite Population b, c

Noninvolved Worker at
Technical Area Boundary a

Wing-wide fire

2 × 10-6

9 × 10-4

4 × 10-6

Seismically induced spill

1 × 10-5

4 × 10-3

3 × 10-4

Seismically induced spill and
fired

3 × 10-7

7 × 10-5

5 × 10-6

Loading dock spill/fire

4 × 10-7

7 × 10-5

4 × 10-6

Accident

CMR = chemistry and metallurgy research.
a
Risk of a LCF to the individual.
b
Risk of an additional LCF in the offsite population.
c
Based on a projected 2030 population estimate of approximately 502,000 persons residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers)
of TA-3.
d
In the seismically induced spill and fire accident scenario, two sequential events are considered: first the seismic spill
occurs and then releases due to the fire occur.

C.6

Potential Land Contamination Following Severe Earthquakes

Seismic events that result in failure of building containment of plutonium facilities have the potential to
release sufficient quantities of plutonium, leading to concerns regarding surface contamination in the
immediate vicinity of the facility. Even for the severe earthquakes that could lead to major damage within
the facility and the building structure and failure of confinement systems, there should not be large energy
sources to drive the materials that would typically be used in the proposed CMRR-NF, such as plutonium
metal and oxides, out of the damaged building and rubble. Seismic collapse scenarios that result primarily
in spills could release plutonium materials through the rubble, but that material would not generally go far
from the building site. Seismic collapse scenarios that involve large fires have the potential to loft
materials such that transport of radioactive materials downwind might result in land contamination at levels
that could require monitoring or additional actions.
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The seismically induced spill and seismically induced spill with fire SEIS scenarios discussed in
Sections C.4.2.1, C.4.2.2, and C.4.3 were modeled using the HotSpot code (LLNL 2011) to evaluate the
potential land area that might be contaminated above certain levels as a result of these extremely unlikely
accidents. This CMRR-NF SEIS uses a plutonium areal concentration of 0.2 microcuries per square meter
as a screening level for determining the lateral extent of contamination that might require cleanup actions
(Chanin 1996). This screening level was first proposed by EPA in the late 1970s but never formally
adopted. It has been used in many environmental impact statements to indicate land areas that would not
likely require remedial actions. Land contaminated with transuranic material at levels above the screening
level would likely require additional monitoring and evaluations to determine if cleanup were appropriate.
Estimations of land areas that might be contaminated are highly dependent on specific accident source
terms and metrological modeling assumptions. This is because the amount of radioactive material that may
accumulate on the ground is highly dependent on the size of the particles that get through the building
rubble and released to the environment (which determines how fast they settle back to the ground), the
specific accident conditions (for example, including a fire or not), and specific meteorological conditions
during the earthquake. In general, unless there is a fire that can effectively loft the plutonium particles
into the air, most of the particles would return to the ground within a few hundred meters of the
building location.
If a large fire is assumed to follow the seismically induced spill at the 2004 CMRR-NF, then the heat
energy could effectively raise the release height such that ground contamination at the screening level
could extend out to approximately 10 miles (16 kilometers) from TA-55 depending in large part on the
meteorological conditions at the time of the earthquake. A similar scenario involving the Modified
CMRR-NF has a much lower expected source term (0.26 ounces [7.4 grams] of plutonium-239 equivalent
compared to 4.68 ounces [132.8 grams]) (see Section C.4). If this accident were to occur at the Modified
CMRR-NF, no land outside of TA-55 is projected to be contaminated above the screening level. A similar
seismically induced spill and fire at the existing CMR Building with its reduced material at risk would
result in an estimated release of 2.1 ounces (61 grams) of plutonium-239 equivalent (see Section C.4). If
this accident were to occur at the CMR Building, it could contaminate downwind areas extending out to
approximately 6.2 miles (10 kilometers) from TA-3, depending in large part on the meteorological
conditions at the time of the earthquake as discussed above for the 2004 CMRR-NF.
As stated earlier, contaminated areas at levels above 0.2 microcuries per square meter would potentially
need further action, such as radiation surveys or cleanup. Costs associated with these efforts, as well as
continued monitoring activities, could vary widely depending upon the characteristics of the contaminated
area and could range in the hundreds of million dollars per square kilometer for land decontamination
(NASA 2006). In addition to the potential direct costs of radiological surveys, potential cleanup, and
monitoring following an accident, there are potential secondary societal costs associated with the
mitigation from high consequence accidents. Those costs could include, but may not be limited to the
following:
•

temporary or longer-term relocation of residents

•

temporary or longer-term loss of employment

•

destruction or quarantine of agricultural products

•

land-use restrictions (which could affect real estate values, businesses, and recreational activities);

•

public health effects and medical care
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C.7

Combined Impacts from TA-55 Building Collapses and Fires Resulting from a BeyondDesign-Basis Earthquake

If a severe earthquake were to occur in the Los Alamos area, nearby individuals could receive impacts
from several facilities that might be damaged. Individuals close to and downwind from TA-55 might
receive exposure from radioactive material releases at the existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility as well as the
proposed Modified CMRR-NF should it be built. The Modified CMRR-NF would be designed to
withstand an earthquake with a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g and a peak vertical ground
acceleration of 0.51 g (with a return period of 2500 years) with limited releases. The TA-55 Plutonium
Facility was originally designed to a lower seismic standard, but NNSA is in the process of upgrading it to
withstand higher seismic loadings. By the time the proposed Modified CMRR-NF would be operational,
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility is expected to be able to survive the current design-basis earthquake (peak
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.47 g, peak vertical ground acceleration of 0.51 g) with limited releases.
Both the Modified CMRR-NF and the upgraded TA-55 Plutonium Facility would have multi-layered
defenses to limit releases from storage containers, gloveboxes, equipment, vaults, and the building. Even
with limited failures of containers, gloveboxes, equipment, and the building structures, the releases would
be limited as discussed earlier for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. The release mechanisms for either
the Modified CMRR-NF or the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would be similar and the total amount of
radioactive material that could be released would be more or less proportional to the amounts and forms of
materials that might be at risk in either facility. As proposed, the Modified CMRR-NF would likely have
much less material at risk in a severe seismic event than the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
The potential impacts due to releases from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility from severe earthquakes were
evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008b). For a site-wide seismic event, which corresponded to
approximately a PC-3 earthquake4 the estimated doses from the Plutonium Facility (TA-55-4), the Storage
Facility (TA-55-185), and the Safe, Secure Transport Facility (TA-55-355) totaled about 160 rem to the
MEI and 14,880 person-rem to the population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55. About
150 rem of the dose to the MEI was estimated to be from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. These doses
represent a probability of the MEI developing a fatal cancer of 0.19 or approximately 1 chance in 5, and
are expected to result in about 9 LCFs in the population surrounding the site, if the accident occurred.
DOE has committed to seismic upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility that would result in an updated
safety-basis estimate (NNSA 2011) of mitigated consequences less than the 25 rem to the MEI (the DOE
Evaluation Guideline described in DOE Standard 3009) for a seismically induced fire. Proposed future
improvements that will be incorporated into the TA-55 Plutonium Facility include fire-rated containers,
seismically qualified fire suppression systems, and seismically qualified portions of the confinement
ventilation system. The 2011 safety basis analysis prepared in support of NNSA’s response to the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) concluded that seismically upgrading the fire suppression system
would further reduce calculated offsite consequences to the MEI to the level estimated for the seismically
induced spill without fire, which is about 9 rem (NNSA 2011).
The upgrades to the TA-55 Plutonium Facility are ongoing and would be complete prior to the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF becoming operational. However, under the No Action Alternative, the 2004
CMRR-NF, could be completed prior to completing the TA-55 Plutonium Facility upgrades. The 2004
4

The estimated dose consequences included in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008b) were based on a PC-3 seismic event with a return
period of 2,000 years and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of approximately 0.31 g (the current PC-3 seismic event return
period is 2,500 years). The 2007 Update of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic Design
Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2007) had been recently issued and an evaluation of the effects
of the new data on LANL facilities was just getting underway. The consequences of a current PC-3 seismic event likely would be
higher than estimated in the LANL SWEIS.
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CMRR-NF would be located at TA-55 and would also be vulnerable to releases during severe earthquakes.
For the 2004 CMRR-NF SEIS scenarios, Table C-1 indicates that the MEI doses from the seismically
induced spill or seismically induced spill plus fire are estimated to be about 6 rem. For the MEI closest to
the TA-55 area, the doses from the 2004 CMRR-NF would add directly to those from the other TA-55
facilities. The dose from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, with its larger inventory, is still expected to be the
major contributor to the offsite doses. When the updated TA-55 facility doses are combined with the
projected doses from the 2004 CMRR-NF in the event of a severe earthquake, prior to completion of the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility upgrades, the dose to the MEI would be about 166 rem, and the 2030 estimated
population dose within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL would be about 16,400 person-rem. These
doses correspond to a probability of the MEI developing a fatal cancer of 0.2 (1 chance in 5) and the
likelihood of up to 10 LCFs in the 50-mile (80-kilometer) population. After completion of the TA-55
Plutonium Facility upgrades, the dose to the MEI would be about 25 rem, and the 2030 estimated
population dose within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL would be about 6,000 person-rem. For the MEI,
this analysis takes into account the revised MEI dose of 19 rem (9 rem from the revised 2011 safety basis
for the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and 10 rem for releases from other facilities at TA-55 from the 2008
LANL SWEIS). Note that the MEI dose is independent of the changes in the population, since it focuses
on the maximum dose to an individual at the nearest site boundary. Given a severe seismic event, these
doses represent a probability of the MEI developing a fatal cancer of 0.03 or approximately 1 chance in 33,
and the likelihood of up to 4 LCFs in the exposed population surrounding the site.
The proposed Modified CMRR-NF would be located at TA-55 and would also be vulnerable to releases
during severe earthquakes, although these releases are expected to be much smaller than those estimated
for the 2004 CMRR-NF due to the increased structural integrity of the Modified CMRR-NF. For the SEIS
scenario, Table C–3 indicates that the MEI doses for the seismically induced spill or seismically induced
spill plus fire are estimated to be about 0.3 rem. For the MEI closest to TA-55, the doses from the
Modified CMRR-NF would add directly to those from the other TA-55 facilities. The dose from the
Plutonium Facility, with its larger inventory, is still expected to be the major contributor to the MEI dose.
When the updated TA-55 facility doses are combined with the projected doses from the Modified
CMRR-NF in the event of a severe earthquake, the dose to the MEI would be about 19 rem (19 rem from
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and other facilities at TA-55 as discussed above and 0.3 rem from the
Modified CMRR-NF) and the 2030 estimated population dose within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL
would be about 4,500 person-rem. Given a severe seismic event, these doses represent a probability of the
MEI developing a fatal cancer of 0.023 or approximately 1 chance in 44, and the likelihood of up to
3 LCFs in the population surrounding the site.
C.8

Analysis Conservatism and Uncertainty

The analysis of accidents is based on calculations relevant to postulated sequences of accident events and
models used to calculate the accident’s consequences. The models provide estimates of the frequencies,
source terms, pathways for dispersion, exposures, and the effects on human health and the environment
that are as realistic as possible within the scope of the analysis. In many cases, the rare occurrence of
postulated accidents leads to uncertainty in the calculation of the consequences and frequencies. This fact
has promoted the use of models or input values that yield conservative estimates of consequences and
frequency.
Due to the layers of conservatism built into the accident analysis for the spectrum of postulated accidents,
the estimated consequences and risks to the public represent the upper limit for the individual classes of
accidents. The uncertainties associated with the accident frequency estimates are enveloped by the
conservatism in the analysis.
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The numerical estimates of LCFs presented in this CMRR-NF SEIS were obtained using a linear
extrapolation from the nominal risk estimated for lifetime total cancer mortality that results from a dose of
10 rad. Other methods of extrapolation to the low-dose region could yield higher or lower numerical
estimates of LCFs. Studies of human populations exposed to low doses are inadequate to demonstrate the
actual level of risk. There is scientific uncertainty about cancer risk in the low-dose region below the range
of epidemiologic observation. However, comprehensive review of available biological and biophysical
data supports a “linear-no-threshold” risk model—in which the risk of cancer proceeds in a linear fashion
at lower doses without a threshold—and that the smallest dose has the potential to cause a small increase in
risk to humans (National Research Council 2006). Because the health risk estimators are multiplied by
conservatively calculated radiological doses to predict fatal cancer risks, the fatal cancer values presented
in this CMRR-NF SEIS are expected to be conservative estimates.
C.9

Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant Accident Implications

Beyond-design-basis earthquakes have the potential to result in loss of offsite power and the potential to
disrupt emergency or backup power as was the case in the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant.
Except for the fire suppression system, the safety-class structures, systems, and components at the
CMRR-NF are passive engineered features. The fire suppression system is independent of the regional
electrical power system for providing its safety-class function. As discussed in Section C.4, severe seismic
events have the potential to result in substantial damage to storage containers and enclosures, such as
gloveboxes, and result in the release of radioactive material through the building equipment, damaged
structures, and rubble to the environment. In such severe events, it is expected that all power, including
backup power, could be unavailable for hours or days. This could cause operational problems and hinder
damage assessment and cleanup, but is not expected to result in additional release of radioactive material to
the environment.
Unlike the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant reactors and spent fuel pools, plutonium materials
stored within LANL plutonium facilities or in ongoing operations are generally stable in their
configuration and would not require active cooling systems to keep them stable and prevent additional
releases to the environment. These materials would require a large energy source, such as an external,
fuel-fed fire or a large plane crash into the facility, to disperse them into the environment. Plutonium
oxides behave much like sand and would require additional energy, such as high-pressure air or an
explosion, to disperse them into the environment. The stability of plutonium metal varies depending on
the size of the piece. Fine metal turnings from a lathe oxidize immediately, much like iron does in
sparklers. Larger pieces of plutonium metal oxidize slowly and form an oxide crust. The rapid oxidation
of plutonium metal requires a large energy source, such as an external, fuel-fed fire. Otherwise, the
oxidation is slow and self limiting. Plutonium in liquid form would typically be a plutonium nitrate. This
would also be stable and require an external energy source to disperse the liquid.
The only forms of plutonium that generate enough heat to require long-term cooling are plutonium-238
heat sources. No plutonium-238 is stored in the CMR Building or would be stored in the proposed
CMRR-NF.
C.10 MACCS2 Code Description
The MACCS2 computer code is used to estimate the radiological doses and health effects that could result
from postulated accidental releases of radioactive materials to the atmosphere. The specification of the
release characteristics, designated a “source term,” can consist of up to four Gaussian plumes that are often
referred to simply as “plumes.”
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The radioactive materials released are modeled as being dispersed in the atmosphere while being
transported by the prevailing wind. During transport, whether or not there is precipitation, particulate
material can be modeled as being deposited on the ground. If contamination levels exceed a user-specified
criterion, mitigating actions can be triggered to limit radiation exposures.
There are two aspects of the code’s structure basic to understanding its calculations: (1) the calculations are
divided into modules and phases, and (2) the region surrounding the facility is divided into a
polar-coordinate grid. These concepts are described in the following sections.
MACCS is divided into three primary modules: ATMOS, EARLY, and CHRONC. The three modules
correspond to three phases of exposure from an accident, defined as the emergency, intermediate, and
long-term phases. The relationship among the code’s three modules and the three phases of exposure are
summarized below.
The ATMOS module performs all of the calculations pertaining to atmospheric transport, dispersion, and
deposition, as well as the radioactive decay that occurs before release and while the material is in the
atmosphere. It uses a Gaussian plume model with Pasquill-Gifford dispersion parameters. The
phenomena treated include building wake effects, buoyant plume rise, plume dispersion during transport,
wet and dry deposition, and radioactive decay and in-growth. The results of the calculations are stored for
use by EARLY and CHRONC. In addition to the air and ground concentrations, ATMOS stores
information on wind direction, plume arrival and departure times, and plume dimensions.
The EARLY module models the period immediately following a radioactive release. This period is
commonly referred to as the “emergency phase.” The emergency phase begins at each successive
downwind distance point when the first plume of the release arrives. The duration of the emergency phase
is specified by the user and can range between 1 and 7 days. The exposure pathways considered during
this period are direct external exposure to radioactive material in the plume (cloud shine); exposure from
inhalation of radionuclides in the plume (cloud inhalation); exposure to radioactive material deposited on
the ground (ground shine); inhalation of resuspended material (resuspension inhalation); and skin dose
from material deposited on the skin. Mitigating actions that can be specified for the emergency phase
include evacuation, sheltering, and dose-dependent relocation.
The CHRONC module performs all of the calculations pertaining to the intermediate and long-term phases
(not used in the current analysis). CHRONC calculates the individual health effects that result from both
direct exposure to contaminated ground and from inhalation of resuspended materials, as well as indirect
health effects caused by the consumption of contaminated food and water by individuals who could reside
both on and off the computational grid.
The intermediate phase begins at each successive downwind distance point upon the conclusion of the
emergency phase. The user can configure the calculations with an intermediate phase that has a duration
as short as zero or as long as 1 year. In the zero-duration case, there is essentially no intermediate phase
and a long-term phase begins immediately upon conclusion of the emergency phase.
Intermediate models are implemented on the assumption that the radioactive plume has passed and the only
exposure sources (ground shine and resuspension inhalation) are from ground-deposited material. It is for
this reason that MACCS2 requires the total duration of a radioactive release be limited to no more than
four days. Potential doses from food and water during this period are not considered.
The mitigating action model for the intermediate phase is very simple. If the intermediate phase dose
criterion is satisfied, the resident population is assumed to be present and subject to radiation exposure
from ground shine and resuspension for the entire intermediate phase. If the intermediate phase exposure
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exceeds the dose criterion, then the population is assumed to be relocated to uncontaminated areas for the
entire intermediate phase.
The long-term phase begins at each successive downwind distance point upon the conclusion of the
intermediate phase. The exposure pathways considered during this period are ground shine, resuspension
inhalation, and food and water ingestion.
The exposure pathways considered are those resulting from ground-deposited material. A number of
protective measures, such as decontamination, temporary interdiction, and condemnation, can be modeled
in the long-term phase to reduce doses to user-specified levels. The decisions on mitigating action in the
long-term phase are based on two sets of independent actions: (1) decisions relating to whether land at a
specific location and time is suitable for human habitation (habitability), and (2) decisions relating to
whether land at a specific location and time is suitable for agricultural production (ability to farm).
All of the calculations of MACCS2 are stored based on a polar-coordinate spatial grid with a treatment that
differs somewhat between calculations of the emergency phase and calculations of the intermediate and
long-term phases. The region potentially affected by a release is represented with a (r, θ) grid system
centered on the location of the release. The radius, r, represents downwind distance. The angle, θ, is the
angular offset from north, going clockwise.
The user specifies the number of radial divisions as well as their endpoint distances. The angular divisions
used to define the spatial grid are fixed in the code. They correspond to the 16 points of the compass, each
being 22.5 degrees wide. The 16 points of the compass are used in the United States to express wind
direction. The compass sectors are referred to as the “coarse grid.”
Since emergency phase calculations use dose-response models for early fatalities and early injuries that can
be highly nonlinear, these calculations are performed on a finer grid basis than the calculations of the
intermediate and long-term phases. For this reason, the calculations of the emergency phase are performed
with the 16 compass sectors divided into three, five, or seven equal, angular subdivisions. The subdivided
compass sectors are referred to as the “fine grid.”
Two types of doses may be calculated by the code, “acute” and “lifetime.” Acute doses are calculated to
estimate deterministic health effects that can result from high doses delivered at high dose rates. Such
conditions may occur in the immediate vicinity of a nuclear facility following hypothetical severe accidents
where confinement and/or containment failure has been assumed to occur. Examples of the health effects
based on acute doses are early fatality, prodromal vomiting, and hypothyroidism.
Lifetime doses are the conventional measure of detriment used for radiological protection. These are
50-year dose commitments to either specific tissues (for example, red marrow and lungs) or a weighted
sum of tissue doses defined by the International Commission on Radiological Protection and referred to as
“effective dose.” Lifetime doses may be used to calculate the stochastic health effect risk resulting from
exposure to radiation. MACCS2 uses the calculated lifetime dose in cancer risk calculations.
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ATSDR
BLM
BMP
CEQ
CFR
CMR
CMRR
CMRR-NF
CRD
DBE
DD&D
DNFSB
DOE
EA
EIS
EPA
EPRI
FR
g
GTCC
HEPA
LANL
LASG
LCF
LEED
MEI
NAAQS
MDA
NEPA
NMAC
NMED
NNMCAB
NNSA
NNSS
NOI
NPDES
NPT
NRC
PC
PGA
P.L.

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Bureau of Land Management
Best Management Practices
Council on Environmental Quality
Code of Federal Regulations
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
Comment Response Document
design-basis earthquake
decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
U.S. Department of Energy
environmental assessment
environmental impact statement
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Electric Power Research Institute
Federal Register
gravitational acceleration
greater-than-Class C
high-efficiency particulate air filter
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Los Alamos Study Group
latent cancer fatality
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
maximally exposed individual
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
material disposal area
National Environmental Policy Act
New Mexico Administrative Code
New Mexico Environmental Department
Northern New Mexico Citizens Advisory Board
National Nuclear Security Administration
Nevada National Security Site
Notice of Intent
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Performance Category
Peak Ground Acceleration
Public Law
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PMn
PRS
PSHA
RAC
RCRA
RLUOB
RLWTF
ROD
SASSI
SEIS
SPEIS
SSC
SSHAC
SSI
START
SWEIS
TA
U.S.C.
WIPP

xliv

particulate matter less than or equal to n microns in aerodynamic diameter
Potential Release Sites
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis
Risk Assessment Corporation
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
Record of Decision
System for the Analysis of Soil-Structure Interaction
supplemental environmental impact statement
supplemental programmatic environmental impact statement
structures, systems, and components
Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee
soil-structure interaction
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
site-wide environmental impact statement
technical area
United States Code
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts

CONVERSIONS
METRIC TO ENGLISH
Multiply

ENGLISH TO METRIC

by

To get

Multiply

by

To get

Area
Square meters
Square kilometers
Square kilometers
Hectares

10.764
247.1
0.3861
2.471

Square feet
Acres
Square miles
Acres

Square feet
Acres
Square miles
Acres

0.092903
0.0040469
2.59
0.40469

Square meters
Square kilometers
Square kilometers
Hectares

Concentration
Kilograms/square meter
Milligrams/liter
Micrograms/liter
Micrograms/cubic meter

0.16667
1a
1a
1a

Tons/acre
Parts/million
Parts/billion
Parts/trillion

Tons/acre
Parts/million
Parts/billion
Parts/trillion

0.5999
1a
1a
1a

Kilograms/square meter
Milligrams/liter
Micrograms/liter
Micrograms/cubic meter

Density
Grams/cubic centimeter
Grams/cubic meter

62.428
0.0000624

Pounds/cubic feet
Pounds/cubic feet

Pounds/cubic feet
Pounds/cubic feet

0.016018
16,025.6

Grams/cubic centimeter
Grams/cubic meter

Length
Centimeters
Meters
Kilometers

0.3937
3.2808
0.62137

Inches
Feet
Miles

Inches
Feet
Miles

2.54
0.3048
1.6093

Centimeters
Meters
Kilometers

1.8

Degrees Fahrenheit

Degrees Fahrenheit - 32

0.55556

Degrees Celsius

Temperature
Absolute
Degrees Celsius + 17.78
Relative
Degrees Celsius

1.8

Degrees Fahrenheit

Degrees Fahrenheit

0.55556

Degrees Celsius

Velocity/Rate
Cubic meters/second
Grams/second
Meters/second

2118.9
7.9366
2.237

Cubic feet/minute
Pounds/hour
Miles/hour

Cubic feet/minute
Pounds/hour
Miles/hour

0.00047195
0.126
0.44704

Cubic meters/second
Grams/second
Meters/second

Volume
Liters
Liters
Liters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters

0.26418
0.035316
0.001308
264.17
35.314
1.3079
0.0008107

Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Acre-feet

Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Gallons
Cubic feet
Cubic yards
Acre-feet

3.78533
28.316
764.54
0.0037854
0.028317
0.76456
1233.49

Liters
Liters
Liters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters
Cubic meters

Weight/Mass
Grams
Kilograms
Kilograms
Metric tons

0.035274
2.2046
0.0011023
1.1023

Ounces
Pounds
Tons (short)
Tons (short)

Ounces
Pounds
Tons (short)
Tons (short)

28.35
0.45359
907.18
0.90718

Grams
Kilograms
Kilograms
Metric tons

0.000003046
0.000022957
0.0015625

Acre-feet
Acres
Square miles

ENGLISH TO ENGLISH
Acre-feet
325,850.7
Gallons
Gallons
Acres
43,560
Square feet
Square feet
Square miles
640
Acres
Acres
a
This conversion is only valid for concentrations of contaminants (or other materials) in water.

METRIC PREFIXES
Prefix
exapetateragigamegakilodecadecicentimillimicronanopico-

Symbol
E
P
T
G
M
k
D
d
c
m
μ
n
p

Multiplication factor
1,000,000,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000,000
1,000,000,000
1,000,000
1,000
10
0.1
0.01
0.001
0.000 001
0.000 000 001
0.000 000 000 001

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

1018
1015
1012
109
106
103
101
10-1
10-2
10-3
10-6
10-9
10-12

xlv

SECTION 1
OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

1.0 OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS
This section of this Comment Response Document (CRD) describes the public comment process for the
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS), as well as the procedures
used to respond to those comments. Section 1.1 describes the
Comment Document – A communication
in the form of a transcript from a public
public comment process and the means through which
hearing, a letter, an electronic
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were received. It
communication (e-mail, fax), or a
also identifies the comment period and the locations and dates
transcription of a recorded phone
of the public hearings on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
message that contains comments from a
Section 1.2 addresses the public hearing format. Section 1.3
sovereign nation, government agency,
describes the organization of this document, including how
organization, or member of the public
the comments were categorized, addressed, and documented.
regarding the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
Section 1.4 summarizes the changes made to the
Comment – A statement or question
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) that
regarding the draft SEIS content that
resulted from the public comment process. Section 1.5
conveys approval or disapproval of
summarizes the next steps the National Nuclear Security
proposed actions, recommends changes,
Administration (NNSA) will take after publication of this
or seeks additional information.
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
1.1

Public Comment Process

NNSA prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA) and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
NEPA regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021, respectively). An important part of
the NEPA process is solicitation of public comments on a draft EIS and consideration of those comments
in preparing a final EIS. NNSA distributed copies of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS to those organizations,
government officials, and individuals who were known to have an interest in the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), as well as those organizations and individuals who requested a copy. Copies also
were made available on the Internet and in regional DOE public document reading rooms and
public libraries.
On April 29, 2011, NNSA published a notice in the Federal Register (76 FR 24018), concurrent with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability (76 FR 24021), announcing the availability
of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the duration of the comment period, the location and timing of the public
hearings, and the various methods for submitting comments. NNSA announced a 45-day comment period,
from April 29 to June 13, 2011, to provide time for interested parties to review the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
In response to requests for additional review time, the comment period was extended by 15 days, through
June 28, 2011, giving commentors a total review and comment period of 60 days (76 FR 28222). In
addition, because of the Las Conchas wildfire, NNSA also accepted and responded to all comments
submitted after the June 28, 2011, deadline through July 31, 2011.
Three public hearings were held at regional venues near LANL from May 24 through May 26, 2011
(Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe, New Mexico). In response to requests for additional public
hearings, NNSA held a fourth public hearing in Albuquerque, New Mexico, on May 23 (76 FR 28222),
as well as informational meetings elsewhere. Newspaper advertisements related to the public hearings,
including the Albuquerque hearing, began to run in local newspapers on May 8 and continued through
May 19, 2011.
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Table 1–1 lists the locations, estimated numbers of attendees, and number of commentors at each hearing.
The attendance estimates are based on the number of registration forms completed and returned, as well as
a rough “head count” of the audience.
Table 1–1 Public Hearing and Informational Meeting Locations, Attendance,
and Comments Received
Location

Date

Estimated Attendance

Number of Commentors

Albuquerque, New Mexico

May 23, 2011

47

35

Los Alamos, New Mexico

May 24, 2011

39

11

Española, New Mexico

May 25, 2011

75

40

Santa Fe, New Mexico

May 26, 2011

70

34

231

120

Total

In addition, Federal agencies, state and local governmental entities, Native American tribal governments,
and members of the public were encouraged to submit comments via the U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free
telephone number, and a toll-free fax line. NNSA considered all comments, including those received after
the comment period ended.
Although many e-mails were received through the e-mail address provided for receiving comments on the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, there were approximately 4,500 submittals that were attempted, but not
successfully received by that method. These submittals were initially transmitted by commercial e-mail
servers capable of sending up to two million e-mails per hour, which were blocked for a period of time by
DOE Internet security features. Paper copies of these comments were later transmitted to NNSA and were
fully considered in preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Responses to these comments can be found in
Campaign AA in Section 3 of this CRD. NNSA gave equal weight to spoken and written comments.
Table 1–2 lists the number of comment documents received by each method of submission.
Table 1–2 Numbers of Comment Documents Received by Method of Submission
Method of Submission
Toll-free telephone number
E-mail
Toll-free fax line

Number of Comment Documents
1
1,185
4

U.S. mail (including 4,522 signatories to Campaign AA)

4,555

Petition A (signed by 607 individuals) (Hand-delivered)

607

Input via computer at Public Hearings

2

Input via voice recording at public hearings

0

Total

6,354

Upon receipt, all written comment documents were assigned a document number for tracking during the
comment response process. Oral comments received by toll-free telephone, as well as those transcribed by
the court reporter or entered into a computer at the public meetings, were assigned document numbers.
The transcript from each public hearing also was assigned a document number. All comment documents
were then processed through the comment analysis and response sequence for inclusion in this document,
and the originally submitted documentation was maintained. The text of each comment document was
analyzed to identify individual comments, which were numbered sequentially. The comments were
re-evaluated throughout the course of the response process as new information became available and as the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS was developed. All comments received by NNSA through July 31, 2011, were
considered in preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Comments determined not to be within the scope of
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the SEIS were acknowledged as such in this CRD. The remaining comments were then reviewed and
responded to by policy experts, subject matter experts, and NEPA specialists, as appropriate. Figure 1–1
illustrates the process used for collecting, tracking, and responding to the comments.
The comments and NNSA responses were compiled in a side-by-side format, with each identified
comment receiving a separate response. All comments and responses are numbered with a comment
identification number to facilitate matching a comment with its response
Integration of the comment response process into preparation of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS served to focus
revision efforts and ensure consistency throughout the final document. The comments assisted in
determining whether the alternatives and analyses presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS should be
modified or augmented; whether information presented in the draft SEIS needed to be corrected or
updated; and whether additional clarification was necessary to facilitate better understanding of certain
issues. Change bars are presented alongside the text in Volume 1 of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS to indicate
where substantive changes were made and where text was added or deleted. Editorial changes are not
marked.
1.2

Public Hearing Format

NNSA representatives were available to respond to questions and comments on the NEPA process and the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS at the hearings and informal meetings. A court reporter was present at each hearing
to record the proceedings and prepare a transcript of the oral public comments. These transcripts are
available on the CMRR-NF SEIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis.
The format used for each hearing included a presentation about the NEPA history of the CMRR project
and a public comment period. The hearing opened with a welcome from the facilitator, followed by a
presentation by an NNSA representative summarizing the evolution from the 2003 CMRR EIS to the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The facilitator next opened the public comment session, during which attendees
were given an opportunity to provide oral comments. Following the public hearings, comments were
identified from the transcripts of each hearing.
To facilitate participation from hearing attendees, NNSA provided a number of other ways to submit
comments at each hearing: a court reporter to record individual comments, computers for entering
comments into a computer database, a voice recorder to receive oral comments, and comment forms that
could be received at the hearing or mailed by the commentor at a later date. For those unable to attend the
hearings, NNSA indicated that comments could be submitted by U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free phone line,
and a toll-free fax line.
1.3

Organization of this Comment Response Document

This CRD is organized into the following sections:
•

Section 1 describes the public comment process, the public hearing format, the organization of
this document, and the changes made to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS before publication of the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

•

Section 2 presents summaries of major issues raised in the comments and NNSA’s responses.
Major issues include comment topics that required a detailed response or appeared frequently in
the comments.

1-3

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

Figure 1–1 CMRR-NF SEIS Comment Response Process
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1.4

•

Section 3 presents transcripts of the oral comments, the computer-recorded comments and scanned
copies of the comment documents received during the four public hearings, as well as additional
comments received via U.S. mail, e-mail, toll-free telephone number, and toll-free fax line,
side-by-side with NNSA’s comment-specific responses.

•

Section 4 lists the references cited in this volume.
Changes from the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

In preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA made revisions in response to comments received from
other Federal agencies, state and local government entities, Native American tribal governments, and the
public. In addition, the Final CMRR-NF SEIS was changed to provide additional environmental baseline
information, include additional analyses, correct inaccuracies, make editorial corrections, and clarify text.
The following summarizes the more-important changes made to the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 1, “Introduction and Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” was updated to discuss the reason
why the design of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
(CMRR-NF) needed to be modified and how this change resulted in the need to develop an SEIS.
Section 1.7, Public Involvement, was modified to summarize the comments received during the scoping
period and to include information related to the public comment period and public hearings on the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 1.8, Changes from the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, was added to summarize the
changes that have been made. Section 1.9, Organization of this CMRR-NF SEIS, was modified to include
a paragraph on the addition of this CRD as Volume 2 of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 2, “Project Description and Alternatives,” was updated to include additional project-related
information. Section 2.4, Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project
Capabilities, was updated to include additional information on the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities that would be present in the proposed facility. Section 2.6.2, Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative, was updated to include additional information on the evolution of the Deep and
Shallow Construction Options and to add propane to the construction requirements associated with this
alternative. Propane would be used to heat the building during the winter months for 3 to 6 years. The
addition of propane use resulted in small changes in the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts under this
alternative, as shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4, Air Quality and Noise, as well as changes in
Section 4.3.3, Infrastructure. Information was added in Section 2.6.2 regarding the weight of the proposed
CMRR-NF and the ability of the ground beneath the proposed facility to support this weight. A bus
parking lot that would be constructed on the boundary of Technical Area 48/55 (TA-48/55) was also added
to this alternative to provide room for buses from the proposed construction workers parking lot in TA-72
to remain near the proposed construction site. This change resulted in a small increase in land use for this
alternative, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, Land Use and Visual Resources. The description of
potential power upgrades associated with this alternative was modified to indicate that the potential power
upgrades from TA-5 to TA-55 to support the Modified CMRR-NF could be temporary or permanent,
depending on future power requirements. This does not change the amount of land that may be affected,
but could change the impacts from temporary to permanent, as indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.
Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered and Dismissed, was revised to describe in more detail the alternatives
that NNSA considered and determined not to be reasonable for meeting the purpose and need for
continuing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) operations into the future. Section 2.7.4 was added
to describe other alternatives and proposals considered and to explain why they were not analyzed further
in this CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10, Summary of Environmental Consequences, was modified to show
how the environmental impacts associated with the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative and Continued Use of
CMR Building Alternative have changed as a result of the changes discussed in Chapter 4. These changes
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are all relatively small and do not significantly change any of the environmental consequences presented in
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.10 has also been modified to include a summary of the intentional
destructive acts sections of Chapter 4 (Sections 4.2.10.3, 4.3.10.3, and 4.4.10.3).
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, was updated in a number of sections. Information was updated in this
Final CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect the most recent environmental data from the 2009 SWEIS Yearbook
(LANL 2011d). Information was included in Section 3.2, Land Use and Visual Resources, and
Section 3.7, Ecological Resources, on the Las Conchas wildfire. None of this information affects the
impacts analyses presented in Chapter 4. Section 3.3 was updated to include new estimates of the amount
of electricity available to LANL and Los Alamos County. The amount of peak power was reduced from
150 megawatts to 140 megawatts, reflecting the unavailability of two steam-driven turbine generators in
TA-3 and increased power available from the Abiquiu Turbine Hydropower Project. These changes
resulted in a change in the estimated amount of available electricity and are reflected in changes in the
infrastructure sections in Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.3, for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative and
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, respectively, as well as in Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts.
The availability of electricity continues to cover expected requirements under any of the alternatives.
However, peak demand could theoretically exceed available power under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, as discussed in the draft SEIS, but this is not expected to occur because actual LANL peak
demand has consistently been lower than the estimate included in the 2008 Final Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(DOE 2008a) and used in future forecasts. Additional information was included in this Final CMRR-NF
SEIS to better describe the seismic studies and information developed for the proposed CMRR-NF site and
LANL. This information is included in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, and includes
information from the 2009 update (LANL 2009) to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazards analysis
(LANL 2007). An error in the reported vertical peak ground acceleration at LANL (0.3 g) was corrected
to 0.6 g. This typographical error in the Executive Summary of the source document (LANL 2007) is not
reflective of information presented elsewhere in the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and was not used
in the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF. The 2009 update changed the peak horizontal and
vertical ground accelerations for the proposed CMRR-NF site in TA-55The updated factors were lower
than the factors included in the 2007 analysis (0.47 g [gravitational acceleration] compared to 0.52 g for
peak horizontal ground acceleration and 0.51 g compared to 0.6 g for peak vertical ground acceleration).
The updated values were factored into the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF, as described in the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, and do not change any of the analyses presented in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
(This updated information was not available for unlimited public distribution when the draft SEIS was
issued.) Information was included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, describing the volcanic history in the
region. This information is factored into a revised discussion of potential accidents included in
Appendix C. Section 3.9, Socioeconomics, was updated to include the latest information from the
2010 census on the region of influence and to show later unemployment data for the region. These
changes did not result in any significant changes to the socioeconomics impacts sections in Chapter 4.
The 2010 census data were used to update the population projections to 2030 for total population, minority
populations, and low-income population. As a result of slower than previously projected growth through
2010, the 2030 population projection for the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius area surrounding
TA-55 was reduced from about 545,000 to 511,000, and for the area surrounding TA-3, from about
536,000 to 502,000. Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Environmental Justice, was updated to include changes as a
result of 2010 census data and to break the information down into smaller areas for evaluation (5-, 10-, and
20-mile [8-, 16-, and 32-kilometer] radii) in addition to the area within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-55
and TA-3, as requested by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The distribution of the
population over the 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius was also updated using the latest census data, and more
refined data were used (block data versus block group data; see Appendix B) to estimate the population
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within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of TA-55 and TA-3. As a result, more people are located closer to LANL
(within 5 miles [8 kilometers]) than previously projected. The updated population projections and
distributions were used to re-estimate the human health impacts associated with the No Action Alternative
(2004 CMRR-NF) (Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.2, for accidents); the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
(Section 4.3.10); and the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative (Section 4.4.10), as well as the
environmental justice analysis presented in Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. The projected population doses
from normal operations and the population accident doses changed slightly as a result of these changes, but
not to the extent that the assessment from the draft SEIS would change. Similarly, the doses included in
the environmental justice analysis changed, but not significantly. Additional information was included in
Chapter 3, Section 3.11, Human Health, on historical health effects studies that have been done on the area
surrounding LANL. This information is presented for background and does not affect any of the impacts
analyses presented in Chapter 4.
In addition to the updates to Chapter 4 discussed above, other changes were made to Chapter 4 since the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. Information was added in Section 4.2.10.2 on the accident analysis that
was performed for this CMRR-NF SEIS, as presented in Appendix C, as well as the changes in the accident
analysis since the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was issued. These changes do not significantly change the
results, with the exception of significantly higher doses to the maximally exposed individual (MEI) and
noninvolved worker under the seismically induced spill and fire accident at the CMRR-NF. In this Final
CMRR-NF SEIS, this accident assumes that the earthquake initiates a radioactive material spill that is
followed shortly thereafter by a fire, instead of both accidents occurring simultaneously, as was assumed in
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. This change in assumptions results in a larger dose to the MEI and
noninvolved worker because the radioactive materials associated with the assumed spill are not
immediately lofted by the fire, which would lessen doses to persons close to the accident site. Additional
discussion also was added to the accident analysis section for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
(Section 4.3.10.2) regarding the potential for a wildfire affecting the facility and the effects of a seismic
event that damages the CMRR-NF and other plutonium facilities in TA-55.
A special pathways consumer analysis was added to the environmental justice sections in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11, to show the potential impacts of the alternatives on individuals who may
subsist on fish and wildlife caught within the vicinity of LANL. This analysis shows that special pathway
consumers would not be exposed to significant risks as a result of implementing either of these
alternatives. Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts, was updated to account for newly acquired information
about other projects in the vicinity of LANL, but these projects do not change the impacts discussions
presented in this section.
Appendix B was updated to include a revised Section B.3, Air Quality, which factors in the requirement
for propane use during construction at the Modified CMRR-NF and a revised number of emergency
backup generators associated with the proposed CMRR Facility. Section B.5, Geology and Soils, was
modified to eliminate Table B–9, which was related to the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. The
Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale is not considered in the design of buildings. The design of the
CMRR-NF is influenced by peak ground acceleration factors, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.
Section B.10, Environmental Justice, was modified to include a discussion of changes related to the use of
2010 census data in projecting the affected population to the year 2030, as well as an evaluation of a
special pathways receptor.
Appendix C, Evaluation of Human Health Impacts from Facility Accidents, was updated to include a
discussion of the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident (Section C.9) and wildfires and
volcanic activity in the LANL vicinity (Section C.4.1) as they relate to the proposed action in this
CMRR-NF SEIS. Section C.6 was added to discuss the potential for offsite land contamination in the event
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of a severe earthquake that results in the release of radioactive materials. Appendix C was also updated to
include a discussion of the impacts of a severe earthquake on the multiple plutonium facilities in TA-55
should the CMRR-NF be built there (Section C.7). In the event of such an earthquake, it is expected that
the consequences would be dominated by releases from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility, which is currently
being upgraded to address seismic concerns.
The population consequences and risks shown in Appendix C have been re-estimated using the latest
population projections and distributions, as discussed above. The estimated consequences for some
accidents have changed as a result of these changes, but the risks associated with these accidents are not
significantly different from those presented in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The accident with the largest
changes is the seismically induced spill, followed by a fire accident scenario for the CMRR-NF that
was changed, as discussed above. This accident scenario was changed from that presented in the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS to reflect changes in the understanding of how it would progress and to present a
more conservative accident scenario with respect to doses to the MEI and noninvolved worker.
1.5

Next Steps

No decision will be made any sooner than 30 days after EPA issues the Notice of Availability for this
Final CMRR-NF SEIS. The decision will explain all factors considered by NNSA, including
environmental impacts. The decision also will identify the environmentally preferred alternative or
alternatives. If mitigation measures, monitoring, or other conditions are adopted as part of NNSA’s
decision, these would be described and summarized in the decision, as applicable, and would be included
in the Mitigation Action Plan that would be prepared following issuance of the decision. The Mitigation
Action Plan would explain how and when any mitigation measures would be implemented and how NNSA
would monitor the mitigation measures over time to judge their effectiveness.
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2.0 MAJOR ISSUES
Several topics raised by the public comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) were of broad interest or
concern or required a more detailed response than could be effectively presented in the side-by-side
format in Section 3 of this Comment Response Document (CRD). The following topics were therefore
characterized as major issues and are addressed in this section:
•

Opposition to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Nuclear Facility
(CMRR-NF), Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology

•

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process

•

Programmatic Direction and Decisions

•

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Mission

•

Cleanup and Waste Management

•

Seismic and Geologic Concerns

•

Economic Impacts

•

Nuclear Accidents

•

Treaty Compliance

•

Water Resources and Usage

•

Alternatives Considered

2.1

Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology

Issue:
Many commentors indicated opposition to constructing a new nuclear facility such as the proposed
CMRR-NF at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL); additionally, commentors suggested cessation of
other nuclear activities at LANL. Commentors expressed opposition to nuclear weapons in general and
pit production specifically, stating that nuclear weapons are unnecessary, immoral, unethical, or illegal,
and should be eliminated. Some commentors also expressed their opposition to nuclear power.
Response:
These comments pertain to subjects beyond the scope of this CMRR-NF SEIS and also of the
2003 Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE 2003b) that is
being supplemented, each of which was developed under the scope of analyzing the potential
environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives for providing the analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research capabilities required to support National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) mission requirements at LANL. U.S. national security policies and the mission
of NNSA at LANL are not within the scope of these NEPA documents.
Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and NNSA have made
modifications and changes to site missions and activities to be consistent with national security policies
and to reflect changes in the national nuclear security posture, including maintaining a smaller enduring
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stockpile. In October 2008, NNSA completed its Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) (DOE 2008b), which analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of alternatives for transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a
smaller, more-efficient enterprise that can respond to changing national security challenges and ensure the
long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. In a subsequent Record of
Decision (ROD) issued in December 2008 (73 FR 77644), NNSA announced its programmatic decision
to retain manufacturing and research and development capabilities involving plutonium at LANL. In
support of these activities, LANL must continue to maintain existing nuclear capabilities, such as those
performed at the existing CMR Building. These capabilities are required to ensure NNSA’s ability to
safely maintain and manage the Nation’s nuclear stockpile. The proposed CMRR-NF would replace the
aging CMR Building at LANL and provide NNSA with the continued capability to perform the analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to
LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place
at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Nuclear weapons pit production does not occur in CMR and would not
occur in the proposed CMRR-NF facility. Please see Section 2.4 of this CRD and Chapter 1 of this
CMRR-NF SEIS for more information regarding the CMR Mission and the programmatic direction and
decisions that led to the need for the proposed CMRR-NF.
NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the nuclear weapons mission. However, even
in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an
important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future. The President and Congress
continue to hold DOE, and specifically NNSA, responsible for ensuring the safety and reliability of the
nuclear weapons stockpile. LANL is one of three national laboratories engaged in activities that are
necessary for NNSA to meet this national security obligation. A cessation of these activities would be
counter to national security policy as established by the President and Congress.
2.2

NEPA Process

Issue:
Commentors expressed a variety of concerns related to implementation of the NEPA process for this
CMRR-NF SEIS. Comments addressed the type of document that NNSA should prepare, calling for a
new environmental impact statement (EIS) rather than a supplemental environmental impact statement
(SEIS). Commentors also expressed great concern for the dramatic increase in cost for the project. Many
commentors cited the large overall project cost increase as a reason for NNSA to prepare a new EIS.
Commentors felt that the review process was inadequate, including the format of the public hearings.
Concerns were expressed regarding the amount of time allowed to speak at the public hearings, a need for
a more-detailed presentation, wider distribution of information, and the facilitator’s role. In addition,
commentors expressed frustration regarding their ability to access references. Commentors also
expressed the opinion that NNSA does not pay attention to comments received from the public.1

1

Los Alamos Study Group (LASG) submitted a comment requesting that NNSA incorporate by reference all of its pleadings,
evidence submitted, and both actual and prepared testimony in Los Alamos Study Group v. Department of Energy,
Case No. 10-Civ-0760-JH-ACT. Much of this material involves legal contentions and does not comment on the draft CMRR
SEIS. More important, LASG did not identify the specific issues in this very large amount of material to which it wanted NNSA to
respond. Commentors are required to present their comments in a way that reasonably permits a reviewing agency to examine
their contentions, and this comment by LASG does not do so.
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Response:
NNSA prepared this CMRR-NF SEIS as a result of changes in the design and construction of the
CMRR-NF that were based on additional seismic and safety requirements and information. Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations and DOE implementing procedures (40 CFR 1502.9(c)
and 10 CFR 1021.341(a)-(b), respectively) require preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes
in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its
impacts. An SEIS may also be prepared to further the purposes of NEPA. NNSA determined that a
supplement to the CMRR EIS was prudent and appropriate, even though the changes would affect the
structural aspects of the building, but not its purpose.
In commissioning the SEIS, NNSA sought to understand the environmental consequences associated with
the proposed changes in construction of the CMRR-NF from those analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS
(DOE 2003b). These construction changes are needed as a result of updated seismic information and the
integration of enhanced safety requirements – including more robust fire suppression systems – into the
design concept of the CMRR-NF. Project costs were not germane to NNSA’s decision to prepare a
supplemental EIS, as project costs are not generally included as part of the environmental impact analysis
and do not, in and of themselves, form the basis for compelling any level of NEPA review.
NNSA appreciates the value of public comments in the NEPA process. Consistent with the purpose and
intent of NEPA and DOE’s implementing regulations, public comments assist NNSA in determining the
scope of the analysis to be included in a NEPA document, improving the analysis and range of
alternatives evaluated, and making decisions regarding the action under consideration. Accordingly,
NNSA has provided several forums and methods for public comment submittal.
As with previous LANL NEPA documents, the public hearings were held at regional venues near LANL
(Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe, New Mexico). In response to requests for additional public
hearings, NNSA also held a fourth public hearing in Albuquerque, New Mexico (76 FR 28222).
Announcements for the May 23, 2011 Albuquerque public hearing were made in the Albuquerque
Journal on May 8 and 19, 2011, along with a notice in the Federal Register on May 16, 2011. The
format of the public hearings was intended to give all participants ample opportunities to comment. To
accommodate each commentor that asked to speak, NNSA allocated time within the period scheduled for
each meeting based on the anticipated number of speakers. After all registered speakers had a chance to
speak, as time allowed, those who had not registered and previous speakers wanting to provide additional
comments were given an opportunity to speak. To further facilitate participation from hearing attendees,
NNSA provided a number of other ways to submit comments at each hearing: a court reporter to record
individual comments, computers to directly input comments, a voice recorder to leave oral comments, and
comment forms that could be filled in and submitted at the hearing or mailed by the commentor at a later
date. For those unable to attend the hearings, NNSA indicated – in the April 29, 2011, Federal Register
(76 FR 24018) notice announcing the availability of the draft SEIS; in letters transmitting the document to
interested parties; in advertisements placed in Albuquerque, Santa Fe, Española, and Los Alamos
newspapers; and again in the May 16, 2011, Federal Register notice (76 FR 28222) announcing the
15-day extension of the comment period – that comments could be submitted by U.S. mail, e-mail, a
toll-free phone line, and a toll-free fax line. In response to reported issues with sending large volumes of
e-mails through commercial mail servers and to facilitate the receipt of a petition, NNSA also coordinated
with commentors to receive the comments by U.S. mail and to pick up a hard copy of the petition to
ensure their receipt.
NNSA made the SEIS references available in five DOE public reading rooms located in New Mexico, as
well as an additional room in Washington, D.C., throughout the comment period. Except where limited
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by copyright or security concerns, NNSA also made the SEIS references available on the Internet. These
efforts were consistent with NNSA’s past practices for other LANL NEPA documents.
NNSA considers every comment received at the public hearings or by U.S. mail, e-mail, or toll-free
phone or fax lines during the public comment period. All comments submitted to NNSA during the
public comment period, as well as late comments submitted after the June 28, 2011 deadline through July
31, 2011, were considered in preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Chapter 1, Section 1.8, of this SEIS
addresses the changes that have been made in this SEIS between the draft and final documents.
During the public review and comment period for this CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA received a large number
of comments from the public. Two unexpected events occurred during the final days of the extended
comment period for this CMRR-NF SEIS that affected some commentors: (1) some commentors
attempting to transmit large volumes of e-mails through commercial mail servers had their comments
blocked for a period of time by DOE Internet security features, and (2) the Las Conchas wildfire affected
many in the immediate vicinity of LANL. In response to these events, NNSA reiterated its practice of
accepting late comments to the extent practicable. NNSA also coordinated with affected commentors
who informed NNSA of their problems to ensure the receipt of their comments through U.S. mail or
through couriers sent to retrieve hard copies of their comments. All comments submitted to NNSA during
the public comment period, as well as late comments, were considered in preparing this Final
CMRR-NF SEIS.
2.3

Programmatic Direction and Decisions

Issue:
Commentors submitted a variety of comments regarding NNSA’s programmatic direction of work
performed at LANL and of the work that would be performed at the CMRR-NF. Specific comments
included the following requests for NNSA: stop all work using radioactive materials at LANL; stop
nuclear work related to weapons production at LANL; direct LANL scientists to perform other work,
including research on alternative energy production sources and other energy research activities; or use
congressional funding to meet various community needs, such as feeding the hungry, education, reducing
the debt, or similar needs.
Response:
These comments pertain to subjects that are beyond the scope of this CMRR-NF SEIS and also of the
2003 CMRR EIS that is being supplemented, each of which was developed with the scope of analyzing
the potential environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives for providing the analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research capabilities required to support NNSA mission
requirements at LANL. Examining congressional budget decisions, U.S. national security policies, or the
mission of NNSA at LANL is not within the scope of these documents. National security and mission
issues were more appropriately discussed in the Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) and the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico, issued in 2008 (LANL SWEIS) (DOE 2008a).
The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review Report (DoD 2010), prepared by the U.S. Department of Defense in
consultation with DOE and the U.S. Department of State, sets out the following five key objectives of
current U.S. weapons policies and posture:
1. Preventing nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism
2. Reducing the role of U.S. nuclear weapons in U.S. national security strategy
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3. Maintaining strategic deterrence and stability at lower nuclear force levels
4. Strengthening regional deterrence and reassuring U.S. allies and partners
5. Sustaining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal
The President and Congress expect DOE, primarily through NNSA, to play a central role in Objectives 1
and 5. These expectations are manifested by recommendations in the President’s proposed annual budget
and in congressional budget appropriations. DOE and NNSA have no discretion to use monies
specifically provided by Congress for these objectives, at LANL or elsewhere, to meet community needs
or to perform other non-mission-related activities.
NNSA has developed a comprehensive program of stockpile stewardship and management that maintains
essential capabilities for stockpile safety and reliability. LANL is one of three national laboratories
engaged in a broad range of technical activities that are necessary for NNSA to meet its national security
obligations. LANL’s role in enabling NNSA to fulfill its national security responsibilities defines the
need for analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities at LANL, as described in Chapter
1, Section 1.3, of this SEIS, to support NNSA’s core mission as directed by Congress and the President.
This core mission specifically includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile. A cessation of
these activities would be counter to national security policy as established by Congress and the President.
Therefore, ending these activities is not considered in this SEIS.
2.4

CMR Mission

Issue:
A number of commentors suggested that a capacity study or a “plutonium infrastructure” study should be
conducted. Commentors made a variety of comments related to the need for and function of the
CMRR-NF. Commentors stated directly or implied that the CMR Building, the proposed CMRR-NF, or
both, were the location at which plutonium pits or “triggers” are manufactured. Some commentors
questioned the need for CMRR-NF, indicating that the production rate of 20 pits per year supported by
current facilities and the number of pits in storage should be sufficient. Commentors also questioned the
need for pit production, as pits are reported to have a greater-than-100-year lifespan. Other commentors
asked what pit production rate the CMRR-NF was intended to support, and whether the increased size of
CMRR-NF was related to a change in pit production.
Response:
The need for the CMRR-NF is not connected to a specific level of operations. The CMR Building and
the proposed CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA’s capability to perform a
full range of analytical chemistry and materials characterization functions is currently constrained because
of safety restrictions at the existing CMR Building; some types of materials characterization work have
been suspended because of these limitations.
NNSA and the site contractor have considered a number of ideas for providing analytical chemistry and
materials characterization at LANL, such as distributing the capabilities among multiple facilities at the
site. Further discussion of this subject is included in Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD.
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As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA is not planning at this time to
revisit relocating the CMR capabilities to another site. Construction of a new CMRR-NF at LANL was
previously evaluated in the CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).
Regarding commentors’ requests for a capacity study or a “plutonium infrastructure” study, the Complex
Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b), which addressed transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a
smaller, more-efficient enterprise was such a “plutonium infrastructure” study and addressed the location
for manufacturing and research and development involving plutonium. NNSA announced its decisions to
maintain the plutonium mission at LANL and to construct and operate the CMRR Facility in a ROD
published in the Federal Register on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
Some commentors believe that pits (which are sometimes erroneously called triggers) would be
manufactured in CMRR-NF. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in CMRR-NF. Similarly,
the manufacture of “triggers” for nuclear weapons does not occur in the CMR Building, nor would it
occur in CMRR-NF. As stated above, the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF analytical
chemistry and materials characterization capabilities would continue to support the plutonium mission
(stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production).
Pit production capabilities, including analytical chemistry and materials characterization support for
fabrication of new pits, modifying the internal features of existing pits, and recertifying or requalifying
existing pits, are essential components of NNSA’s stockpile stewardship mission. NNSA reviewed pit
lifetime studies and concluded that degradation of plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not
affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the status of plutonium in
nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue to evaluate new data and observations
(NNSA 2006a). It should be noted that plutonium aging is only one of the variables affecting nuclear
weapon system reliability; other variables can control the overall life expectancy of nuclear weapon
systems. It is not the purpose of this CMRR-NF SEIS to address a change in the level of pit production,
and NNSA will not make a decision on the level of pit production in the ROD following completion of
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
Commentors noted the increase in size of the Modified CMRR-NF over the structure analyzed in the
2003 CMRR EIS and under the No Action Alternative in this CMRR-NF SEIS (from 200,000 square feet
[18,600 square meters] to 344,000 square feet [32,000 square meters] of usable floor space). The amount
of laboratory floor space where analytical chemistry and materials characterization operations would
occur would be about the same in both facilities (22,500 square feet [2,100 square meters]). The footprint
of the Modified CMRR-NF (342 feet long by 304 feet wide [104 meters long by 93 meters wide]) is
larger than that of the 2004 CMRR-NF (300 by 210 feet [91 by 64 meters]) due to the space required for
engineered safety systems and equipment, such as an increase in the size and quantity of heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning ductwork and the addition of safety-class fire-suppression equipment,
plus the associated electrical equipment. This equipment added 42 feet (13 meters) to the building in one
dimension. The addition of 94 feet (29 meters) in the other dimension was to provide corridor space for
movement of equipment, to avoid interference between systems (mechanical, electrical, piping), and to
allow enough space for maintenance, repair, and inspection, as well as mission support activities
(maintenance shop, waste management areas, and radiological protection areas). Part of the increase in
the building footprint over the 2004 CMRR-NF is due to thicker walls and other structural features
required by current seismic and nuclear safety requirements.
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2.5

Cleanup and Waste Management

Issue:
Commentors expressed a desire for funds to be spent on cleanup activities at LANL, rather than on a
new nuclear facility. Commentors also expressed concerns that the Compliance Order on Consent
(Consent Order) signed with the State of New Mexico would not be honored if a new nuclear facility
were constructed at LANL. Commentors also were concerned about potential release sites such as
Material Disposal Area (MDA) C, which could be in the vicinity of proposed construction activities, and
were doubtful that the cleanup of MDA G in TA-54 would be implemented by December 31, 2015, as
required by the Consent Order. Commentors were further concerned about the availability of disposal
capacity for the projected waste quantities and questioned the practice of burying low-level radioactive
waste in unlined pits.
Response:
Funding decisions on major Federal programs and projects at LANL, such as cleanup activities, are made
by Congress and the President and are beyond the scope of this CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information. It may be noted, however, that
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order optional and is not linking Consent Order
compliance with decisions about constructing and operating the proposed CMRR-NF. NNSA intends to
continue conducting the environmental restoration program at LANL in parallel with its stockpile
stewardship mission.
DOE established an environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary, remediate
over 2,100 potential release sites at LANL that were known or suspected to be contaminated from
historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between
the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and DOE. In 2005, DOE, the State of New Mexico,
and the University of California (the management and operating contractor for LANL at the time)
negotiated a Consent Order that governs cleanup efforts on the site (http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/hwb/
lanl/OrderConsent/03-01-05/Order_on_Consent_2-24-05.pdf). The Consent Order requires a site-wide
investigation and cleanup to be conducted at LANL pursuant to stipulated procedures and schedules. The
Consent Order also requires installation of wells, piezometers, and other subsurface technologies to
provide site characteristic or environmental information; collection and investigation of sample data; and
preparation and submittal of investigative reports for various potential release sites.
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS summarized progress made in environmental
restoration since 1999 (DOE 2008a). Progress since publication of the 2008 LANL SWEIS is summarized
in annual SWEIS yearbooks (LANL 2010a, 2011d). A total of 1,446 potential release sites are regulated
under the Consent Order. From the March 1, 2005, effective date of the Consent Order through the end of
2009, the total number of corrective action sites remaining in the investigative process was reduced to
1,407 due to certificates of completion issued by NMED. In addition, over this same time period,
corrective actions were completed for 94 sites, further reducing the number of corrective action sites
remaining in the investigation process to 1,313. During 2008 and 2009, numerous investigation and
remediation activities were conducted across the LANL site, including those for the Upper Mortandad
Canyon Aggregate Area, Pajarito Canyon, MDA C, MDA G, and TA-21. The results of a Phase II
investigation for MDA C, for example, concluded that, although further investigation activities were
required, MDA C did not pose an unacceptable present-day risk to human health under the industrial and
residential scenarios and to ecological receptors. During 2009, NNSA continued to monitor volatile
organic compounds and hydrogen-3 (tritium) in subsurface pore gas at MDA G and submitted a revised
Corrective Measures Evaluation Report to NMED addressing corrective remedy alternatives for MDA G.
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Several buildings were demolished at TA-21 and contamination was removed (LANL 2011d). For more
information on LANL’s ongoing environmental restoration program, refer to the SWEIS yearbooks
referenced above or the latest environmental surveillance report, which can be accessed at
http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/docs/reports/.
The CMRR-NF would be designed, constructed, and, along with RLUOB, operated to accommodate the
projected waste volumes generated at the facilities. Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite
facilities to manage all of the projected waste associated with any of the alternatives analyzed in this
CMRR-NF SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. The projected transuranic
and mixed transuranic waste from operations at RLUOB and the proposed CMRR-NF would be disposed
of at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) or a similar facility. The waste volumes projected over the
50-year life of the new facilities would require up to 12 percent of the current unsubscribed WIPP
disposal capacity. Decisions about disposal of any significant quantities of transuranic waste, however,
would be made within the context of the entire DOE complex. It was assumed for analysis in the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Impact Statement (DOE 1997) that transuranic
waste would be received at WIPP over about a 35-year period, through approximately 2033. However,
because the total quantity of transuranic waste that may be disposed of at WIPP is statutorily established
by the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act, the actual operational period for WIPP will
depend on the volumes of TRU waste received at WIPP from all DOE waste generators. Waste
minimization efforts across the DOE complex would extend the WIPP operating period. If waste disposal
capacity at WIPP is no longer available over the operating life of the CMRR-NF, then any transuranic
waste generated at the CMRR-NF or elsewhere at LANL would be safely stored until additional disposal
capacity becomes available.
Sufficient disposal capacity for low-level radioactive waste is expected to be available. Low-level
radioactive waste would be transported off site to the Nevada National Security Site or licensed
commercial facilities for disposal or would be disposed of on site at Area G at TA-54. The methods being
used to dispose of low-level radioactive waste at Area G are beyond the scope of this CMRR-NF SEIS. It
may be noted, however, that Area G includes a 63-acre (25.5-hectare) site that contains MDA G, as well
as waste disposal units that are not subject to the Consent Order and are currently used for low-level
radioactive waste disposal. NNSA plans to close the entire 63-acre (25.5-hectare) site and to transition
low-level radioactive waste management and disposal activities to other locations at Area G.
Sufficient offsite treatment, storage, and disposal capacity is expected for all the mixed low-level
radioactive waste; chemical wastes; and solid waste projected from CMRR-NF and RLUOB construction
and/or operations. Mixed low-level radioactive waste management capacity is available at offsite
commercial facilities or the Nevada National Security Site. Hazardous, toxic, and solid waste
management capacity is available at numerous permitted facilities located within New Mexico and nearby
states. The projected liquid radioactive waste generation rates from CMRR-NF and RLUOB have been
considered in LANL forecasts for annual receipt of liquid waste at the Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility (RLWTF), and no impacts on radioactive liquid waste treatment and discharge
capacity are expected from their operation.
2.6

Seismic and Geologic Concerns

Issue:
Many commentors expressed concerns and made statements about geologic features of the area in
general, as well as the proposed construction site specifically. Commentors noted that LANL is located in
a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a dormant volcano. Many commentors noted that the
proposed construction site is near a geologic fault line or earthquake fault; some commented that it is
2-8

Section 2 – Major Issues

about two-thirds of a mile from the fault, and others indicated that the CMRR-NF would be built on the
fault. Commentors also referred to the area as “geologically unstable.” Additionally, commentors stated
that an updated probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) from May 2007 showed a potential huge
increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In addition to concerns expressed regarding the nearness
of a fault and the potential for a seismic event, it was also noted that the construction site is located over a
layer of soft volcanic ash that can be compacted by the building’s weight. Commentors expressed
opinions that building in a geologically unstable area or near a fault was a principal factor in the increased
cost of the project. Some commentors expressed concern regarding the potential for volcanic activity in
the LANL area.
Response:
All proposed new DOE facilities are required to be designed, constructed, and operated in compliance
with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and governing standards established to protect public and
worker health and the environment. DOE Order 420.1B, Facility Safety, requires nuclear or nonnuclear
facilities to be designed, constructed, and operated so that the public, the workers, and the environment
are protected from the adverse impacts of natural phenomena hazards, including earthquakes. The
order stipulates the natural phenomena hazards mitigation requirements for DOE facilities. DOE
Standard 1020-2002, Natural Phenomena Hazards Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of
Energy Facilities (DOE 2002a), implements DOE Order 420.1B and provides criteria for the design of
new structures, systems, and components (SSCs) to ensure that DOE facilities can safely withstand the
effects of natural phenomena hazards.
Per DOE Order 420.1B, facility SSCs must be designed, constructed, and operated to withstand natural
phenomena hazards and to ensure confinement of hazardous materials; protection of occupants of the
facility, as well as members of the public; continued operation of essential facilities; and protection of
government property. The facility design process incorporates an iterative interaction with safety
analyses to categorize SSCs into performance categories based on natural phenomena hazard
considerations. The role of the safety analyses in this iterative approach is to yield insights into the
preventive and mitigative functions of the SSCs that are needed for determining appropriate natural
phenomena hazard categories. Each SSC is assigned to one of five performance categories, depending on
its safety importance, and each performance category is assigned a target performance goal in terms of the
probability of unacceptable damage due to natural phenomena. The performance categories are:
•

PC-0: SSCs for which no consideration of natural phenomena is necessary

•

PC-1: SSCs for which the primary concern is preventing major structural damage, collapse, or
other failure that would endanger personnel

•

PC-2: SSCs meant to ensure the operability of essential facilities or to prevent physical injury to
in-facility workers

•

PC-3: SSCs for which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard to
public health, safety, and the environment because radioactive or toxic materials are present and
could be released from the facility as a result of that failure

•

PC-4: SSCs for which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard to
public health, safety, and the environment because radioactive or toxic materials are present in
large quantities and could be released as a result of that failure

Specific criteria applicable to seismic hazard assessment are provided in DOE Standard 1023-95, Natural
Phenomena Hazards Assessment Criteria, including criteria for determining ground-motion parameters
for the design-basis earthquake (DBE) and criteria for determining the acceptable design response
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spectral shape. In accordance with DOE Standard 1020-2002, Natural Phenomena, Hazards Design and
Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities, the DBE spectra shall be a site-specific shape
anchored to the appropriate ground-motion parameters. Sites containing facilities with SSCs in
performance categories PC-3 or PC-4 must perform a site-specific seismic hazard assessment to
determine the DBE; the assessment methodology must also be reviewed at least every 10 years.
CMRR-NF is projected to contain SSCs with performance categories ranging from PC-0 to PC-3.
The potential seismic hazards at LANL have been the subject of numerous studies performed in the past
30 years. Since the early 1990s, it has been recognized that LANL is situated within and over the
seismically active Pajarito fault system. The surface trace of the main Pajarito fault is the western
boundary of LANL and dips underneath LANL, whereas subsidiary strands of the fault system, including
the Rendija Canyon fault, extend into portions of LANL. The Pajarito fault system has been mapped in
detail in the northern and western portions of LANL property, as well as in the vicinity of LANL. These
detailed fault data include fault mapping from a variety of projects that were performed using
conventional and high-precision geologic mapping, surveying, drilling, and trenching.
Previous geologic studies used methods such as aerial photographic lineament mapping, geophysical
techniques, and fracture studies of rock outcrops in canyons to postulate that the southern ends of the
Rendija Canyon and Guaje Mountain faults may continue as surface faults south of the Los Alamos
townsite and trend through sensitive LANL sites. Ensuing site-specific studies at and near TA-55 used
geologic field investigative techniques such as conventional geologic mapping, trenching, borehole
studies, and innovative high-precision mapping to recognize vertical fault displacements so small that
they would be overlooked and unmapped by conventional geologic mapping techniques. Results from
these studies have greatly improved the understanding of the location of fault traces at LANL. These
investigations found that the surface trace of the Rendija Canyon fault trends southerly to Los Alamos
Canyon, where it splays southwesterly and extends into TA-3. The surface expression of the Guaje
Mountain fault is not visible south of Pueblo Canyon (north of LANL). Additionally, other small faults
are found in parts of LANL, as discussed below.
At TA-67 (south of TA-55), investigations found small, complex faults with activity older than 50,000 to
60,000 years and found no correlation between increased fracture density and surficial faulting. At TA-3,
a fault with approximately 8 feet (2.4 meters) of displacement was identified. In contrast, around TA-55
and the CMRR-NF site, stratigraphic markers in the 1.25-million-year-old Bandelier Tuff were found to
be continuous and high-precision total-station mapping showed no evidence of surface-rupturing faults.
This is consistent with findings of a subsequent subsurface excavation at the CMRR-NF site that also
used high-precision mapping techniques. Although some fractures and small faults were observed to be
confined within units of the tuff, it was concluded that fractures and faults exposed at the proposed
CMRR-NF site formed very shortly after emplacement of the tuff as a result of cooling and compaction,
and the structures identified at the proposed CMRR-NF site pose no independent surface faulting hazard.
In 1991, a state-of-the-art comprehensive earthquake ground-shaking hazard evaluation of LANL was
initiated using the latest information on the Pajarito fault system and ground-motion prediction models.
One of the main purposes of the evaluation was to develop design-basis ground motions to be used at
LANL in accordance with DOE Order 420.1 and DOE Standard 1020-2002 (previous revisions of the
current documents). A significant program of geological, geophysical, and geotechnical investigations
was performed to provide input into the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis. Based on the assessment of
the seismic hazard, DBE ground motions were developed and adopted for use at LANL to evaluate
existing facilities, as well as to design new facilities. After 4 years of investigations and analyses, a final
report was issued in 1995 (Wong et al. 1995). This report was reviewed and approved by an
internationally recognized external review panel and DOE, with oversight from the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB).
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DOE Order 420.1B stipulates that “[a]n NPH [natural phenomena hazards] assessment review must be
conducted at least every 10 years and must include recommendations to DOE for updating the existing
assessment based on significant changes found in the methods or data.” In 2004, LANL began to look at
the changes in the data and methods used in the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis process and decided
to update the work that was last completed in 1995. This update was prompted in part by new
paleoseismic information on the Pajarito fault system that had been collected since the 1995 study, as well
as new advances in ground-motion prediction. In 2007, a final report describing and summarizing the
updated evaluation was released (LANL 2007). The updated seismic hazard analysis indicated an
increase in the expected level of ground motion for a DBE and provided a better understanding of the
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. As a result, DBE
ground motions increased significantly over the 1995 values due largely to the use of updated site-specific
ground-motion models and higher than previously recognized activity rates of the Pajarito fault system
based on the new paleoseismic data. This report was also reviewed by an external review panel, DOE,
and DNFSB. The report represented the best knowledge at the time and also included a thorough
treatment of the uncertainties in the knowledge of both seismic sources, including the Pajarito fault
system, and ground-motion prediction models as specified by U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
guidelines developed by the Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee (NRC 1997). This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF
so that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a DBE without major
damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of this CMRR-NF SEIS).
The 2007 DBE ground motions for LANL were reviewed and revised in 2009 to incorporate very recent
ground-motion prediction models (LANL 2009). The vertical ground-motion estimation was also reevaluated using a more refined approach. The analyses were again reviewed and accepted by an external
review panel, DOE, and DNFSB. The results of the 2009 update recommended a slight reduction in the
DBE ground motions for TA-55 and the CMRR-NF construction site compared to the 2007 study.
DOE has been very proactive in the assessment of the potential seismic hazards at LANL, and the
resulting design-basis ground motions for modified CMRR-NF reflect the best science and engineering
available to date. That said, as future studies are performed on the geology and seismology of LANL,
there may be new information that becomes available that should be evaluated for potential impacts on
the assessment of the seismic hazards. In the 1995, 2007, and 2009 LANL seismic hazard evaluations, a
concerted effort was made to properly capture the uncertainties in input parameters and, hence, it is
anticipated that new information will not have a significant impact on the current assessment of the
seismic hazard or DBE ground motions for LANL.
In addition to the assessment of seismic hazards at the CMRR-NF site, site-specific geotechnical
investigations have been completed for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation
Option. A geotechnical report prepared for the Shallow Excavation Option provides a thorough analysis
that focuses on, among other things, the foundation design and performance, taking into account the local
seismic setting and the underlying stratigraphy, which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer
approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters) below the depth of the proposed foundation (Kleinfelder 2007a). The
report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates that the bearing capacity of the soil
(20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600 kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the
pressure due to the building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]).
The proposed modified CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed in accordance with geotechnical
data and recommendations provided in Geotechnical Engineering Report, Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) Project, Los Alamos National Laboratory and Geotechnical
Data Report, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) Project, Los Alamos
National Laboratory (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b). Similarly, the Deep Excavation Option would be
completed in accordance with recommendations resulting from the geotechnical reports, Phase I Ground
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Modification Alternatives Feasibility Study, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)
Nuclear Facility, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and Work Plan, Excavation Support Design,
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) Project, Los Alamos National
Laboratory (Kleinfelder 2010a, 2010b). To meet the seismic design requirements, the Modified
CMRR-NF would require large amounts of structural and reinforcing concrete and steel for the
construction of the building’s walls, floors, and roof.
In response to comments regarding volcanic hazards, additional information was included in the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS. Appendix C was revised to discuss the recurrence rate of the volcanic hazards in the
LANL region. While the recurrence rate for silicic eruptions is about 1 × 10-5 per year, this is not the
same as the probability of future eruptions. While eruptions cannot be ruled out, it would be an unlikely
event within the lifetime of the CMRR-NF. The greatest hazard from a volcanic event would be ash
loading on the roof. Conservative damage ratios and respirable release fractions used to analyze seismic
events would be applicable to a volcanic ash fall event. Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1, and Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.5 were also revised to include information regarding volcanic hazards, as described in the
report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards Evaluation (LANL 2010c).
Some commentors submitted very technical comments regarding the seismic hazard of the LANL region
as presented in the CMRR-NF SEIS and supported by the seismic hazard analyses (LANL 2007, 2009)
and other geotechnical reports. Readers interested in these detailed technical comments and responses are
referred to commentor numbers 241 and 315 in Section 3 of this CRD.
2.7

Economic Impacts

Issue:
A number of commentors were in favor of the project, expressing a view that construction of the new
nuclear facility would be a source of increased jobs and revenue for the region at a time of economic
hardship. Commentors were concerned that the construction industry in New Mexico has a high
unemployment rate and has been particularly hard hit by the ongoing economic downturn.
Other commentors noted that the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicated there would be a small economic
benefit in the region from the increased direct and indirect employment. Information from the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was cited as evidence that the Modified CMRR-NF would not create a large
number of jobs at LANL because virtually all of the workers would relocate to the facility from other
locations on the site. Other commentors stated that more jobs would be created if, instead of building a
new nuclear facility, the contamination at LANL were cleaned up or the resources at LANL were applied
to other pursuits, such as alternative (green) energy.
Response:
Economic benefits connected with the continued operation of LANL are felt throughout the state of
New Mexico. Although this CMRR-NF SEIS focuses on the four counties most directly affected due to
the large number of LANL employees that reside in them (Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, Santa Fe, and
Sandoval), 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. The socioeconomics sections of this CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under consideration
(see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed in this CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a
new CMRR-NF under the No Action Alternative or Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a
construction workforce for up to 9 years. These jobs are expected to result in the creation of a number of
indirect jobs within northern New Mexico during the construction period. As stated in Sections 4.2.9
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and 4.3.9 of this CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project (direct and
indirect) is relatively small in comparison with the total labor force in the four-county region of influence.
However, NNSA recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico.
As discussed in this CMRR-NF SEIS, operation of the new CMRR-NF, if built, is not expected to result in
any increase in LANL employment. The people expected to work in the new facility would be transferred
from other facilities at LANL where CMR-related activities are currently being accomplished (such as the
CMR Building).
With regard to the opinion of some commentors that the funds needed to construct the CMRR-NF would
be better spent on other efforts at LANL that may create more jobs, this subject is not within the scope of
this CMRR-NF SEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the
construction and operation of the proposed CMRR-NF. Please refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for additional information related to this issue.
2.8

Nuclear Accidents

Issue:
Commentors expressed concerns that an accident similar to the one that occurred in Japan at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could happen at LANL. Some commentors expressed a belief
that the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident was a result of the earthquake, not the tsunami,
and that similar consequences could be experienced in the surrounding area if an earthquake were to
occur at LANL. Specific comments referenced other nuclear accidents, such as those at the Rocky Flats
Plant, the Church Rock spill, and the accidents at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. Many commentors
expressed a desire to ensure that similar accidents would not occur at LANL by not building the proposed
CMRR-NF or by shutting down other nuclear facilities at LANL.
Response:
The types of radiological accidents that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, Three
Mile Island, and Chernobyl all require a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of
nuclear fuel. Nuclear reactors are carefully designed to harness the energy produced from a controlled
nuclear reaction. Even with an accident that results in a nuclear reactor shutdown, as occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and Three Mile Island Unit 2 nuclear power plant, thousands of
megawatts of heat continue to be produced from the decay of the fission products for a number of days
following shutdown. The generation of decay heat must be managed with the use of active cooling
systems or the associated water will boil off and cladding around the radioactive materials can be
damaged, resulting in the release of radioactive materials. At the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant, the earthquake and the subsequent tsunami eliminated the ability to provide active cooling to the
reactors, resulting in failures of the reactor fuel cladding and the release of radioactive gases and volatile
materials such as cesium to the environment.
The plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building and in the proposed CMRR-NF cannot
produce a nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce the large amounts of decay heat associated
with nuclear reactors, which require the use of active cooling systems. A number of factors related to the
configuration of the material, purity, temperature, and density must be met before an uncontrolled nuclear
reaction involving these materials could begin. The programs and facilities at LANL are designed to
prevent such an accident from occurring. For facilities like the existing CMR Building, the proposed
CMRR-NF, and the other plutonium facilities at LANL, the general safety strategy does not require active
cooling systems to prevent major disasters, but instead requires (1) plutonium materials to be contained at
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all times within multiple layers of confinement designed to prevent the materials from reaching a critical
mass and from reaching the environment in the event of an accident that could cause one or more layers
of confinement to fail, and (2) energy sources that might disperse plutonium and threaten confinement to
be minimized (for example, the proposed CMRR-NF would not have any natural gas pipelines in the
facility).
This basic strategy means that operational accidents, including spills, impacts, fires, and operator errors,
would not normally have sufficient energy to threaten the multiple levels of confinement that are always
present within a plutonium facility. For plutonium facilities, the final layer of confinement is the building
structure and the system of barriers and multiple stages of HEPA filters that limit the amount of material
that could be released to the environment, as evaluated in the documented safety analysis process.
For plutonium facilities, the operational events that present the greatest threats to confinement are largescale fires that, if they did occur, could present excessive heat and smoke loads on the building HEPA
filter systems. The old Rocky Flats facilities (now torn down) did not have the modern safety systems that
are in place at LANL for plutonium operations, and large fires did occur that resulted in plutonium
releases to the environment. For modern plutonium facilities, such as the proposed CMRR-NF, the safety
strategy is to prevent large fires by controlling their propagation at the source. This is done by limiting
the energy sources and controlling the propagation with the use of combustible materials limits, fire
barriers, and fire-suppression systems. For modern plutonium facilities, it is straightforward to design
and operate the facilities such that the estimated frequency of any large fire within the facility would fall
into the “extremely unlikely” category (less than one chance in a million) and would require multiple
violations of safety procedures to introduce sufficient flammable materials to support such a fire. Any
postulated large-scale fire in a modern plutonium facility would clearly be categorized as a “beyonddesign-basis” event and is never expected to occur in the life of the facility.
Even in an earthquake so severe that major structural damage occurred throughout the Los Alamos area,
including the plutonium facilities at LANL, the accident risks to the public from the plutonium facilities
would be many times smaller than those posed by nuclear reactors and spent fuel pools like those at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant. The proposed CMRR-NF may be damaged in an earthquake,
but such an accident would not result in a nuclear reaction or nuclear explosion even if a fire were to
occur. Unlike the Church Rock spill, flooding due to severe rain events or dam breaks does not present a
significant threat to the plutonium facilities at LANL which are located on mesa tops.
Design-basis and beyond-design-basis earthquakes would have the potential to result in loss of offsite
power. Except for the fire-suppression system, the safety-class structures, systems, and components at
CMRR-NF are passive engineered features. The fire-suppression system is independent of the regional
electrical power system for providing its safety-class function. CMRR-NF would have emergency
backup generators that would automatically start if the offsite power source were interrupted. For
plutonium facilities like the proposed CMRR-NF, a beyond-design basis earthquake could potentially
result in substantial damage to containers, enclosures, and building structures and result in the release of
material to the environment. It is possible that all offsite power, including backup power, could be
unavailable for hours or days as a result of a beyond-design-basis earthquake. This could cause
operational problems and hinder damage assessment and cleanup, but is not expected to result in the
additional release of radioactive material to the environment solely because power is not available.
Plutonium materials stored within these facilities or being used in operations are generally stable and
would not require cooling to keep them stable and prevent additional releases to the environment.
Plutonium oxides that would be used at CMRR-NF behave much like sand and would require additional
energy, such as high-pressure air or an explosion, to disperse them into the environment. The stability of
plutonium metal varies, depending on the size of the piece. Fine metal turnings from a lathe oxidize
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immediately, much like iron does in sparklers. Larger pieces of plutonium metal oxidize slowly and form
an oxide crust. The rapid oxidation of plutonium metal requires a large energy source, such as an
external, fuel-fed fire. Otherwise, the oxidation is slow and self-limiting. Plutonium in liquid form that is
present in CMRR-NF would typically be a plutonium nitrate. This liquid form would also be stable and
would not be dispersed without the application of an external energy source to disperse it.
The only form of plutonium that generates enough heat to require long-term cooling is plutonium-238
heat sources in the form of ceramic oxide pellets. The vault that is part of the proposed CMRR-NF would
not store plutonium-238, so this possible energy source would not be present.
2.9

Treaty Compliance

Issue:
Commentors expressed the concern that (1) pit production at LANL violates nonproliferation treaties,
particularly the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the New Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (New START), and (2) CMR activities would support pit production and are,
therefore, illegal.
Response:
The United States is not in violation of the NPT or any other nonproliferation treaty to which it is a
signatory. In 1968, the President signed the NPT, which Congress ratified in 1970. The NPT is a
landmark international treaty designed to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology,
to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and to further the goal of achieving both
nuclear and general disarmament. Under the NPT, the parties agreed not to transfer nuclear weapons or
other devices, or control over them, and not to assist, encourage, or induce nonnuclear states to acquire
nuclear weapons; the parties also agreed 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” (Article VI). The
treaty does not mandate disarmament or specific stockpile reductions by nuclear states, and it does not
address actions of nuclear states in maintaining their stockpiles.
The United States has worked for many years to help establish an international security environment
conducive to progress toward disarmament. The United States has also made significant progress toward
achieving the nuclear disarmament goals set forth in the Preamble and Article VI of the NPT and has a
strong record of compliance with its Article VI obligations. The United States has taken dramatic steps
toward the goal of nuclear disarmament, including working to resolve destabilizing global and regional
tensions; reducing its nuclear forces and nuclear weapons stockpile, through both unilateral and bilateral
initiatives; and working cooperatively with allies and partners to reduce nuclear threats. The United
States is also signatory to several treaties with goals of reducing the size of nuclear weapons arsenals.
Most recently, in February 2011, the President signed the New START. Through this treaty, the
United States and Russia agreed to further reduce their numbers of warheads and deployment systems
within 7 years.
NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the nuclear weapons mission. Since the
1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and
produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Since the end of the Cold War, DOE has changed site missions and activities consistent with
changing national security policies that reflect the new national security posture, including maintaining a
smaller nuclear weapons stockpile. However, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Therefore,
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along with its obligations to reduce its nuclear weapons stockpile and promote the nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons to nonnuclear states, the United States must also ensure that its nuclear weapons
stockpile remains safe, secure, and reliable.
NNSA has developed a comprehensive program of stockpile stewardship and management that maintains
essential capabilities for stockpile safety and reliability. The proposed CMRR-NF would replace the
existing CMR Building at LANL and provide NNSA with the capability to continue with the analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to
LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place
at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Pit production would not take place in the proposed CMRR-NF. The
proposed CMRR-NF would provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities
critical to continuing to provide research in support of arms control technology development and other
nonproliferation program activities that would help support treaty compliance activities.
2.10 Water Resources and Usage
Issue:
Commentors expressed concerns that construction and operation of the proposed CMRR-NF would use
a significant amount of water that could be used for other purposes such as watershed restoration or
irrigation. Commentors expressed concern about Los Alamos County rights to San Juan-Chama
Transmountain Diversion Project water and how LANL may use that water. Commentors were also
concerned about the impact the proposed CMRR-NF would have on surface-water and groundwater
quality. These concerns included buried contamination migrating to groundwater and surface water and
contamination being detected in a Buckman Well, the Rio Grande, and Elephant Butte, as well as the
canyons that flow from LANL property to the river. Some commentors expressed concern that the
project would violate the Clean Water Act.
Response:
NNSA takes its resource stewardship and conservation responsibilities seriously and continues to work
with Los Alamos County to implement water conservation measures. Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4, of this
CMRR-NF SEIS describes current water use and the water utility infrastructure for LANL and the
Los Alamos region. NNSA is now a county water customer; as such, NNSA is billed and pays for the
water it uses in accordance with a water service contract. For water-use planning purposes, NNSA has
established a target ceiling quantity for water use equal to the water rights it still owns (542 million
gallons [2,050 million liters] per year). In 2010, LANL used 412 million gallons (1,600 million liters)
of water or about 76 percent of LANL’s target ceiling quantity.
Water usage estimates related to the proposed CMRR-NF are included in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.3
and 4.3.3. As discussed in these sections, the proposed CMRR-NF is expected to use up to about
5 million gallons (19 million liters) of water per year to support construction of CMRR-NF. If built,
CMRR-NF, combined with RLUOB, would use up to 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of water per
year to support facility operations. When the CMRR-NF requirements are combined with other LANL
site-wide projected water requirements, LANL water usage would increase to up to 428 million gallons
(1,620 million liters) annually or about 79 percent of LANL’s target ceiling quantity. Chapter 4,
Section 4.6, of this SEIS examines the cumulative impacts of this projected requirement along with
Los Alamos County’s estimated water use and estimates that, between LANL and the county, about
92 percent of the county’s available water would be used annually.
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Los Alamos County has completed the conversion of its water contract with the Bureau of Reclamation to
access San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project water, which enables the county to access
another 390 million gallons (1,480 million liters) annually. The county is studying options for making
this water accessible to the county and its customers. LANL operational water demands are estimated to
remain within DOE’s current water use target ceiling quantity and, therefore, would not necessitate
LANL using any of the San Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project water that the county may
access in the future.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6, of this SEIS, LANL has an extensive groundwater and surfacewater monitoring program in place to monitor the impact of LANL operations on water quality in the
surrounding area. Groundwater monitoring has been performed at numerous locations within and around
LANL for many decades. Monitoring locations include natural springs, drinking-water supply wells,
shallow monitoring wells, intermediate-depth monitoring wells, and a variety of regional aquifermonitoring well types.
LANL implemented the Outfall Reduction Program to reduce the total number of outfalls discharging
to the environment. From January 1 through December 31, 2009, there were 15 wastewater outfalls
(14 industrial outfalls and one sanitary outfall) at LANL that were regulated under a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit that establishes limits on the volume and quality of the
discharges. These outfalls are sampled weekly, monthly, or quarterly, as specified in the permit, to
analyze effluents for compliance with permit limits. As part of a comprehensive LANL Outfall
Reduction Project, the NPDES-permitted outfall serving the CMR Building in TA-3 (outfall #03A-021)
was closed as of September 2010. All nonradioactive liquid effluent from the CMR Building is now sent
to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant.
The proposed CMRR-NF would not discharge nonradioactive liquid effluent directly to the environment,
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6, of this SEIS. All nonradioactive liquid effluent would be sent to
the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant, where the effluent would be treated and discharged in accordance
with LANL’s NPDES permit and in compliance with the Clean Water Act. All radioactive liquid effluent
would be sent to RLWTF, where the effluent would be treated and discharged in accordance with
LANL’s NPDES permit and in compliance with the Clean Water Act. Released treated wastewater from
NPDES-permitted outfalls at LANL rarely leaves the site (LANL 2011d).
LANL is performing monitoring of all wells required by the NMED Consent Order. This monitoring is
conducted in accordance with an NMED-approved Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater Monitoring Plan
(LANL 2006). As watershed monitoring continues, LANL, in consultation with NMED, will continue a
phased approach to determining which wells are needed and in what locations to satisfy long-term
monitoring needs. The process is established by and in compliance with the Consent Order. The annual
LANL site environmental report provides detailed information on LANL’s water quality monitoring
program, including analytical results (see http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml).
Contamination detected in various environmental media reflects worldwide fallout of radioactive particles
from nuclear weapons testing; nuclear accidents such as Chernobyl; releases from industrial, commercial,
medical, and household uses of chemicals and radionuclides; and releases from decades of activities at
LANL. Samples from some locations show that contaminants are present on site 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 actions.
To assess LANL’s impact on the Rio Grande, samples of sediment, water, and foodstuffs are collected
both upstream and downstream of LANL and tested for a variety of contaminants, including metals,
organic compounds, and inorganic compounds. Natural stream flow and sediment-loading in the
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Rio Grande are quite large compared with Los Alamos area streams. These factors reduce the possibility
of identifying significant impacts from LANL in the Rio Grande. Daily average flow in the Rio Grande at
the Otowi gage in 2009 ranged from about 500 to 5,900 cubic feet (14 to 170 cubic meters) per second.
In contrast, the estimated combined flows from all the Los Alamos area canyons exceeded 5 cubic feet
(0.14 cubic meters) per second only on July 30 (7 cubic feet [0.2 cubic meters] per second). Similarly,
the average annual amounts of suspended sediment and bed sediment passing the Otowi gaging station
have been calculated to be 1,000 and 100 times, respectively, the amount contributed by Los Alamos
Canyon (LANL 2010b).
Surface-water samples were collected from three locations along the Rio Grande in 2009 for analysis of
inorganic and organic chemicals and radionuclides. These locations are upriver of Los Alamos Canyon
and LANL at Otowi Bridge, at the planned surface-water diversion site for Santa Fe at Buckman (at the
mouth of Cañada Ancha, downriver from Los Alamos, Sandia, and Mortandad Canyons) and at the mouth
of Frijoles Canyon in Bandelier National Monument (downriver from all canyons draining LANL)
(LANL 2010b).
Nine radionuclides were detected in the Rio Grande water samples: radium-226, radium-228, thorium228, thorium-230, thorium-232, tritium, uranium-234, uranium-235/236, and uranium-238. No screening
levels were exceeded in these samples. All of these radionuclides are naturally occurring except for
hydrogen-3 (tritium), which is associated with atmospheric fallout. The highest concentrations for
radium-226, the thorium isotopes, and tritium were measured at Otowi Bridge, upriver from LANL,
demonstrating non-LANL sources. For the uranium isotopes, the maximum concentrations downriver of
the Otowi Bridge were 1 to 13 percent of the maximum concentrations measured upriver, also indicating
little or no LANL impacts (LANL 2010b).
In a previous LANL press release about the concentration of plutonium in the sediments of Cochiti
Reservoir, a comparison was made with the concentration in sediments in other reservoirs. It was stated
that the “plutonium levels in Rio Grande Reservoir, located at the headwaters of the Rio Grande in
Southern Colorado, and Elephant Butte Reservoir in southern New Mexico were similar to those found in
Cochiti” (LANL 1997). The information further indicated that the levels were less than 0.1 percent of the
screening action levels that would prompt further investigation.
As part of the monitoring program, in 2006, LANL staff collected groundwater samples from Buckman
Well #1 as part of routine quarterly sampling that is conducted at three water-supply wells in the
Buckman Well Field. This sampling is performed pursuant to a cooperative agreement with the City of
Santa Fe. The samples were sent to an independent laboratory for radiochemistry analysis where it was
reported that they detected plutonium-238 at a level about 3 percent of the DOE concentration guide for
water ingestion. However, after reviews of legacy data by LANL staff and further discussions with the
analytical laboratory, the laboratory has confirmed that computer analyses of the results were incorrect.
The laboratory concluded that plutonium-238 was not present in the sample from Buckman Well #1. No
further reports of plutonium detection have occurred since this occurrence in 2006 (LANL 2011e).
For more information on LANL’s ongoing water monitoring program (surface water and groundwater),
please see the latest environmental surveillance report, which can be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/
environment/all/docs/reports/.
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2.11 Alternatives Considered
Issue:
Commentors expressed concerns regarding the alternatives in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Some
commentors thought the No Action Alternative should be a “no build” alternative that would involve
ceasing CMR missions completely. Other commentors felt that the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS lacked
sufficient alternatives because the No Action Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF) and Continued Use of CMR
Building Alternative could not really be considered viable alternatives for implementation. They claimed
that no “reasonable” alternatives to construction of the Modified CMMR-NF were considered in this
SEIS. Commentors suggested a number of alternatives that should be included in the NEPA evaluation,
including extensive upgrades to the CMR Building needed to sustain operations for another 20 to
30 years; use of RLUOB and/or the TA-55 Plutonium Facility for analytical chemistry and materials
characterization activities, or relocating this capability to another NNSA site; and construction of a vault
for secure storage of nuclear materials that would make sufficient space available in RLUOB and the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility for CMR missions.
Response:
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of this SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide
analytical chemistry and metallurgical characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary
level of support over the next 50 years. Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No
Action Alternative that would abandon the current CMR Building and not proceed with the CMRR-NF,
such an alternative is not consistent with meeting NNSA’s mission need nor does it reflect the status quo
at LANL. The No Action Alternative in this CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision announced in the
2004 ROD for the original CMRR EIS. This is consistent with CEQ recommendations that, for proposed
changes to an ongoing activity, “no action” can mean continuing with present plans (51 FR 15618).
NNSA determined that a supplement to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ
and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in design and construction of the CMRR-NF and has
addressed alternatives consistent with previous analyses and decisions.
NNSA considered a series of alternatives in the development of this CMRR-NF SEIS. Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, has been revised to describe these alternatives and why they are unreasonable and were not
analyzed further in this CMRR-NF SEIS. These alternatives include alternatives suggested by
commentors, including extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building in whole or in part and
construction of the CMRR-NF vault for use in conjunction with the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and
RLUOB. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA does not intend to revisit
decisions previously made concerning the level of operations at LANL, including the decision regarding
maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support critical NNSA missions. Additionally, after
analyzing alternative locations across the NNSA National Security Enterprise Complex, NNSA selected
LANL for the plutonium mission in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD. Thus, relocation of the
CMR missions to another NNSA site was not reconsidered.
The proposal to construct a new facility at LANL to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2003
CMRR EIS, DOE considered the proposal to complete extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building’s
structural and safety systems to meet current mission support requirements for another 20 to 30 years of
operations and dismissed it from detailed analysis (DOE 2003b). Beginning in 1997 and continuing
through 1998, a series of operational, safety, and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term
structural viability of the CMR Building. In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined that
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the extensive facility-wide upgrades originally planned for the CMR Building would be less technically
feasible than had been anticipated and would be only marginally effective in providing the operational
risk reduction and program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL.
Structurally upgrading the entire structure to a significant extent would require construction of new walls
and other building components adjacent to the existing ones that have utilities and structural building
features already in place. In addition, the floors of the building would need to be significantly upgraded.
This work would have to occur while continuing to provide mission-essential operations in the CMR
Building using nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals.
The technical challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR Building, as
discussed in the 2003 CMRR EIS, remain and are exacerbated by the findings of the subsequent
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and the magnitude of the current DBE (LANL 2007). However, in
response to comments regarding upgrading the CMR Building, NNSA has considered undertaking a more
limited, yet intensive, set of upgrades to a single wing of the CMR Building, Wing 9, to meet current
seismic design requirements so that this wing could be used for a limited set of Hazard Category 2
analytical chemistry and materials characterization operations. CMR Building operations and capabilities
are currently restricted due to safety and security constraints. Although the limited Wing 9 upgrade
would allow the current operational restrictions on material quantities to be relaxed somewhat so that
larger quantities of special nuclear material could be used within the laboratories, the size of Wing 9
would limit the amount of laboratory space that could be developed to less than half of that required to
meet NNSA’s purpose and need for mission support work. After careful consideration of the complex
engineering and operational issues, as well as the CMR Building site’s seismic issues, this potential Wing
9 upgrade alternative was also determined not to be a reasonable alternative for meeting NNSA’s purpose
and need for action.
Construction of only the proposed CMRR-NF vault at TA-55 and use of the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
was also considered by NNSA to determine whether that proposed combination, together with the
planned future use of RLUOB, would provide adequate space for analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations over the long term. However, augmenting the existing TA-55 Plutonium
Facility with only additional vault storage space would not alleviate the need for additional work space
for analytical chemistry and materials characterization laboratory operations. Space does not exist in the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility to support this work, and these operations cannot be accomplished within
RLUOB because RLUOB is not able to support the level of radiological operations required to support
the work needed. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.5, of this CMRR-NF SEIS, RLUOB contains a
radiological laboratory capable of handling less than Hazard Category 3 radioactive materials per DOE
Standard 1027, Hazard Categorization and Accident Analysis Techniques for Compliance with DOE
Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports (DOE 1992). It is currently authorized to handle gram
quantities of plutonium-239 equivalent. The CMRR-NF is being designed as a Hazard Category 2 facility
capable of using kilogram quantities of plutonium-239 equivalent. This alternative was, therefore, not
analyzed further in this CMRR-NF SEIS.
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3.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND NNSA RESPONSES
This section presents a side-by-side display of the comments received by the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) during the public comment period, as well as late comments received through
July 31, 2011, on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS) and NNSA’s response to each comment. To find
a specific commentor or comment in the following pages, refer to the “List of Commentors” immediately
following the Table of Contents. This list is organized alphabetically by commentor name and shows the
corresponding page number(s) where commentors can find their comment(s).
If a commentor provided comments through a postcard, form letter campaign, or petition, that commentor
is referred to a copy of that postcard or form letter. This section only contains one representative copy of
each postcard, form letter, or petition.
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Commentor No. 1: Tara Somerville

1-2

3-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President, and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this
CRD for more information.

1-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information. There
are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and
activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Commentor No. 1 (cont’d): Tara Somerville

Commentor No. 2: Kenny Quinn

2-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than a supplement to the CMRR EIS. NNSA
determined that a supplement to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of
analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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2-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the waste and containment issues
surrounding nuclear weapons. The CMRR-NF SEIS does address the disposal of
waste generated by facilities included in the alternatives evaluated in the SEIS.
However, issues related to waste from retired nuclear weapons are beyond the
scope of this SEIS.
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Commentor No. 2 (cont’d): Kenny Quinn

Commentor No. 3: Joanne Forman

3-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to any expansion of operations,
including pit production, at LANL. The CMR Building provides, and the
proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission,
and Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action
Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a construction
workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project (direct and
indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in the fourcounty region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation of any
construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a positive
effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico, as was stated by
a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.
The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action
Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a construction
workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project (direct and
indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in the fourcounty region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation of any
construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a positive
effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico, as was stated by
a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 4: Leslie Elgood, CEO
New Mexico Community Capital

Commentor No. 5: Darren M. Cordova, Mayor
Town of Taos, New Mexico

5-1

NNSA notes the Mayor’s request for a public hearing on the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS in Taos, New Mexico. After further discussions with the Mayor, NNSA
decided to hold an informational meeting in Taos. In addition to a poster session
similar to that associated with a hearing, NNSA made presentations describing
the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited to ask
questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide comments
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at the
meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number
of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available
throughout the public comment period.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the
size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of
a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Scott Kovac [scott@nukewatch.org]
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 7:52 PM
To: Snyder, Roger; NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR NF SEIS response
Attachments: CMRR SEIS extension request 5-5-11[1].pdf;
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After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA held an decided to
hold an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the
size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of
a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster
session similar to that associated with a hearing, NNSA made presentations
describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited
to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at
the meeting. DOE determined that holding a public hearing in Washington, D.C.,
is not appropriate for the CMRR-NF SEIS because construction of the CMRR-NF
is specific to LANL missions.

6-2

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place
in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.

townrequestforhearingcMRRseis.pdf
Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manger
Roger Snyder
Deputy Manager Los Alamos Site Office
Gentlemen,
Thank you for adding the hearing in Albuquerque. I believe you will find this to be a
worthwhile addition. (Your response Friday had to have been the quickest response
I’ve ever received.)
This response is a preliminary response that does not represent all the groups, yet.
But I wanted to respond as quick as I could with what I know.
Unfortunately, we find the lack of response to our request for a hearing in Taos,
which your response on Friday did not even mention, unacceptable.
Since then, the Mayor of Taos, Mr. Darren M. Cordova, has requested a
hearing in Taos. A copy of that letter is attached. As you stated in your reply, any
environmental impacts from the proposed CMRR Nuclear Facility would most
appreciably involve those in Northern New Mexico, where Taos is located. Please
plan a hearing in Taos or at least let us know why not.
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The waste generation rates shown in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12 and 4.3.12,
are estimates for operating the 2004 CMRR-NF and RLUOB or the Modified
CMRR-NF and RLUOB over a typical year assuming the facility accomplishes
the type of work planned for this facility as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.
As explained above, this work does not include the production of plutonium pits.

The Nuclear Facility is a national issue. It is part of the national nuclear weapons
complex. Hearings for the Complex Transformation and Greater than Class C
EISs, to name a couple, were scheduled for DC, even though neither of these EISs
covered facilities that were located in DC. These examples must be followed for the
CMRR-NF SEIS.
The draft CMRR-NF SEIS is proving to be problematic to provide comments on.
For instance, we cannot find what is the plutonium pit production rate that the EIS
is covering. Does this EIS cover a pit production rate of 20, 50, or 80 pits? This is
an important question and not knowing the answer makes it impossible to compare

6-2

Problems with links to references that may have been experienced during
the public comment period were corrected as soon as they were identified.
In addition, the references were placed in a number of libraries in the area
surrounding LANL as identified in Chapter 9 of the CMRR-NF SEIS and the
Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS (76 FR 24018) published on
April 29, 2011.
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Commentor No. 6: Scott Kovac, Operations and Research Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 6 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
this EIS to the 2003 CMRR EIS and other documents. We also do not know the
what the waste volumes generated are based upon.
This question should have been a answered, for example, in “Table 434 Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative ‹ Operational Waste Generation Rates Projected for
Modified CMRR-NF, RLUOB, and Los Alamos National Laboratory Activities.”
The second column, “Projected Modified CMRR-NF Generation Rate” has
a footnote “a” that leads to the footnote - “ From CMRR-NF Project and
Environmental Description Document (LANL 2010d) and other sources (LANL
2011).”
http://nnsa.energy.gov/sites/default/files/seis/LANL%202010d%20CMRR-NF%20
Pro
ject%20Env%20Desc.doc - that leads to a page error.
And (LANL 2011) does not exist in the reference document list.
We are completing a survey of reference document issues, but problems like
these are impeding the public comment process. And, really, the public comment
timeframe should not start until all problems like these are taken care of.
We do appreciate your attempts to be sensitive to our workload concerns, but
extending the comments period only 15 days, respectfully, does not help. (We have
yet to see the Federal Register notice yet.) Having the GTCC and the CMRR-NF
one day apart is an impossible request. We need to have only one EIS event per
month. For instance, one set of hearings or one public comment period that ends is
plenty of work load for one month.
Thank you for your consideration,
Scott
Scott Kovac
Operations and Research Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
551 W. Cordova Road #808
Santa Fe, NM, 87505
505.989.7342 office & fax
www.nukewatch.org

6-2
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(LANL 2010d) is a link -
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From: Molly Price [hanunu8@live.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2011 6:01 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments

NO NUKES!!!! No more nuclear waste, no more nuclear weapons, no more nuclear
facilities! NO MORE!

NO MORE NUKES!!!!!

7-1

7-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear waste, nuclear weapons, and
nuclear facilities. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 7: Molly Price

Commentor No. 8: R. Daniel Beavers
From: Danny Beavers [beaverslu412@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:24 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Proposed CMRR Project Los Alamos New Mexico

To whom it may concern,

Thank you,
R. Daniel Beavers
Business Representative
Plumbers and Pipefitters
Local Union No. 412

8-1
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.
All proposed new facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in
compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and governing standards,
established to protect public and worker health and the environment. DOE Order
420.1B (DOE 2005) requires that nuclear or nonnuclear facilities be designed,
constructed, and operated so that the public, the workers, and the environment
are protected from the adverse impacts of natural phenomena hazards, including
earthquakes. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for a description of some of the recommendations regarding enhancement of the
CMRR-NF to address issues related to nearby seismic faults.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am sending this e-mail to show my support for the proposed CMRR project. I
believe it is in the Nations best interest to move forward with this project for the
following reasons, the current facility was built if memory serves in the early 1960s.
If there were any changes made to the design, they were only to enhance the
seismic up grades for the facility. After the recent issue in Japan I don’t understand
how anyone could object to that.
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From: Angela Werneke [awerneke@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 8:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Public Scoping Comments: CMRR Project & Plutonium Pit Production

9-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the preparation of a new EIS rather
than a supplement to the CMRR EIS. NNSA determined that a supplement to
the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information. In regards to an “independent expert committee” reviewing the need
for the CMRR-NF, in November 2010, the Secretary of Energy invited experts
to provide him with their individual assessment of program requirements for the
CMRR-NF and the Uranium Processing Facility at the Y-12 National Security
Complex in Oak Ridge, Tennessee (DOE 2010). In addition, the U.S. Department
of Defense is conducting a review, with support from an independent group of
experts, to consider safety, security, and program requirements and to develop
an independent assessment of estimated cost range data for the CMRR-NF
and the Uranium Processing Facility. Analyses and recommendations from
these independent assessments, information in the CMRR-NF SEIS, and other
programmatic considerations will be weighed as NNSA moves toward a final
decision on the construction and operation of a CMRR-NF.

9-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

9-3

Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation
of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. The design of
the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior

May 24, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
Department of Energy
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
Los Alamos, NM 87544
Re: Public Scoping Comments – Chemistry & Metallurgy Research Replacement
(CMRR) Project as Part of the Plutonium Complex at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL)
Need for a New Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
I am writing to provide you with my scoping comments about the CMRR Project,
which includes the Nuclear Facility (NF), the proposed addition to LANL’s nuclear
weapons production complex. The alternatives proposed in the 2003 final CMRR
environmental impact statement (EIS) are no longer applicable today. It’s time to
start over and re-examine the purpose and need for the Project by preparing a new
EIS. Further, it is premature to begin the scoping process when Secretary Chu has
asked for an independent expert committee to review the need for the CMRR-NF.
The Costs of Trying to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex in a
Geologically Unstable Area Are Just Too High - The total original estimate for
the CMRR Project, including the recently completed $363 million Radiological
Laboratory Utility and Office Building (RLUOB), was around $600 million in 2004.
The current estimate is $4.5 billion. The estimate, no doubt, will continue to climb.
LANL is located between a rift valley (the Rio Grande in that area) and a volcanic
range (the Jemez Mountains) in a seismic fault zone (the Pajarito Plateau). An
updated seismic hazards analysis was published in May 2007. It showed a
potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all likelihood,
most of the over $3 billion in cost estimate increases since 2008 are due to efforts
to address the increased seismic hazards. DOE must analyze whether $3 billion
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Commentor No. 9: Angela Werneke

Commentor No. 9 (cont’d): Angela Werneke
is too high a premium to pay for a new NF. In order to address these increased
seismic hazards, DOE now plans to excavate 225,000 cubic yards of earth under
the proposed NF and fill the hole with concrete. DOE must address the following
questions: Is the surrounding geology robust enough to support all that concrete?
Would a seismic event cause the concrete “slab” to sink or shift?

9-3
cont’d

9-4

Cleanup of the Existing Mess Must Be the Priority – Not a New Nuclear
Facility - DOE made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste sites at LANL
when it signed the Consent Order with the New Mexico Environment Department
on March 1, 2005. The Order requires cleanup of certain sites by December 31,
2015, including the Area G dump site at Technical Area 54. Construction activities
for a new NF will interfere with cleanup activities, including those at the nearby
Material Disposal Area C. DOE must make compliance with the Order the priority
– not a new NF.

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

9-4
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New Alternatives Are Required – DOE must return to the drawing board in order
to develop more alternatives, including not building the NF; stop operations at the
old, dangerous CMR Building; and conduct a “capacity study” to determine whether
the existing facilities – as they have since 1999 when DOE limited plutonium pit
manufacturing to 20 per year - can be used instead of building the proposed NF.
All analyses of alternatives must incorporate the new 200,000 square foot RLUOB
in the review. Operations for the RLUOB are scheduled to begin in less than two
years.

9-5

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Chapter 3, Section 3.10, provides a description of the composition of the 50-mile
(80-kilometer) region of influence surrounding LANL, including minority and
low-income populations. Analysis of specific impacts to populations in close
proximity of LANL at additional radial intervals of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and
32 kilometers) has been added to the Final CMRR-NF SEIS in Chapter 3, Section
3.10, and Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. Impacts from transportation
are presented in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13.1, 4.3.13.1, and 4.4.13.1. Both
radiological and nonradiological risks from transportation would be small under
all alternatives.

9-7

The radiological dose and impact estimates are based on national and
international standards that do consider both sexes and a range of ages. These
techniques were developed by the world’s experts to try to accurately address the
potential impact on the population as a whole from radiation. These techniques
are considered appropriate for use in EISs.

to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

1. Environmental Justice – Both Economic and Ethnicity Analyses Must
Be Done - Los Alamos County is one of the richest counties in the U.S.A. It is
surrounded by some of the poorest and most ethnically diverse counties in the
country. Therefore, shipping any type of waste to anywhere else is an inherent
environmental justice issue. Such analyses must be completed in the new draft
EIS.

9-6

2. Health Effects for Those Most at Risk - Many federal standards for protection
of human health, such as limits on emissions from the proposed CMRR-NF
industrial stacks, are based on “Reference Man,” a hypothetical Caucasian male
20 to 30 years old weighing 154 pounds. All analyses must address the risk to a
pregnant woman farmer, her fetus, and her other children under age 18, rather than
Reference Man. As a matter of reproductive and environmental justice, the most
potentially vulnerable human beings must be protected. Such analyses must be
completed in the new draft EIS.

9-7

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Requisite Analyses for the New Environment Impact Statement:

3-15

3. Waste Disposal - To Use DOE Terminology: What is the “Path Forward?”
- Given the anticipated lack of disposal facilities for low-level radioactive, toxic, and
hazardous waste at LANL, DOE must detail where its legacy and newly generated
waste will be disposed and how it will be transported to off-site facilities. DOE
must detail the proposed transportation modes and routes and the impacts to the
communities along the routes and those surrounding the dumps. What emergency
preparedness capabilities exist along the proposed routes?

9-8

4. Water Usage in the Face of Stricter Limits Asked By DOE – DOE estimated
in the 2003 Final CMRR EIS that waste generation may double and the annual
water consumption may increase by 10.4 million gallons. Why should a Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified building generate any waste,
emit contaminants into the air, or discharge contaminated water into the canyons?
DOE must explain these contradictions in the new draft EIS.

9-9

5. Climate Change Impacts Required – “Just-Do-It” - On February 18, 2010,
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released draft guidance for public
comment about how “Federal agencies can improve their consideration of the
effects of greenhouse gas GHG emissions and climate change in their evaluation
of proposals for Federal actions under the NEPA.” While the guidance is being
finalized, the CEQ recommends “just-doing-it.” DOE must conduct such analyses
in the new draft EIS.

9-10

6. Methods for Decontamination, Decommissioning and Demolition (DD&D)
of the Existing CMR Building and the Proposed New NF - The 2004 Record
of Decision (ROD) for the CMRR Project stated the existing CMR building would
be DD&D in its entirety. However, the actual implementation of these decisions
is dependent on DOE funding levels and allocations of the DOE budget across
competing priorities, including construction of a new NF. The DD&D Work Plan
must be part of the new draft EIS in order to ensure that it becomes part of the
complete National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses. Further, the new
draft EIS that will analyze the impacts of building a new NF must also examine the
impacts of removing it.
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Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Angela Werneke
awerneke@earthlink.net
3466 Cerrillos Road J1
Santa Fe, NM 87507-3014
505.988.2099
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Radioactive waste generated by construction and operation of the proposed
CMRR-NF would be managed through the LANL waste management program, as
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.12.4.1, Solid Radioactive Waste Management.
Low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste would be disposed of off site
at either the Nevada National Security Site or the commercial facility in Clive,
Utah. Transuranic waste would be disposed of at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
in New Mexico. Impacts associated with management and transport of these
wastes are evaluated in the waste management and transportation sections of
Chapter 4. Radioactive waste would be transported by truck. The transportation
routes that are analyzed are shown in Appendix B, Figure B-1. The level of
emergency preparedness would vary along the transportation routes. DOE uses
DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System, as a basis
to establish a comprehensive emergency management program that provides
detailed, hazard-specific planning and preparedness measures to minimize the
health impacts of accidents involving loss of control over radioactive material
or toxic chemicals. DOE contractors are responsible for maintaining emergency
plans and response procedures for all facilities, operations, and activities
(including transportation) under their jurisdiction and for implementing those
plans and procedures during emergencies. The Transportation Emergency
Preparedness Program was established by DOE to ensure its operating contractors
and state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond
promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of
radioactive material.
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LANL approaches sustainability on a site-wide basis, knowing that new facilities
will require the use of limited resources. LEED certification ensures that new
projects such as the proposed CMRR-NF are executed sensibly, while other
efforts, such as decommissioning of unused space and large-scale infrastructure
projects are aimed at improving the efficiency of energy and water use site
wide. LEED certification has become an industry standard for achieving more
efficiency in buildings in terms of energy and water use. Using a tiered approach,
the LEED program educates and encourages selection of strategies and products
that reduce water consumption and waste compared to buildings that do not
incorporate such measures (see Chapter 4, Section 4.6, for additional information
related to LEED-related efforts at LANL). Efforts like these are focused on
achieving continual resource use reductions for the entire LANL site, as set out in
DOE regulations and Executive orders.
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Commentor No. 9 (cont’d): Angela Werneke

Commentor No. 9 (cont’d): Angela Werneke
9-10

The CMRR-NF SEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of the proposed
alternatives with respect to greenhouse gas emissions. Refer to Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.4.2, 4.3.4.2, and 4.4.4.2 of the SEIS. For all alternatives, annual
greenhouse gas emissions during construction and operation would be below the
draft CEQ guidance threshold that would require a more-detailed evaluation.
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The projected environmental impacts associated with decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition of the existing CMR Building and the
proposed CMRR-NF are considered to the extent possible at the current time in
the CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 4, Section 4.5, of the SEIS).
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Glenn McMaken [mcmakeng@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 7:51 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR comment

I only want to say the CMRR is a necessary project and I support continuing
forward with construction of it. The current CMR is beyond its life expectancy, and
the new building is needed to continue to process materials the old facility handled.
Concerns over the safety of the building are unfounded.
Thank-you,
Glenn McMaken

10-1

10-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.
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Commentor No. 10: Glenn McMaken

Commentor No. 11: Bart Davis
From: Bart Davis [bdavis@jbhenderson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 12:50 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Supplemental EIS
To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing in support of moving forward with the Los Alamos National Laboratory
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project.

I hate it that we have to spend billions of dollars for a facility such as the CMRR,
and I pray we never have to actually deliver the products it produces, but I can’t
see any other option. We can say the Cold War is over, and I think from one
perspective it is, but even as good as our foreign intelligence is, I’m not convinced
we know where the next threat to the United States will come from. We need to be
prepared on the highest level.
I stand with the often quoted school of “Walk softly, but carry a big stick”.
Please insure that I am counted in support of this project .
Respectfully,
Bart Davis
JB Henderson Construction Co., Inc.
VP, Rocky Mountain Division
Office: (505) 662-1910
Fax: (505) 662-1913
Mobile: (505) 780-0926
bdavis@jbhenderson.com
This message originates from J.B. Henderson Construction Company, Inc. It
contains information, which may be confidential or privileged, and is intended
only for the individual or entity named above. It is prohibited for anyone else
to disclose, copy, distribute or use the contents of this message. All personal
messages express views solely of the sender, which are not to be attributed to J.B.
Henderson Construction Company, Inc. and may not be distributed without this
disclaimer. If you received this message in error, please notify us immediately at
www.jbhenderson.com and destroy the document. Thank you for your cooperation.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a
construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force
in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the
creation of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would
have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico, as
was stated by a number of commentors during the public comment period. See
Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

First and foremost, I believe it to be crucial and Instrumental to preserving our
national security, and second, I support it from an economic boost perspective for
both Northern New Mexico, and the State as a whole.
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From: makpowers@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 3:34 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR SEIS comments

I support the proposal to relocate activities from the existing CMR facility to a new
facility on Pajarito Rd. The new facility would be within a more secure area, will
be more stable in the event of a seismic event, and would reduce the movement
of radioactive materials across LANL, thus reducing the likelihood of a release
from a vehicle accident. In addition, LEEDS certification should be pursued to
demonstrate a commitment to energy savings and long-term sustainability. The
environmental impacts of constructing the new facility do not greatly exceed those
analyzed in the 2003 EIS. It appears that the shallow excavation option provides
some measure of savings in transportation, energy, water, etc. I believe that DOE
should select that option, since it appears to have the least environmental costs,
assuming it has the same safety and security provisions as the deep option.
Margaret Powers
3 Rocking Horse Rd
Santa Fe, NM 87506

12-1
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project. The
CMRR-NF is registered under the U.S. Green Building Council LEED-NC rating
system, as discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.5, Description of Actions Taken to
Date Related to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
Project.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s preference for the Shallow Option for constructing
the CMRR-NF.
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Commentor No. 12: Margaret Powers

Commentor No. 13: Jerry Bonn
From: Bonn4@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 10:44 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: DRAFT CMRR SEIS

Attn: Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF SEIS Document Manager

Respectfully submitted,
Jerry Bonn
5645 Quemazon
Los Alamos, NM 87544

13-1
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I would like to express my support for the construction of the new CMRR facility
in Los Alamos, New Mexico. It is imperative that US science and technology are
provided state of the art facilities with capabilities to advance research and support
the stockpile stewardship of the US. As a Northern New Mexico resident and US
citizen this will not only bring economic growth to the region but also economic
benefits to small and large business across the US. The US needs this, New
Mexico needs this, the National Laboratory needs this. Thank you for taking my
comments into consideration.
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From: Michael “Ike” Levy [michael@taoshighspirits.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 7:29 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS

Continuation of nuclear production and enriched plutonium is unthinkable at Los
Alamos, or anywhere else. It is incompatible by its very nature with the concept
of Environmaental Impact. The environmental consequences of production,
distribution, utilazation, and waste containment are all unaccepatable on this
planet. Specifically, the consequences from earthquake has not been provided for
properly.
Nuclear weapons are unjustiafiable as defense strategies or offensive weapons in
today’s world and are no longer needed, if in fact, they were ever needed.
Please cease and desist your plan to operate or “improve” these facilities. It is
unsafe and utter folly.
Cheers,
Michael ‘Ike’ Levy
HCR 74 Box 24508, El Prado, NM 87529-9546
Ph/Fax (575) 776-2230 Mobile (575) 613-5007
Email: Michael@TaosHighSpirits.com
Website: www.TaosHighSpirits.com
Skype: icarus8888
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The CMRR-NF SEIS does consider the unlikely event of a severe earthquake that
results in the release of radioactive material.
Detailed discussion of accidents is presented in Appendix C; potential impacts
related to each alternative are presented in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10.2, 4.3.10.2,
and 4.4.10.2.
Site-specific geotechnical investigations have been completed for the proposed
CMRR-NF project site for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep
Excavation Option and recommendations issued related to the design of the
CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to include this information.
Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 14: Michael “Ike” Levy

Commentor No. 15: Ann Hendrie
From: Ann Hendrie [ahh.funny@wildblue.net]
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:38 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: my comments about the proposed new CMRR building
Attachments: Personal statement addressed to the hearing about the LANL plan

for the new CMRR Building.doc

Sincerely,
Ann Hendrie—living downwind, in Ojo Sarco, NM

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Please see the attachment, which has my thoughts about the proposed new
CMRR building. I am praying that whoever actually reads any of this, might really
begin to question this proposal, if not even look into their own heart to decide
where the truth lies.
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PersonalstatementaddressedtothehearingabouttheLANLplanforthenewCMRRBuilding…

15-1

The accident analyses in the CMRR-NF SEIS rely on conservative assumptions
that over-estimate the potential impacts of severe events to ensure that NNSA
has an understanding of the impacts of beyond-design-basis events. In response
to concerns following the earthquake and subsequent tsunami that damaged
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, NNSA revised the Final CMRRNF SEIS to include additional information about the geologic and seismic
environment at LANL, additional analysis of extreme events, and a discussion of
critical differences between a nuclear power plant (like the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant) and a nuclear materials research laboratory. NNSA
believes that the final CMRR-NF SEIS presents a rigorous analysis and thorough
understanding of the potential environmental consequences that each of the
alternatives presents.
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The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation exposure and
risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects studies; accident
history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program.
The environmental consequences or impacts on human health from normal
operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10.


Firstofall,IwanttothanktheGregMello’softheworld,theConcernedCitizensforNuclearsafety,the
LosAlamosStudyGroup,NuclearWatchandallthoseherewhohavevoluntarilydedicatedsome,ifnot
aLOT,oftheirenergyandlivestoquestioningtheviabilityofournuclearpresentandfuture.This
presenceofconscienceinthefaceofseeminglyinsurmountableoddsistheonlyreͲassuringglimpseof
sanityinthisroom.
Ihave2questionsfortherepresentativesofthenuclear(defenseandenergy)industry,whichIwould
liketoresurrectfromthedrowningofindustrypropagandatowhichweareallsubjected.These2
questionsare:Whydoweneedmorenuclearwarheads?
Toanswerthatfirstquestion,weneedonlytolookatWhoprofitsfromthem.Asforreallydeploying
them,any1ofthem,IbelievetheU.S.hasalreadymadeitspointtotheworldin1945.
Thesecondquestionis:Doesthenuclearindustryhavetheincentive,muchlessthemeans,ofassessing
thetruerisksandcostsofnuclear?
Isuggestthateconomics,psychologyandhistorymightprovidesomeanswer.
Psychologicallyspeaking,wedoabadjobinmanagingriskswhentheyaresoenormousand
unpredictable.Wehavelittleempiricalbasisforjudgingrareevents,soitisdifficulttoarriveatgood
estimates.AfterChernobyl,andnow,Japan,therehasnotbeeneventheresourcesnorthemeansto
collectthatdataaccurately.Andwhencorporationsruntheshow,theremightbefewincentivesto
thinkhardatall.Onthecontrary,whenothersbearthecostofmistakes,theincentivesfavorselfͲ
delusion.
ExpertsassureusthatNewTechnologyallbuteliminatestheriskofcatastrophe.Eventsprovethem
wrong:notonlydorisksexist,buttheirconsequencesaresoenormousthattheyeasilyeraseallthe
supposedbenefitsofnucleartechnology.Whatinsurancecompanyiswillingtobeliableincaseofa
nuclearcatastrophe?NONE.ThankstotheUS1957PriceͲAndersonNuclearIndustriesIndemnityAct,
Bechtel(inthiscase)passesoffliabilitytothepublic.Isthenuclearindustrylobbywillingtorescindthat
Act??….So,wecanconclude:asystemthatsocializeslossesandprivatizesgainsisdoomedto
mismanageRisk.
CompoundingthisselfͲdelusionoftheindustry,isthesecrecysurroundingthenuclearindustry,which
preventsthepublicfromgainingmuchinformationaboutrisksarisingfromtheiroperations,muchless
inknowinghowtoprotectthemselvesintheeventofacrisis.WhatarethesoͲcalledescaperoutes—for
Espanolaresidents,muchlessfortheJapanese?Whatescaperouteexists,whenitaffectsthewhole
planet?Andifuniversityprofessorsarehinderedintheirresearchprogramstostudythetoxicological
effectsoflongͲterm,lowlevelexposuretoradionuclidecontamination,howcanweadequatelytrace
theeffectsbacktothesource?
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Chapter 3, Section 3.11.6, Emergency Preparedness, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses emergency response preparedness. Emergency response facilities
and equipment, trained staff, and effective interface and integration with
offsite emergency response authorities and organizations support NNSA’s
emergency management system at LANL. LANL personnel maintain the
necessary apparatus, equipment, and a state of the art Emergency Operations
Center to respond effectively to virtually any type of emergency, not only at
LANL, but throughout the local community as well. Additional information
on the Emergency Operations Center can be found in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a).
Radioactive waste generated by construction and operation of the proposed
CMRR-NF would be managed through the LANL waste management
program, as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.12.4.1, Solid Radioactive Waste
Management. Low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste would be
disposed of off site at either the Nevada National Security Site or the commercial
facility in Clive, Utah. Transuranic waste would be disposed of at the Waste
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ann Hendrie

Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ann Hendrie

Andwhopays(andwillpayforthenext100,000+years!!!)forthestillͲunmanageddisposalofnuclear
waste?After50yearsoftrying,noacceptablesolutionsforlong(andImeanLONG)termstorageof
nuclearwastehasbeenfound.That,evenbygoodbusinessstandards,shouldbeunacceptable,unless,
asIsaid,itispaidforbythepublic.Ifthecostsarehidden,who’stoblame??Andwecanconclude
again:vestedinterestscausethenuclearindustrytocompulsivelyUnderestimatethesecostsandrisks. 

15-2
cont’d

Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico. Impacts associated with management
and transport of these wastes are evaluated in the waste management and
transportation sections of Chapter 4.

Idonotthinkthatthereisanydoubtleftinthepublicmindthatourpoliticalinstitutionsaretooweakto
standuptotheNuclearLobbyintermsofsafety.So,whoistolobbyfortheenvironment,forthe
uraniumminers,forthepopulationsdownͲwind?OnlythefewGregMello’s,JoniArends’,JayCoglan’s
andus,that’swho.

Andiftheexpertswanttoarguethatweneedtheweaponsindustrytosupplythefuelfornuclear
energytocombatglobalwarming,thatsoͲcalledsolutionwouldbe—atbest—onlytransitional.The
deploymentofnewnuclearenergyplantscannotbedonequicklyenoughtomitigateclimatechange.It
takes10yearstobuildone,andeventhen,theiroutputwouldonlytakecareofafrctionoftheenergy
demand.Nottomention,thecostofdealingwithonemeltdownissufficienttomovetheentireworld
tosolarpowerovera20yearperiod.Oncethetransitiontosolarisachieved,guesswhat—thefuelis
free.
And,whileI’monthesubject,it’sworthnotingthattheNuclearIndustryhassuppressedrenewable
energydevelopmentfordecades.Inaddition,ironically,asthesehiddencostsofnuclearpowerare
risingastronomically,thecostofwindandsolarisfallingfast.
So,inconclusion,itislogicalthatournuclearindustry,soembeddedwiththedefenseandenergy
interestsofthiscountryastheyare,isdeaftoallourpleastorationalityandmorality,astheirpresent
existencedependsonthecontinuedfundingofthisinsanity.But,ifyou,dearLANLemployees,areso
enamoredwithnuclearenergy,thatyoucannotgraspthescaleofthedisasterinJapanandtheongoing
threatofallournuclearadventurestotheEntirePlanet,thenyouloseallmoralcredibilityandanyclaim
torationality.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Eventhoughthenuclearindustryhasputmillionsintopropagandatoassureusthattherisksareallbut
nonͲexistent,therearehistoricalfactsandgeologicaluncertaintieswhichunquestionablyDOexist.
WhatpoliticalinstitutiondoyouconsidersecureafterwitnessingourArabSpring?–afteracknowledging
who’sprofitingandwho’spayingfornuclear?Arenuclearproliferationorterrorismpartofthe
EnvironmentalImpactStatement??Theyshouldbe,becausethey,too,arepartofthehiddencostsof
ournuclearfolly.
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From: suenoel@cybermesa.com
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:00 PM
To: NEPALASO@doe.gov
Subject: plutonium pit facility eis

Gentlemen: I am a laboratory retiree. As such, I know the nonsense that did go on
at the laboratory and continues to go on. I know it is much easier to continue with
bomb “research” than it is to go out and do something meaningful for civilization.
I know it is much easier to get money from reactionairies in government than to
produce something that will bring money. When I began working at the laboratory
in 1975, I worked for the solar energy division. We were on the verge in 1975 of
actually solving energy problems. However, that would not suit the powers that
control this country, as you well know. After Reagan was elected, the money that
went for such “insignificant” projects went to star wars -- welfare for Ph.Ds. Very
little came out of star wars “research.” There was so much waste at the laboratory
then, and I am assured by my colleagues who still work for, now, Bechtel, that
the waste continues. In the case of the pit factory, there is not only waste, there
is extreme danger. I have already had cancer. I have seen in Oak Ridge, TN the
water pollution caused by the governmental chemical and radiological activities.
Is it your intent to destroy all forms of life in your greed? I know from experience
that you “scientists” say we mere human beings just do not understand, that
everything is under control. Tell that to the people who have cancer after Three
Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima. Stop the insanity. I know you will not. I
know those of us protesting are spitting into the wind. It might benefit you to get
cancer yourselves, thus finding out what your insanity is causing.
Susan Noel, 820 Zia lane, Espanola, NM 87532

16-1

16-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The accident analyses in the CMRR-NF SEIS rely on conservative assumptions
that over-estimate the potential impacts of severe events to ensure that NNSA
has an understanding of the impacts of beyond-design-basis events. In response
to concerns following the earthquake and subsequent tsunami that damaged
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, NNSA revised the Final CMRRNF SEIS to include additional information about the geologic and seismic
environment at LANL, additional analysis of extreme events, and a discussion of
critical differences between a nuclear power plant (like the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant) and a nuclear materials research laboratory. NNSA
believes that the final CMRR-NF SEIS presents a rigorous analysis and thorough
understanding of the potential environmental consequences that each of the
alternatives presents.
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Commentor No. 16: Susan Noel

Commentor No. 17: Robert L. Maness, Colonel
Kirtland Air Force Base

17-1

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

17-1

3-27

18-1

18-1

On April 29, 2011, NNSA published a notice in the Federal Register
(76 FR 24018) announcing the availability of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the
duration of the comment period, the location and timing of public hearings, and
the various methods for submitting comments. NNSA’s implementation of public
participation activities for review of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was consistent
with past practices for other NEPA documents prepared for LANL. NNSA
announced a 45-day comment period to provide sufficient time for interested
parties to schedule their review of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS around other
commitments. In response to requests for additional review time, the comment
period was extended by 15 days to a total review time of 60 days (76 FR 28222).
NNSA believes this allows a sufficient period of time to provide comments
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The Las Conchas wildfire affected many in the
immediate vicinity of LANL. All comments submitted to NNSA were considered
in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Other NNSA EIS processes were
delayed to respond to concerns regarding multiple NEPA public involvement
opportunities (for example, the Sandia SWEIS scoping meetings and the BSL-3
Draft EIS public review period).
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Commentor No. 18: Joan May, Chair
San Miguel County, Colorado Board of County Commissioners

Commentor No. 18 (cont’d): Joan May, Chair
San Miguel County, Colorado Board of County Commissioners
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18-1
cont’d

3-29

From: Roybal, Julie, NMENV [julie.roybal1@state.nm.us]
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 5:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@DOEAL.GOV
Subject: Environmental Review Response #3451
Attachments: 3451ERResponse 5-31-11 signed.pdf

Good day Mr. Tegmeier,
Attached is the Environmental Review Response from the New Mexico
Environment Department that was requested by your agency back in April.
Have a great day,
Julie~

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 19: Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

19-2

3-31

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to implement the
decision made following preparation of the original CMRR EIS in 2003 (that is,
to take no action that differs from the previous decision).

19-2

The Final CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include more information on
the evolution of the Shallow Excavation Option. In 2011, a review of the
requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce
the amount of additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep
Excavation Option by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original
design elevation. The overall building height would remain the same, but the
top of the roof would be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual
and preliminary design. At the current level of design maturity, this approach,
known as the Shallow Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions
in construction impacts and cost without affecting other building design
requirements. Both construction options require the same sets of safety controls
and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental consequences as shown
in the analyses contained in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options
are being considered by NNSA. As the design studies continue and more details
become available, one option or the other may be judged to have significant
advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase
of construction that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction
option. Whichever alternative or option is selected, the CMRR-NF must
meet the design standards for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3
structures, systems, and components are those for which failure to perform
their safety function could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety,
and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials. Design
considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result of designbasis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous
materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and the
functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b). The human health and
environmental impacts for both the Shallow and Deep Excavation Options have
been analyzed to the same level in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The potential impacts
of the proposed alternatives for construction and operation of the CMRR-NF
are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts from
construction than the Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts
would be the same for either option.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

19-1

19-1

19-2
cont’d

19-3

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, the activities included in TA-50 in the
proposed action would involve use of the parking lot that was developed during
construction of RLUOB, and the construction of a small stormwater detention
pond and possible construction of an electrical substation across Pajarito Road
from Material Disposal Area C. Also, there is the potential for temporary
power to be run through TA-50 alongside Pajarito Road, but outside of Material
Disposal Area C. None of these activities would infringe upon Material Disposal
Area C and no excavation would take place that could affect the area down slope
from Material Disposal Area C.

19-4

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12, acreage would be disturbed in several
technical areas (in addition to TA-55) under either construction option. There
are known Potential Release Sites (PRSs) located within the affected technical
areas (for example, Material Disposal Area C in TA-50), and the potential for
contact with contaminated soil or other media would be appropriately considered
throughout the construction process. For example, PRS-48-001 is being
evaluated for potential impacts resulting from actions in the TA-48/55 laydown
and concrete batch plant area. Proper precautions would be taken as needed to
minimize the potential disturbance of this or other PRSs. If necessary and as
appropriate, contaminant removal would be provided by LANL Environmental
Restoration staff in accordance with applicable requirements.

19-3

19-4
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Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

19-4
cont’d

19-5

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain the appropriate permits as the project progresses.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

19-5

3-33

19-5
cont’d
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Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Julie Roybal, Environmental Impact Review
Coordinator, New Mexico Environment Department

19-5
cont’d

19-6

All facilities and contractors utilized in the proposed project would have current
and proper air quality permits, in accordance with 20.2.72 NMAC. As noted in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Mitigation, activities would follow
standard procedures for minimizing construction impacts on air quality. These
practices are required by Federal and state licensing and permitting requirements,
as discussed in Chapter 5 of the CMRR-NF SEIS. As applicable, all county and
local ordinances affecting air quality would be followed to minimize impacts
associated with construction activity.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

19-6
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From: Spencer, Stephen [Stephen_Spencer@ios.doi.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 3:40 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Department of the Interior Comments - Draft Supplemental EIS for

the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at LANL
Attachments: ER11-394.pdf
Please find attached a comment letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior
on the Supplemental DEIS for the subject project. I would appreciate an
acknowledgement by return e-mail that this letter has been received.
Thanks.
Stephen R. Spencer, PhD
Regional Environmental Officer
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of the Interior
1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348
Albuquerque, NM 87104
Phone: (505) 563-3572 Fax: (505) 563-3066 Cell: (505) 249-2462
Stephen_Spencer@ios.doi.gov
Web Site: www.doi.gov/oepc/albuquerque.html
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Commentor No. 20: Stephen R. Spencer, PhD, Regional Environmental
Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior

Commentor No. 20 (cont’d): Stephen R. Spencer, PhD, Regional
Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

20-1

20-1

Comment noted.

3-37

I would like to offer my full support to the construction of the CMRR.
In terms of responsibility to the environment, stockpile stewardship,
employee safety, and advancing actinide research this facility is
necessary. Contrary to the goals of the anti’s, if it is not built here it will
be built elsewhere. Hurdles that prevent construction of this facility
will be to the detriment of Los Alamos National Laboratory and the
communities that support it. Please consider this an investment in the
next fifty years in the excellence produced by Los Alamos National
Laboratory.
Dr. Christopher Chancellor
5402 S. Thomason Rd.
Carlsbad, NM 88220
chancellor-1@hotmail.com

21-1

21-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF would support this effort.
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Commentor No. 21: Dr. Christopher Chancellor

Commentor No. 22: Bob Walsh
From: Bob Walsh [walshb@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 11:43 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Cc: jarends@nuclearactive.org; jay@nukewatch.org
Subject: Comment on Draft SEIS

June 2, 2011

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier
U.S. DOE/NNSA
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
by email to: nepalaso@doeal.gov
I respectfully submit this comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico, DOE/EIS-0350-S1, April 2011. I would appreciate its serious
consideration by the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) and look
forward to the agency’s comprehensive response.
About 20 years ago, I was the lead on the safety analysis for a proposed plutonium
storage arrangement at Pantex. We found that aircraft accidents from overflights
were a significant contributor to risk, with possibly horrendous consequences. Last
November, I commented on the scope of the Supplemental EIS, pointing out that
the EIS should consider both accidents and intentional acts.
The Draft SEIS includes the following response to that and similar comments:
“The accident analyses … present the impacts of a range of possible accidents.
… A classified appendix was prepared to address the impact of intentional
destructive acts, which include terrorism. Substantive details are not released to
the public because disclosure of this information could be exploited by terrorists to
plan attacks.”

3-39

In the appendix that evaluates accident impacts, Section C.3 states that the
selection and evaluation of accidents was based on the Nonreactor SAR
Preparation Guide. In that guide, Section 3.4 states, “External events … will
be … analyzed … if frequency of occurrence is estimated to exceed 10-6/yr
conservatively calculated, or 10-7/yr realistically calculated…. The analysis that
substantiates frequency need only be referenced.”

22-1

22-1

In response to similar comments, the text in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, Appendix
C, Section C.3.2, has been revised to more clearly reflect the consideration of an
airplane crash into the CMRR-NF. The largest aircraft that is considered to have
a conservative probability greater than 1 in 1 million per year of accidentally
crashing into the CMRR-NF is a general aviation aircraft. References were added
to support this conclusion, including the DOE Standard: Accident Analysis for
Aircraft Crash into Hazardous Facilities (DOE 2006) and a site-specific technical
evaluation of the potential for aircraft crashes (LANL 2011a).

In the Draft SEIS, Chapter C.3.2 states, “The probability of an airplane crash during
overflight is less than 10-6.” There are two deficiencies in the paragraph,
1. We assume that this was intended to be 10-6/yr.
2. No analysis is referenced to support this statement.
Having discovered these two oversights upon examination of only one section
suggests that this document has not been subjected to rigorous independent
review. The general public is neither technically qualified nor adequately funded to
perform a comprehensive review.

22-1
cont’d

I now provide the following four comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS:
1. Please provide a reference to an analysis that substantiates that the
probability of an airplane crash during overflight does not exceed 10-6/
yr conservatively calculated.
2. Please provide a rigorous independent review of this document by
an independent professional organization in order to increase public
confidence in the conclusions.
3. Please provide an unclassified overview of the classified appendix,
omitting details, but including at least answers to the following
questions:
a. Does the appendix include consideration of attacks using
aircraft?
b. In determining risks from terrorist attacks, does the appendix
assume continued funding for government agencies other than
NNSA, such as the Transportation Security Administration?
c. Does the appendix estimate the consequences of a successful
terrorist attack? If so, have these potential consequences been
brought to the attention of the President and Congress for
consideration in decisions on nuclear weapons policy?
4. Please provide a rigorous independent review of the classified
appendix by an independent professional organization with
appropriate clearances and include in the SEIS an unclassified
summary of that assessment. Please include the identity of the
organization and the amount budgeted for the review as an assurance
that the review is independent and thorough.
Thank you for your consideration,
Bob Walsh
1553 Camino Amado
Santa Fe, NM 87505

22-2

22-3

22-2
cont’d

22-2

NNSA and DOE engage their own technically qualified staff and subject matter
experts to prepare the SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses
include the evaluation of accidents and intentional destructive act impact
analyses. NNSA does not intend to pursue an independent external review of the
analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

22-3

As indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, substantive
details of terrorist attack scenarios, security countermeasures, and potential
impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this information
could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA considered a range of
possible terrorist or intentional destructive acts and performed a detailed analysis
of selected scenarios. Selected scenarios provide a reasonable range of events,
including those with the largest expected impacts.
NNSA has an extensive program related to preventing terrorist threats. This
includes ongoing evaluations of facilities and security forces to prevent
successful attacks. In evaluating intentional destructive acts, the probability
of a given scenario occurring is not a factor in the analysis. Therefore, the
programs and funding of other entities, such as the Transportation Security
Administration is not a relevant factor. The intentional destructive acts appendix
presents consequences projected to occur in the event of a successful attack.
The results of these analyses will be reviewed and considered by NNSA in
making its decision on the CMRR-NF and are shared, as appropriate, with senior
Administration officials and Congress.
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Commentor No. 22 (cont’d): Bob Walsh

Commentor No. 23: Beth Enson
From: beth enson [wildmushroomsoup@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 5:28 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comments on new nuclear bomb factory at LANL

To whom it may concern,

-Beth Enson
PO Box 503
Arroyo Seco, NM 87514

23-1

23-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am horrified and enraged that our nation is engaged in the production of yet
another generation of nuclear bombs, and here in our own backyard no less.
There is NO TIME LEFT for this prodigious waste of resources when our planet,
our society, and our economy are facing imminent, interrelated crises. The
funneling of so much wealth into the hands of military contractors has devastated
our civil society and is rapidly creating a rigid tiered-class system that outstrips
anything ever seen anywhere on earth. I grieve and tremble for our nation and the
future of my beloved daughter, Under no circumstances will I sit by and allow this
crime against humanity to be committed in my name.

3-41

From: Melody Sayre [melsay55@taosnet.com]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 7:40 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: e.i.s. statement

Considering the amount of time that has elapsed and the increase in cost since
the inception of this project ,I believe strongly that a new e.i.s. statement be
conducted. Sincerly , Melody Sayre

24-1

24-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the preparation of a new environmental
impact statement for the CMRR-NF project. NNSA determined that an SEIS
is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations.
Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information regarding
the decision to prepare a supplement.
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Commentor No. 24: Melody Sayre

Commentor No. 25: Jeff Northrup
From: Jeff Northrup [jeffn@taosnet.com]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 9:06 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: insanity

Anyone who insists on this road of destruction is crazy. It must stop.
Jeff Northrup Taos xxx-xxx-xxxx

25-1

25-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Liz Schwartz [lizbetschwartz@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2011 8:59 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: nuclear bomb factory

DO YOU THINK THAT YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS AND FAMILY ARE IMMUNE
FROM THE CONSEQUENCES OF THIS INSANITY?

26-1

26-1

Comment noted.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-44

Commentor No. 26: Liz Schwartz

Commentor No. 27: Margarita Denevan
From: Margarita Denevan [micuaro@taosnet.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2011 4:14 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS

President Obama called for “a world free of nuclear weapons”. Why then does
the United States need to build a new CMRR-NF any where let alone spend over
5 billion dollars of tax payers’ money to build such a complex on a recognized and
acknowledged seismic fault ?

27-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

27-2

On the subject of “national security” the argument that we need to “maintain
existing weapons” as a deterrent to possible attack is again, disingenuous. On
9/11 the entire world was aware that the US had the largest nuclear arsenal and
yet we were attacked.
And again considering national security, how secure are we when the plan is to
store tons of plutonium over a seismic fault? The plan to fill the fault (by the way,
which one, there are five? in that area) with tons of concrete certainly threatens
our safety since the production of that concrete will also produce green-houses
gases which then pollute the very air we breath
A major concern for our country today is JOBS. That 5-6 billion tax dollars can
be better spent on renewable energy research. New Mexicans would still be
employed at a Los Alamos Renewable Energy Research Laboratory ( ALRERL).
In fact, opportunities for employment would be greater if Los Alamos became
a Renewable Energy Lab due to the spin-off industries. The nuclear weapons
production industry is very limited. Actually, the only ones to benefit from continued
nuclear industry are corporations, such as Bechtel. They produce something we
can never use. Who doesn’t understand that in a nuclear war there can be no
winners, every one loses, even those who do not use the weapons. To continue
paying Bechtel and their ilk to produce something that actually can harm, even
destroy, us is a waste of money . . . it is called corporate welfare.
Respectfully submitted by Margarita Denevan, Arroyo Hondo, NM
June 4, 2011

27-3

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

27-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

27-3

Refer to the response to Comment 27-1 and see Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

27-4

The emplacement of concrete referred to by the commentor is not for filling
a fault. Its purpose is to replace a poorly welded tuff layer under the Deep
Excavation Option (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of the CMRR-NF SEIS).

27-4

27-5

3-45

There would be a minimal and temporary increase in greenhouse gases from
the construction of the Modified CMRR-NF. The greenhouse gases emitted by
operations under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would add a relatively
small increment to emissions of these gases in the United States and the world.
The impacts on greenhouse gas emissions due to construction and operation
CMRR-NF are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.4.2, 4.3.4.2, and 4.4.4.2, of
the SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The Non-Proliferation Treaty forbids the building of new nuclear weapons. To say
that plutonium pit production is “maintenance” of existing weapons is so obviously
disingenuous since it is a known fact that each pit has a life of 100 years and that
there are at least 14,000 pits available now. And why do we need to “maintain”
nuclear weapons in “a world free of nuclear weapons” in the first place?

27-1

27-5

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, energy and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-46

Commentor No. 27 (cont’d): Margarita Denevan

Commentor No. 28: Gene Schmidt, Superintedent,
Los Alamos Public Schools

Los Alamos Public Schools
P.O. Box 90 or 2075 Trinity Dr., Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Main Line: (505) 663-2222 | Information Line (505) 663-2223 | Fax Line: (505) 663-3247

June 6, 2011

Mr. Tegtmeier:
As superintendent of Los Alamos Public Schools, our school system stands ready to provide a high
quality education for children of future CMMR employees. In stating this, it is important to note that
Los Alamos Public Schools also looks to develop an educational partnership with CMMR, which
could lead to solutions of real world problems in a school setting. Since its inception, LANL has been
on the forefront of many important discoveries. There is every reason to expect that this incredible
legacy of discovery will increase at an even faster velocity when construction of the facilities is
completed and the operational function of CMMR is underway.

28-1
When this occurs, Los Alamos Public Schools seeks to tap into CMMR’s brain trust via guest lectures,
potential student apprenticeships, and, if possible, student internships. In addition, opportunities for
science/mathematics teachers to meet and discuss potential classroom applications through lessons
learned with CMMR staff offers the type of real world problem solving that energizes and brings
relevance to our students’ studies. For example, I foresee an opportunity for instructional staff to serve
alongside CMMR staff in a summer exchange. Similarly, the use of CMMR staff as guest lecturers
for school classroom is very enticing to our future.
I look forward to working closely with CMMR to ensure that our school system provides the type of
high quality of education which makes it possible for Los Alamos National Laboratory to recruit and
retain the highest quality staff in the nation and world. Also in closing, there is no doubt in my mind
that students/staff throughout northern New Mexico stand to gain from the instructional opportunities
as well. For example, school systems throughout our region will benefit from the high caliber of
scientist, physicists and mathematicians that will be employed at CMMR.
In closing, I would like to thank you for this investment in our future.

Gene Schmidt
Superintendent

28-2

28-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for construction of the CMRR-NF and
the commentor’s interest in developing an educational partnership with the
CMRR-NF project. NNSA is dedicated to science education in northern New
Mexico. There is an active program for education outreach at LANL; activities
are coordinated through LANL’s Community Programs Office.

28-2

NNSA’s decision will be announced in a ROD that will appear in the Federal
Register. In accordance with NEPA regulations, the ROD cannot be issued any
earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMMR SEIS Document Manger
U. S. Department of Energy
National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road, TA-3, Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

3-47

Tuesday, June 07, 2011 6:15 PM
Robert Velasco
I strongly believe the CMRR project is vital to our nation’s interest. It
is critical that we as a nation embrace the reality that nuclear weapons
exist in the world and that the US stockpile provides a viable and positive
deterrent to their continued proliferation. The only way that our nation
can lead the march towards a nuclear-free world is to have a viable and
fail-safe deterrent of our own. This is ONLY possible with investment
into new nuclear facilities and infrastructure. If not in Los Alamos, then
where?

29-1

29-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF would support this effort.
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Commentor No. 29: Robert Velasco

Commentor No. 30: Billy M. “Mike” Brazile
Wednesday, June 08, 2011 10:33 AM
Billy M. “Mike” Brazile

30-1

30-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Nuclear weapons and nuclear materials are dangerous. We all know that.
Since we can’t “put the Genie back in the bottle” and nuclear weapons
and nuclear materials ARE here it seems that common sense would
dictate that we have 21st century facilities, systems, and processes to
protect these weapons and materials to ensure the weapons work as part
of the United States’ overall system of deterrence against current and
future enemies maintain our capabilities to produce these weapons and
components and maybe even make them safer and smaller and reduce
the number we need for deterrence and that we stay in control of these
weapons and materials so they are never able to be used against us or
anyone else. Or we can use outdated, 20th century facilities (some in
shocking states of disrepair) outdated systems and processes and “hope
for the best?” I put my faith in the new CMRR facility, new systems, and
new processes so we do maintain control of our nuclear weapons and
materials. Maintain our nuclear deterrence posture using 21st century
facilities, systems, and processes , and continue the “Pax Americana” that
we and the rest of the world enjoys and prospers from. While not perfect,
we haven’t had a world war in over 60 years.
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From: swax5s@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 1:09 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Building, Los Alamos, NM

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA
I am a permanent resident of New Mexico and I oppose locating the CMRR
Building in Los Alamos. It is 2/3 mile from a geologic fault line and could cause a
disaster as well as contaminate the water table.
Shelley Waxman
1613 Villa Strada
Santa Fe, NM 87506

31-1

31-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 31: Shelley Waxman

Commentor No. 32: Eddie Archuleta, Business Manager,
LIUNA Local 16
From: eddie_a@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 2:28 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR PROJECT
Attachments: CMRR Letter June 8.docx

AS LABORERS UNION LEADER IN FAVOR A THIS PROJECT, I’M FORWARD
THIS LETTER IN APPROVAL

32-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL.
The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

EDDIE ARCHULETA
BUSINESS MANAGER
LIUNA LOCAL UNION 16
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
(505) 265-7933

32-1
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1030 San Pedro Dr. NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

June 8, 2011

TO WHOM IT MAT CONCERN:
I am writing this letter in regards to the CMRR project in Los Alamos. Local #16 is fully in
favor of this project and I have been asked to give testimony as to why I feel undertaking the
project would be beneficial. After much thought, consideration and discussion with my staff, I
feel confident in moving the project forward, keeping the following points in mind:
x
x
x

With the addition of this project, we would nearly double the workforce being utilized in
that area. As of now, Northern New Mexico has a very large out-of-work-list, but it is
filled with highly skilled workers.
The project would provide long-term, family-sustaining jobs in Northern New Mexico.
The project is expected to last 12 years. This would give our Laborers an excellent
outlook for both the near and more distant future.
Local #16 currently has a training curriculum in place that would provide these workers
with the necessary construction-focused training they would need for success on the
project. In the past, the positions in that area have primarily been maintenance-based.
This would mean more members with more varied skills.

With the above reasons, we hope that you are able to feel comfortable in approving this project,
and, in doing so, providing hope and sustainability to a great number of our members.
Fraternally yours,

Eddie Archuleta
Business Manager/Secretary-Treasurer

32-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 32 (cont’d): Eddie Archuleta, Business Manager,
LIUNA Local Union 16

Commentor No. 33: Rocco Davis, Special Assistant to the General
President, LIUNA Local 16

33-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL.
The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF would
require a construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years.
As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this
construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However,
NNSA recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current
economic difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry
in northern New Mexico, as was stated by a number of commentors during the
public comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

33-1
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Friday, June 10, 2011 9:36 AM
Kevin C. Krank
The CMRR project is necessary for our national security. It is good for
the national economy, for New Mexico, and Los Alamos.

34-1

34-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-54

Commentor No. 34: Kevin C. Krank

Commentor No. 35: Laura Watchempino
Multicultural Alliance for a Safe Environment
A new Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is needed. The
Supplemental EIS cannot adequately assess the impacts of a completely
redesigned Chemical and Metallurgical Research Replacement (CMRR)
Nuclear Facility building for plutonium processing at Los Alamos
National Lab (LANL). An updated seismic hazards analysis and final
building design should be completed and analyzed in a new EIS.

35-1

35-2

The issue of nuclear hazardous waste disposal has yet to be dealt with
by President Obama’s Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear
Future. The Commission’s recommendations are also likely to result in
the need for a new EIS.

35-3

New alternatives which consider the need for cleanup of LANL’s legacy
waste sites and LANL’s compliance with its 2005 Consent Order with the
New Mexico Environment Department should be evaluated.

35-4

Downstream and downwind communities will continue to suffer
disproportionate environmental and health risks from LANL’s dangerous
activities. All communities which rely on the Rio Grande to supply their
domestic water needs will be at risk, especially the northern Pueblo and
Hispanic communities adjacent to LANL. Principles of environmental
justice require an evaluation of the cumulative impacts of this project and
LANL’s past activities on these communities and their water supplies.

35-5

Ms. Laura Watchempino
Multicultural Alliance for a Safe Environment
P.O. Box 407
Pueblo of Acoma, NM 87034
5000wave@gmail.com

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-55

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed
information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the
building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major
damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

A new EIS should analyze the costs of a new CMRR Complex in a
geologically unstable area as well as the need for new nuclear weapons in
the face of terrorist threats and climate change. The United States should
not violate its obligations under non-proliferation treaties which are the
law of the land under our Constitution.

35-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
35-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

35-3

The Blue Ribbon Commission is addressing the disposition of high-level
radioactive waste; this waste type is not associated with operations at the
proposed CMRR-NF. Radioactive wastes to be generated at the CMRR-NF
include low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, and
transuranic waste. There are treatment and disposal facilities available for these
waste types. See Chapter 3, Section 3.12.4, for more information regarding
LANL operations associated with these waste types.

35-4

Activities related to environmental cleanup are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. However, NNSA does not consider compliance with the
Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order
is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

35-5

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to
include additional information on the minority and low-income populations
surrounding LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would
be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives. As summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-3, there would be no impacts
on surface-water or groundwater resources during operations, with any small
impacts due to construction activities being minimized through the use of
standard erosion and sediment control measures and spill prevention practices.
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Commentor No. 35 (cont’d): Laura Watchempino
Multicultural Alliance for a Safe Environment

Commentor No. 36: Scott Kovac, Operations and Research Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
From: Scott Kovac [scott@nukewatch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 4:12 PM
To: Scott Kovac; Snyder, Roger; NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: Don Hancock; Joni Arends; Susan Gordon; Jay Coghlan; matthew_padilla@

tomudall.senate.gov; jennifer.manzanares@mail.house.gov; jennifer.catechis@
mail.house.gov; pablo_sedilla@bingaman.senate.gov; marigayl@netzero.com;
Jeanne Green
Subject: 60 Signatures for a CMRR-NF hearing in Taos
Attachments: Taos CMRRNF Signatures 3.jpeg; Taos CMRRNF Signatures 4.jpeg;
Taos CMRRNF Signatures 2.jpeg; Taos CMRRNF Signatures 1.jpeg

36-1

Roger Snyder
Deputy Manager Los Alamos Site Office
Gentlemen,
Thank you for your call yesterday with the “heads-up” concerning your facilitation
meeting for Taos suggestion. While we await those details and subsequent
responses from the residents of the Taos area, I am sending you the signatures
from this weekend and reiterating our previous requests.
Please find attached more than 60 signatures from Taos area residents requesting
a hearing in Taos for the Chemistry & Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement
(CMRR) Nuclear Facility Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS).
The request for a hearing by the Mayor of Taos and so many signatures clearly
shows the large interest in the CMRR-NF project in the Taos area.
It is unacceptable to not have a hearing when there is such interest or to require
that people travel 50 miles or more to a hearing in another location.
Please schedule the hearing promptly and provide public notice as soon as
possible, including a Federal Register notice at least 15 days in advance of the
dates of the hearings.
In addition to the additional hearing in Taos we remind you of our request for a
hearing in DC. Our colleagues there believe that a hearing there would have a
good turnout.

3-57

We appreciate your efforts this week to complete making the reference documents
available, which will aid in making comments, but the comment period is too short.

36-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos. In
making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the size
of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and no previous record
of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster session similar
to that associated with a hearing, NNSA made presentations describing the
CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited to ask questions
following the presentations and advised of ways to provide comments on the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at the meeting.
DOE determined that holding a public hearing in Washington, D.C., was not
appropriate for the CMRR-NF SEIS because construction of the CMRR-NF is
specific to LANL missions. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, in response to requests
for additional review time, the comment period was extended by 15 days
to a total review time of 60 days. All comments submitted to NNSA were
considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. In addition, other NNSA EIS
processes were delayed to respond to concerns regarding multiple NEPA public
involvement opportunities (for example, the Sandia SWEIS scoping meetings
and the BSL-3 Draft EIS public review period). NNSA determined this allows a
sufficient period of time to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manger

We are still requesting a 60 day extension. It seems to me that the BSL-3 EIS
could be delayed to make room to extend the CMRR-NF comment period until the
end of July.

36-1
cont’d

Thank you,
Scott
cc: Matthew Padilla, Senator Tom Udall, Jennifer Manzanares, Representative Ben
R. Lujan Jennifer Catechis, Representative Ben R. Lujan Pablo Sedilla, Senator
Jeff Bingaman
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Scott Kovac
Operations and Research Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
551 W. Cordova Road #808
Santa Fe, NM, 87505
505.989.7342 office & fax
www.nukewatch.org
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Commentor No. 36 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 36 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

3-59

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-60

Commentor No. 36 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 36 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Commentor No. 36 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and Research
Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 37: Anna Katherine
From: Anna Katherine [annakath@earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2011 5:01 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov

I am a long-time permanent resident of New Mexico. I oppose locating the CMRR
building in Los Alamos. It is too close to a geologic fault line. Also, the contents of
this building could contaminate our drinking water.
Anna Katherine
210 Gonzales Road
Santa Fe, N.M. 87501

37-1

37-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to locating the new CMRR Facility in
Los Alamos.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.6, operation of the Modified CMRR-NF would not impact
water resources around LANL.
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From: April Mondragon [etasinum@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2011 8:42 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Comments

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Rd.
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, NM 87544
After attending the recent presentation given by Mr. John Tegmeir, et.all., which
was disrespectful to the well informed residents of Northern New Mexico. in that
you refused to include our public comments for the record.

38-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of
providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the
public comment period.

38-2

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness
and security; and the LANL Security Program. The danger of uranium and
plutonium has long been recognized. The awareness and knowledge of the
health effects related to exposure to uranium and plutonium has resulted in DOE
using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect workers
and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated into the
design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the
proposed alternatives.

38-3

NNSA is aware of the risks associated with the operation of its current and future
facilities. These risks are mitigated through compliance with Federal, state and
local laws and regulations that protect the public and environment, and through
process design and operational procedures.

38-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

38-1

So I will briefly state the reasons for my opposition:
1. The health effects now and in the future of uranium and plutonium are lethal. You
refuse to provide truthful information to the public regarding the health effects.

38-2

2. Despite efforts after the fact, to clean up current toxic waste (which is still not
complete), the contamination to our environment has not been adequately factored
into your “plan” in regard to the “cost” to the life and the eco-system. you will be
producing more toxic waste, that has a half life of 500 thousand years. IF you
really considered just these facts, with the simple knowledge that water, air and
earth are necessary for life...then continuing to produce such toxic waste would be
considered contrary to the mission of “keeping” the public “safe”.

38-3

3. Knowingly building a CMRR on a seismic fault is nothing but foolishness, in that
thinking that anything that is man made can with stand the power of the Earth.
Fukushima and Cernobyl are clear examples, no matter what your “best” scientific
up grades are.

38-4

4. BUilding a facility to increase the capability of nuclear weapon manufacturing
from 20 pits to 80 pits per year, is in fact a contradiction in terms of the
non=proliferation treaty START.

38-5

5. The great scientific minds of LANL would be put to better use in the research
and development of solar and wind power technologies.
6. The military industrial complex budget, now in the trillions, and the CMRR alone
is now in the BILLIONS, I can think of many far better ways to spend our time,
money and energy.

38-6
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Commentor No. 38: April Mondragon

Commentor No. 38 (cont’d): April Mondragon
7. It is not intelligent nor factually adequate to have war profiteers influencing the
decisions made for our health and well being.
8. This is not about jobs in New Mexico, this is about the military industrial complex
run a muck. There are other industries to invest in, ie: education, film, healthcare,
etc...

38-6
cont’d

Sincerely,
-April Mondragon
Live Peace

38-5

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

38-6

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, health care
and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The accident analyses in the CMRR-NF SEIS rely on conservative assumptions
that over-estimate the potential impacts of severe events to ensure that NNSA
has an understanding of the impacts of beyond-design-basis events. In response
to concerns following the earthquake and subsequent tsunami that damaged
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, revised the Final CMRR-NF SEIS
to include additional information about the geologic and seismic environment
at LANL, additional analysis of extreme events, and a discussion of critical
differences between a nuclear power plant (like the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant) and a nuclear materials research laboratory. NNSA believes that the
final CMRR-NF SEIS presents a rigorous analysis and thorough understanding of
the potential environmental consequences that each of the alternatives presents.
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From: Mel Turcanik [turcanik@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2011 12:36 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

39-1

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

39-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

39-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, energy and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

39-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

39-5

Comment noted.

Melvin Turcanik
19282 650th St.
Dodge Center, MN 55927
turcanik@yahoo.com
Mr John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 W. Jemez Rd.
TA-3 Bldg. 1410
Los Alamos, NM 87544
6/12/11
Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
It has come to my attention that there is a proposal to build what is called
“Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement” project in Los Alamos, NM. I
am told this project would increase our ability to produce the Plutonium PIts, which
are the heart of a thermonuclear device, from 20 per year in the current facility to
80+ per year. We may already have 15,000 of these devices in storage.
I believe this to be in violation of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. International
treaties are supposed to be, according to the constitution, the highest law of the
land.

39-1

39-2

This was originally budgeted to cost $550 million. Currently the budget is
$5.86 billion. Congress has already rejected the need for “reliable replacement
warheads” which was the purpose for this production facility. While we have
real serious needs for government resources in this country to improve the lives
of people, why would we expend these resources on a project to destroy the
world????? I believe this to be an insane use of the power and resources of this
country.

39-3

If the fundamental concept wasn’t completely nuts, the site is 2/3 mile from a
geologic fault line.

39-4

Please do everything possible to save us from this extension of cold war insanity.

39-5

Sincerely,
Melvin Turcanik
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Commentor No. 39: Melvin Turcanik

Commentor No. 40: Laurie Harris
From: cosmiklaurie@gmail.com on behalf of laurie harris [laurielu@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 6:33 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No more nukes

Nuclear power is dangerous to citizens of Mexico and the US. Don’t do it.

40-1

40-1

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-67

Monday, June 13, 2011 11:10 AM
Jeff Sharp
There is no viable reason to hinder the construction of CMRR.
this has been studied and evaluated and discussed to the point of
ridiculousness, we as a Nation need this facility so that our national
security is maintained, the what if’s and could happens are the tools the
environmentalist use to intimadate the general public , along twith the
lie of “cheap “ solar windbio-fuels this facility will consolidate, focus
and expedite our ability as a nation to safety and effectively build and
maintain our nuclear options into the future.

41-1

41-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF would support this effort.
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Commentor No. 41: Jeff Sharp

Commentor No. 42: Susan Trujillo
From: Susan Trujillo
[strujillo@c21success.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 5:20 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comment on proposed nuclear facility

42-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the CMRR-NF project should
be stopped and reevaluated because of concerns about natural hazards. The
CMRR-NF would be designed using information from the most recent studies
and understanding of seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it
would continue to function safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Dear Sirs:
The Los Alamos area is vulnerable to earthquakes (on the Rio Grande Rift),
volcanic events (Valle Caldera), wildfires and floods. It is not a logical location for
a nuclear facility. This project needs to be stopped and reevaluated.
Sincerely,
Susan Trujillo
Susan Trujillo, Associate Broker
Century 21 Success LL
829 Paseo del Pueblo Sur/ 5528 NDCBU
Taos, New Mexico 87571
800-336-4826 office
575-613-5778 cell
strujillo@c21success.com

3-69

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated
in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in Appendix D of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials, including vegetation, are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of
the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources). If a wildfire disrupted the power provided to the CMR Building or
the proposed CMRR-NF, emergency backup power would be provided locally to
maintain the most important systems. As discussed in Appendix C, plutonium
materials stored within LANL plutonium facilities or used in ongoing operations
are generally stable in their configuration and would not require active cooling
systems to keep them stable. Therefore, maintenance of power is not necessary
to prevent significant releases to the environment. Because the CMRR-NF would
be located on a mesa top rather than in a canyon, severe flooding is not a credible
event.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Thank you.

42-1

In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity in the
LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). Based on the report, future planning will be
performed to consider CMRR-NF structural requirements for ash-loading.

From: Bruce and Jane Warren [janewarren1@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 7:48 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR project

Mr. Tegtmeir
I ask that you cancel the CmRR project and that a study be done of LANL’s
plutonium infrastructure. The cost involved is immoral with all the country’s
human needs not being met and the Federal budget still unknown for coming
years. We need to be down scaling our nuclear weapons. The fact that this is
being considered in a location very close to a fault line makes this so easy to say
NO to.

43-1

43-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

43-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

43-2

I live in Minnesota but am concerned for my fellow citizens in New Mexico and for
the over all welfare and safety of our country.
Thank you for your service.
Please seriously consider my thoughts on this matter and do the right thing for our
country.
Jane Warren
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Commentor No. 43: Jane Warren

Commentor No. 44: William Reddy
44-1

From: Tony Reddy [tony.oldnhappy@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 7:51 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Facility

This proposal appears to be an error of cataclysmic proportions. There are
apparently many lifetimes of “pits” already in storage in Texas. We don’t need
more! And the proposed location is near a fault line - ??????

44-1

So we here in New Mexico and the United States could be looking at our own
nuclear disaster maybe much worse than Fukushima or Chernobyl.
44-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

William Reddy
-only the invisible is real

The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. See Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD, for more information.
44-2

3-71

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

We have a budget crisis - why are we spending billions of dollars that could be
used to reduce our debt and prevent collapse of our current economic system.

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

From: Frank Prideaux [sirfrank10@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 7:54 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

45-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research
in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the
CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

45-2

Comment noted.

45-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR
Project specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design
criteria that are more conservative than those in the International Building
Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
The CMRR was designed to replace the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building and serve as the site where they would manufacture “Plutonium
Pits”, the fissile “triggers” capable of nuclear capability that initiate the destruction
of modern thermonuclear weapons. In other words, they are the heart of every
nuclear weapon. The Lab already has the ability to produce 20 pits a year at the
CMR building, but if they move ahead and build the new CMRR, they will have the
ability to produce 80+ a year. (Currently the Department of Energy has 15,000 pits
stored at the Pentax Facility in Texas.)

45-1

WHAT YOU NEED TO KNOW:
The original cost of the project: FY2004 Preliminary Full Total Estimated Cost
Projection was $400-550 million with a completion date of 2011.
The current cost: The “Details of Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012
budget puts CMRR’s current projected cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date
of FY2023 - this is more than ten times the original forecast - and who knows
what the final cost would be if they are given the green light on this project.
Built near a fault line: The worst part of all is that the proposed site for the
new CMRR building is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a
rift valley and a dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May
2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.
In all likelihood, most of the more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since
2008 result from efforts to address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of
adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a
geologically unstable area are just too great.
So we here in New Mexico and the United States could be looking at our
own nuclear disaster maybe much worse than Fukushima or Chernobyl.
Supposedly the new CMRR building will be able to withstand an earthquake of 7

45-2

The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide
used at the existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed
CMRR-NF cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems like those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more
information on this issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

45-3

45-4

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
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Commentor No. 45: Frank Prideaux

Commentor No. 45 (cont’d): Frank Prideaux
on the Richter scale, but Japan has already had an aftershock from their recent
earthquake measuring 7.1.
None of this even takes into account whether the nuclear weapons work presently
done at LANL and our other nuclear weapons facilities violates the Nuclear
NonProliferation Treaty.

45-3
cont’d

nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

45-4

PLEASE STOP!!
Frank Prideaux
xxx-xxx-xxxx
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-73

From: Cathi Rodgers [singsongs@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:03 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No NUKES in New Mexico or any place else in the world!

Please cancel the the CMRR project!
Sincerely,
Cathi Rodgers

46-1

46-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. A key
purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions
as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and
reliable nuclear weapon stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and the
proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort
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Commentor No. 46: Cathi Rodgers

Commentor No. 47: Mary C. Weeks
From: nepalaso@doeal.gov on behalf of Mary Weeks [mweeks@mchsi.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:16 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the CMRR

Sir:
47-1

Please stop this insanity. The cost of this project would be better spent on needed
programs for those in need of better health care, education, unemployment
benefits or reducing the federal deficit.

47-2

47-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement about the plutonium pits in storage at
the Pantex Plant. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

47-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Mary C. Weeks
Iowa Falls, IA 50126

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I understand we have many thousand “pits” in storage in Texas. Can you imagine
any foreseeable future where we would have used all of them? What would be left
of the world?

3-75

From: Antonia C Leboffe Tabaku [acleboffe@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:20 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Re: Replacement Research in New Mexico

Dear Sir,
Why do you wish to destroy this earth? Please noA more Nuclear Disasters!
Sincerely,
Antonia C. Leboffe Tabaku

48-1

48-1

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 48: Antonia C. Leboffe Tabaku

Commentor No. 49: Ayman Fadel
From: Ayman Fadel [afadel97@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project in
Los Alamos, New Mexico

John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,

I oppose all preparations for nuclear weapons, and I ask that the United States
begin nuclear disarmament immediately.

49-1

I’m also concerned about the tremendous cost of this project. The “Details of
Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012 budget puts CMRR’s current projected
cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date of FY2023 - this is more than ten times
the original forecast - and who knows what the final cost might be.

49-2

It’s also disturbing that this facility is sited near a fault line. This raises important
safety concerns and no doubt is responsible for the tremendous cost increase.

49-3

Sincerely,
Ayman Fadel
3503 Lost Tree Ln
Augusta, GA 30907
(xxx) xxx-xxxx

49-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and concern
about nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

49-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

49-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) project in Los
Alamos, New Mexico should be cancelled.

3-77

From: dnaege02@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:31 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMMR Project

Please cancel the CMMR project in New Mexico or anywhere. We don’t need any
more nuclear trigger heads at this point in our history.
We are especially concerned about it being so close to a earthquake fault
line. Thank you for your consideration.
Denis Naeger
Sylvan Lake, MI

50-1

50-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR
Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission,
of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 50: Denis Naeger

Commentor No. 51: Richard Wall
From: Richard Wall [Builder_9@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:44 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Triggers

Ladies and gentlemen:
There is no need of a new building (CMRR) for the security of this country. There
are ample triggers for nuclear bombs.
Thank you.
Richard Wall
Builder_9@msn.com

51-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR
Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission,
of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Respectfully submitted,

51-1
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From: JAMES DILUZIO [jamesdiluziocsp@prodigy.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:09 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico.

52-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

52-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

To: Mr. John Tegtmeir, U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez
Road, TA-3 Building 1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
Inspired by the International Pax Christi movement, and as an American citizen,
I urge you to cancel preparations for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement (CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico. Before anymore
advancement is made, you and your team must commission a study of LANL’s
plutonium infrastructure- including existing and future capability needs, and submit
to our government a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at
the existing CMR.
It has become widespread news that the proposed site for the new CMRR building
is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a
dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May 2007 showed a
potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all likelihood, most
of the more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since 2008 result from efforts
to address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of adding this enormous
new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a geologically unstable
area are just too great. The potential damage to the earth itself and the health of
the American people is certainly not worth the benefits of either national security or
scientific advancement.
I am writing to my US Senators and Congressional representative as well. I hope
that by receiving thousands if not million more letters such as these you and our
elected officials will halt imminent plans and discern far more carefully all that it at
stake in the CMRR project. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Rev. James M. DiLuzio, New York, NY
Rev. James M. DiLuzio C.S.P.
Paulist Fathers
415 West 59TH Street\
New York, NY 10019-1104
xxx-xxx-xxxx extension xxx
www.LukeLive.com
www.Paulist.org

52-1

52-2

Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation
of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
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Commentor No. 52: Rev. James M. DiLuzio

Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Rev. James M. DiLuzio
LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-81

From: mbu11@q.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:21 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New Research Building

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
I recently learned about plans to build a new Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building on your campus where you will increase this nation’s ability to produce
more fissile triggers for nuclear weapons. I believe that the creation and use
(whether potential or real) of nuclear arms is immoral and an act against our
common humanity, and think it is an unconscionable use of tax dollars to spend the
projected almost six billion dollars to construct this new facility.
I say NO! to erecting this building and ask that you please ground this project
before it gets going. I believe strongly that both I personally and we as a
nation (and world) must “turn our swords into plowshares and our spears into
pruning hooks” to effect things that build us up as a people, not bring us down.
What are ways that you think we could use almost six billion dollars on plowing and
pruning activities rather than preparations for bombing and destroying?
Thank you very much for your thoughts about what I -- and many others -- feel and
believe. I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Bill Uebelher
2766 South Lamar Street
Denver, Colorado 80227
mbu11@q.com

53-1

53-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and to the
CMRR-NF project. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 53: Bill Uebelher

Commentor No. 54: Kelly Epstein
From: Kelly Epstein [kepstein1@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:30 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Cancel CMRR project in New Mexico

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
We do not need a nuclear disaster on American soil. The CMRR project in New
Mexico should be canceled and a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure should
be required - including existing and future capability needs. Also, a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined. Please let’s not court disaster with our current nuclear energy policy.
Thank you,
Sincerely,
Kelly Epstein
18319 Champion Forest Dr.
Spring, TX 77379

54-1

54-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed, and their concern
for U.S. nuclear energy policy. The proposal to construct a new facility to
perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other
actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related
requirements across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the
CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need
to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all
DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over
the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have
been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. U.S. nuclear energy policy is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
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From: connie charette [conniecharette@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:37 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Cc: Senator Scott P. Brown
Subject: CMRR PROJECT

55-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed, and concern about
proximity to a major fault. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform
chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is
the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements
across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF
should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide
analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE and
NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old
CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over the next 50
years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have been considered
and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission,
and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

55-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Dear Sir:
I am writing to urge you to cancel the CMRR project. A study of LANL’s plutonium
infrastructure should be required - including existing and future capability needs,
and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing
CMR must be determined.

55-1

The cost of this project is absolutely unthinkable and the location near a majot fault
makes it look too much like Japan’e recent catastrophe or Chernobyl’s.

55-2

As a concerned citizen I feel the need to urge you to STOP this project!
Sincerely,
Sister Constance Charette
131 Puritan Ave.
Worcester MA 01604
Member of Pax Christi International

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. The CMRR-NF would
be designed using information from the most recent studies and understanding of
seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function
safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
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Commentor No. 55: Sister Constance Charette

Commentor No. 55 (cont’d): Sister Constance Charette
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. See Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-85

From: Jeglenski@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:37 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New CMRR Building @LANL

John; If the new CMRR facility current projected cost is $5.8 billion to produce
80 pits/yr surely this facility should not be built. If presently we have 15,000 pits
already in storage, common sense would says this is a tremedous misuse of
government funds being used to produce pits that are not needed. If projected use
of pits is 80/yr it will take 15,000\80 or almost 200 years to use up what we have
already on hand. Please do not request funding for this project.
Sincerely,
John E. Glenski
6500 N. Grand Ave.
Gladstone, MO 64118

56-1

56-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about plutonium pit production and the
large number of pits in storage. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 56: John E. Glenski

Commentor No. 57: Tina H. Blackburn
From: NEPALASO@doeal.gov on behalf of Tina Blackburn [tinahb7@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:51 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Plutonium plant

My information may be limited, but having attended a lecture about what is going
on at the Los Alamos labs, I want to register my horror at the seemingly senseless
and thoughtless continuation of building on a site where an earthquake fault exists,
and on a layer of soft volcanic ash which can be compacted by the weight of the
building.

57-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project, and
concerns about the proximity to geologic faults. The geologic setting of LANL
is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace
of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing
faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al.
2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed
to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in
the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of
a large earthquake. A geotechnical report prepared for the Shallow Excavation
Option provides a thorough analysis that focuses on, among other things, the
foundation design and performance, taking into account the local seismic setting
and the underlying stratigraphy, which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer
approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters) below the depth of the proposed foundation
(Kleinfelder 2007a). The report accounts for the weight of the building and
demonstrates that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot
[97,600 kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure
due to the building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square
meter]). The CMRR-NF would be designed using information from the most
recent studies and understanding of seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007,
2009); it would continue to function safely in the event of a design-basis
earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for
more information.

57-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

57-2

STOP IT! You are continuing an outmoded idea and setting up a whole state for
disaster.
Tina H.Blackburn
4 Joya Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The idea of having plutonium stored within a very short distance of Santa Fe,
Albuquerque and Los Alamos is upsetting to say the least. I do not know why we
even need plutonium if we are going to cut back on nuclear weapons.

57-1

3-87

From: john rash [picapee@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 10:23 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project in
Los Alamos, New Mexico.

Please go slowly in light of misjudgment at Fukushima. Mankind stands a chance
of being on the losing end of any poor decisions.
John
Sent from my iPad

58-1

58-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about a Fukushima-type accident affecting
the CMRR. The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used
at the existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 58: John Rash

Commentor No. 59: Geri Collecchia
From: gericolle@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 9:54 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Please cancel the CMRR Project

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
The CMRR project should be canceled, a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure
should be required - including existing and future capability needs, and a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined.
Geri Collecchia
9709 U.S. Hwy 42
Prospect, KY 40059
(xxx)-xxx-xxxx

59-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sincerely,

59-1

3-89

From: bpizzorno@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 12:36 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

60-1

The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone
between a rift valley and a dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis
from May 2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion
and activity. The costs of adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons
manufacturing complex in a geologically unstable area are just too great. So we
could be looking at our own nuclear disaster

60-1

None of this even takes into account whether the nuclear weapons work presently
done at LANL and our other nuclear weapons facilities violates the Nuclear
NonProliferation Treaty.

60-2

The CMRR project should be canceled, a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure
should be required - including existing and future capability needs, and a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined.

60-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

60-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

60-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 60: bpizzorno@aol.com

Commentor No. 61: Kenneth A. Lerczak
From: Ken Lerczak [kalerc@chartermi.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 10:04 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR PROJECT SHOULD BE CANCELLED.....

The CMRR project should be canceled,
and a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure should be required
- including existing and future capability needs, and a realistic cost for maintaining
and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be determined.
With hope for a planet free of nuclear weapons......let us pray and work..........
Kenneth A. Lerczak

61-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

PLEASE....PLEASE

61-1

3-91

From: ppattiplcsam@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 5:42 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: ARE YOU KIDDING?

LESS GOVERNMENT UNTIL IT BENEFITS THE CORPORATION? YOUR
KIDDING RIGHT? OF COURSE NOT. NOT WITH SUCH CORRUPTION
GOING ON IN GOVERNMENT. ITS NOT WE THE CORPORATION, ITS
WE THE PEOPLE. GET IT RIGHT. AND STOP THIS VERY KIND OF
WASTE. REVOLUTION COMING YOUR WAY.

62-1

The original cost of the project: FY2004 Preliminary Full Total Estimated Cost
Projection was $400-550 million with a completion date of 2011.
The current cost: The “Details of Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012
budget puts CMRR’s current projected cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date
of FY2023 - this is more than ten times the original forecast - and who knows
what the final cost would be if they are given the green light on this project.
Built near a fault line: The worst part of all is that the proposed site for the
new CMRR building is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a
rift valley and a dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May
2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.
In all likelihood, most of the more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since
2008 result from efforts to address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of
adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a
geologically unstable area are just too great.

62-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and concerns
about geologic faults and earthquake hazards. The geologic setting of LANL
is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace
of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based
on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surfacerupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner
et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are
designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative
than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe
in the event of a large earthquake. Subsequent to the original proposal of the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural
requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 62: ppattiplcsam@aol.com

Commentor No. 63: Fred Goddard
From: Fred Goddard [fcgoddard@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 6:21 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about plutonium pit production, cost,
seismic hazards, and nuclear proliferation. The CMR Building provides, and
the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would
not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for
more information.

63-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Regarding funding priorities, decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions,
of this CRD for more information.

63-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
I am writing to you with regard to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement (CMRR) Project. I understand that ehe CMRR was designed to
replace the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building and serve as
the site for manufacturing “Plutonium Pits”, the fissile “triggers” capable of nuclear
capability that initiate the destruction of modern thermonuclear weapons.

63-1

I have read that the original cost of the project: FY2004 Preliminary Full Total
Estimated Cost Projection was $400-550 million with a completion date of 2011,
while the current projected cost is now at $5.86 billion and a completion date of
FY2023. At a time of economic crisis, this is unacceptable.

63-2

I also have read that is it built near a fault line. An updated seismic hazards
analysis from May 2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground
motion and activity. In all likelihood, most of the more than $3 billion added to
cost estimates since 2008 result from efforts to address the heightened seismic
hazards. The costs of adding this enormous new facility to Los Alamos Nuclear
Lab’s weapons manufacturing complex in a geologically unstable area are just too
great.
So we could be looking at our own nuclear disaster. Supposedly the new CMRR
building will be able to withstand an earthquake of 7 on the Richter scale, but
Japan has already had an aftershock from their recent earthquake measuring 7.1.
None of this even takes into account whether the nuclear weapons work presently
done at LANL and our other nuclear weapons facilities violates the Nuclear
NonProliferation Treaty.

63-3

63-4
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Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

63-1

For economic, safety and compliance with the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty,
I believe the CMRR project should be canceled, a study of LANL’s plutonium
infrastructure should be required—including existing and future capability needs—
and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing
CMR must be determined.

public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

63-5

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Fred Goddard
499 Fort Washington Ave Apt 3D
New York NY 10033

The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
63-4

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

63-5

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-94

Commentor No. 63 (cont’d): Fred Goddard

Commentor No. 64: Barbara DePue
From: Barbara DePue [democatsx2@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 6:58 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

I am writing to ask you to reconsider building the proposed Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico.
The potential for destruction to humanity and the environment is a price too high to
pay.

64-1

64-1

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and their
concern for humanity and the environment. A key purpose of the continued
operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress
and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapon
stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF
supports this effort. This does not entail adding more nuclear weapons, but rather
maintaining the existing stockpile. Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS presents the
potential human health and environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives.

3-95

From: Myrt Rollins [mrollins@ezeeweb.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:54 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: The Los Alamos Replacement Project

Dear Mr Tegtmeir, Please cancel or postpone the nuclear project. Its costs to
the suffering American people of over $5 Billion dollars is not and may never be
needed. And it is to be located on a fault line that could lead to future catastrophic
consequences for our country. Moreover, it is not in the interest of humanity as a
whole and may even add to consideration of additional nuclear armaments. For
the good of our people and the good of humanity, Please stop this project.
Very sincerely, Mr. Myrt Rollins Breese, Illinois

65-1

65-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and their
concerns about cost, proximity to a fault line, and nuclear weapons. See
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD
for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. The CMRR-NF would
be designed using information from the most recent studies and understanding of
seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function
safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapon stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This does not entail
adding more nuclear weapons, but rather maintaining the existing stockpile.
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Commentor No. 65: Myrt Rollins

Commentor No. 66: Sister Ella Binz
From: ellabinz@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:06 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir:
Peace and all good!
Please cancel the CMRR Project.

Determine a realistic cost for maintining and upgrading safety features athe the
existing CMR.
We can not continue to build with no regard to the cost in dollars and in life for our
planet and all of us.
Please consider my request.
Thank you.
God bless you.
Sr. Ella Binz, OSF

66-1

66-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

A study is needed of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure should be required, including
existing and future capabilities needs.
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From: Mary.David.Hydro [Mary.David.Hydro@saintleo.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:12 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

67-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and their
concerns about plutonium pit production and nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR
Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.1, Opposition
to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology and Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

67-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

67-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. The CMRR-NF would
be designed using information from the most recent studies and understanding of
seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function
safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road|
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Fax: 505-667-5948
Email: nepalaso@doeal.gov <mailto:nepalaso@doeal.gov>
Cancel CMRR project! The cost is too great!
The CMRR was designed to replace the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building and serve as the site where they would manufacture “Plutonium
Pits”, the fissile “triggers” capable of nuclear capability that initiate the destruction
of modern thermonuclear weapons.
As a Catholic nun--I oppose war & uphold the sacredness of life. The following
reasons support my plea to Cancel CMRR:
This project is to cost Billions of dollars--a drain on our economy--when there are
poor in our own country lacking food, health-care etc.

67-1

67-2

It is a Brain-drain - taking from jobs in life-enhancing fields.
The proposed building site is on a geologic fault--give me a break--Brain drain,
already! This will not only endanger others with threatened use of nuclear
weapons, but ourselves with a possible disaster like Fukushima or Chernobyl.

67-3

Does work in our nuclear weapons facilities violate the Non-Poliferation Treaty?

67-4

I urge you--Reconsider
Cancel CMRR project! The COST is too great!
Peace--to all people!
In Christ,
Sister Mary David, OSB

The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
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Commentor No. 67: Sister Mary David

Commentor No. 67 (cont’d): Sister Mary David
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
67-4

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-99

From: Helen Jacobson [hjacobsn@osfphila.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:12 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR--my opinion

Dear Mr. John Tegtmeir:
The CMRR project should be canceled; a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure
should be required - including existing and future capability needs; and a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined.
Helen Jacobson

68-1

68-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 68: Helen Jacobson

Commentor No. 69: Jim Noonan
From: Noonan, James [JNoonan@Maryknoll.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:15 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: PLEASE

ATTENTION !!!

ATTENTION !!!

PLEASE STOP THE ACTIVITIES OF CMRR !!!!!!!
Peace,
Jim Noonan

69-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. A key
purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions
as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and
reliable nuclear weapon stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and
the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This does not entail adding more
nuclear weapons, but rather maintaining the existing stockpile.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

MARYKNOLL OFFICE FOR GLOBAL CONCERNS

69-1
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From: Kathy Smith [kathy@ihmwestallis.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:17 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New CMMR Project in New Mexico

Dear Sir (Mr. John Tegtmeir of the US DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office)
70-1

I have just learned about a project that is proposed for your State of Mexico. I
reside in Wisconsin, far away from your state, but this project caught my attention
for a number of reasons, 3 of which I listed below.
1. This project is about “weapons of destruction”

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission, (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

2. The cost of the project is enormous (in the billions)
3. Our government is in a fiscal crisis of a scope that is historic
I don’t usually write politicians - I speak with my vote. There are millions of people
on this precious earth of ours, that are starving, without the means to obtain relief.
In my conscience this issue is far more important and needs to be addressed now.
People who have their needs met (food, shelter, education) are happy people and
do not want to war against each other. Please think about this before you work to
approve this project.
In addition, my understanding is that the project is proposed for an area near a
major fault line. Please consider the numerous natural disasters that have occurred
in the past 12 months around the world. I’m not a scientist, but this doesn’t seem to
make sense to me.

70-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

70-2

Thank you for taking the time to read this.
Kathy Smith
Kathy Smith
kathy@ihmwestallis.com
Young Adult & Adult Ministry Director
Immaculate Heart of Mary Parish
1121 South 116th Street
West Allis, WI 53214
xxx-xxx-xxxx xxxx

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about nuclear weapons and U.S.
government funding priorities. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

70-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 70: Kathy Smith

Commentor No. 71: Margaret A. Flanagan
71-1

From: Ms Margaret Flanagan [margaflan@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:20 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: new plant building and funding

I believe the CMRR project should be canceled, a study of LANL’s plutonium
infrastructure should be required - including existing and future capability needs,
and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing
CMR must be determined.

71-1

The fault lines under the buildings are already a problem, we don’t need more!

71-2

Please consider all this before continuing.
Sincerely yours,
Ms Margaret A. Flanagan
177 East 3rd St. #4A
New York, NY 10009

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.
71-2

3-103

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

You can already produce 20 pits a year at the existing CMR building, the
Department of Energy has 15,000 stored in Texas, there is no need for more. We
need less nuclear weapons, not the ability to produce more.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed, and concerns
about plutonium pit production, and proximity to geologic fault lines. The
proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

From: Linda De Sitter [desitter@gorge.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:30 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Don’t build expensive new CMRR

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
Please don’t spend money that we need (for education and health) on building
nuclear pits that we don’t need. Furthermore, building it near a fault line is just
plain irresponsible. As a physician, I can’t imagine how anyone with a concern for
the public welfare would conceive of this project as being a good idea.
Linda De Sitter MD
Hood River, Oregon

72-1

72-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about funding choices and building
nuclear weapon pits. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 72: Linda De Sitter, MD

Commentor No. 73: Elaine Hagopian, Ph.D.
From: ELAINE HAGOPIAN [echagop@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:43 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project

Please be responsible and do not build this plant. Placing it on a fault line, and
paying billions of dollars for it equal another Fukushima. Have we learned nothing
from the Japanese tragedy? Is there not better social use for all that money?
Listen to the public, listen to conscience.

73-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request that the CMRR-NF not be built, and their
concerns about proximity to a fault line, and U.S. Government funding priorities.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Elaine Hagopian, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus of Sociology
Simmons College, Boston

73-1
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From: rce6770@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:44 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
I am concerned about what I have learned about the proposed Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico.
The current cost of the project far exceeds the original cost; it is being built near a
fault line; and it is questionable whether the work done in this facility adheres to our
obligations under the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty. I believe you should consider
these conditions in determing whether or not to go ahead with this project.
Rosemary English

74-1

74-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the cost of the CMRR-NF, its
proximity to a fault line, and its compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty. The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 74: Rosemary English

Commentor No. 75: Ken Fredgren
From: K. Fredgren [fredgren.k@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:03 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Cancel the CMRR

Please cancel the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
(CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico.
Not only is it a dangerous location, but it is about war and it has a current price tag
of 5.86 billion and a completion date of FY2023 - this is more than ten times the
original forecast.

75-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request that the CMRR-NF project be cancelled,
and the concern that it is in a dangerous location. The site location and
environmental hazards are factored into and accounted for in the design,
construction, and operation of the CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF would be
designed using information from the most recent studies and understanding of
seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function
safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, and Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. The decision will be announced in a ROD that will
appear in the Federal Register. In accordance with NEPA regulations, the ROD
cannot be issued any earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Ken Fredgren
Reston, VA

75-1
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From: Beth Olson [betholson1@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:15 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the proposed CMRR Project

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement project should be canceled,
a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure should be required - including existing
and future capability needs, and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading
safety features at the existing CMR must be determined.
There are better, safer, cheaper alternatives.
Beth Olson
Sanger, California

76-1

76-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 76: Beth Olson

Commentor No. 77: Douglas R. MacDonald
From: Douglas MacDonald [macdonald.dr@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 12:50 PM
To: ksmith2@doeal.gov
Cc: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments RE: CMRR

Kevin,

77-1

With respect to the economic gain discussion, building this new CMRR facility will
certainly be of tremendous benefit to Northern New Mexico, actually all of New
Mexico’s labor force as well as the business folks, however, it will be a short-term
gain. With respect to the “weapons” philosophy perspective, perhaps our nation
does need to re-evaluate our weapons programs. However, by building this new
CMRR complex, I suspect that re-evaluation of the weapons program will in fact
become one of the prime objectives of this facility.
I see at minimum, two very important and critical areas negatively impacted if
this construction project is not built; namely the long-term negative impacts on
the future of nuclear science/associated scientific disciplines and secondly, our
national security. The mission of “National” security and “World” security could, no,
would, be compromised without this new CMRR facility. The multitude of scientific
discoveries resulting from the construction of this state of the art research facility
will not be limited to nuclear alone, those associated discoveries will without
question transcend the intended mission, stimulate and challenge other science
research programs and create new cultures of scientific exploration for the future
science pathfinders of generations to come.

77-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.

3-109

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action
Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a construction
workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project (direct and
indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in the fourcounty region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation of any
construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a positive
effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico, as was stated by
a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

This correspondence is intended to serve as my public comment concerning
the proposed construction of a new CMRR building at LANL. I am Douglas R.
MacDonald, residing at 193 Piedra Loop, Whiterock/Los Alamos, New Mexico. I
have been in attendance of one “Public Hearing”, reviewed numerous technical
documents and read several newspaper articles relating to the construction of a
new CMRR building proposed to be located within the Pajarito Corridor at LANL.
From what I have gathered, most of the comments in support of the CMRR
proposal are specific to short-term economic gains for Northern New Mexico,
which will be created by the construction project, such as jobs and dollars into the
community and surrounding area. The majority of the dissenting comments seem
to center around opposition to the weapons program; certainly valid concerns,
however, the construction of a new CMRR building really becomes secondary to
that point of dissension and frankly, moot.

In conclusion, I support the CMRR construction project. I have confidence that the
appropriate safety considerations of the workers and citizens of the surrounding
communities, along with the environment, will continue to be a DOE and LANS
priority, and I truly believe this project is in the best interest of our nation from a
security, as well as a scientific perspective.

77-1
cont’d

Thanks,
Douglas R. MacDonald
193 Piedra Loop
Los Alamos, New Mexico
87544
xxx.xxx.xxxx land
xxx.xxx.xxxx air
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Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Douglas R. MacDonald

Commentor No. 78: Patricia and Hugh Goley
From: HUGH GOLEY [hpgoley@optonline.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 1:07 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: RE: No Fukushima in New Mexico! Take action now!

Email: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Dear mr. Tegtmeir: We are residenets of New York and are letting you know we
are very much against building you CMRR’s current buildings 2/3s of a mile from a
geologic fault line. Let’s learn from the disaster in Japan. Please do not do this.
Sincerely, Patricia and Hugh Goley
rie | PA | 16502

78-1

78-1

NNSA notes the commentors’ request that the CMRR-NF not be built and their
concern about the proximity to a geologic fault. The geologic setting of LANL
is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace
of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing
faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et
al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed
to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those
in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event
of a large earthquake. The CMRR-NF would be designed using information
from the most recent studies and understanding of seismicity of the LANL
region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function safely in the event of a
design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.

3-111

The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building
and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems like those used at commercial
nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Fax: 505-667-5948
Email: nepalaso@doeal.gov

From: Fr. Lloyd Opoka [leopoka@kc.rr.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 1:22 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)

Please do NOT build this facility. It is not needed, extremely dangerous and too
expensive. Sincerely, Lloyd E. Opoka, Kansas City, MO.

79-1

79-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 79: Lloyd E. Opoka

Commentor No. 80: Deacon Jim McFadden
From: Jim McFadden [macfam500@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 2:16 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: “Plutonium Pits” & Nuclear stockpiling

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
As an American Catholic, I object to the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement (CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, NM.

The move to build 80+ “Plutonium Pits” is a movement towards stockpiling rather
than disarmament and cannot be morally justified.
Peace and good will,
Deacon Jim McFadden

80-1

80-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the CMRR-NF and concerns about
excessive stockpiling. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

According to the “Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church,” the
Church’s social teaching proposes the goal of “general, balanced and controlled
disarmament. The enormous increase in arms represents a grave threat to stability
and peace. The principle of sufficiency, by virtue of which each State may possess
only the means necessary for its legitimate defense, must be applied both by
States that buy arms and by those that produce and furnish them. Any excessive
stockpiling...in arms cannot be morally justified” (#508).
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From: Elizabeth Rogers [srbetty@cenaclesisters.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 2:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR et al

81-1

I am writing to urge you to cancel the CMRR project, LANL’s plutonium
infrastructure should be required, and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading
safety features at the existing CMR should be determined.
The CMMR project goes against the official position of the present administration
that nuclear weapons should be gradually done away with. In addition, it has
become way too costly in a time when our debts are so great that we are asked to
raise the debt ceiling even though it will diminish our credit around the world.

81-1

A study of the LANL plutonium structure is needed and should include existing and
future capability needs.
The main expense that can be justified, in my opinion, is that of upgrading safety
features at the existing CMR.
Deliver us and the whole world from the constant threat of a nuclear holocaust or
another Fukushima! Now is the time.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed, and concern about
nuclear weapons. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry
and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of
evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation
SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the
complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be
built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical
chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA
nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR
Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years.
Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and
are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section
2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

81-2

Respectfully,
Elizabeth Rogers
Gainesville, FL 32601

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
81-2

The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building
and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems like those used at commercial
nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this issue see Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 81: Elizabeth Rogers

Commentor No. 82: Elizabeth Brockway
From: Beth Brockway [abbrockway@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 2:48 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
suggestion that a plutonium infrastructure study be performed, and their concerns
about human health and proximity to a geologic fault. The proposal to construct
a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium
and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years.
In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutoniumrelated requirements across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD
that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose
and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support
of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the
existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support
over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have
been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.

82-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Mr. John Tegtmeir,
I would like to share my feelings with you about this project. It is my belief that
the CMRR project should be cancelled, a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure
should be required - including existing and future capability needs, and a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined. We need to have a high value for human lives and based on the
information I have obtained regarding this project, I do not feel that the value of
human lives is being considered. Building a nuclear facility close to a geological
fault line would be very risky, especially considering the earthquake that occurred in
Japan a few months ago. Please reconsider going forward with this project. Thank
you for your time.
Elizabeth Brockway
430 W. 5th St.
Perrysburg, OH 43551

82-1

82-2
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The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building
and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems like those used at commercial
nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this issue see Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

82-1

From: Sr. Maryann Mueller [MuellerM@felician.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 3:21 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov

Please cancel the proposed CMRR project which is against the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty.
Sister Maryann Mueller
Justice and Peace Coordinator
Our Lady of Hope Province
“Nowadays, the world does not need words but lives that cannot be explained
except through faith and love for Christ’s poor.”
Pedro Arupe
_________________________________________________________________
____
This outgoing email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security
System for Felician College.
_________________________________________________________________
____

83-1

83-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Current
operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 83: Sister Maryann Mueller

Commentor No. 84: Sally Chappell
From: Sally & Jon [jschap@localnet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 5:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR building

Hello,
I have learned about the proposed construction of a new CMRR building at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory and would like to register my disapproval of this
project because of safety reasons, cost and increased proliferation of nuclear
weapons. This project needs to be cancelled.

84-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and concerns
about safety, cost, and nonproliferation. The danger of plutonium has been
recognized since its first large-scale production in 1945. The awareness and
knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE using special designs,
operations, and procedural measures to protect workers and the public; such
safety features and controls would be incorporated into the design and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapon stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This does not entail
adding more nuclear weapons, but rather maintaining the existing stockpile.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sally Chappell
Bridgton, ME

84-1
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From: Janice Thome [presence@odsgc.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: please STOP

85-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request that the CMRR-NF not be built, and their
concerns about nonproliferation, proximity to a geologic fault, pit production,
and funding priorities. Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty, or any other nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a
signatory, nor would the operations that would be performed in the proposed
CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more
information.

85-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. The CMRR-NF would
be designed using information from the most recent studies and understanding of
seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009); it would continue to function
safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

I wish to voice my vote that the CMRR not be built.
The Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty still stands and I want my country to live up to
it.
The geographic fault line that is less than a mile away shouts out for caution less
we cause another nuclear disaster even worse than that in Japan.

85-1
85-2

Why would we ever need to make 80 or more pits a year? We already have
15,000 and make 20 more each year. Why polute our earth with the capability to
destroy us many times over?
In our economic crisis, I think it immoral to waste so much time, money and human
energy on something that will not feed or give necessities to anyone. Furthermore
it is set only to destroy us.

85-3

PLEASE STOP THE PLAN ALL TOGETHER AND FOCUS ON THE HEALTH OF
OUR EARTH.
Sister Janice Thome
1002 Gillespie
Garden City KS. 67846

The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building
and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems like those used at commercial
nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this issue see Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
85-3

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
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Commentor No. 85: Sister Janice Thome

Commentor No. 85 (cont’d): Sister Janice Thome
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-119

From: KATHLEEN HELBLING [kandpinohio@embarqmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:26 PM
To: John Tegtmeir
Subject: Common Sense

June 15, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Fax: 505-667-5948
Dear Sir:
If the US government has 15,000 Plutonium pits already in storage and the
ability to add 20 per year to this inventory, why does the government need a new
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building (CMRR) to build 80 plus Plutonium
pits per year?
Common sense, in my opinion, would suggest that a new CMRR is not needed.
Especially since, the new enemy facing the security of our country is our national
debt. Please pray on this issue. Help our country balance our budget with
sound finical decisions in order to control the national debt if not for us then our
grandchildren and great grandchildren.
Our prayers are with you on this issue.
Paul Helbling
T606 St. Rt. 109
Liberty Center, Ohio
43532-9720
xxx-xxx-xxxx

86-1

86-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that the CMRR-NF may not be needed,
and concerns about pit production and funding priorities. The CMR Building
provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 86: Paul Helbling

Commentor No. 87: Rev. Ronald A. Richardson
From: RONALD RICHARDSON [raidan@prodigy.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:45 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR building

Dear Sir,
I am a member of Pax Christi USA, a Catholic peace group. We have heard from
our New Mexico affiliate that the US Government is planning to replace the original
CMR building with an updated version costing over five billion dollars.

I’m sure you are in a difficult spot. You’ll be in my thoughts and prayers as you
deliberation this issue and opposition to it.
Sincerely,
(Rev.) Ronald A. Richardson
Southold, NY

87-1

87-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and concerns
about the United States giving mixed signals regarding nonproliferation.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. See Section 2.9,
Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sir, I oppose this effort and urge you to enter into dialogue with your superiors in
the government in an effort to educate them in the concerns and fears of ordinary
citizens as our country moves forward in this direction while giving mixed signals to
the world about our peaceful intentions in regard to the control of nuclear weapons.

3-121

From: modeen Carolyn [ctmodeen@royaloakslife.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:48 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Replacing the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Bldg

We need fewer nuclear capability products, rather than more and more. A new and
larger building for creating these nuclear products, especially so near a fault zone,
is unwise and irresponsible.
Please, rethink what course to take on this. Thank you.
Carolyn Modeen Sun City AZ 85351

88-1

88-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about construction of additional nuclear
products capabilities near a fault zone. A key purpose of the continued operation
of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the
President, which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapon stockpile.
Work performed in the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this
effort. This does not entail adding more nuclear weapons, but rather maintaining
the existing stockpile. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 88: Carolyn Modeen

Commentor No. 89: Rebecca Marek
From: Rebecca Marek [rsmarek@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:47 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project

Hello.
I was recently informed about the Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement Project in Los Alamos.

Thank you for your time,
Rebecca

89-1

89-1

Benefits of the proposed project are described in the CMRR-NF SEIS Summary,
in the Overview, and Sections S.1, Introduction; S.2, Background; and S.3,
Purpose and Need for Agency Action. The CMR is almost 60 years old and near
the end of its useful life. Many of its utility systems and structural components
are aged, outmoded, and deteriorated. Recent geological studies identified
a seismic fault trace located beneath two of the wings of the CMR Building,
which raised concerns about the structural integrity of the facility. Over the
long term, NNSA cannot continue to operate the mission-critical CMR support
capabilities in the existing CMR Building at an acceptable level of risk to
worker safety and health. NNSA has already taken steps to minimize the risks
associated with continued operations at the CMR Building. To ensure that NNSA
can fulfill its national security mission for the next 50 years in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner, NNSA has proposed to construct a CMR
replacement facility, known as the CMRR, as a necessary step in maintaining
critical analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities at LANL.
For further detail, refer to Chapter 1, Introduction and Purpose and Need for
Agency Action, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapon stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This does not entail
adding more nuclear weapons, but rather maintaining the existing stockpile

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The information I have received has been largely negative; I was hoping you could
direct me to information that would speak to the benefits of such a project?
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From: Dan Driscoll-Shaw [drishaw@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:40 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR PROJECT: LOS ALAMOS

Sir,
Please halt the construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building in
Los Alamos. I say this for two reasons.
First, we need to move towards nuclear disarmament as President Obama has
said. Producing more parts for these weapons makes no sense.
Second, this project is way over budget and as we talk about stopping the deficit
bleeding, how can we possibly continue to spend money on this project?
Thank you for taking these ideas into consideration.
Patricia & Daniel Driscoll-Shaw

90-1

90-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 90: Patricia and Daniel Driscoll-Shaw

Commentor No. 91: Kathleen Bovello
From: JRC20815@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:14 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

91-1

The current cost: The “Details of Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012 budget
puts CMRR’s current projected cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date of
FY2023 - this is more than ten times the original forecast - and who knows what
the final cost would be if they are given the green light on this project.

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
91-1

So we here in New Mexico and the United States could be looking at our own
nuclear disaster maybe much worse than Fukushima or Chernobyl. Supposedly
the new CMRR building will be able to withstand an earthquake of 7 on the Richter
scale, but Japan has already had an aftershock from their recent earthquake
measuring 7.1.

91-2

None of this even takes into account whether the nuclear weapons work presently
done at LANL and our other nuclear weapons facilities violates the Nuclear
NonProliferation Treaty.

91-3

Let’s not go ahead with this.
sincerely
Kathleen Bovello
Chevy Chase MD

91-1
cont’d

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-125

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRRNF SEIS).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Built near a fault line: The worst part of all is that the proposed site for the new
CMRR building is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a
rift valley and a dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May
2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.
In all likelihood, most of the more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since
2008 result from efforts to address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of
adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a
geologically unstable area are just too great.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to building and operating the CMRRNF and that the commentor is concerned that building in a geologically unstable
area or near a fault was a principal factor in the increased cost of the project.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.

91-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could
happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the functioning of
a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of
active cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

91-3

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-126

Commentor No. 91 (cont’d): Kathleen Bovello

Commentor No. 92: Sue Becker
From: Sue Becker [bobnsuzynaz@cox.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:08 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Nuclear Proliferation

Please, for the sake of our children and grandchildren, for all of us, cancel the
CMRR project. We do not need weapons of mass destruction in the U.S. andy
more than they should have them in Iraq. What a double standard.

92-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and addresses
such concerns in Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sue Becker
9870 W. Highwood Ct.
Sun City, AZ 85373

92-1

3-127

From: AJ [sraj@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:51 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov

Mr. Tegtmier,
Please, be aware and discontinue the efforts at further nuclear development by
the fault line in New Mexico!! Please, let these monies go to feeding and educating
the hungry of the world!
Let Japan be an example and warning to us here in the U.S. Thank you.
Anne J. Van Lanen

93-1

93-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA also notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, education and welfare) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant or Chernobyl) and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD for more information
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Commentor No. 93: Anne J. Van Lanen

Commentor No. 94: Marietta Charbonneau
From: Charreagan@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 1:20 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR PROJECT IN NEW MEXICO

94-1

To Mr. John Tegtmeir,
I stand with all Americans who protest the proposed Chemical and Metallurgy
Replacement Project in Los Alamos. After seeing the Fukushima disaster, I feel that
this site is too unstable to support this type of project. Also, I strongly object to the
amount of money being spent when so many Americans are out of jobs at this time.
Sincerely,
Marietta Charbonneau, MA, SFO

3-129

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. Subsequent to the
original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS,
updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007,
2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF
construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b).
(The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not
publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however,
it has subsequently been made available to the public and has been incorporated
into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated
an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and
provided a better understanding of the ground motion and probable seismic
behavior of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the
building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major
damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to
evolve. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I hope all involved will stop and reconsider LOCATION and COST.

94-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
nuclear reactor site could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences
between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Lastly, the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government is noted. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 94 (cont’d): Marietta Charbonneau

Commentor No. 95: Joy Aspenall
From: Joy Aspenall [jaea@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 1:41 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project

Dear Mr.Tegtmeir,
I am writing to express my most emphatic opposition to the CMRR project.
First, on the grounds that the new CMRR building is 2/3 mile from a fault line.
Secondly, on the grounds the expense is outrageous and unjustifiable.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Joy Aspenall
San Jose, CA
jaea@aol.com

95-1

95-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding cost and funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information. .

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Third, and most important of all, it is time to be spending our human, financial and
material resources finding ways to halt the threat that the nuclear industry in total
creates. In summary, this is morally unacceptable.
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From: Finian Taylor [fintaylor@hargray.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:02 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

Friends:
I understand from the national press that a new CMRR bulding is being planned.
This is abominable.
1. The CMRR is not needed.
2. The cost is outrageous.
3. The project is a violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Dr. Finian D. Taylor
412 Marsh Pt.
Hilton Head SC 29926

96-1

96-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Lastly, current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or
any other nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor
would the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 96: Dr. Finian D. Taylor

Commentor No. 97: Carol Stenger
From: Carol Stenger [carolstngr@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 3:38 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov

To Whom It May Concern,

97-1

With the cost astronomical, I believe that this is another reason why it should be
cancelled.

97-2

97-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Regarding
the commentor’s request to perform a plutonium infrastructure study, the
proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information. The CMR Building
provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF.

97-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Please consider this request as a way to save our planet and protect the
environment and our people.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Sr. Carol
“Do you really need to print this email? Think green!
The Sisters of Divine Providence support the conservation of God’s resources.”
Carol Stenger, CDP
9000 Babcock Blvd.
Allison Park, PA 15101
412-635-5412
carolstngr@yahoo.com
http://www.divineprovidenceweb.org
Eph 3: 20 “Glory be to God whose power working in us can do infinitely more
than we can ask or imagine.”
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The proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project
in Los Alamos, New Mexico should be canceled. First, a study of LANL’s plutonium
infrastructure should be required - including existing and future capability needs,
and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing
CMR must be determined. The CMRR was designed to replace the existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building and serve as the site where they
would manufacture “Plutonium Pits”, the fissile “triggers” capable of nuclear
capability that initiate the destruction of modern thermonuclear weapons. In other
words, they are the heart of every nuclear weapon. The Lab already has the ability
to produce 20 pits a year at the CMR building, but if they move ahead and build
the new CMRR, they will have the ability to produce 80+ a year. (Currently the
Department of Energy has 15,000 pits stored at the Pentax Facility in Texas.)
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From: Mary Smith [smithmarym@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:57 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Cc: Barbara Williams
Subject: We don’t need/want more nuclear plants

The original cost of the project: FY2004 Preliminary Full Total Estimated Cost
Projection was $400-550 million with a completion date of 2011.
The current cost: The “Details of Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012 budget
puts CMRR’s current projected cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date of
FY2023 - this is more than ten times the original forecast - and who knows what
the final cost would be if they are given the green light on this project.
Built near a fault line: The worst part of all is that the proposed site for the new
CMRR building is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a
rift valley and a dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May
2007 showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.
In all likelihood, most of the more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since
2008 result from efforts to address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of
adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a
geologically unstable area are just too great.
Sent on behalf of Church Women United in New York State

98-1

98-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision.
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Commentor No. 98: Mary Smith
Church Women United in New York State

Commentor No. 99: Daniel Heuer
From: Daniel Heuer [heuerdg@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:42 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Regarding
the commentor’s request to perform a plutonium infrastructure study, the
proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

99-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

To: Mr. John Tegtmeir
I live in Windsor , Connecticut and am writing regrading the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) that is proposed for expansion in Los
Alamos.
I am writing to urge that the CMRR project be canceled, a study of LANL’s
plutonium infrastructure should be required - including existing and future capability
needs, and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the
existing CMR must be determined. The project is slated to cost much more than
the original proposal.

99-1

The worst part of all, however, is that the proposed site for the new CMRR
building is only 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a
dormant volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May 2007 showed a
potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.

99-2

Once again, I urge you to cancel this expansion project. The United States needs
to learn from the recent nuclear disaster in Japan. We need to take appropriate
measures to avert future disasters. At this time with the extremely depressed
economy in our we cannot afford to spend large sums of taxpayer funds to create
dangerous new project.

99-3

Daniel Heuer.
520 Stillwater
Windsor, CT. 06095

3-135

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

99-1

motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS).
99-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
Regarding project cost and funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 99 (cont’d): Daniel Heuer

Commentor No. 100: John J. Furlong
From: JJfu@aol.com
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 9:02 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Nuclear plants

Anyone who would create what he/she cannot destroy is a fool. That is the case
with those who create nuclear weapons; or power plants. The resulting waste
is indestructible and will be poisoning this earth for 10,000 years after we are all
dead. Find a better way.
Sincerely

100-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons and
nuclear power plants. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

John J. Furlong
jjFU@aol.com

100-1
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From: bob linc [guess7808@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 9:19 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

I am writing to urge the DOE that, in these times of budget problems, the CMRR
project should be canceled. Also a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure
should be required - including existing and future capability needs, and a realistic
cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the existing CMR must be
determined.
Sincerely Robert Lincoln
194 Columbian Ave.
Rutland, Vt 05701

101-1

101-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Regarding
the commentor’s request to perform a plutonium infrastructure study, the
proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 101: Robert Lincoln

Commentor No. 102: Minga Claggett-Borne
From: Minga Claggett-Borne [minga@thebornes.org]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:29 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New energy needed

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
I’m writing to you in the beginning of a gorgeous summer. I’m so grateful for the
trees, the soft wind, the glory of this green planet.
Please don’t blow it!! The current CMRR project in Los Alamos needs to be
curtailed and safety mechanisms need to be explained to the public. I live far away
in New England and I’m extremely concerned. Do not place your hopes on nuclear
weapons. No more building at CMRR plutonium pits and triggers. Please cancel
your proposed building project. Please explain to me and other citizens your best
practices for safety at the existing site.
Thank you for your good works,
Minga Claggett-Borne, LMFT
xxx xxx-xxxx
www.pedalseeds.net
Donde hay la Verdad y amor , siempre hay libertad.

102-1

102-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission, (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Safety is a high priority for NNSA. NNSA requires its contractors to manage
and operate NNSA sites and perform work in accordance with regulations, DOE
Orders, and standards that include requirements to ensure protection of workers,
the public, and the environment.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
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From: Eleanor MacLellan [elmac185@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:41 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

103-1

Your Lab already has the ability to produce 20 plutonium pits a year at the CMR
building, but i f you move ahead and build the new CMRR, you will have the
ability to produce 80+ a year. The Department of Energy already has 15,000 pits
stored at the Pentax Facility in Texas. This is not acceptable. The danger of a U.S.
Fukushima or Chernobyl is too great. AND the danger of using the plutonium for
nuclear weapons is too great!!

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.

103-1
103-2

103-2

The original cost of the project for FY2004 Preliminary Full Total Estimated Cost
Projection was $400-550 million with a completion date of 2011. The “Details of
Project Cost Estimate” table in the FY2012 budget puts CMRR’s current projected
cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date of FY2023 - this is more than ten times
the original forecast - and who knows what the final cost would be if they are given
the green light on this project.
The worst part of all is that the proposed site for the new CMRR building is some
2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a dormant
volcano. An updated seismic hazards analysis from May 2007 showed a potential
huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all likelihood, most of the
more than $3 billion added to cost estimates since 2008 result from efforts to
address the heightened seismic hazards. The costs of adding this enormous new
facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing complex in a geologically unstable area
are just too great.
Therefore, I beg you NOT to go ahead with this project.

Thank you,

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

103-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10 of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

103-1
cont’d

Eleanor MacLellan, Cambridge, MA.
103-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
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Commentor No. 103: Eleanor MacLellan

Commentor No. 103 (cont’d): Eleanor MacLellan
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS).
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From: S Danat Marie Brysch [sdanatmarie@feliciansisters.org]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Los Alamos plutonium pits

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMRR) project planned for Los Alamos
is designed to produce “Plutonium Pits” which is used to trigger nuclear weapons.
The chosen site is seismologically unstable. In fact, there is no truly safe place
on this active planet to store such materials. As a country we need to be more
responsible regarding handling all nuclear materials whether raw material,
products, or waste.
Sincerely,
Sr. Danat Marie Brysch
Felician Sisters

104-1

104-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
All radioactive waste generated as part of activities at the CMRR-NF and
elsewhere at LANL will be managed in a manner that is protective of public
health and safety and the environment, and in compliance with Federal and state
standards. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for additional information.
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Commentor No. 104: Sister Danat Marie Brysch

Commentor No. 105: John August Swanson
From: John A Swanson [johnaswanson@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:50 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Note from a citizen

June 17, 2011

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir:
I wanted to write to let you know that I oppose the construction of the CMRR
(Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement) Project in Los Alamos, New
Mexico. It is ludicrous to believe that the 15,000 stockpiled Plutonium Pits, in
addition to your current production capacity, in addition to the fully armed nuclear
weapons the US has deployed around the world, are insufficient to the cause of
destroying the earth many times over. What possible benefit can Americans, or
anyone else, expect to derive from your plan to create even more fissile triggers?
No good can come from this project. Billions of dollars that could be better spent on
nearly anything will be turned into more weapons than could ever be used. Please
cancel this project.
Yours sincerely,
John August Swanson
The Studio of John August Swanson
8417 Holy Cross Place
Los Angeles, CA 90045
xxx.xxx.xxxx
May God bless us with enough foolishness to believe that we really can make a
difference in this world, so that we are able, with God’s grace, to do what others
claim cannot be done.
- Four-fold Franciscan Blessing

105-1

105-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission, (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding project cost and funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
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106-1

From: Patrick Grace [pgrace116@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 12:28 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: LANL

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

to whom it may concern,
i am a taos county resident who opposes the expansion of LANL. First of
all, the continued production of nuclear armaments defies logic. the cold war is
over. nuclear weapons represent all that is wrong with humanity. it is one thing to
annihilate human life, and another to annihilate ALL LIFE. This is unacceptable.
Nobody wins in a nuclear war.

106-1

The continued threat posed by the LANL facility to the residents of northern new
mexico is serious. i live downwind from the laboratory, and find the reality of an
accident sobering. nuclear material does not go away. it stays in the environment
for decades and decades to come. The lab is a great source of income for
our otherwise poor region, but i find that the short-term gains are outweighed
by the consequences of a simple miscalculation or mistake. do we really need
to manufacture nukes? can’t we spend our money more wisely? I personally
feel that the spirit of the American people is transcendent to our current state of
affairs. We do not need nukes. If a conflict arises i believe that we are capable of
resistance. But are we the aggressors? If there was a need for physical force,
if the situation arose where folks were needed to defend our great country I would
gladly answer the call. I believe in our commonwealth, i believe in the good of
humanity. i do not believe in the continued production of nuclear weapons.

106-2

please see beyond the short-term economic growth, and invest my money in
something worthwhile, like a future for america, for example education. if we
managed our federal money more wisely we wouldn’t be in this state of affairs.
thank you for your time, and i hope you do not continue with the proposed
expansion

106-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project at LANL and
the continued production of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

106-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.
The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

-sincerely, patrick grace

106-3

Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 106: Patrick Grace

Commentor No. 107: Sister Aquinas
From: smaquinas@feliciansisters.org
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:47 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: cmmr project

Dear Sir,
I am writing to ask you to cancel the CMMR project in New Mexico for the sake of
the common good of humanity. I know little of politics and the nuclear world but I
support human life and care for the earth and its inhabitants.
Sister Aquinas

107-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

God bless you as you work for the good of all.

107-1
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From: John Witham [7john3@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 5:32 PM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: John Witham
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

108-1

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA
was fully aware of the updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
(LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are included
in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS). See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.

108-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

6/24/2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manger, USDOE, NNSA, Los
Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos, NM 87544
1. A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The original Environmental
Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building designed to withstand only mild
seismic events. A 2007 updated seismic hazards analysis showed a potential
huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. Los Alamos National Lab sits
between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains in a seismic fault
zone. Only a full Environmental Impact Statement can adequately study the full
consequences of increased possibility seismic events might have on the proposed
bomb plant.
•
•

A new business case is needed. Decisions made in 2004 EIS are outdated.
Choice of NF is based on 2007 costs before NF ballooned to $6B.
The wrong Question is being asked. Should be – What is the most efficient
way to take care of NNSA’s stockpile needs? Not - What size and where
shall the NF be built?

108-1

108-2

2. Real Alternatives Must Be Considered in the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement. DOE must develop and consider new alternatives, including
a true “No Action” alternative--not building the Nuclear Facility; and upgrading the
existing plutonium production building.
•
•

•
•

Two of the Alternatives given in this draft are so bad that they cannot really
be considered alternatives
The current “No Action” Alternative is to construct and operate a new
CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR
EIS. But based on new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRRNF would not meet seismic standards to safely conduct mission work.
“Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed”. (Pg. S-8)
So this is not really an alternative.
The Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative In this current EIS states:
Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for

108-3

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b)
in 2008. NNSA announced its decisions, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in two Records of Decision published in the
Federal Register on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644 and 77656). The first
ROD addresses operations involving plutonium, uranium, and the assembly
and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and includes the decision to construct and
operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the existing
CMR Building. Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at
LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish
the CMR mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current
CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building
operates at a reduced level because of seismic issues (for example, a fault
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Commentor No. 108: John Witham

Commentor No. 108 (cont’d): John Witham

•
•

trace underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building) and security concerns
associated with the 60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the
existing CMR Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for
a number of technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously
referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
108-3
cont’d

108-3

Regarding alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.5, of the SEIS, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously
made on the level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR
operational capabilities to support critical NNSA missions and issued through
the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD. Although many commentors
expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative that would abandon the
current CMR Building and not proceed with the CMRR-NF, such an alternative
does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). Thus, an alternative of ceasing CMR operations is not
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF
SEIS is based on the decision made following preparation of the original CMRR
EIS in 2003. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
more information.

108-4

NNSA understands the seismic risks of the CMRR-NF construction site
sufficiently to proceed with design. See the response to 108-1.

3. This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic Risks are
better understood.
•

•

The cost-saving Shallow Option, in which the foundation would be
constructed in a geologic layer above a poorly welded tuff layer, is not a
mature concept, and it is not yet known if this option is safe. The draft SEIS
fails to accurately analyze how impacts to the environment from this option
may be different.
There are more new seismic investigations currently underway at the Lab.
This draft SEIS must be withdrawn and rewritten after the results of these
new investigations are known. Proceeding with design before seismic risks
are better known will only repeat the process that led to the need for this
Supplemental EIS.

4. A New Nuclear Facility Will Detract from Cleanup of the Existing Mess. DOE
made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015.
Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup
activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant,
which will only add to the pollution.
•

3-147

Materials Disposal Area C (MDA C), a large chemical waste dump, is
located in the middle of the proposed construction support areas. Large
pore gas contaminant plumes exist under areas where construction offices
and warehouses are planned. Cleanup at MDA C must be completed
before any new construction.

108-4

108-5

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
not being a mature alternative appear to refer to statements in Chapter 1 and
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicating that there was
more uncertainty in the design of the Shallow Excavation Option because that
design had not reached the same level of maturity as the Deep Excavation Option.
The CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised. In 2011, a review of the requirements for
the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of
additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option
by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The
overall building height would remain the same, but the top of the roof would
be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design.
At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts
and cost without affecting other building design requirements. Both construction
options require the same sets of safety controls and are expected to remain

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

•

the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the CMR Building at
TA-3, with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level
needed to sustain operations for as long as feasible. Certain operations
would be restricted. Administrative and radiological laboratory operations
would take place in RLUOB at TA-55. But this alternative does not
completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out operations
at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support
functions. (Pg. S-19)
So this is not really an alternative, either.
That leaves only the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative as the only real
alternative. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s
Preferred Alternative, NNSA would construct the new CMRR-NF at
TA-55 next to the already constructed RLUOB, with certain construction
enhancements and additional associated construction support activities.
Obviously, two of the alternatives are unworkable, which stacks the deck in
favor of the preferred alternative.

5. The Costs to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex Are Just Too High. The
total original estimate for constructing the new nuclear weapons complex at Los
Alamos National Laboratory was approximately $600 million in 2004. The current
estimate is $5.8 billion. DOE must analyze whether this growing price tag is
too high and examine simply upgrading the existing facilities to address seismic
concerns and worker safety would cost less.
6. The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. DOE must conduct a
“capacity study” to determine whether the existing facilities can be used instead
of building the proposed NF, which would increase pit-manufacturing capacity to
at least 80 per year. Existing facilities have sufficed since 1999 when DOE limited
plutonium pit manufacturing to 20 per year.
•

108-2
cont’d

108-6

So what are these needed new or expanded capabilities, if indeed we are
seeking a future world free of nuclear weapons? If these needs exist, NNSA
must explain why plutonium pit production must be expanded? If expanded
production is not needed, then why is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed?

Just as new seismic information has forced a re-evaluation of the construction, new
cost information must force a re-evaluation of the cost.

108-2
cont’d

The No-build alternative that was offered in the scoping must be reconsidered.
•

close in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses contained
in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by
NNSA. As the design studies continue and more details become available, one
option or the other may be judged to have significant advantages in the time
and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of construction that
will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option. Whichever
alternative or option is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards
for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and
components are those for which failure to perform their safety function could
pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release
of radioactive or toxic materials. Design considerations for this category are
to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena events
(for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled
and confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the facility
is not interrupted (DOE 2002b). The Deep Excavation Option would have
greater impacts from construction than the Shallow Excavation Option, but the
operational impacts would be the same for either option.

Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned
for the CMRR–NF. Continue to perform analytical chemistry, material
characterization, and actinide research and development activities in the
CMR Building, making the extensive facility upgrades needed to sustain
CMR programmatic operations for another 20 to 30 years.

John Witham
Santa Fe, NM 87505

108-5

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

108-6

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

108-3
cont’d
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Commentor No. 108 (cont’d): John Witham

Commentor No. 109: Nodia Brent-Lux
From: Nodia [Nodia@goldeneyesantafe.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2011 4:53 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: plutonium production in Los Alamos

To Whom It May Concern,
I am absolutely opposed to plutonium production in Los Alamos and I am appalled
that our tax dollars are going towards the creation of new weapons. How many
people will have to get sick and die from nuclear accidents before we decide to
place people before profits?

109-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the development of
nuclear weapons. Plutonium is not produced at LANL and could not be produced
there. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Nodia Brent-Lux

109-1
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From: Claire Kugelman-Kropp
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:27 AM
Subject: Responding to the CMRR SEIS

I recently heard about the proposed new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, and I have a few concerns.
A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess. The
Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste
at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will
interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a
new bomb plant that would only add to the pollution.
The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action” as one of the
alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives currently listed support
building the Nuclear Facility.
Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth. Investments in
education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public transportation would all create
more jobs and spur more growth.
Claire Kugelman-Kropp
15985 41st Avenue
Clearlake, CA 95422

110-1

110-2

110-1

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

110-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 110: Claire Kugelman-Kropp

Commentor No. 111: Kathryn Albrecht
From: Kathryn Albrecht
[lapaz@zianet.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2011 11:04 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No Plutonium Lab!

NOT now, not EVER. Stop work on the CMRR and convert the Labs!
Kathryn Albrecht
San Antonio, NM
87832-0422
The cure for anything is salt water sweat, tears, or the sea.
~ Isak Dinesen

111-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

___________________________________________________________

111-1
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From: Anne Demers [Anne.Demers@bhshealth.org]
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2011 11:25 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMMR replacement building

112-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. A decision
on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

112-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

112-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
I urge you to cancel the replacing the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building for many reasons:
1) We already have the ability to produce 20 pits a year at the CMS building and
currently have 15,000 pits stored at the Pentax Facility in Texas.

112-1

2) This violates the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty in existence.

112-2

3) This building is located in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a
dormant volcano. A recent seismic hazards analysis showed a potential huge
increase in seismic ground motion and activity. We seem to be courting our own
nuclear disaster -- maybe much word than Fukushima or Chernobyl. Supposedly
the new building will be able to withstand an earthquake of 7 on the Richter scale,
but Japan has already had an aft3ershock from their recent earthquake measuring
7.1.

112-3

Also, a study of the Los Angeles National Laboratory’s plutonium
infrastructure needs to happen -- including existing and future capability needs, and
it would be good if a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at
the existing CMR would be determined. I would rather see federal money spent
for this purpose.

112-4

Again, I urge you to cancel this project.
Sincerely,
A. DeMers
Crookston, MN

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
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Commentor No. 112: Anne DeMers

Commentor No. 112 (cont’d): Anne DeMers
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

112-4

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The types of radiological accidents that occurred at Chernobyl and the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a large source of energy that is produced
from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. Plutonium metal and oxide used at the
existing CMR Building and that would be used in the proposed CMRR-NF
cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce
large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems like
those used at commercial nuclear reactor plants. For more information on this
issue see Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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From: Emily Sadow [snowmaven@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 11:06 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments CMRR-NM SEIS

113-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the preparation of a new environmental
impact statement to the CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the
appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information regarding the
decision to prepare an SEIS.

113-2

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

113-3

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

113-4

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

113-5

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

I am writing to oppose the new Chemical and Metallurgical Research Replacement
Nuclear Facility building proposed in Los Alamos. Here are some reasons:
1. A SEIS is not sufficient to assess the impacts, only a complete NEW EIS would
be sufficient

113-1

2. Focus on cleaning up the existing mess before building something new

113-2

3. There must be other alternatives considered

113-3

4. Increasing the capacity to build nuclear bombs could compromise the US efforts
for nuclear arms reduction, for the completion of non-proliferation treaties and
for persuading non-nuclear nations to abstain from acquiring their own nuclear
weapons.

113-4

5. Nuclear weapons are obsolete

113-5

6. Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the health
and safety of those living downwind and downstream

113-6

7. Money spent on Unusable Nuclear Waste does NOT support economic growth.

113-7

Thank you for taking comments.
Sincerely,
Emily Sadow
PO Box 352
El Prado, NM 87529
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Commentor No. 113: Emily Sadow

Commentor No. 113 (cont’d): Emily Sadow
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations, including
Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

113-7

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

113-6
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From: Sheila Croke [scroke@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 11:17 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallurgy RCMRR Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
I am writing to express my deep concern and alarm about the proposed facility in
New Mexico.
First, the location is known to be close to a fault line. We know from Japan that the
best laid plans are no guarantee for success;the strength of an earthquake can
exceed expectations . To build so close to a fault line seems far from prudent.

114-1

Second, the cost is out of control. How can our country justify such an expense
considering the basic needs such as education , nutrition and health care for our
youth? What are our priorities?

114-2

What about the effects on the environment? Why do we want to risk damaging the
region to say nothing of those who live downwind or downstream from the facility?

114-3

I urge you to do all in your power to put a stop to this project for the good of all our
citizens.

114-4

114-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the proposed CMRR-NF. The
geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

114-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

114-3

Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS presents the potential impacts of the proposed
alternatives on the environment, including the populations downwind or
downstream of the facility. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10,
and 4.4.10, the estimated human health impacts from normal operations are
expected to be small.

114-4

Comment noted.

Sheila Croke
Greenlawn, NY 11740
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Commentor No. 114: Sheila Croke

Commentor No. 115: Marliss Rogers
From: marjayrog [marjayrog@milwpc.com]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 11:31 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR New Mexico

We don’t want New Mexico to turn into a Fukishima! Please cancel the CMRR
project. Instead, make a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure, including
existing and future capacility needs. A realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading
safety features at the existing CMR should also be determined.

Thank you for your consideration.
Marliss Rogers

115-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
power. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s request to perform a plutonium infrastructure study,
the proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

3-157

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The cost of nuclear power, in terms of radiation illness, pollution, lives and funds is
far too dear. We need to make an effort to use renewable energy (non-nuclear) to
provide energy needs for our cities.

115-1

From: Linda Thompson [lindat@taosnet.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 11:46 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: Senator@tomudall.senate.gov; NM03BLIMA@mail.house.gov
Subject: My Comments about the Draft CMRRNF SEIS

116-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

For Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRRNF SEIS Document Manager, NNSA Los Alamos
Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Road, TA3 Building 1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico,
87544; and any others accepting comments from residents of the affected area.
I attended a recent meeting in Taos, NM, about the proposed project.
My family and I are very concerned about the proposed plutonium pit production
complex at Los Alamos. We feel that a complete, new EIS should be required
for this potentially very harmful expansion. The location is seismically active, and
after the horrible environmental disaster affecting nuclear power plants in Japan,
we know that our current scientific knowledge about the safety of such a project
in a seismic zone is woefully inadequate. The proposed Supplemental EIS is not
good enough to support building such a facility in a seismic zone that is not well
understood. Furthermore, the building’s design is not final, so any environmental
studies should not be begun until the design is final.
We need to continue addressing the existing problems of clean-up at LANL, not
begin new contamination and highly hazardous activities there. The American
people are tired of living under the threat of nuclear warfare, terrorism, facility
accidents, transport accidents, and economic downturns caused, in part, by
the huge expense of waging several long-lasting wars in a number of countries
overseas. We do not need more ramp-ups to war that cost billions of dollars and
present unforeseen problems. We do not need 80 new plutonium pits (bomb
triggers) a year. We need to respect our nonproliferation treaties and goals.
We do not need (and strongly oppose) more environmental degradation caused
by making war weapons, especially nuclear bombs. Los Alamos does not need an
economic boost; but other parts of New Mexico do need environmentally friendly
industries that aim to put this country and state back into prosperity--a peaceoriented prosperity. Let’s stop the war machine and begin to address cleaning
up the messes that we have and building self-sustaining energy industries such
as wind power and solar power facilities. We live in a beautiful part of a beautiful
state with a fascinating history and culture; let’s not turn it into a wasteland unfit

116-1
116-2
116-2

116-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information regarding the decision to prepare an SEIS.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. NNSA does not consider
compliance with the Consent Order to be optional and progress on implementing
the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited authority in
making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 116: Linda Thompson

Commentor No. 116 (cont’d): Linda Thompson
for life--just to keep our military machine expanding. Please listen and respect our
point of view. Begin with a brand-new complete EIS that applies the most current
knowledge to all of the proposed, final-design features of this project.
Sincerely,
Linda Thompson
HCR 74 Box 22273
El Prado, NM 87529

116-3
116-1
cont’d

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons and
their components. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

3-159

From: 8Edward Thompson [ejthomp2000@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 9:00 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the CMRR Project

Stop the CMRR project for these reasons.
1. We don’t need additional nuclear proliferation.
2. it is a violation of international nuclear agreements.
3. an accident would kill thousands of innocent people.
4. The huge cost of this project is in direct violation of our need to reduce costs of
military spending.
Edward J. Thompson

117-1

117-1

NNSA notes the commenter’s concerns about nuclear proliferation. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 117: Edward J. Thompson

Commentor No. 118: Paul Troyano
From: nepalaso@doeal.gov on behalf of ptroyano [ptroyano@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 10:12 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No nuclear facility near a fault line or anywhere

Mr. John Tegtmeir,
We here in the US do not need a Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement facility anywhere in the US , least of all near a geological fault line.

Thank you.
Paul Troyano
New Orleans,LA

118-1

118-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about building in a geologically unstable
area or near a fault. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the
International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.

3-161

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern related to the accident that
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I hope you will reconsider this project especially in light of Fukushima disaster
,resulting from an earthquake. Accidents happen without earthquakes and why
should we put our children in harms way? Why should we make anything so deadly
for our world? We have enough weapons now to destroy the world many times
over. When I was a teenager I was aware we had enough nuclear weapons to
destroy each city over 700 times. There is no reasoning that would convince us this
makes sense.

From: Hope Büechler [hopeb@taosnet.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 6:18 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

119-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position regarding plutonium pit production.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

119-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

119-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about building in a geologically unstable
area. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Dear John Tegtmeier,
The redesigned CMRR-NF if built, surely fits the definition of a boodoggle, i.e. an
unnecessary and expensive piece of work paid for by public funds.
Is the planned facility really necessary? The factory will be used to store plutonium
and to process the plutonium into “pits,” the softball sized explosive core of nuclear
warheads. But the US already has 2468 active nuclear warheads containing pits
that are reliable for at least 81 years.

119-1

Is this project expensive? The projected cost is $4.5 billion and rising.

119-2

Futhermore, a boondoggle though costly and unnecessary generally does no
harm, but this one is very risky. Stored plutonium can ignite spontaneously
releasing dangerous radiation. Or the plutonium could ignite after a seismic event
- the facility will be set in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a volcanic
range. In any risk taking there are two considerations: how likely is something to
happen, and what are the consequences if something does happen. An earthquake
or volcanic eruption may not be very likely, but if it does happen, if the earth shakes
at Los Alamos under a facility containing 6 metric tons of stored plutonium, the
consequences are dire.
Thank you for considering my comments,
Sincerely,
Hope Buechler
P.O. Box 665, Arroyo Seco,
NM 87514
xxx xxx xxxx

119-3

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
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Commentor No. 119: Hope Buechler

Commentor No. 119 (cont’d): Hope Buechler
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-163

From: Jan - Joy [janjoyihm@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 8:37 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project

Dear Sir:
Please do all in your power to close the CMRR project--a very scary situation. Also
research and study should be done about maintaining the existing CMR and its
cost.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jan Soleau

120-1

120-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF would support this effort.
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting
the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, energy and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 120: Jan Soleau

Commentor No. 121: Carol Fox
From: carol fox [cfox7267@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 5:27 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No Fukushima in New Mexico

Dear Mr. John Tegtmeir,
The CMMR project should be canceled immediately. Before it goes forward
again,there must be a study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure including existing
and future capability needs as well as a realistic cost for maintaining safety
features.
Sincerely,
Carol Fox
Niles, Illinois

121-1

NNSA notes the commenter’s opposition to building the CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s request to perform a plutonium infrastructure study,
the proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644).
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Please see that a possible tragedy is averted.

121-1
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From: Katheryn Pate [katheryn@highmountainproperty.com]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:26 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: JUST WHAT WE NEED

I am so sick & tired of all of this nuclear crap. Look what happened in Japan, look
what may happen on the Missouri River here in the US. When will we come to our
senses & realize that plutonium & other radioactive elements are DANGEROUS to
our environment & our lives? But I guess I’m talking to a brick wall here. I’m sure
this thing’s a done deal already. The little guy in our society has no clout, no sway.
I don’t have billions of bucks to throw at some congressman, or some EIS decider.
I’m sick & tired of the way things work, or don’t, here in this insane world. I’m sick
& tired of unending wars that benefit the elite corporations & kill & injure millions
of innocent people in far away places. This country is lost. We’ll never get back
what we thought we had back in the good old days before the blinders came off &
we realized that our reality was manufactured by the corp-gov “news.” I don’t even
know why I’m sending this email. It’ll just get trashed. I used to be so proud of this
country. My ancestors came here in the 1600s. They fought in the Revolutionary
War. I was so honored to be part of a family that helped found this nation. And
now look where we are. My ancestors are rolling over in their graves. I’m puking in
disgust.
I am a mother, a wife & a grandmother. I am an ordinary woman living an ordinary
life & I am sick of how this country & this world is changing. God help us all.
Sincerely,
Katheryn Pate
Taos, NM

122-1

122-1

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 123: Carol Averill
From: Carol and Dick Averill [rpaverill@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 12:49 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Re: Total Craziness

There is no money to spend on things we do not need and which are totally
immoral. When are you going to realize that we must discontinue to fund the
Military Industrail Complex which is getting closer and closer to destroying us
all. What will we have to do to stop this total nonsense? Please, Please stop the
whole nuclear program and watch others do the same.

123-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons and
their components. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Carol Averill
Disgusted and peace loving citizen

123-1

3-167

From: Phoebe Sorgen [phoebeso@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 12:47 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR proliferation+pollution is unacceptable!

124-1

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Plans for a CMRR Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos are unacceptable, as is nuclear
proliferation. Want REAL national security? Wake up and become sane. Here’s
why I oppose the plans:
Manufacturing plutonium pits is extremely dangerous to the health and safety
of those living downwind. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. My next door
neighbor died in the prime of health from lung cancer tho she never smoked nor
worked w/ carcinogens. Another dear friend is now dying-ditto, ditto-lung cancer,
never smoked. Why? Because 2.1 lbs of plutonium 238 were released into the
air from a U.S. navigational satellite in an accident on April 21, 1964. It’s been
detected on all continents and all latitudes/longitudes. It could be you, if you
happen to breathe in one imperceptible speck of it, or your grandchild. Enough!

124-1

The United States does not need ANY, let alone 80, new plutonium pits per year.
Do you want to re-ignite the nuclear arms race?!

124-2

Also, the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is totally inadequate.
Start over with a new, realistic Environmental Impact Statement. After all, the Los
Alamos National Lab is in an earthquake-prone area, LIKE FUKUSHIMA. The
original Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed to
withstand only mild shaking, but a 2007 study indicated a potential huge increase
in ground motion activity.

124-3

Chernobyl caused a million cancers, and so will Fukushima. Nuclear weaponry is
even more deadly.

124-4

Stop this madness NOW!
Phoebe Sorgen
1053 Cragmont Av
Berkeley, CA 94708

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

124-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

124-3

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA
was fully aware of the updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
(LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to the
structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-168

Commentor No. 124: Phoebe Sorgen

Commentor No. 124 (cont’d): Phoebe Sorgen
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are included
in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS). See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.
124-4

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to those
that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
or that occurred at Chernobyl could happen at LANL. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL.
For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this
CRD.

3-169

From: Chris Lish [lishchris@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 1:52 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose the CMRR Nuclear Facility

125-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. Regarding cost concerns, the cost to build and
operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making a
decision in the ROD.

125-2

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. The design of
the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior
to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

125-3

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

125-4

As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations, including
Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

Saturday, June 25, 2011
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA–3 Building1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544,
Dear CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager John Tegtmeier,
I am writing to express my deep concern with your plans at Los Alamos National
Laboratory for a Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)
Nuclear Facility. I am incredibly upset by this new project for a variety of reasons:
* As proposed, the CMRR project will cost close to $6 billion, a 1,000% increase
over initial cost estimates.

125-1

* The Department of Energy now recognizes that there is a greater risk of damage
to such a facility from earthquakes. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

125-2

* Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the health
and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a very potent
carcinogen.

125-3

* Los Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native peoples and
Hispanic New Mexicans.

125-4

* Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist attack,
and building more weapons will only increase proliferation and the chance that a
terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

125-5

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature and I
strongly urge the Department of Energy to withdraw it.

125-6

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name
to your mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this issue from other
sources.
Sincerely,
Christopher Lish
PO Box 113
Olema, CA 94950
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Commentor No. 125 (cont’d): Christopher Lish
Although the commentor expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons are
obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

125-6

NNSA determined, consistent with CEQ regulations and DOE Implementing
Procedures, that it was appropriate to prepare an SEIS at this time due to changes
that have occurred since the 2003 CMRR EIS was prepared. NNSA maintains
that a supplement is appropriate and that there is no reason to withdraw the
CMRR-NF SEIS at this time.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

125-5

3-171

From: Patricia Birnie [patbirnie@greenbicycle.net]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 1:52 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: STOP the CMRR new nuclear weapons facility!

I strongly oppose the NNSA plan to build a new plutonium pits factory at the Los
Alamos Labs.

126-1

It would be a far more efficient use of money, time, resources, and environmental
stewardship to upgrade the old facilities.

126-2

The estimated cost of completion of the new complex has become astronomical
compared to its original estimate.

126-3

In addition, according to a 2007 seismic study, the site is located too close to an
earthquake prone area with far more dangerous than originally understood. It is
foolish to continue with such a seriously flawed plan.

126-4

The Los Alamos site is presently in the middle of toxic waste removal, and needs to
have that completed before doing further environmental damage there.

126-5

126-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to a “new plutonium pits factory”
at LANL. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this
CRD for more information.

126-2

Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old
building. Renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would be
extensive. Although this alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, it
was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical and
programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section of the
CMRR-NF SEIS.

126-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

126-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement should be withdrawn.
No further work should be done at this site toward a new plutonium pit factory. Use
common sense, and utilize taxpayer dollars more wisely, and still provide for our
national security.
Thank you,
Patricia Birnie
5349 W. Bar X Street
Tucson, AZ 85713
USA
Patricia Birnie
5349 W. Bar X Street
Tucson, AZ 85713-6402

126-2
cont’d

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
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Commentor No. 126 (cont’d): Patricia Birnie

126-5

Regarding commitment to clean up legacy waste, NNSA does not consider
compliance with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing
the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for
additional information.

3-173

From: Thomas Heck [heck.3@osu.edu]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 12:21 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Ouch! What a waste of money

The new plans for a CMRR Nuclear Facility at the Los Alamos Lab are downright
insane. As a citizen who is concerned about nuclear proliferation and national
security, I would argue that the United States does not need 80 new plutonium
pits per year. Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.

127-1

If plutonium -- a deadly poison -- were not a curse on generations yet unborn, I
would not be so worried.

127-2

127-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. A decision
on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for additional information.

127-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Thomas Heck
592 Rosa Linda Way
592 Rosa Linda Way
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
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Commentor No. 128: Grant Weherley
From: Grant Weherley [grantweherley@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 9:51 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: There are many more beneficial areas to allocate government
spending

Which leads me to my next point that in the current status of this country
economically, as just one example as there are plenty of others, spending this
money on R & D of cheaper sources of energy would be much wiser. There are
no problems currently or in the near future stemming from a shortage of nuclear
weapons or a lack of nuclear weapon maintenance, so it is a waste to allocate
billions where there is no need, when there are so many other problems in this
contry. Don’t do this. You are screwing over everybody and everything, even the
local environment, and it’s completely senseless.
Don’t just do your job. Do what you know is right, so when you die you know that
you left the world a better place, not worse.
Grant Weherley
1408 Jandymar Court
Lexington, KY 40517

128-1

128-2

128-1

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

128-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, for alternative energy
sources) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for additional information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The idea that the U.S. government is throwing billions of dollars at nuclear
weapons, regardless of whether it is in the form of development, production,
or maintenance, is both appalling and irresonsible in countless ways. Nuclear
weapons are a “deterrent”, yet every time our nuclear capabilities expand, this
is clearly a threatening move to other countries, likely causing a corresponding
increase in their nuclear abilities, leaving no competetive edge to the U.S. and
resulting only in a significant waste of time and capital.

3-175

From: Christine Curry [christinecurry.pna@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 3:55 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant, Earthquake Zone by 6/28

Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium reprocessing
and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons of the most highly toxic
substance on Earth, plutonium, at the government’s facility. Second, the costs have
ballooned by 1000%, from $600 million to $6 billion.
Finally, this facility can be used to reverse the program, from President Obama’s
pledge to end nuclear weapons, to produce as many as 80 nukes each year. This
is going one step forward, 3 steps back, with plutonium—the most deadly, toxic
substance in the world.
Sincerely,
Christine
Christine Curry
PA 19061

129-1
129-1

NNSA acknowledges that President Obama has stated that a long-term goal is
a world free of nuclear weapons, although the President has also stated that this
goal would not be reached quickly. Even in the post-War world, international
dangers remain and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element
of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this
CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for additional information.
The toxic nature of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
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Commentor No. 130: Tamara Severns
From: Tamara Severns [redwoodseverns@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 2:01 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Registering my opposition to the CMRR Nuclear Facility

Tamara Severns
705 W 38th St
Kansas city, MO 64111

130-1

130-1

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am not a scholar but a working class citizen who wants to live without fear of my
own government caring so little about the working class and the enviornment that
DOEE wants to contaminate all of us in the name of security. We have so many
suffering from working in these plants. Would you build a Nuclear Weapons plant
near the White House or the Pentigon and have the White House staffers work
there or your families owrk there. It is not fair to the environment or the people who
can not fight back with these Coprporate Controllers. We the People really have
lost our voice in America. We have become South Africa where the rich rule the
poor....no more democracy here in america. All we have left is our genuiness and
love of each other as we watch democaracy taken away bit by bit and say thank
God we are not those people who live ruled by greed and not compassion of their
fellow humanbeings and nature. Sadly Tamara

3-177

From: Ann Suellentrop [annsuellen@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 1:51 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop Building for Nuclear War!!!

131-1

I am very upset about the proposed new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory!!! Nothing justifies the preparation for the annhilation of
millions of civilians in a single flash of light!!
It is immoral and evil, outrageously wasteful, and threatens the survival of all life on
earth! Nuclear weapons must be banned entirely and nuclear waste will have to
be guarded FOREVER against poisoning our health and environment! It’s time to
STOP THIS MADNESS!!!
We do not need any more nuclear bombs!! We have enough already to blow
the world up many times over!! The alternatives considered in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking
no action” as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

It’s time to put the genie back in the bottle; there was no plutonium in nature until
humans made this deadly material. Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous
and polluting threat to the health and safety of those living downwind and
downstream. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.
We are in an economic crisis and can’t afford this foolish, extravagant waste
of money. Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public transportation
would all create more jobs and spur more growth. Spend money on human needs,
not human GREED!
Ann Suellentrop
1865 S. Pyle St.
Kansas Ctiy, KS 66103

All radioactive waste generated as part of activities at the CMRR-NF and
elsewhere at LANL will be managed in a manner that is protective of public
health and safety and the environment, and in compliance with Federal and state
standards. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for additional information.

131-1
131-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

131-3

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. Plutonium must be produced, rather than mined, because it occurs
in nature in only minute concentrations. The awareness and knowledge of
plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and
procedural measures to protect workers and the public; such safety features and
controls would be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the
potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.

131-4

As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations, including
Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

131-5

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education, health
care, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

131-2

Even a limited nuclear war, say between India and Pakistan, would send ash
from burning cities into the upper atmosphere to circle the earth and block the
sun, resulting in a nuclear Ice Age. There would be no growing season or crops,
and billions would perish in the resulting famine. See the January, 2010, issue of
Scientific American for more information.

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

131-3
131-4

131-5
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Commentor No. 131: Ann Suellentrop

Commentor No. 132: Nancy Enright, Ph.D.
From: Nancy Enright [Nancy.Enright@shu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 8:54 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: nuclear site

Dear Mr. Tegtmeir, U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office:

132-1

However, the most disturbing thing of all is that the proposed site for the new
CMRR building is some 2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line.

132-2

Please reconsider this ill-advised project, and consider the future of those living in
the area and all of us whose taxes will be used to fund it.
Sincerely,
Nancy Enright, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Writing
Director of First Year Writing
Seton Hall University
xxx xxx xxxx

132-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision.

132-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. Refer to Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for additional information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am very concerned about the proposed nuclear project in Los Alamos, New
Mexico. First, it is frightfully expensive in very difficult economic times. The
original cost of the project was estimated at $400-550 million with a completion
date of 2011. The current projected cost at $5.86 billion and a completion date of
FY2023 - more than ten times the original projected cost.

3-179

133-1

133-1

Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6, has been revised to include additional information.
DOE expects that a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will not be
required for any of the project areas.
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Commentor No. 133: William M. Oberle, Project Manager
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers

Commentor No. 133 (cont’d): William M. Oberle, Project Manager
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
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133-1
cont’d
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134-1

134-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding how environmental justice
issues were addressed in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. Rather than the EPA’s
guidance referenced by the commentor, which is for EPA’s internal use and is not
required to be used by other Federal Agencies, the environmental justice analysis
presented in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based upon the Environmental Justice
Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ 1997). Language
has been added to Appendix B, Section B.10, to further describe the methodology
used for the environmental justice analysis. Chapter 3, Section 3.10 of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS presents a discussion on the population within the potentially
affected 50-mile (80-kilometer) region of influence surrounding LANL. This
discussion provides data on the minority and low-income composition within
this region of influence. Tables have been added to Section 3.10 that also display
the composition of the region of influence at additional radial intervals of 5, 10,
and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) to analyze potential impacts specific to
populations in closer proximity to LANL.
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, show the impacts on an average
individual of the total minority population, the total Hispanic or Latino
population, the American Indian population, and the low-income population; as
well as the nonminority and non-low-income populations. In addition, a special
pathway analysis was added to Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11 of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS to analyze the potential impacts on subsistence consumers.
Human health is the focus of the environmental justice analysis because several
commentors have expressed concerns about the potential for adverse impacts on
human health to offsite populations due to CMRR-NF operations. These sections
have been expanded to further elaborate on potential environmental justice
impacts due to resource areas other than human health.
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Commentor No. 134: Neil S. Weber, Director
Department of Environmental Cultural Preservation,
Pueblo de San Ildefonso

Commentor No. 134 (cont’d): Neil S. Weber, Director
Department of Environmental Cultural Preservation,
Pueblo de San Ildefonso
134-2

134-1
cont’d

3-183

The conclusions of the initial geotechnical report (Kleinfelder 2007a)
recommended a sufficient portion of the overlying stable geologic layer be
retained between the building and the poorly welded tuff layer to support the
building. This report provides a thorough analysis that focuses on, among other
things, the foundation design and performance, taking into account the local
seismic setting and the underlying stratigraphy, which includes an unconsolidated
tuff layer approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters) below the depth of the proposed
foundation. The report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square meter) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]).This
report provided project-specific (CMRR-NF) recommendations regarding seismic
design and construction techniques with respect to the Shallow Excavation
Option. The final design of the building would be based on additional, more
definitive soil structure and slope stability analyses. These final design
calculations would be the evidence that the building survives regardless of the
Deep or Shallow Excavation Option. Final design analyses are standard protocol
subsequent to preparation of NEPA documents and are not considered deferred
studies under NEPA.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

134-2

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
needing more technical review are noted. In 2011, a review of the requirements
for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of
additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option
by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The
overall building height would remain the same, but the top of the roof would
be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design.
At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts
and cost without affecting other building design requirements. Both construction
options require the same sets of safety controls and are expected to remain close
in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses contained in this
SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA.
As the design studies continue and more details become available, one option or
the other may be judged to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost
expected for executing the excavation phase of construction that will facilitate
NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.

Whichever alternative or option is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design
standards for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems,
and components are those for which failure to perform their safety function
could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from
release of radioactive or toxic materials. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for additional information.

134-1
cont’d
134-3

134-3

As discussed in the response to comment 134-1, Chapter 3, Section 3.10 of
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS presents a discussion on the population within the
potentially affected 50-mile (80-kilometer) region of influence. Tables have been
added to Section 3.10 that display the composition of the ROI at additional radial
intervals of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) to analyze potential
impacts specific to populations in close proximity to LANL. Of these areas, the
area with the highest population density is the area within 5 miles (8 kilometers)
of LANL. This area has a population density of about 62 persons per square
kilometer compared to a population density of about 25 persons per square
kilometer for the entire 50-mile (80-kilometer) region of influence. Among the
areas analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS, this area also has the lowest projected
percentage of minority individuals living within it, 35 percent compared to
57 percent, and low income individuals 3.2 percent compared to 13 percent over
the entire 50-mile (80-kilometer) region of influence.

134-4

The Draft CMRR-NF SEIS in Chapter 3, Section 3.10 included estimates of
the minority and low-income populations but failed to show the percentages
associated with these estimates. In response to this comment, the percent
minority and low-income populations for the 50-mile (80-kilometer) region of
influence and the smaller radial areas has been included in Tables 3–14 and 3–15
added to Chapter 3, Section 3.10 of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

134-5

As discussed in the response to comment 134-1, environmental justice was
analyzed in accordance with CEQ guidance, not EPA’s internal guidance.

134-6

The proposed CMRR-NF is planned to be built in an existing industrial area
(TA-55) of LANL and, as such, would not change the visual impact from the
Sacred Area of the Pueblo. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 4, none of the
projected environmental impacts from operation of the proposed CMRR-NF are
expected to have a significant impact on the environment surrounding LANL; this
would include the Sacred Area of the Pueblo. For example, the facility would not

134-4

134-5
134-6
134-1
cont’d
134-7
134-8

134-9

134-10
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Commentor No. 134 (cont’d): Neil S. Weber, Director
Department of Environmental Cultural Preservation,
Pueblo de San Ildefonso

Commentor No. 134 (cont’d): Neil S. Weber, Director
Department of Environmental Cultural Preservation,
Pueblo de San Ildefonso

have any direct liquid discharges to the environment (see Section 4.3.6) and the
air quality impacts would be minimal (see Section 4.3.4).
Human health impacts are of primary concern for the environmental justice
analysis due to the potential for disproportionate impacts to offsite minority
and low-income populations. However, language has been added to Chapter 4,
Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11 of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to further elaborate on
potential impacts to resource areas other than human health.

134-8

Section 4.6 of the CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes cumulative impacts of the proposed
CMRR-NF operations and other activities at LANL. As shown in this section,
none of these activities are expected to have significant adverse affects on the
populations surrounding LANL. This would include minority and low-income
populations.

134-9

Comment noted. The above responses apply to Chapter 4.

134-10

Comment noted. Appendix B, Section B.10, was revised to provide additional
information on method used to project the minority and low-income populations
through 2030 using 2010 census data.

134-10
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

134-7

3-185

135-1

135-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for additional
information.

135-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision.

135-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. Refer to Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for additional information.

135-2
135-3
135-1
cont’d
135-3
cont’d
135-4

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
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Commentor No. 135: Pete Cerneka

Commentor No. 135 (cont’d): Pete Cerneka
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
135-4

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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136-1

136-1

NNSA notes the commenter’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. NNSA does
not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding
decisions on Federal programs (for example, education and renewable energy)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

136-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

136-2

136-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 136: Sara Pene

Commentor No. 137: Chris Ellis
From: Chris Ellis [chrisellis@taosnet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 5:02 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR is a major environmental threat

137-1

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature and should
be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los Alamos Lab and the
results will impact the design of the building.

137-2

Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist attack, and
building more weapons will only increase proliferation and the chance that a
terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

137-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the environmental and health
effects posed by the CMRR Facility. The danger of plutonium has been
recognized since its first large-scale production in 1945. The awareness and
knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE using special designs,
operations, and procedural measures to protect workers and the public; such
safety features and controls would be incorporated into the design and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives.

137-2

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. The design of
the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior
to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

137-3

Although a number of commentors have expressed the opinion that nuclear
weapons are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the
mission of ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.
Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear
deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security policy
for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Chris Ellis
PO Box 208
Arroyo Seco, NM 87514

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The CMRR Nuclear Facility proposed at Los Alamos Laboratory poses major
environmental and health problems to me and my family, as we live in Taos and are
directly downwind from Los Alamos. I am a chemical engineer and understand the
toxicity of plutonium. It is a carcinogen in addition to being highly radioactive and
has a significant half life.

137-1

3-189

138-1

138-1

138-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF, and to
nuclear research and development and nuclear weapons. Since the 1940s, the
President and Congress have directed DOE (including NNSA) and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure
the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Since the end of the
Cold War, DOE has changed missions and activities consistent with changing
national security policies that reflect the new national security posture, including
maintaining a smaller enduring stockpile and helping in nonproliferation efforts.
However, even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
Funding decisions on Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.

138-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that a nuclear accident could
happen at LANL. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. Nuclear
facilities constructed at LANL must meet strict safety criteria set forth in Federal
regulations and DOE orders, and criteria imposed as an outcome of safety
analyses. Refer to Appendix C for a description of safety analyses performed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 138: Theo

Commentor No. 138 (cont’d): Theo
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

138-1
cont’d
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139-1

139-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education, health
care, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

139-2

139-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

139-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action.

139-3

Regarding commitment to clean up legacy waste, NNSA does not consider
compliance with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing
the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 139: Paula Seaton

Commentor No. 140: Dee Feeney
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to development of the CMRR-NF.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE (including
NNSA) and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear
weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.
Since the end of the Cold War, DOE has changed missions and activities
consistent with changing national security policies that reflect the new national
security posture, including maintaining a smaller enduring stockpile. However,
even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear
deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security policy
for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

140-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

140-1

140-2

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As
indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations under any of the alternatives.
140-3

There are established programs at LANL that address the monitoring of air,
water, and soil contamination in the area surrounding LANL. The results of
these surveillance efforts are reported annually in the LANL environmental
surveillance report (copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/
reports.shtml). A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, for more information on cleanup of past
contamination.

140-4

The commentor will be mailed a copy of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA will
also publish a notice in the Federal Register announcing the availability of the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS. In accordance with NEPA regulations, a ROD will be
issued no earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

140-3

140-4

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

140-1
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141-1

141-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 141: Robert Brenden

Commentor No. 142: Maria Chilton

142-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education, health
care, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

142-2
142-2

Preparation of the CMRR-NF SEIS, including procedures for public participation,
is compliant with DOE and CEQ regulations for preparation of NEPA documents.
Public scoping meetings and public hearing on the draft SEIS were held in
numerous locations around LANL. Chapter 1, Section 1.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
discusses the public participation program related to the SEIS. Also, refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
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142-1
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143-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

143-2

Activities at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS but were discussed extensively in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). Please refer to this document for a discussion of the activities
under way at that facility.

143-3

NNSA intends to continue to perform environmental restoration activities at
LANL. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and
progress on implementing those efforts is not linked to decisions on construction
of the proposed CMRR-NF. Progress in performing environmental restoration
activities at LANL is reported in the annual site environmental reports, which can
be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml.

143-4

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education, health
care, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

143-5

There are established programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and
cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are
sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results are
reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies are
available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). A monitoring
program is conducted at LANL (described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted from past practices. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, for
more information on cleanup of past contamination.

143-6

Various U.S. government agencies, including DOE, are providing technical
support and assistance to Japanese officials in addressing the situation at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant. Additional information can be found at
http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-20110414-01.html.

143-1

143-2

143-3

143-4

143-5

143-6
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Commentor No. 143: Emmy Koponen

Commentor No. 143 (cont’d): Emmy Koponen
143-7

143-6
cont’d

143-3
cont’d
143-1
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

143-7

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision. The CMRR-NF SEIS has been prepared in compliance with
DOE and CEQ regulations for preparation of NEPA documents. See Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

3-197

144-1

144-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 144: Shelley

Commentor No. 144 (cont’d): Shelley

144-1
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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From: Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller [marieljm1961@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 6:20 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Cc: sbrown@scottbrown.senate.gov
Subject: Comments on the CMRR Project

145-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project
and plutonium pits. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

145-2

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

145-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the cost of the new facility. Cost of
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when
making its decision.

145-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that

June 22, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Please cancel the CMRR Project. The CMRR was designed to replace the existing
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building to manufacture “Plutonium Pits”,
the fissile “triggers” capable of nuclear capability that initiate the destruction of
modern thermonuclear weapons, but we really don’t need any more plutonium pits.
Currently the Department of Energy already has 15,000 plutonium pits stored at the
Pentax Facility in Texas and these should be dismantled.

145-1

At the very least, a study of the Los Alamos National Laboratory’s (LANL’s)
plutonium infrastructure should be required.

145-2

The original estimated cost of the CMRR project in 2004 was $400-550 million with
a completion date of 2011. The current cost of the CMRR project is projected at
$5.86 billion with a completion date of FY2023. This is more than ten times the
original forecast, and ultimately there really is no way to determine the final cost.

145-3

Not to mention the fact that the proposed site for the new CMRR building is about
2/3rds of a mile from a geologic fault line. The Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) is located in a seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a dormant
volcano. Adding this enormous new facility to LANL’s weapons manufacturing
complex in a geologically unstable area could lead to disastrous consequences on
the scale of Fukushima or Chernobyl.

145-4

I also believe that work presently done at LANL and our other nuclear weapons
facilities violates the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty.

145-5
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Commentor No. 145: Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller

Commentor No. 145 (cont’d): Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller
Additionally, I am quite concerned about the enormous amount of water that would
be needed. Residents cannot afford to lose the water they need for day to day
survival. I believe that human needs should be prioritized and that water is a basic
human right.

are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. Refer to Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for additional information.

145-6

Thank you sincerely,
Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller
63 Gay Street
Quincy, MA 02169-6602
Pc: Senator Scott Brown

145-5

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

145-6

As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to those
that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
or at the Chernobyl reactor site could happen at LANL. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL.
The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce
a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

I respectfully ask that you consider my concerns and cancel the CMRR Project.

3-201

From: winona fetherolf [winonaf@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 12:20 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No CMRR at Los Alamos

I am a resident of New Mexico: 13500 Skyline Rd NE G3, Albuquerque 87123.
I am vehemently opposed to the proposed CMRR at Los Alamos. It is within 2/3
mile of a fault line. What is the matter with government planners? Do you not
consider the well-being of US citizens and the land itself. How very short-sighted!

146-1

It is also being built at a cost of $6 BILLION dollars, 10 times the projected cost.
This, at a time when government is cutting essential services to tax payers and the
economy is struggling to recover from a severe recession. This is irresponsible in
so many ways.

146-2

146-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF. The
geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. Refer to Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for additional information.

146-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Please do ALL within your power to stop this atrocity.
winona fetherolf
5/22/2011 . . . we affirm, on this beautiful day, that the Rapture must have occurred,
and taken all of us into the Holy Place of Earth and the Blessedness of All That Is
Our Lives. Let us live this day as if it were Heaven and, in that way, we will know
Heaven, Love and Peace. Christine Robinson
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Commentor No. 146: Winona Fetherolf

Commentor No. 147: Elizabeth Michalak

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the CMRR-NF Project. NNSA’s
congressionally assigned missions, which are a subset of the missions assigned to
DOE, are identified in Chapter 1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS. To perform its missions,
both DOE and NNSA have developed overarching programs and identified work
assignments for various NNSA- and DOE-administered sites across the country.
The Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b), prepared by NNSA in 2008,
considered the environmental impacts for managing site requirements related
to transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more consolidated
nuclear enterprise to meet future national security needs. One of the decisions
reached by NNSA after the Complex Transformation SPEIS was completed
was the decision to retain manufacturing and research and development work
involving plutonium at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for additional information.

147-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives. The analysis includes the potential impacts
from severe accidents at the CMRR-NF, including possible fires.

147-3

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

147-1
147-2

147-3

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

147-1

3-203

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new EIS. As discussed in Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA
determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 147 (cont’d): Elizabeth Michalak

Commentor No. 148: Ron Stathis
From: RonStathis@aol.com
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 9:36 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Want you want to do

For Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRRNF SEIS Document Manager, NNSA Los Alamos
Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Road, TA3 Building 1410, Los Alamos, New Mexico,
87544; and any others accepting comments from residents of the affected area.
I have a home northwest of Taos near the airport. I was told want is planned and I
do NOT agree.

Ron Stathis

148-1

148-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new EIS after the design is complete.
NEPA documentation is typically performed while the design of a project is still
underway. There is enough design information available to perform a NEPA
analysis for the CMRR-NF project. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined
that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed action. In
making this determination, NNSA was fully aware of the updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes
related to the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are
included in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I are very concerned about the proposed plutonium pit production complex at Los
Alamos. We feel that a complete, new EIS should be required for this potentially
very harmful expansion. The location is seismically active, and after the horrible
environmental disaster affecting nuclear power plants in Japan, we know that
our current scientific knowledge about the safety of such a project in a seismic
zone is woefully inadequate. The proposed Supplemental EIS is not good enough
to support building such a facility in a seismic zone that is not well understood.
Furthermore, the building’s design is not final, so any environmental studies should
not be begun until the design is final.

3-205

From: R Addison [r_addison_apeco@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 1:40 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: R apeco peace keepor Addison; Chico Peace Justice; discuss group; Nevada

County Peace & Justice
Subject: Comments on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS

tO Committee members:
As the sidelight to life living near a federal-pentagons facility (military bases,
complexes of any military relegation) the need for “radiation-Monitoring” has been
casitigated and excuse-Madeover, and negligence has set to a harshness of total
pblic and humanity disparagement, one that far-far-far outstrips any necessity to or
in maintaining “pit” production levels of any kinds for several reasons.
a) since the first atomic-Implosion in May 1945, there has been no “continuous”
radiation-Monitoring contiguous with ‘defensive measure’ of protecting humans...
b) any nuclear “depleted-Uranium-238” and thermo-Nuclear munitions
manufacturing is an aggression-Act not analogous with treaties, nor “defense” as
that is offense...
Six billion dollars does not have to be budgeted for Defense that is offense.
Billions should be spendt training monitors, maintaining Radiation monitoredRecords, and implaced around all cities, counties, NPP’s, military and other
government buildings in and of the whole once-Waz: republic!
in Justice, thank you for change to pertinence
“R” Addison

149-1

149-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about radiation monitoring. Establishing
radiation monitoring networks in communities is not within the scope of this
SEIS. However, LANL does monitor air and water emissions for radiation, and
worker exposures.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-206

Commentor No. 149: R. Addison

Commentor No. 150: April Mondragon
From: April Mondragon [etasinum@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 11:56 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose the CMRR-NF

I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los Alamos
National Laboratory. I have summarized some of my concerns below.

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess. The
Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste
at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will
interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not
a new bomb plant that would only add to the pollution. MAKING MORE TOXIC
WASTE IS CONTRARY TO CLEAN UP !

3-207

Nuclear waste is known to be lethal to all life. It causes birth defects, cancer and
makes water, earth and air un fit for human and life. To continue to fund activities
disguised as being for the benefit of protecting the public, or for research, when in
fact the continued mining, manufacturing and use of plutonium, and uranium for
“energy”, weapons production, and research is in fact one of the greatest threats
to all humanity and the eco-system (all life forms). The recent LANL presentation
was void of medical expertise on this issue of heath hazards. Because of this lack
of information, I can only surmise that the presentation was geared to avoid this
crucial issue through silence. The presentation avoided the health hazards that
plutonium and uranium and waste impose on the earth, air, water, human and
ecosystem with misleading, non descript, ad campaign jargon, about increased
and improved safety measures. This is at best, false and misleading and at worst
criminally negligent. New Mexican’s are not stupid.

150-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding plans at LANL. As discussed
in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis
for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA was fully aware
of the updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009).
(The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not
publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however,
it has subsequently been made available to the public and has been incorporated
into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated
an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and
provided a better understanding of the ground motion and probable seismic
behavior of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and
equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

150-2

NNSA intends to continue to perform environmental restoration activities at
LANL. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and
progress on implementing those efforts is not linked to decisions on construction
of the proposed CMRR-NF. Progress in performing environmental restoration
activities at LANL is reported in the annual site environmental reports, which can
be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml.

150-3

All radioactive waste generated as part of activities at the CMRR-NF and
elsewhere at LANL will be managed in a manner that is protective of public
health and safety and the environment, and in compliance with Federal and state
standards. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for additional information.

150-1

150-2

150-3

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a complete,
new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos National Laboratory
sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic
Jemez Mountains. The original Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a
building designed to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated
a potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major changes to
the building design. .....Building on a seismic zone is foolish and ill conceived and
puts lives in danger - it is gambling with past seismic records to predict the future.
In a recent presentation from LANL employees, that stated that the new CMRR
design would withstand from 5-7 seismic quakes, there is nothing that I have
found in the EIS that states this. Again building on a known seismic zone can only
be considered lethally foolish, unless the decisions to do such is really based on
greed, and egomaniacs that think man can build things stronger than the earth.

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. I can only
support funding for clean-up. It is time to change the mission of LANL from
weapons production to sustainable energy.
April Mondragon
HC 74
El Prado, NM 87529

150-4

150-4

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 150 (cont’d): April Mondragon

Commentor No. 151: Martha Eichler
From: Martha Eichler [martha_gunn@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 9:53 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Quadrupling Plutonium Production: Wasteful & Dangerous

151-1

President Obama has stated a goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. Increasing
plutonium production only exacerbates the fear of other countries, which will
want to react in kind, potentially accelerating an international arms race. With the
building of a new plutonium pit facility, the US could possibly spur nuclear weapons
development elsewhere.

151-2

The proposed nuclear facility will compromise cleanup of existing waste. The
Department of Energy (DOE) has pledged to clean up the legacy waste at Los
Alamos Lab by 2015. We should be cleaning up existing waste before creating
more deadly nuclear materials. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not
proliferating more plutonium that would only increase nuclear pollution.

151-3

The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
do not offer legitimate choice. “Taking no action” should be one of the alternatives
offered by DOE to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives currently listed
recommend building the Nuclear Facility. This is not a balanced offer for the
welfare of the American people and jeopardizes the peace and safety of the planet.

151-4

Martha Eichler
73 Hunter Farm Road
Peterborough, NH 03458

3-209

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the cost to build and operate the
CMRR- NF. The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR- NF is not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision.

151-2

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF, nor does plutonium
production occur at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.

151-3

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

151-4

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Spending $6 billion on a huge increase in plutonium production at this time of
economic peril for so many in the U.S. is wasteful and dangerous. The U.S. is so
strapped that many believe its debt ceiling must be raised; how can this expense
be justified at this time?

151 1

From: Diane D’Arrigo NIRS-Nuclear Information&Resource Service [dianed@nirs.

152-1

org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 5:10 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: NIRS opposes the CMRR-NF

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Nuclear Information and Resource Service opposes plans to build a plutonium pit
production complex at Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Before ANY new nuclear projects are built, old ones MUST be cleaned up.
Because there is really no way to “clean up,” nuclear waste and contaminated
resources, efforts must be undertaken to isolate the radioactivity from the public
and environment.

152-1

If we are learning anything from the ongoiing tragedy in Japan at Fukushima it is
that earthquakes can be bigger than expected and do much more damage than
projected. Los Alamos National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area
between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The Supplemental
and the original Environmental Impact Statement (2004) are did not consider
the potential huge increase in ground motion activity (indicated in a 2007 study),
requiring major changes to the building design.

152-2

At a point in time when cleanup money is being cut at many DOE facilities,
threatening commited cleanups, it is a waste of resources to build a new nuclear
facility. The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear
Facility will interfere with cleanup activities physically and financially. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only add to the
pollution.

152-3

As usual, DOE has no guaranteed method or location to isolate the many
categories of nuclear waste from existing or future nuclear facilities, thus is not
justified in proceeding with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
Nuclear Facility

152-4

Diane D’Arrigo NIRS-Nuclear Information&Resource Service 6930 Carroll Ave
#340 Takoma Park, MD 20912

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to building a plutonium pit production
complex at LANL.

152-2

The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant or Chernobyl) and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
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Commentor No. 152: Diane D’Arrigo
Nuclear Information and Resource Service

Commentor No. 152 (cont’d): Diane D’Arrigo
Nuclear Information and Resource Service

152-3

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions
on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and
NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds
are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

152-4

Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of
the projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12.
Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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From: Jeanne Green [innerlight52@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 8:38 PM
To: SEIS for CMRR-NF 10-10; Senator JeffBingaman; Representative Ben Lujan
Subject: comments on CMRR-NF

153-1

Here are my additional comments regarding the SEIS for the CMRR-Nuclear
Facility:
1. We need a new EIS because there is no demonstrated need for a new CMRRNF. We do not need more nuclear weapons when we have over 9000 that will each
last a century and 20,000 plutonium pits in storage. We need to begin dismantling
what we already have. Making more nuclear bombs does not make us safer and
thus violates the missions of DOE and NNSA

153-1

2. LANL has not cleaned up it’s mess of chemicals and radionuclides on site, that
are spilling down the canyons into our soil and water. LANL must fulfill it’s Consent
Order responsibilities before beginning new projects with taxpayer money.

153-2

3. The SEIS offers no realistic alternatives other than building the new facility.
This is a violation of the NEPA process which requires reasonable alternatives and
a true No Option alternative.

153-3

4. An option which spends over $5.8 billion and offers not a single permanent job
is a travesty in these economic times during which unemployment is at a record
high, teachers are being laid off, infants are being cut off of food coupons (WIC),
and food stamps are being cut. This is immoral, unconscionable and insane. Profits
to Bechtel is not a justifiable reason to build more nuclear bombs on the backs of
taxpayers.

153-4

5. The exorbitant amount of water to be used for this project in a desert state
with continuing drought conditions under the real threat of global warming is
unjustifiable. The exorbitant amount of electricity to be used for this project under
the real threat of global warming and the desperate need for carbon reductions is
unjustifiable.

153-5

6. The idea of using money to build a new supposedly earthquake-proof building
to facilitate making more nuclear bombs, even while the currently used CMR is
not earthquake-safe is insane. Stop production now and make the current facility
safe. As Fukushima portends we are all at great risk at this very moment. We
cannot predict what mother nature will hand us and when. Building this facility on 4
earthquake faults between a rift zone and a volcano does not make sense to begin
with. Wake up. Money is not all that matters.

153-6

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.

153-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

153-3

Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative
that would abandon the current CMR Building and not proceed with the CMRRNF, such an alternative is not consistent with meeting NNSA’s mission need nor
does it reflect the status quo at LANL. The No Action Alternative in this CMRRNF SEIS is based on the decision announced in the 2004 ROD for the original
CMRR EIS. This is consistent with CEQ recommendations that, for proposed
changes to an ongoing activity, “no action” can mean continuing with present
plans (51 FR 15618). The 2003 CMRR EIS offered a number of alternatives
including different sites at LANL. NNSA determined that a supplement to the
2003 CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, to address the changes in design and construction of the
CMRR-NF and has addressed alternatives consistent with previous analyses and
decisions. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.

153-4

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 153: Jeanne Green

Commentor No. 153 (cont’d): Jeanne Green

153-7

8. Cultural and Paleontological Resources. The SEIS states, “In all cases there
would be no effect through avoidance.” The SEIS says that sacred cultural areas
will be marked off and fenced and that anything that has to be moved will be
done in consultation with the NM State Historic Preservation Office. This does not
address Sacred Cultural Resources. The local tribes should be consulted on this.
To put an orange plastic fence around these artifacts or to dig them up and send
them to some museum is disrespectful and hurtful to local cultures. The SEIS does
not address Cultural and Paleontological impacts effectively.

153-8

9. The authors of the SEIS, regardless of the one signature waiver on the final
page, have vested interests in approval of the building of the CMRR-NF. Science
Applications International Corporation (SAIC) has contracts with Boeing in the
weapons industry and contracts with the Department of Defense and Homeland
Security and sells products to them. This is a conflict of interest. This fact
invalidates the entire document. This is not science. It is corporate favors and
financial interest in the outcome of the decision to be made.

153-9

10. New Mexican citizens are not sacrificial lambs to the PRIVATIZED
nuclear weapons industry. LANL has a sordid history of neglect and flagrant
mismanagement. Citizens of New Mexico have been exposed without their
knowledge to numerous leaks into our environment that have resulted in
phenomenal cancer rates and illnesses and deaths. The significant numbers of
safety violations and accidents at LANL are well documented. The LAHDRA report
unveiled the enormous radiological exposures New Mexicans have experienced.
To give a $6 billion check to these negligent corporate criminals who have literally
poisoned our environment so that they can continue on a grand scale is insanity.
And the SEIS document with it’s false assumptions and parameters and
ridiculous computer models is insufficient to say the least.

153-10

Truly, Jeanne Green, 11 Los Padillas Rd, B, El Prado, NM 87529. 575-751-4130

153–5

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL. The comment regarding electricity usage is noted.

153-6

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant or Chernobyl) and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems.

153-7

The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses possible impacts from releases to the air due to
normal operations and activities to populations within a radius of 50 miles (80
kilometers). Chapter 3, Section 3.10, presents a discussion on the composition
of the population within the potentially affected 50-mile (80-kilometer) region
of influence. The figures referenced by the commentor display the cumulative
minority populations as a function of distance from LANL. Both the distance and
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7. The people of San Ildefonso and Santa Clara and Espanola are minorities who
have suffered greatly from the effects of radiation releases in the soil, water and
air, especially during the Cerro Grande fire. The Environmental Justice portion
of the SEIS does not address environmental justice to populations living near
LANL. Rather, it lists charts measuring minorities based on a 2030 projection. Los
Alamos s primarily Caucasian. The charts assume that any accident in the area
will only affect local residents. This is faulty assumption, as we see residents at
Fukushima still being evacuated within 100 miles. If the LAHDRA report were to be
followed-up with dose reconstruction or if local natives were inventoried for cancer
rates, you would get a much more accurate picture. These charts are irrelevant
and Environmental Justice is not addressed in the SEIS. We need a new and
comprehensive EIS, not a slap in the face.

direction of populations surrounding the site are relevant factors to be considered
when calculating potential impacts on human health. Data representing the
cumulative total population have been added to these figures to clearly display
the proportion of the population that is minority. In response to public comments,
analysis of specific impacts to populations in close proximity of LANL at
additional radial intervals of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) has
been added to the Final CMRR-NF SEIS in Chapter 3, Section 3.10, and Chapter
4, Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11,
show the impacts on an average individual of the total minority population,
the total Hispanic or Latino population, the American Indian population, and
the low-income population; as well as the nonminority and non-low-income
populations.
A 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius is accepted by regulatory agencies such as the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and DOE because, at this distance, the
concentration of airborne radionuclides is very small. A sensitivity analysis
was performed for the preparation of the 2008 LANL SWEIS to determine how
much of a difference there would be if an accident analysis was performed using
a 100-mile (160-kilometer) radius instead of a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius.
The results showed that the population dose increased only 3 percent despite a
194 percent population increase, demonstrating the conservative nature of the
methodology used in calculating the population dose (DOE 2008a).
153-8

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.8.3, Traditional Cultural Properties, Native
American tribes may request permission for visits to sacred sites within LANL
boundaries for ceremonies or other purposes. When a project is proposed,
NNSA arranges site visits with tribal representatives to solicit their concerns and
to comply with applicable requirements and agreements. No paleontological
resources have been identified within any of the technical areas at LANL that are
addressed in the SEIS that would need to be removed.

153-9

Before DOE awards a contract to prepare an EIS, or in this case an SEIS,
it reviews the contractor’s proposal and makes a determination that there is
no conflict of interest. The simple fact that SAIC does work for agencies or
companies involved in defense work does not constitute a conflict of interest.

153-10

Releases of radioactive and other material into the environment from LANL
activities are reported annually in documents such as annual site environmental
reports, which may be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml.
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Commentor No. 153 (cont’d): Jeanne Green

Section 3
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These annual site reports also estimate the radiological and nonradiological
impacts that could result from these releases. In addition to an estimate of
the impacts on public health that could result from implementing the actions
proposed in the CMRR-NF SEIS (for example, see Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10),
the CMRR-NF SEIS summarizes the existing affected human health environment
in Chapter 3, Section 3.11. Section 3.11 summarizes current worker and public
radiological doses from LANL activities and background sources, chemical
exposures, worker industrial safety, public epidemiological studies, the CMR
accident history, and emergency planning. Public and worker radiation
doses have been in compliance with regulatory limits, and, as discussed in
Section 3.11.3, worker-related accident rates have been well below industry
averages. Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, was updated for the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS.

3-215

From: Peter Wemyss-Gorman [peter.gorman@matmosonline.co.uk]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 9:28 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New Plutonium Facility in New Mexico

I write to express my dismay at the NNSA’s plan to construct new plutonium pits at
the Los Alamos Labs.
Rather than devoting funds to cleanup f existing waste to satisfy its commitment
to attend to this, and improve safety, the Department of Energy has apparently
decided to spend huge funds on a new bomb plant that would not only add to the
dangers of building such a plant prior to satisfactory analysis of seismic risk, but
contribute to the development of nuclear weapons at a time when the priority of
ridding the world of them is more and more widely accepted.
Peter Wemyss-Gorman
Hickmans Lane
Hickmans Lane
Lindfield, ot RH16 2PX

154-1

154-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s dismay regarding the construction of new
plutonium pits and opposition to nuclear weapons. The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA intends to continue to perform environmental restoration activities at
LANL. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and
progress on implementing those efforts is not linked to decisions on construction
of the proposed CMRR-NF. Progress in performing environmental restoration
activities at LANL is reported in the annual site environmental reports, which can
be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml.
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Commentor No. 154: Peter Wemyss-Gorman

Commentor No. 155: Nicole Morgan
From: Nicole Morgan [EccentricSage@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 12:04 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility is dangerous and wasteful!

We have enough weapons and enough dangerous nuclear facilities in America
as it is! We don’t need more! THIS IS THE LAST THING OUR GOVERNMENT
SHOULD BE SPENDING OUR MONEY AND RESOURCES ON DURING A
DEPRESSION.

155-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
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Nicole Morgan
1015 N. Raynor Ave.
Joliet, IL 60435

155-1
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From: Carol De Marinis [demarinis@taosnet.com]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:32 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Please stop the planned CMRR-NF

156-1

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

When is enough enough with the nuclear weapons?

156-2

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, 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 NMED (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.
Additional information is provided in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).

156-3

Smoke from all forest fires contains hundreds of organic and inorganic
combustion products. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, the risk assessment
study concluded that there was some evidence of adverse health effects from
breathing high concentrations of particulate matter in the smoke, but that “Such
exposures are associated with any forest fire” (RAC 2002). It is estimated that
nearly 7,500 tons of particulate matter were released to the atmosphere by
the Cerro Grande fire, only 10 percent of which came from LANL sources.
Many studies have correlated exposure to fine particles with respiratory-related
emergency room visits and hospital admissions, work and school absences,
premature death, asthma, emphysema, heart disease, chronic bronchitis, and
acute respiratory symptoms. Children, the elderly, and people with heart or lung
disease or respiratory infections are more sensitive to particulate matter. The
Risk Assessment Corporation report stated that “It is probable that the calculated
risk from PM10 is greater than the risk from all chemicals and radionuclides
combined” (RAC 2002).

156-4

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take

Must we become an extinct species before we get it that we are all One and we
need to give up this bad guy/enemy nonsense and the War is Wonderful mindset
with its attendant business that is so profitable to a handful of Halliburtons,
Blackwaters and Carlyles, while so many are devastated, wounded or ruined, or
take the path of suicide to find peace, as so many American soldiers have done
since America’s longest war began.

156-1

My town, Taos, is downwind from the Los Alamos plutonium playpen, where the
makers of fiendish weapons pull in wonderful salaries that you and I give to them
in appreciation for their twisted scientific brilliance. We did not really need the first
weapon Los Alamos gave the world. Germany had been defeated and Japan had
been thoroughly bombed before August 1945. Hiroshima and Nagasaki began our
change from Helper to the World to Biggest Bully on the Block.
A fire that nearly wiped out the little town of Los Alamos on the rim of the Jemez
caldera in 2000 sent thick awful smoke to the northeast for probably a month. I
was diagnosed with bladder cancer the following year. A coincidence?

156-2

When the trees burned that had grown in the canyons surrounding Los Alamos it
was discovered that these were places where barrels of waste from Los Alamos
work done long ago had been tossed off the rim. We had to wonder what was in
the particles that caused the coughing and two weeks of red eyes.

156-3

We now spend half our annual budget on war and related items such as the fearmongering TSA that rummages through our underwear before we can board a
commercial plane and the “Homeland Security” that wastes enormous amounts of
money posturing and other more nefarious groups all under the name of national
security.
Meanwhile, our bridges fall in the rivers they once spanned, our levees collapse,
cities drown, jobs disappear and the buck is worth less every day, especially since
it started going into circulation as debt.
The young and uneducated with few prospects join the military. Social Security
and Medicare become burdens in the face of keeping the Department of Defense
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Commentor No. 156: Carol De Marinis

Commentor No. 156 (cont’d): Carol De Marinis
afloat. They cannot even account for billions of their waste and fraud. Remember
the suitcases of paper money our “representatives” were spreading around
Baghdad buying friends in the fine old democratic way.

place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

We can begin by giving up nuclear weapons and eventually, when we finally make
friends with ourselves, perhaps we will exchange paranoia for love and give up
weapons altogether.
The National Nuclear Security Administration’s plan to make a space for building
new plutonium pits in Los Alamos is a terrible idea. I have listed a few different
reasons I think this needs to be stopped.
Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities further
undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
This type of contradictory message will only breed distrust of US intentions.
With such actions, the US could potentially spur nuclear weapons development
elsewhere.

156-4

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the health
and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a very potent
carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native peoples
and Hispanic New Mexicans.

156-5

The Alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action” as one of the
alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives currently listed support
building the Nuclear Facility.

156-6

Carol De Marinis
27 El Tros Road
Ranchos de Taos, NM 87557

156-5

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.
Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the minority and low-income populations surrounding
LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As
indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

156-6

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

Section 3
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President Obama stated that the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons would
not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain,
and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national
security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

The numbers of lives lost or ruined thanks to the USA’s mighty forces of fear
at work these past dozen years have added up to some horrific crimes against
humanity. We owe the world an apology and a promise to make war no more.
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From: Beth Enson [wildmushroomsoup@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:00 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on CMRR SEIS

Have we leaned NOTHING from the horror of Fukushima? The nuclear industry
is extremely vulnerable to acts of nature, like tidal waves and earthquakes. The
danger to all life far outweighs the benefits of nuclear power, and there is NO
REASON to produce more costly nuclear weapons-- the ones we have already
serve their purpose of mutual assured destruction. We cannot afford to waste
precious resources on harmful nuclear projects.
Please see reason and put an end to this outrageous waste of our money and our
planet.
Beth Enson
PO Box 503
a, NM 87514

157-1

157-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 157: Beth Enson

Commentor No. 158: Janet Kinniry
From: Janet Kinniry [kinnirylaw@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 8:35 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose the CMRR-NF

158-1

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a complete,
new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. It is time to stop whitewashing
the facts. Los Alamos National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area
between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains.

158-2

158-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL’s mission and nuclear
weapons. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. Also refer to Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for information about management
of radioactive waste from CMRR-NF construction and operation.

158-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action.

Stop the insanity.
Janet Kinniry
POB 154
Gardner CO 81040
Janet Kinniry
PO Box 154
Gardner, CO 81040

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It is time for Los Alamos to change its mission. We do not need any more nuclear
weapons that cause toxic nuclear waste. We have to stop making radioactive
waste. The people of New Mexico do not want this and the world does not want it.
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From: KC Coburn [kc.coburn1@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 10:04 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: This idea is the pits :) Please don’t...

Do we HAVE to have a new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory? Here is what worries me:
President Obama said he would work for a world free from Nuclear weapons building this facility says the opposite of what he promised us and the world. If
the world suspects we will continue doing the opposite of what we promise, won’t
THEY build nuclear weapons in defense?

159-1

Also, the Department of Energy made a commitment to clean up legacy waste
at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Is that done? (no). Couldn’t we spend the $6B on
finishing that nasty business first? The public is counting on you to keep us safe,
this feels like the wrong direction?

159-2

I really don’t have any political clout and I don’t even know if this will be read, but
it worries me that we say we are aware of the dangers of burning down the house,
but we keep playing with matches any way. Thanks for reading this and anything
you could do to stop the development of the new facility would please me greatly.

159-3

KC Coburn
500 University Ave #738
Honolulu, HI 96826

159-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain,
and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national
security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

159-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

159-3

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 159: KC Coburn

Commentor No. 160: Etta Smith
From: Etta Smith [essmith@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 9:21 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Oppose nuclear facility at LANL

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF
SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Re:

CMRR-NF SEIS Comment

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Date: June 24, 2011
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
I oppose the construction of the CMRR Nuclear Facility at the Los Alamos National
(LANL) for the following reasons:
ENVIRONMENT
The Nuclear Facility is designed to have the capacity to prepare plutonium for up to
80 new pits (triggers for nuclear weapons) per year. It would store six metric tons
(about 13,200 pounds) of plutonium, a very potent carcinogen.
LANL sits on a windswept mountain top, in a seismic area, where wildfires and
contaminated run-off continue to threaten the health of all who live downwind and
downstream from LANL. Plutonium and other radionuclides were found in organic
gardens downwind from Los Alamos after the 2000 Cerro Grande fire. There is
increasing evidence of groundwater pollution from the Lab, with more “expected
over a period of decades to centuries as more of the contaminant inventory
reaches the water table,” according to a 2005 LANL report. Radionuclides have
been detected in the Rio Grande, the source of drinking water for many citizens
living downstream from the Lab.

NNSA agrees with the commentor’s concern about plutonium being a potent
carcinogen; the danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.

160-1

160-2
160-2

Plutonium has a half-life of 24,000 years (meaning it is half as potent by
then). So any pollution will continue for many, many thousands of years. In
addition to cancer, radioactive materials can cause serious birth defects. This
disproportionately impacts New Mexico’s minority populations, especially Native
and Hispanic, making it an issue of environmental injustice.
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The Department of Energy (DOE) estimates that the maximum amount of water
needed for construction would be 4.6 million gallons per year. However, an
independent analysis figured that 6.75 million gallons of water would be used in

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction of the CMRR-NF at
LANL.

160-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding impacts on the
environment and people living in the LANL region. Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF
SEIS provides the environmental impacts analysis, which evaluates potentially
affected resource areas in a manner commensurate with the importance of the
potential effects on each area.
The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation exposure and
risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects studies; accident
history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program.
The environmental consequences or impacts on human health from normal
operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

To:

160-1

mixing 225,000 cubic yards of concrete planned under the structure to meet safety
requirements due to potential seismic hazards (and we are not convinced that will
protect against a major earthquake). Another 3.9 million gallons of water would be
needed for the additional 130,000 cubic yards of structural concrete.
For each year of operation after construction, DOE estimates that the Nuclear
Facility would use 16 million gallons per year. We live in a dry semi-desert climate
getting ever more dry with global warming, and we cannot afford to waste such a
huge amount of water. Better not to put a nuclear facility in an earthquake prone
zone.
Taos citizens, along with Senator Udall and Representative Lujan, requested a
hearing for public comment in their town so they wouldn’t have to travel through
the canyon to get to a hearing in other locales, but the National Nuclear Security
Administration told Sen. Udall that the NNSA expected no safety consequences for
Taos from operating the CMRR Nuclear Facility. Yet the smoke carrying plutonium
and other radionuclides reached Taos during the 2000 Cerro Grande Fire at LANL.
And they received smoke from the current Wallow Fire in AZ 200 miles away.

Regarding water quality concerns, there are established programs at LANL that
address liquid discharges and cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges
through permitted outfalls are sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance
with permit conditions; results are reported annually in the LANL environmental
surveillance report (copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/
reports.shtml). A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. Refer to Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage,
of this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD, for more information on cleanup
of past contamination.

160-3
cont’d

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made
to construct the CMRR-NF. LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from
both industrial and construction activities, such as the proposed construction
of the CMRR-NF, under Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans
require the cleanup of any spills or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff,
and implementation of best management practices for the control of stormwater
runoff quality and quantity. Implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plans includes a number of temporary and permanent detention ponds that are
included in the description of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under
all three alternatives, there would be no operational discharges directly to the
environment. All radioactive liquids would be transferred to RLWTF. At
RLWTF, the liquids would be treated to meet discharge criteria and released
through a permitted outfall or to a zero liquid discharge facility. Other liquids
would be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant, where they would be
treated prior to discharge through a permitted outfall.

160-4

Producing more plutonium pits will create more waste. We already have 700,000
metric tons of depleted uranium waste from weapons production. Depleted
uranium has a half-life of 4.5 billion years. So far, there is no viable plan for
storing this waste. Because LANL did not keep good records in the early years of
operation, an unknown amount of tons of radioactive waste is stored in Area G at
LANL, and tritium is releasing into the air. Our environment and our health cannot
tolerate any more radioactive waste.
The existing waste at LANL needs to be cleaned up before any new radioactive
or toxic waste is generated there. DOE made a commitment to clean up certain
legacy waste sites at LANL by 2016 when it signed the Consent Order with the
New Mexico Environment Dept. on March 1, 2005. Yet the House Appropriations
Committee has recommended cutting the cleanup budget for LANL by $175 million
(almost half of the request to meet the need). Taxpayer funds needs to go first for
cleanup, instead of cutting domestic services to fund a $6 billion project when most
U.S. citizens don’t want to fund any more nuclear weapons.

160-5

The potential impacts on environmental justice due to construction (except for
the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) and operations are addressed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11. These analyses show that the total
minority, Native American, Hispanic, and low-income populations would not be
subjected to disproportionately high and adverse impacts during implementation
of any of the alternatives.

Thank you for your consideration. I would like to receive only the summary of the
final EIS, not the full report.

160-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. Tables S–2 and 2–3 indicate that the
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Commentor No. 160 (cont’d): Etta Smith

Commentor No. 160 (cont’d): Etta Smith

160-4

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of
providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the
public comment period.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

160-5
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As previously noted, pit production activities would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
The depleted uranium mentioned by the commentor is not stored at LANL and
is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Cleanup of Material Disposal
Area G is being performed in accordance with the Consent Order. NNSA does
not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional and progress on

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

shallow and deep excavation options would average approximately 4 to 5 million
gallons of water usage each year. Over the 9-year construction period this would
amount to about 36 to 45 million gallons of water used to support construction.
The commentor is correct that the biggest difference in water usage between
the 2 options would be the water needed to mix the low slump concrete needed
for the deep excavation options. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through
4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current
water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water
use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons
(2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL.

implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of
the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited
authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 160 (cont’d): Etta Smith

Commentor No. 161: Delores Kincaide
From: Delores Kincaide [dorieksl@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 12:48 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Responding to the CMRR SEIS

I recently heard about the proposed new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, and I have a few concerns.
First, we live in tragic times of huge national debt and do not need to create further
debt in “defense” of our country. We need to do only what is absolutely necessary
to reduce waste in areas that could be set aside for now (and perhaps forever).

“Beware of the military-industrial complex” were wise words and this building
project should be viewed with great suspicion.
Delores Kincaide
3 Cebolla Loop
Jemez Springs, NM 87025-9043

161-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Secondly, we have thousands of pits already in storage which will last for at least
100 years. Therefore, more pits NOW are not necessary.

161-1
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From: Ian Ford [ilf@ianford.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 3:03 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: public comments on CMRR

I’m asking you to stop the CMRR on the grounds that (1) I understand it has not
been proven to withstand likely eathquakes, and (2) the construction of materials
that will be (or can be) used for new nuclear weapons will cause other nations
to pursue more nuclear weapons, resulting a world that is more dangerous for
everyone, not safer.
Ian Ford
3110 Ninth NW
Albuquerque, NM 87107

162-1

162-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Subsequent
to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003
CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region were issued
(LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of the proposed
CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a,
2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis
was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared;
however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has been
incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements necessary
for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building and
equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for
more information.
The President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of ensuring the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 162: Ian Ford

Commentor No. 163: Clifton Bain
From: Clifton Bain [bain@newmex.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 9:28 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR comment
Attachments: CMRR comment

NNSA determined that a SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions issued through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

163-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Clifton Bain
PO Box 297 Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513
June 26, 2011
By email to: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF
SEIS Document Manager
Department of Energy – Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
Los Alamos, NM 87544
Re:
Need for the Department of Energy (DOE) to Withdraw the draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS) for the Proposed
Nuclear Facility of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)
Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
The draft SEIS is inadequate and technically indefensible for analysis of the risks of
constructing and operating the proposed CMRR-Nuclear Facility with a capacity of
quadrupling the current production of 20 plutonium triggers for nuclear weapons to
up to 80 per year. I respectfully request that the DOE withdraw the draft CMRR-NF
SEIS.
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* The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a federal agency to
provide a range of alternatives. DOE has not provided workable alternatives.
The “Modified CMRR-NF” Alternative would allow construction with enhancements
to address the growing number of seismic issues. There are two construction
options: the “Deep Construction Option” and an inadequately analyzed “Shallow
Construction Option”, which do not meet NEPA requirements. Assumptions were
made for key parameters in the analyses of the Shallow Option. The draft SEIS
fails to offer and analyze realistic alternatives and therefore must be withdrawn.

163-1

* The draft SEIS misrepresents the seismic hazard at the location of the
proposed CMRR-Nuclear Facility. For example, a table in the 2007 Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Analysis reports a vertical peak ground motion acceleration of 0.6

163-2

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The commenter also raises some issues that are addressed in detail in the
response to comment 241.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

163-1

The response to comment 241-2 addresses the concern raised with respect to
surface-rupturing and synchronous and simultaneous earthquakes. Briefly, the
2007 PSHA included both simultaneous and synchronous earthquake models
in calculating design ground motions for TA-55. The PSHA did not calculate
higher hazard for the simultaneous rupture, but the PSHA did estimate slightly
higher maximum magnitudes for the simultaneous rupture model. Preferred
maximum magnitudes for both simultaneous and synchronous ruptures were
estimated using the same general approach, which has a sound technical basis.
It is somewhat counterintuitive that the slightly bigger simultaneous earthquake
can result in a lower ground motion hazard, but the two synchronous earthquakes
result in higher ground motions for nearby sites, particularly when the site is
located between the rupturing fault segments, because energy is coming from two
sources.

g [gravity], but the draft SEIS reports a lower g-force of 0.3 g. It is uncertain how
this error impacts the overall NEPA analyses.
Further, both surface-rupturing synchronous and simultaneous earthquakes have
occurred along the Pajarito Fault System. For these types of earthquakes, multiple
synchronous earthquakes produce a greater seismic hazard than the simultaneous
earthquakes. But the draft SEIS states the contrary that simultaneous groundrupturing earthquakes produce a greater seismic risk. This error will have a
tremendous impact on the overall NEPA analyses and must be corrected. The
draft SEIS must be withdrawn.

163-2
cont’d

These errors will ultimately result in the underestimation of the seismic
hazard risk and the impacts to public health and the environment from
releases from the proposed Nuclear Facility. The LANL scientists
recommended that comprehensive field studies must be done to gather the
necessary information about the seismic hazard. This must be done before a
new EIS is submitted for public review and comment.
* The draft SEIS demonstrates that DOE will continue to waste water for
manufacturing nuclear weapons, create more radioactive, hazardous and toxic
waste, spew pollution into the air, and exceed its existing electric power needs.

163-3

* Further, I am in solidarity with Santa Clara Pueblo Tribal Resolution No. 08-16 in
which the Pueblo opposes the expansion of plutonium pit production at LANL and
making that production capacity permanent.

163-4

Based on an apparent typographical error in the 2007 PSHA Executive Summary,
the vertical peak ground acceleration for the CMRR-NF was incorrectly
cited as 0.3 g instead of 0.6 g in the SEIS. This error has been corrected. This
typographical error in the Executive Summary of the PSHA is not reflective of
information presented elsewhere in the PSHA and was not used in the design of
the proposed CMRR-NF.
Regarding additional field studies, it may be noted that potential seismic
hazards at LANL have been the subject of numerous studies performed in the
past 30 years. Additional studies are expected in the future based on priority
and funding. As addressed in the response to comment 241-8, while the PSHA
study acknowledges that additional data in these areas would provide a more
complete understanding of the seismic hazard at LANL, NNSA believes there
was sufficient information to complete the study. The uncertainties associated
with these areas have been adequately captured and bounded by the results of the
study.

Sincerely,

163-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
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Commentor No. 163 (cont’d): Clifton Bain

Commentor No. 163 (cont’d): Clifton Bain
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

163-4

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. As
summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2–3, no air quality standards would be exceeded.
As discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, options for adding to or modifying the existing
electrical distribution infrastructure at LANL to support the requirements of the
proposed CMRR-NF are analyzed in the SEIS (for example, adding an electrical
substation to TA-50).
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From: Elsie Sandford [lcsandford@earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 5:32 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the CMR
replacement facility (CMRR) at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) appears
to be complete and comprehensive, given the current knowledge of the local
seismic geology. One thing that does not seem to have been considered in the
public comment is the environmental impact that would occur if the CMRR is not
completed. What would be the impact of an earthquake on the old CMR building,
and the subsequent environmental damage? It’s clear that LANL not only needs
the new facility to continue work currently under way, but also as a safer alternative
to the existing CMR building, which has virtually no earthquake resistance.
I live in Los Alamos, and I also work at LANL. I personally would appreciate a
more robust facility than the old CMR building in which to continue work which is
necessary for the security of the United States.
The SEIS for the new CMRR facility clearly addresses concerns about seismic
vulnerability that the old CMR building lacks. New scientific work will also be done
there that cannot be accomplished in the old facility.
Thank you for your consideration of my opinions.
Sincerely,
Elsie Sandford
Los Alamos, NM

164-1

164-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the new CMRR Facility. The
CMRR-NF SEIS addresses the potential impacts of continued use of the CMR
Building. Chapter 4, Section 4.4, of the SEIS presents the overall environmental
impacts of continued use of the CMR Building. Section 4.4.10.2 addresses the
potential health impacts on members of the public and workers from postulated
accidents at the CMR Building. The potential impacts are also discussed in
more detail in Appendix C. An earthquake that is severe enough to cause spills
and perhaps fires and cause structural damage to the facility is evaluated and
Table 4-43 of the SEIS presents the radiological impacts of a severe earthquake.
With the operational and inventory constraints that are imposed on the facility
by NNSA due to its age and construction, the radiological impacts of a severe
earthquake on the public are not expected to cause short-term fatalities due
to radiation and few, if any, latent cancers due to the radiation released. An
earthquake this severe is expected to cause fatalities both at LANL and in Los
Alamos due to injuries from falling debris and other direct earthquake effects.
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Commentor No. 164: Elsie Sandford

Commentor No. 165: Ann-Nicole Cain
From: Nikki Cain [nikkicain09@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 6:38 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: public comment for the proposed CMRR-NF SEIS at LANL

165-1

Dear Mr.John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Documnet Manager,

3-233

A new nuclear facility will detract from the cleanup of the existing mess in Los
ALamos. Again, the locals know. We know that there are 50 - 60 year old sites
at LANL that have never been cleaned up. We know that waste leeches out
of the arroyos and down into the Rio Grande river. I even believe that there is
Congressional evidence of this fact. All of that mess should be cleaned up and
no new facilities should be allowed to operate and potentially further pollute
the fragile ecosystem of the arid southwest. I personally live up stream from Los
Alamos and feel grateful that I can take my family, my children, my pets to play in
the waters of the Rio Grande. I wont touch the river after it passes Los Alamos. I
was raised in Las Cruces, down stream of LANL. The river is damaged enough
by damns, agriculture, the northern cities to make what was once a bountiful life
force of the region into a ditch. All that waste goes into the agriculture in the south
as the farmers pull the water out of the Rio Grande and into their fields. We’ll have
nuclear chili next. Why should we continue to poison ourselves further? The DOE
has a responsibly to the people it serves not to pollute our children, our food, and
our land.

165-1

165-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

I am writing to express my disapproval of the DOE’s plan to construct a site at Los
Alamos National Labratory in Los Alamos ,N.M. to dump GTCC Waste and GTCClike waste.
First of all, a complete new environmental impact statement (EIS) is needed,
a SEIS can not adequately assess the impacts of a CMRR-NF at LANL.
This is vital since the plan is to construct a site in a seismic fault zone. This
is completely irresponsible to the local neighboring communities, to future
generations, and to the world community. We should be looking at the events
in Japan and realizing that not only do accidents naturaly occur but that they
can effect the entire world. The cost of trying to build a plutonium pit production
complex in a geologically unstable area are just too high, finacally and physically.
People who live in the surrounding areas feel the seismic activity on a regular
basis. People talk about the seismic tremors that they feel in the area. Although
we are not a local that is known for earthquakes, the locals know that small ones
happen and they happen regularly. Just a looking around at the local landscape
from, Jemez Mountain to the Rio Grande Groge, one can tell that the earth is active
here. To build any waste site here is irresponsible and reckless.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to disposal of GTCC waste at LANL,
but this is beyond the scope of this CMRR-NF SEIS and is the subject of another
DOE EIS (DOE/EIS-0375D).

The best alternative is for the DOE to develop others means of protecting and
energizing our nation besides the use of nuclear devices. Poisoning the land
for countless generations to come is what the DOE is really talking about when
discussing plans to create anything related to nuclear energy or weapons.
Despite popular ideas that nuclear anything can be clean and safe, we know that
nuclear waste does not go away for thousands of years. So what if in 2099 we
have an earthquake that is 5.0 or higher? What happens to the “safe” nuclear
waste then? (Nuclear chili, for sure.) There are too many possibilities that
can play out in the future to ever make nuclear waste “safe”. It is a major
sell-out to believe otherwise. Unforgivably, too many of the officials who are
meant to protect us are on or have been on the payrolls of the industries
that they are suppose to be protecting us from. It is the DOE’s responsibly to
put the public and future public’s safety first. Zero nuclear activity is the only
acceptable alternative. LANL could be turned into a facility that can create solutions
for renewable energy needs, solutions for water shortages, solutions for climate
control and change, solutions for the cultural devices that create terrorism. It’s
should be brain factory for the common good of all the peoples of the earth not
the dump site for the destruction of lives through the pollution and derogation of
our environment. All we really have is the future, we know it’s coming and that
nothing can stop it. What do we want it to look like? I, for one, would like to see the
future is a place where all are welcome and safe. I would love nothing better than
a nuclear free world because then I would know that no matter what my greatgreat-great-great granddaughter has to face in her life time that it wouldn’t include
cancers in her children and neighbors or mutations of food and wildlife. That she
too can wake in the morning and breathe the clean air; grow her own food if she
wishes, and live a life free of the stress and fear of what nuclear waste, energy and
weapons can do. That she can trust in the physical world around her to provide and
enliven her and not to poison her.
Thank you for creating time for public comment. More time should be given for
the public to educate themselves and create comments before action is taken .
My personal information may be used to support my comment, so that it can be
entered into the public comment record.
Thank You,
Ann-Nicole Cain
6275 NDCBU
Taos, NM
87571
xxx-xxx-xxxx
nikkicain09@gmail.com

165-2

165-3

There are established programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and
cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are
sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results are
reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies are
available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). A monitoring
program is conducted at LANL (described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted from past practices. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, for
more information on cleanup of past contamination.

165-4

165-5

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made
to construct the CMRR-NF. NNSA intends to continue to implement actions
necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the
proposed construction of the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance
with the Consent Order to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent
Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It
should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions
about how budgeted funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this
CRD for more information.

165-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons and
nuclear power plants. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

165-4

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that a nuclear accident could
happen at LANL. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. Nuclear
facilities constructed at LANL must meet strict safety criteria set forth in Federal
regulations and DOE orders, and criteria imposed as an outcome of safety
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Commentor No. 165 (cont’d): Ann-Nicole Cain

Commentor No. 165 (cont’d): Ann-Nicole Cain
analyses. Refer to Appendix C for a description of safety analyses performed for
this CMRR-NF SEIS.
165-5

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Kaiiba Mountain [kaiibamountain@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 7:15 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: draft cmrr-nf seis

As a grandmother who cares deeply about our future generations..i strongly urge
you to rethink this dangerous and insane project. Now is the time to end these
instant gratification endeavers..there is a better way and im sure that with the
so called geniouses running things out there you can come up with a better and
safer and cleaner way. please think about the future of our planet and future
generations..thank you.

166-1

166-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. See Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this
CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-236

Commentor No. 166: Kaiiba Mountain

Commentor No. 167: Marta Harrison
From: Marta Harrison [sunnysandals4@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 11:16 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Please do more research on the CMRR Nuclear Facility

167-1

I am writing to tell you how concerned I am with your plans at Los Alamos National
Laboratory for a CMRR Nuclear Facility. After what happened in Japan a few
months ago, i consider it a warning to conduct thorough research before building
any new facility.

3.9 million gallons of water would be needed for the additional 130,000 cubic
yards of structural concrete. For each year of operation after construction, DOE
estimates that the Nuclear Facility would use 16 million gallons per year. Global
warming and the wildfires with the current drought means that we cannot afford to
waste water: it is a precious commodity here in the Southwest.
The current draft Supplemental EIS (SEIS) was conducted to deal with the
more dangerous seismic issues revealed in 2007. But now, 5 years later, new
seismic analyses are being conducted indicating even more serious potential
consequences. So, it seems to me that the 2003 EIS and the Supplemental
EIS are outdated and and a new full EIS written only after the results of the new
current seismic investigations are known!

167-1

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

167-2

167-1
cont’d

Think about the children and adults living in the nearby area. Our environment and
our health cannot tolerate any more radioactive waste. Please take the time to do
the research needed! thank you.

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Marta Harrison
Marta Harrison
103 Camino Santiago
Santa Fe, NM 87501
167-2
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As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature and should
be withdrawn Since a new seismic analysis is underway at Los Alamos Lab which
will impact the results regarding the design of the building, the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement should be withdrawn until further studies are
made.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
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Commentor No. 167 (cont’d): Marta Harrison

Commentor No. 168: Cynthia Piatt
168-1

To:

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF
SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, NM 87544
Re: CMRR-NF SEIS Comment
Date: June 24, 2011

I oppose the construction of the CMRR Nuclear Facility at the Los Alamos
National (LANL) for the following reasons:
ITS IMPACT ON OUR PRECIOUS ENVIRONMENT:

168-1
I’, sure that you realize the Nuclear Facility is designed to have the capacity to
prepare plutonium for up to 80 new pits (triggers for nuclear weapons) per year.
It would store six metric tons (about 13,200 pounds) of plutonium, a very potent
carcinogen.

NNSA agrees with the commentor’s concern about plutonium being a potent
carcinogen; the danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first
large-scale production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium
toxicity has resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural
measures to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls
would be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present
the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
168-2

Plutonium has a half-life of 24,000 years (meaning it is half as potent by then).
So any pollution will continue for many, many thousands of years. In addition to
cancer, radioactive materials can cause serious birth defects. This
disproportionately impacts New Mexico’s minority populations, especially Native
and Hispanic, making it an issue of environmental injustice.
The Department of Energy (DOE) estimates that the maximum amount of water
needed for construction would be 4.6 million gallons per year. However, an
independent analysis figured that 6.75 million gallons of water would be used in
mixing 225,000 cubic yards of concrete planned under the structure to meet
safety requirements due to potential seismic hazards (and we are not convinced

168-3

168-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding impacts on
the environment and people living in the LANL region. Chapter 4 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS provides the environmental impacts analysis, which evaluates
potentially affected resource areas in a manner commensurate with the
importance of the potential effects on each area.
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The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation exposure
and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects studies;
accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL Security
Program. The environmental consequences or impacts on human health from
normal operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed
in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research
in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR
Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:

LANL sits on a windswept mountain top, in a seismic area, where wildfires and
contaminated run-off continue to threaten the health of all who live downwind and
downstream from LANL. Plutonium and other radionuclides were found in
organic gardens downwind from Los Alamos after the 2000 Cerro Grande fire.
There is increasing evidence of groundwater pollution from the Lab, with more
“expected over a period of decades to centuries as more of the contaminant
inventory reaches the water table,” according to a 2005 LANL report.
Radionuclides have been detected in the Rio Grande, the source of drinking
water for many citizens living downstream from the Lab. One oncologist in
Albuquerque stated that 90% of his thyroid and brain cancer patients live in Los
Alamos or the downwind Espanola Valley.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction of the CMRR-NF at
LANL.

Regarding water quality concerns, there are established programs at LANL that
address liquid discharges and cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges
through permitted outfalls are sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance
with permit conditions; results are reported annually in the LANL environmental
surveillance report (copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/
reports.shtml). A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. Refer to Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage,
of this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD, for more information on cleanup
of past contamination.

that will protect against a major earthquake). Another 3.9 million gallons of water
would be needed for the additional 130,000 cubic yards of structural concrete.
For each year of operation after construction, DOE estimates that the Nuclear
Facility would use 16 million gallons per year. We live in a dry semi-desert
climate getting ever more dry with global warming, and we cannot afford to waste
such a huge amount of water. We are living in the driest year since 2004 and we
continually ask the citizens to use less water (as we should be doing). As the
residents of Santa Fe are using less water this year than years previously, isn’t it
imperative that LANL do the same?
Taos citizens, along with Senator Udall and Representative Lujan, requested a
hearing for public comment in their town so they wouldn’t have to travel through
the canyon to get to a hearing in other locales, but the National Nuclear Security
Administration told Sen. Udall that the NNSA expected no safety consequences
for Taos from operating the CMRR Nuclear Facility. Yet the smoke carrying
plutonium and other radionuclides reached Taos during the 2000 Cerro Grande
Fire at LANL. And they received smoke from the current Wallow Fire in AZ 200
miles away.

168-3
cont’d

168-4

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made
to construct the CMRR-NF. LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from
both industrial and construction activities, such as the proposed construction
of the CMRR-NF, under Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans
require the cleanup of any spills or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff,
and implementation of best management practices for the control of stormwater
runoff quality and quantity. Implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plans includes a number of temporary and permanent detention ponds that are
included in the description of the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under
all three alternatives, there would be no operational discharges directly to the
environment. All radioactive liquids would be transferred to RLWTF. At
RLWTF, the liquids would be treated to meet discharge criteria and released
through a permitted outfall or to a zero liquid discharge facility. Other liquids
would be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater Systems Plant, where they would be
treated prior to discharge through a permitted outfall.

Producing more plutonium pits will create more waste. We already have 700,000
metric tons of depleted uranium waste from weapons production. Depleted
uranium has a half-life of 4.5 billion years. So far, there is no viable plan for
storing this waste. Because LANL did not keep good records in the early years
of operation, an unknown amount of tons of radioactive waste is stored in Area G
at LANL, and tritium is releasing into the air. Our environment and our health
cannot tolerate any more radioactive waste.
The existing waste at LANL needs to be cleaned up before any new radioactive
or toxic waste is generated there. DOE made a commitment to clean up certain
legacy waste sites at LANL by 2016 when it signed the Consent Order with the
New Mexico Environment Dept. on March 1, 2005. Yet the House Appropriations
Committee has recommended cutting the cleanup budget for LANL by $175
million (almost half of the request to meet the need). Taxpayer funds needs to go
first for cleanup, instead of cutting domestic services to fund a $6 billion project
when most U.S. citizens don’t want to fund any more nuclear weapons.

168-5

The potential impacts on environmental justice due to construction (except for
the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative) and operations are addressed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11. These analyses show that the total
minority, Native American, Hispanic, and low-income populations would not be
subjected to disproportionately high and adverse impacts during implementation
of any of the alternatives.

THE IMPACT ON JOBS:
The few supporters of the Nuclear Facility who spoke at the hearings claimed
that the construction will add jobs to New Mexicans. But those jobs are
temporary, and only for a few hundred workers. After the facility is built, almost
all the workers will be transferred from other buildings. Even the Environmental
Impact Statement admits that the socioeconomic impact on New Mexico is
minimal. At this point, we should be investing in long-term jobs that encourage

168-6
168-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
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Commentor No. 168 (cont’d): Cynthia Piatt

Commentor No. 168 (cont’d): Cynthia Piatt
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

the development and use of renewable energies rather than more nuclear
facilities’ construction!
The total cost of nuclear weapons complex across the country is estimated to be
$180 billion over the next ten years. This is just too high in our failing economy.
Money spent on unusable nuclear weapons do not spur economic growth. Rather
than cutting domestic services to the poorest and most disadvantaged in our
society in order to balance the federal budget, the $6 billion (and growing) could
be used to create jobs for education, health care, mass transit, affordable
housing, renewable energy, bridge upgrades, and better food distribution.

168-4

168-7

Sincerely,
Cynthia Piatt
109 Camino Santiago
Santa Fe, NM 87501

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of
providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the
public comment period.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

168-5

3-241

As previously noted, pit production activities would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
The depleted uranium mentioned by the commentor is not stored at LANL and
is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Cleanup of Material Disposal
Area G is being performed in accordance with the Consent Order. NNSA does
not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional and progress on

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Thank you for your consideration to this important matter. I would like to receive
only the summary of the final EIS, not the full report.

168-6
cont’d

implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of
the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited
authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup
and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
168-6

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. Refer to
Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.

168-7

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 168 (cont’d): Cynthia Piatt

Commentor No. 169: Kenneth Jacks
From: Kenneth Jacks [kennethjacks@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 9:30 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Registering my opposition to the CMRR Nuclear Facility

Stop wasting our money on wasteful weapons projects. There are many,many
better ways to use these funds to ensure national security.
DO NOT FUND the CMRR Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos!!!.
Sincerely,

Kenneth Jacks
P.O. Box 8754
Santa Fe, NM 87504

169-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. A key
purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions
as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and
reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and
the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Kenneth Jacks
Santa Fe, NM

169-1
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From: Beverly Busching [bbusching@mindspring.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 1:05 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: against the Nuclear Facility

Let’s stop the new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. Even
though the first phase has been completed it is not too late to stop this facility which
is a danger to us all.
The US should cease being hypocritical about nuclear weapons. If we ask other
nations to cease development, we should lead the way by ppublically doing the
same. I dont want my taxes funding such activities that contradict our commitment
to humanity.
Give government attention to cleanup of the existing mess. The Department of
Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste at Los Alamos
Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will interfere with
cleanup activities. DOE should devote my taxpayer funds to cleanup.
With hope for the future,
Beverly Busching
Beverly Busching
133 W Berger St
Santa Fe, NM 87505

170-1

170-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
As addressed in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress in implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Commentor No. 170: Beverly Busching

Commentor No. 171: Therese MacKenzie
From: Therese MacKenzie [terrishcj@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 2:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: building nuclear facilities

I am totally opposed to any nuclear construction, and certainly not for anything
related to nuclear weapons.
No one with the slightest accurate information would ever use one. So why build
more?

171-1

171-1

The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy
waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup,
not a new bomb plant that would only add to the pollution.

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

171-2

Therese MacKenzie
7040 N. Sheridan Rd. Apt. 503
7040 N. Sheridan Road
Chicago, IL 60626

The commentor’s concern regarding impacts on the environment and people
(land, water, and security) is noted. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is
to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed
CMRR-NF. Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides the environmental
impacts analysis, which evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner
commensurate with the importance of the potential effects on each area.
171-2

Regarding commitment to clean up legacy waste, NNSA does not consider
compliance with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing
the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I realize that the industries involved had big money and much power. Is that a
reason to threaten our land, our water, our security?

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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From: alicia Ramirez [alicia477@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 8:22 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the proposed Nuclear Facility

Where will the nuclear waste be dumped??
Why don’t we use solar energy or other natural sources and not have to depend
on nuclear energy which is so dangerous?
I have family in Nevada and they do not want the nuclear waste dumped in the
Yucca area.
Please consider other options,
Sincerely,
Alicia Ramirez
Denver, CO
alicia Ramirez
3145 W. Clyde Place
Denver, CO 80211

172-1

172-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear energy. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this
CRD for more information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF project. Chapter 1, Section 1.5,
identifies the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does
not include decisions on long-term storage of nuclear waste. Waste from the
CMRR-NF would not be “dumped”; wastes would be managed in accordance
with Federal and state laws and regulations. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 172: Alicia Ramirez

Commentor No. 173: Anu Joshi
From: Anu Joshi [joshi.anu@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 10:16 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Are more Nuclear Weapons really what we need?

I am incredibly concerned by the CMRR project that is going to cost #6 billion!
The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The Department
of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities for safety rather than
spending $5.8 billion on a project that was estimated to cost $600 million at the
start.
Anu Joshi
732 6th Street #307 SW
Washington, DC 20024

173-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Activities that would be conducted at the proposed CMRR-NF include
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
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Thank you,

173-1
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From: Patricia Herron [patriciaherron@cableone.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 10:22 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: responding to making more “pits”

I have a few concerns about your making more nuclear triggers.
One--we have more than enough nuclear “deterrent” weapons.
Two--the money should be spent on more life-giving expenditures, like clean water
for all, solar ovens, etc.
Three--let’s clean up the nuclear mess we have already created.
Four--teachers and schools are under “attack” because of lack of money. Money
to make more nuclear triggers should obviously be spent better to help our true
treasure, our true security--our children.
Thank you for your consideration,
Patricia Herron
Patricia Herron
380 Vancouver Rd SE
Rio Rancho, NM 87124

174-1

174-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding commitment to clean up legacy waste, NNSA does not consider
compliance with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing
the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 174: Patricia Herron

Commentor No. 175: Lucy R. Lippard
From: Lucy R. Lippard [flip14@wildblue.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 11:03 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: to john tegtmeier

In respect for Santa Clara Pueblo (and our own safety as the Galisteo Basin is filled
with smoke from the Conchas fire), I want to register my passionate opposition to
the expansion of plutonium pit production at LANL. Lucy R. Lippard
14 Avenida Vieja, Galisteo NM 87540

175-1

175-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the CMRR-NF
project. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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June28,2011

Byemailto:NEPALASO@doeal.gov

JohnTegtmeier,CMRRͲNF
SEISDocumentManager
DepartmentofEnergy–LosAlamosSiteOffice
3747WestJemezRoad
LosAlamos,NM87544

Re: NeedfortheDepartmentofEnergy(DOE)toWithdrawthedraftSupplemental
EnvironmentalImpactStatement(draftSEIS)fortheProposedNuclearFacilityof
theChemistryandMetallurgyResearchReplacement(CMRR)ProjectattheLos
AlamosNationalLaboratory(LANL)
DearMr.Tegtmeier:

PleaseacceptthisasaformalpubliccommentfromConejosCountyClean

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Water,Inc.(“CCCW”)relatedtothedraftSupplementalEnvironmentalImpact
Statement(draftSEIS)fortheProposedNuclearFacilityoftheChemistryandMetallurgy
ResearchReplacement(CMRR)ProjectattheLosAlamosNationalLaboratory(LANL).
CCCWisa501(c)(3)nonͲprofitcitizens’group,basedinAntonito,Colorado,that
isincorporatedunderthelawsintheStateofColorado.
BackgroundofCCCWandrelationshiptotheAffectedEnvironment
InJuneof2010,concernedcitizensincorporatedintoaColoradononͲprofit
organization,calledCCCW.CCCWincorporatedtopromoteawarenessaroundhealth
andenvironmentalissuesthataffectresidentsinConejosCounty.Inparticular,tobuild
awarenesssurroundingthetransferfromtrucktorailofradioactive,hazardousand

1
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Commentor No. 176: Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.
toxicwastefromLANLwithin250feetoftheRioSanAntonio(River),aheadwaters
tributarytotheRioGrande(River).
CCCWiscomprisedofranchers,teachers,smallbusinessowners,andconcerned
citizens.CCCWhasathirteenboardmembersteeringcommittee,and402general
members.
TheSanLuisValley(SLV)insouthcentralColoradoisoneofthelargestsubͲ

westbytheSanJuanMountains,andontheeastbytheSangredeCristoMountains,the
SLVrangesinelevationfrom7,000toover14,000feet,andcontainstheheadwatersof
theRioGrande.TheRioGranderisesintheSanJuanMountainstothewestoftheSLV,
flowssouthintoNewMexicoandTexasandemptiesintotheGulfofMexico.
TheSLVhasmanyuniquebiologicalfeatures,includingareasidentifiedas

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

NaturalHeritageareas,andishometosixendemicinsectspecies.
TheSLVis122mileslongand74mileswide.Thislargelyagrarianandranching
communityisarelativelystablepopulation.ManyoftheresidentsareeighthͲ
generation.TheoldestparishinColorado,NuestraSeñoradeGuadalupe,OurLadyof
Guadalupe,liesatthesouthernendofConejosCounty.ConejosCountyispartofthe
SangredeCristoNationalHeritageArea.Aboutsixtypercent(60%)ofConejosCounty’s
populationisminority,andprideintheHispanicheritageisevidentineverythingfrom
thenamesoftherivers,mountains,andtowns,tothelocalSpanish/Englishradio
station.Themedianhouseholdincomeislessthanhalfthenationalaverageat$24,744,
and38percentofthechildrenliveinpoverty(USCensus2000).
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alpineValleysintheworld,encompassingover8,100squaremiles.Hemmedinonthe

TheSLVisknownforitspotatoesandalfalfa,andalsogrowsbarley,lettuce,
wheat,peas,andspringgrains.Ithasbeenafarmandranchingcommunityforover150
years,andmanyoftheresidentsworkinagriculture,followinginthefootstepsoftheir
parentsandgrandparents.Manyofthefarmersandranchersstillpracticetraditional
methods.Itisthehighestirrigatedmountainplateauintheworld,withabout7000
highͲcapacitywells–overhalfofwhichareirrigationwells.


TheSLVcontainsover5millionacres,ofwhich3.1millionacres–about59

percentͲͲarepubliclyowned(ForestService,BLM,Fish&WildlifeService,NationalPark
Service,orstate).ConejosCountycontainsover825,000acres,ofwhich528,000acresͲ
about64percent–arepubliclyowned(ForestService,BLM,Fish&WildlifeService,
NationalParkService,orstate).Thiscreatesanimportantrelationshipbetweenthe
publicandprivatesectorsindealingwithairandwaterqualityissuesintheSLVand

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

ConejosCounty.
Thereare18incorporatedtownsintheSLV,manyofwhicharelocatedalongthe
RioGrandeoritsmanytributaries.Sixcountiesliewithinthislargegeographical
boundary.TheyareAlamosa,RioGrande,Saguache,Mineral,Costilla,andConejos.
Thereare21villagesandfiveincorporatedtownsinConejosCounty.ConejosCountyis
amongthepoorestcountiesinthecountry,andunemploymentlevelsrunabovethe
stateandnationalaverages(ConejosCounty10.5%;asof2008Ͳnotincludingthe
chronicallyunemployed).
ConejosCountyisapopulatedareawithintheSLVaffectedbytheproposed
actionsinthedraftSEISfortheProposedNuclearFacilityoftheCMRRProjectatLANL.

3
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Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.
176-1

DraftSEISDocument
CCCWwouldliketorespectfullyrequestacomplete,newEnvironmentalImpact
Statement(EIS)becompleted,versusaSupplementalEnvironmentalImpactStatement

176-2

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

CCCWunderstandsthatadraftSEIScannotadequatelyassesstheimpactsofa
completelyredesignedChemicalandMetallurgicalResearchReplacementͲNuclear
Facility(CMRRͲNF)buildingforprocessingofplutoniumandnuclearmaterialsatLANL.
TheoriginalEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS)of2004,nowsupplementedbythe
draftSEIS,assessedabuildingdesignedtowithstandonlymildseismicevents.LANLsits

(thePajaritoPlateau).AMay2007,updatedseismichazardsanalysisshowedapotential
hugeincreaseinseismicgroundmotionandactivity.Giventheinstabilityofitsbuilding
site,themostrecentvastlyfortifieddesignforthisbuildingisstillinflux.Itisuncertain
ifthebuilding’sfiresuppressantsystemswillbedesignedtoaddresstheextreme
combustibilityofplutonium.NotonlyisaSEISinadequatetothenewscopeofthe
project,itispremature,becausethebuilding’sdesignisnotfinalized.OnlyanEIScan
adequatelystudythefullimpactofthismuchͲalteredbuildinganduntilthedesignis
finalized,evenanEISwouldbepremature.
Thecostsoftryingtobuildaplutoniumpitproductioncomplexinageologically
unstableareaareextremelyhigh.ThetotaloriginalestimatefortheCMRRComplex
Project;including,therecentlycompleted$363millionRadiologicalLaboratoryUtility
andOfficeBuilding(RLUOB),wasaround$600millionin2004.Thecurrentestimatefor
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Per DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of
Capital Assets, an EIS, or in this case an SEIS, must be completed prior to the
start of the final or detailed design.
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176-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

(SEIS)forthereasonsdescribedbelow.

betweentheRioGranderiftandthevolcanicJemezMountainsinaseismicfaultzone

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the
appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

theNuclearFacilityaloneis$45billionandrising.WillDOEincludeariskanalysisasto

176-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. The correct cost estimate for the Modified CMRR-NF
is about $6 billion not $45 billion as stated by the commentor. The decision will
be announced in a ROD that will appear in the Federal Register. In accordance
with NEPA regulations, the ROD cannot be issued any earlier than 30 days after
publication of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

176-3

The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square kilometer]) is substantially greater than the pressure due
to the building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square
meter]) for the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep
Excavation Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete
would increase the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440
million kilograms). The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper
excavation is estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms).
Under the Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there
are not similar concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under
this option as opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability
analysis has been prepared and determined that indicated that global slope
stability is not an issue for the Deep Excavation Option (LANL 2011a:LANL site,
028). If the Deep Excavation Option were selected, as part of the ongoing design
and evaluation process, studies would be completed to verify that all geotechnical
stability issues had been addressed.

176-2
cont’d

whetherthisgrowingpricetagistoohighapremiumtopayforanewNuclearFacility
(NF)inageologicallyunstablearea?
WillthedraftSEISstudywhethertheunstablegeologicalstratacansupportthe
weightoftheredesignedbuilding?Toaddresstheseincreasedseismichazards,DOEis
consideringplanstoexcavate225,000cubicyardsofearthundertheproposedNFand
filltheholewithconcrete.DOEmustquestion:Canthesurroundinggeologysupportall

176-3

thatconcrete?Wouldaseismiceventcausetheconcrete“slab”tosinkorshift?The
draftSEISalsosuggestsa“ShallowOption”(floatingthebuilding’sfoundationabovethe
geologicallyunstabletephralayer),anoptionwhosefeasibilityisunknown,needingthe
furtherstudyfromacompleteEIS.
PurposeandNeed
DoestheUSneedeightynewplutoniumpitsperyear?WillDOEconducta
“capacitystudy”todeterminewhethertheexistingfacilitiescanbeusedinsteadof
buildingtheproposedNF,whichwouldincreasepitmanufacturingcapacitytoatleast
eightyperyear?Existingfacilitieshavesufficedsince1999whenDOElimitedplutonium

176-4

pitmanufacturingtotwentyperyear.SinceUStreatyobligationsforbidbothnew
nucleardesignsandincreasednumbersofnuclearweaponsintheUSarsenal,thepitsto
bemanufacturedaretoutedas“stockpilestewardship”formaintainingexistingnuclear
weaponsthroughreplacementofoldpits.However,aJasonstudyofagingplutonium
arguesagainsttheneedforpitreplacementwithinthenexthundredyears.

5

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
not being a mature alternative appear to refer to statements in Chapter 1 and
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicating that there
was more uncertainty in the design of the Shallow Excavation Option because
that design had not reached the same level of maturity as the Deep Excavation
Option. In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF
identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of additional excavation and
concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option by raising the bottom of
the basemat to near the original design elevation. The overall building height
would remain the same, but the top of the roof would be higher above ground
than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design. At the current level of
design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow Excavation Option, appears
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Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

nucleararmsreduction,forthecompletionofnonͲproliferationtreaties,andfor
persuadingnonͲnuclearnationstoabstainfromacquiringtheirownnuclearweapons.
PresidentObama’scallfora“worldfreeofnuclearweapons”ringshollow,ashe

176-4
cont’d

alsoproposesawindfalltothecallfora“worldfreeofnuclearweapons”.Willthis
doublemessageincreaseworldwidedistrustofUSintentionsandthusratchetupthe
world’snucleartensions?
ArrayofAlternatives
WillDOEdevelopmorealternatives,including(a)atrue“NoAction”alternative
ofnotbuildingtheNuclearFacility;and(b)upgradingtheexistentoldCMRbuilding?
CCCWunderstandstheNationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct(NEPA)requiresafederal
agencytoprovidearangeofalternatives.DOEhasnotprovidedworkablealternatives.
The“ModifiedCMRRͲNF”Alternativewouldallowconstructionwithenhancementsto

176-4

addressthegrowingnumberofseismicissues.Therearetwoconstructionoptions:the
“DeepConstructionOption”andaninadequatelyanalyzed“ShallowConstruction

176-5

Option,”whichdonotmeetNEPArequirements.Assumptionsweremadeforkey
parametersintheanalysesoftheShallowOption.
ThedraftSEISbrieflyconsideredanddismissedthesealternativesasinsufficient
to“satisfytheentirerangeofDOEandNNSAmissionsupportfunctions.”ThesoͲcalled
“NoAction”alternativefeaturedinthecurrentdraftSEISistobuildanewCMRR

NNSA acknowledges the commentors’ position regarding plutonium pit
production levels and notes that decisions on the level of pit production are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The CMR Building provides, and
the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
stockpile stewardship and other functions performed at LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Chapter 2, Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

buildingasprojectedin2003(adesignfailingtomeetnewseismicstandards).The
otherfeatureddraftSEISalternativeistocontinueoperationsattheold,unsafeCMR
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6

NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

to provide some reductions in construction impacts and cost without affecting
other building design requirements. Both construction options require the same
sets of safety controls and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental
consequences as shown in the analyses contained in this SEIS. At this time,
both construction options are being considered by NNSA. As the design
studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other
may be judged to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected
for executing the excavation phase of construction that will facilitate NNSA’s
selection of a preferred construction option. Whichever alternative or option
is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards for a Performance
Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those
for which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard
to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic
materials. Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as
a result of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake)
so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are
protected, and the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b). The
Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts from construction than the
Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts would be the same for
either option.

BoostingUScapacitytobuildnuclearbombscouldcompromiseUSeffortsfor

Building,withoutupgrades.Both“alternatives”appearundesirabletotheDOE.The

for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue
to evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006e). It should be noted that
plutonium aging is only one of the variables affecting nuclear weapon system
reliability; other variables can control overall life expectancy of nuclear weapon
systems.

176-5
cont’d

draftSEISfailstoofferandanalyzerealisticalternatives.
SocioͲEconomics
Howdoesmoneyspentonunusablenuclearweaponsspureconomicgrowth?
LosAlamos,therichestcountypercapitaintheUSdoesnotneedUSbudgetarycharity,

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the nuclear weapons
mission and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free
of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal would not be
reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed
DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear
weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.
Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear
deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security policy
for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF and
Nuclear Weapons and Technology, of this CRD for more information.

butitconsumesamajorityoffederalfundscomingtoNewMexico.TherestofNew

176-6

Mexico,oneofthenation’spooreststates,needsthefulfillmentofrealhumanneeds.
Moneyforeducation,healthcare,greenjobs,renewableenergy,publictransportation,
allwouldkeepcirculatingandfostersustainableeconomicgrowth.
NaturalResources
ThedraftSEISdemonstratesthatDOEwillcontinuetowastewaterfor
manufacturingnuclearweapons,createmoreradioactive,hazardousandtoxicwaste,

176-5
continuetopollutetheair,andexceeditsexistingelectricpowerneeds.Furthermore,a
newnuclearfacilitywilldetractfromcleanupoftheexistingwaste.DOEmadea

176-7

commitmenttocleanupthelegacywastesitesatLANLwhenitsignedtheConsent
OrderwiththeNewMexicoEnvironmentDepartmentofMarch1,2005.TheOrder

Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides a description of the
alternatives. The Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative includes not
constructing a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the
CMRR-NF, but continuing to perform operations in the CMR Building at TA-3,
with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to
sustain programmatic operations for as long as feasible.

requirescleanupofcertainsitesbyDecember31,2015;including,theAreaGdumpsite
atTechnicalArea54.ConstructionactivitiesforanewNFwillinterferewithcleanup
activities.
PublicHealth
CCCWunderstandsfromthedraftSEISthatmanufacturingplutoniumpitsisa

176-8

dangerousandpollutingthreattothehealthandsafetyofthoselivingdownwindand

7

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the No Action
Alternative (2004 CMRR-NF) and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative
(i.e., the “true” No Action Alternative is continued use of the existing CMR
Building at TA-3, rather than the construction and use of a new building at TA-55
based on the 2004 ROD). Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for
more information.

The CMR Building would continue to be operated as a Hazard Category 2,
Security Category III nuclear facility for as long as it could continue to be
operated safely; this designation limits the amount of special nuclear material
that can be used and the level of operations. These limitations do not currently
support the missions that NNSA has assigned to LANL through the SSM PEIS,
LANL SWEIS, and Complex Transformation SPEIS RODs. This alternative does
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Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.
not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out AC and
MC operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. However, this alternative is analyzed in this CMRR-NF SEIS
as a prudent measure in light of possible future fiscal budgetary constraints. For
more information, refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the SEIS.

downstream.LANLinheritedtheUSpitmanufacturingfunctionfromRockyFlatsin
Colorado.RockyFlatsbecamesopollutedandunsafethatithadtobeshutdown.
RockyFlatshadrepeatedplutoniumfires,twoofwhichcameperilouslycloseto

176-8
cont’d

breachingcontainmentandspreadingvaporizedplutoniumtotheenvironmentand

dischargesdisproportionatelysickenNativepeoplesandHispanicNewMexicans.
Recommendations

ThedraftSEISisinadequateandtechnicallyindefensibleforanalysisoftherisks
ofconstructingandoperatingtheproposedCMRRͲNFwithacapacityofquadruplingthe

176-6

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding sustainable economic growth
for the area and the funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense, education, and health
care) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not
within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information. The purpose of the
CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related
to the proposed CMRR-NF.

176-7

Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS presents the potential environmental impacts of
the proposed alternatives including impacts to waste management, air quality, and
infrastructure (including water and electrical supply).

currentproductionoftwentyplutoniumtriggersfornuclearweaponstouptoeightyper
year.CCCWrespectfullyrequeststhattheDOEwithdrawthedraftCMRRͲNFSEIS.
Further,weareinsolidaritywithSantaClaraPuebloTribalResolutionNo.08Ͳ16

176-9

inwhichthePuebloopposestheexpansionofplutoniumpitproductionatLANLand
makingthatproductioncapacitypermanent.
ThankyouforyourcarefulconsiderationofCCCW’scomments.Pleasekeepus
informedofanyupcomingpublicmeetings.Wecanbereachedviaemailat

NNSA intends to continue implementing those actions necessary to comply with
the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked
to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Chapter 2,
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

info@conejoscountycleanwater.org.

Respectfullysubmitted,

MaryAliceTrujillo,Chair

176-8

AndreaGuajardo,BoardMember
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8

The existing human health and environmental conditions at LANL are addressed
in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including
radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health
effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and the
LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences or impacts on human

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

In addition, Chapter 2, Section 2.7 of this Final CMRR-NF SEIS, was revised
to better describe alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed analysis.
These alternatives are: 1) alternative locations outside LANL; 2) Extensive
Upgrades to the Existing CMR Building; and 3) moving capabilities to other
LANL facilities. For the reasons described in Section 2.7, these alternatives are
not being revisited in this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

likelyrenderingDenveruninhabitable.Plutoniumisakillercarcinogen.LANL’s

health from normal operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts
are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS.

Cc:
GailSchwartz–StateSenator
EdVigil–StateRepresentative
ErinMinks–RepresentativeforU.S.SenatorMarkUdall
BrendaFelmlee–RepresentativeforU.S.CongressmanScottTipton
CharlotteBobicki–RepresentativeforU.S.SenatorMichaelBennet
SteveMcCarol–ConejosCountyCommissionerBoardPresident
MikeTrujillo–AntonitoTownMayor


The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect the workers and public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10 of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.






176-9










9

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and opinion
that the CMRR-NF SEIS is inadequate and technically indefensible for analysis of
the risks of constructing and operating the proposed CMRR-NF, thus requesting
DOE to withdraw the draft SEIS. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. The need for CMRR-NF is not connected
to a specific level of pit production.
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Commentor No. 176 (cont’d): Mary Alice Trujillo/Andrea Guajardo
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc.

Commentor No. 177: Jeanne Bahnson
From: jeanne [jeannebahnson@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:48 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Needed, Not a Supplemental

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new environmental impact
statement. The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design
of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety
requirements. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures
(40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively) require
preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed action that
are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances
or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed
action or its impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also prepare a
supplement when the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be
furthered by doing so. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of
analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in
construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Please
refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD.

177-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding our understanding of the
seismic risks. Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and
preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the
LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical
evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed
(Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural
requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD.

177-3

Regarding alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.5, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the
level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational
capabilities to support critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued
through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644).
Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative

6/28/2011
To Whom it May Concern:
I would like to go on record in expressing the following comments regarding the
proposed construction of the CMRR facility at Los Alamos National Laboratories.
A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement. The original Environmental Impact Statement in
2004 assessed a building designed to withstand only mild seismic events. A 2007
updated seismic hazards analysis showed a potential huge increase in seismic
ground motion and activity. I understand that even Lab scientists have expressed
grave concerns regarding this matter.Only a full Environmental Impact Statement
can adequately study the full consequences of increased possibility seismic events
might have on the proposed bomb plant.

177-1

This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic Risks are better
understood and no more funds used for planning at this time.

177-2

Valid Alternatives Must Be Considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement. DOE must develop and consider new alternatives, including a true
“No Action” alternative--not building the Nuclear Facility and upgrading the existing
plutonium production building.

177-3

The Costs to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex Are Just Too High. The
total original estimate for constructing the new nuclear weapons complex at Los
Alamos National Laboratory was approximately $600 million in 2004. The current
estimate is $5.8 billion.

177-4

The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. Just as new seismic
information has forced a re-evaluation of the construction, new cost information
must force a re-evaluation of the cost.
Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments.
Jeanne Bahnson
111 East Lupita Rd.
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

177-1
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such as not proceeding with CMRR-NF, and upgrading the existing CMR
Building, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS). The No Action Alternative in
the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision made following preparation of the
original CMRR EIS in 2003.
In addition to an alternative involving constructing and modifying a Modified
CMRR-NF, NNSA considers an alternative (described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.3) in which CMRR-NF would not be constructed and the existing
CMR Building in TA-3 would continue to be used for SNM operations until it
was no longer considered safe to do so. This alternative, however, would not
satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and
materials characterization operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE
and NNSA mission support functions. In response to public comments, Chapter
2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to add more information
regarding alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis.
These include possible alternatives such as extensive upgrades to the existing
CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to the CMRR-NF among
different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA has determined that
extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only marginally effective
in providing the operational risk reduction and program capabilities required
to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
177-4

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 177 (cont’d): Jeanne Bahnson

Commentor No. 178: Roger Eaton
From: Roger Eaton [rogerweaton@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 5:27 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose construction of the Nuclear Facility

I was just recently told about your possible new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory. I am very much against this new project.

Manufacturing plutonium pits are a danger in construction and God help us if they
are ever used.
Roger Eaton
355 Serrano Dr Apt 4F
Apt 4F
San Francisco, CA 94132

178-1

178-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action” as one of the
alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives currently listed support
building the Nuclear Facility.
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From: gburghar@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 10:31 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the bomb business

179-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern with the money spent on nuclear
weapons. NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense,
education, healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.

179-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

179-3

As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations, including
Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

179-4

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.

People,
I just heard about the proposed new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory. As a citizen who has been concerned about the wasteful and
dysfunctional preoccupation with nuclear proliferation and misguided national
security, I think the line must finally be drawn. Money spent on nuclear weapons
does not spur economic growth and only encourages other countries to build
bombs. Then we need to spend billions studying, spying, and countering them.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public transportation
would all create more jobs and spur more growth.
Manufacturing plutonium pits is also dangerous and polluting threat to the health
and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a very potent
carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native peoples
and Hispanic New Mexicans. The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement is premature and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is
underway at Los Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.
Gordon Burghardt
Knoxville, TN 37920

179-1

179-2
179-3
179-4
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Commentor No. 179: Gordon Burghardt

Commentor No. 180: Jack Hastert
From: Jack Hastert [jhastert@Bosco.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:00 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

Hello,
This email is to protest the building of a new Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building in New Mexico.
I have 3 primary reasons for opposing this.

180-1

NNSA recognizes the commentor’s opposition to construction of the CMRR-NF
due to the cost. The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not
within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA
takes into consideration when making its decision.

180-2

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

180-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

#1 – The cost is too much and already much higher than projected in 2004.
#2 – We have enough plutonium pits.
#3 – The proposed new site is too near a fault line.

180-2
180-3

Thank you very much for your consideration.
Jack Hastert
9th/10th grade counselor and Golf Coach
(xxx) xxx-xxxx ext. xxx
Celebrating a 70 Year Legacy of Salesian Excellence.
See Don Bosco…Be Don Bosco.
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Tri–Valley CAREs
Communities Against a Radioactive Environment
2582 Old First Street, Livermore, CA 94551 • (925) 443-7148 • www.trivalleycares.org

June 29, 2011

Peace Justice Environment
since 1983

Sent Via Email to: NEPALASO@doeal.gov and postal mail. Please provide confirmation of
receipt.
Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
USDOE, NNSA, Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos, NM 87544

Re: Tri-Valley CAREs’ Public SEIS Comment on the Dept. of Energy (DOE) National
Nuclear Security Administration’s “Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory”(the CMRR-NF).
Tri-Valley CAREs submits these comments on the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) (DOE/EIS-0375-D).
As explained herein, the SEIS fails to provide an accurate, complete or legally adequate analysis
as is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Tri-Valley CAREs was founded in 1983 in Livermore, California by concerned neighbors
living around the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. Tri-Valley CAREs monitors
nuclear weapons and environmental clean-up activities throughout the US nuclear weapons
complex on behalf of its 5,600 members. Tri-Valley CAREs also seeks to eliminate waste, fraud
and abuse from the oversight and management of facilities that make up the nuclear weapons
complex. Due to concerns among our community about the negative environmental, health, cost,
non-proliferation, and security implications of constructing and operating the CMRR-NF as
planned in this SEIS’ “preferred alternative,” Tri-Valley CAREs submits this comment on the
draft document.
The purpose of NEPA is to ensure that every federal agency prepares a full
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for major federal actions significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment.1 An EIS must provide a “full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and shall inform the decision-makers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of
the human environment.”2

1
2

42 U.S.C. 4332; 40 CFR 1501.
40 CFR 1502.1.
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Commentor No. 181 (cont’d): Marylia Kelley, Executive Director, and
Scott Yundt, Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CAREs
As described below, the SEIS is inadequate to provide a full NEPA analysis. The SEIS
fails to include an adequate analysis of reasonable alternatives, fails to provide an adequate
purpose and need statement, improperly segments the proposed action from other connected
actions, and fails to include terrorism risk analysis. Additionally, the SEIS neglected to address
many of Tri-Valley CAREs’ (TVC) comments that were provided during the scoping period and
only minimally addressed the comments that earned a reply in the SEIS. For these reasons, a new
EIS is required and should be re-circulated for public review and comment.
I.

181-1

Further Analysis of the Expected Costs of the Facility Must be
Included.

The costs to build this new plutonium pit production complex are just too high – and
estimates are still continuing to rise. The total original estimate for constructing the new nuclear
weapons complex at Los Alamos National Laboratory was reported to be approximately $600
million in 2004. The current estimate is around $5.8 billion. What percent of the additional
billions in recent cost estimates are due to efforts to address the increased seismic hazard? DOE
must analyze whether this premium is too high and examine other options, including the
alternative highlighted below and outlined in Tri-Valley CAREs’ scoping comment (yet ignored
in the SEIS).
The SEIS fails to address the underlying rationale for the CMRR-NF, i.e., that its
construction and operation would enable the technical capability at LANL to expand plutonium
pit (bomb core) production from the current allowable limit of 20 pits per year to up to 80 pits
per year. The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. DOE must conduct a “capacity
study” to determine whether the existing facilities can be used instead of building the proposed
CMRR-NF, which would increase pit-manufacturing capacity to at least 80 per year. Existing
facilities have sufficed since the 1990s when DOE made the decision to allow plutonium pit
manufacturing at LANL at up to 20 per year. Given that the US now has fewer deployed
weapons and an articulated policy not to produce new design nuclear weapons, it is a notable
deficiency that the SEIS would put LANL on the path to enabling expanded pit production with
no new or updated analysis to explain why (see also purpose and need, below).

181-1
181-2

And, finally, just as new seismic information has forced a re-evaluation of the
construction, new cost information must force a re-evaluation of the cost/value/need that DOE
perceives. Yet, the SEIS provides none.
B.

Existing Analysis of the Seismic Hazards Must be Updated.

The original Environmental Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building designed to
withstand only mild seismic events. A 2007 updated seismic hazards analysis showed a
potential, major increase in seismic ground motion and activity. Los Alamos National Lab sits
between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains in a seismic fault zone. Only a
full EIS can adequately study the full consequences of increased seismic events and what effect
they might have on the proposed plant.
The SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic Risks are better
understood. For example, the cost-saving (comparatively speaking) Shallow Option, in which the
foundation would be constructed in a geologic layer above a poorly welded tuff layer, is not a
mature concept, and it is not yet fully known if this option will be safe. The SEIS fails to
2
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Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion
and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring
at LANL The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. The design of
the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior
to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

A New, Full Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) is Necessary.
A.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of the
CMRR-NF. The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision.

accurately analyze how impacts to the environment from the Shallow Option construction may
be different from other options, and under what circumstances.
There are more new seismic investigations currently underway at LANL. This SEIS must
be withdrawn and a new EIS undertaken after the results of these new investigations are known.
Proceeding with a design before seismic risks are better known will only repeat the process that
led to the DOE admission of need for this Supplemental EIS.
C.

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources). For more
information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

181-4

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644). Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD for more information.

181-2
cont’d

Current Conditions Require Further Analysis on the Threat of
Wildfires.

In the past 11 years two wildfires have come dangerously close to causing and/or caused
serious problems at LANL. The Cerro Grande (2000) and the still raging Las Conchas (2011)
wildfires demonstrate that fires are a real, and possibly increasing, threat to the security of
radioactive materials and wastes at LANL. Current analysis of wildfires at LANL is inadequate
and must be reevaluated, given the recurrent incidence of wildfires in the surrounding areas.
II.

181-3

181-3

The SEIS Fails to Include an Adequate Analysis of Reasonable Alternatives.

The twin functions of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are to “require that
agencies take a ‘hard look’ at environmental consequences, and provide for broad dissemination
of relevant environmental information.” See Robertson v. Methow Valley, 490 US 332, 350
(1989). The discussion of alternatives is the legally required heart of any EIS. 40 CFR § 1502.14.
The legally adequate EIS must “[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated.” 40 CFR § 1502.14(a). “The existence of a viable but
unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate…” Southeast
Alaska Conservation Council v. FHA, 2011 U.S. App. LEXIS 9097, 16-17 (9th Cir. 2011)
“Informed and meaningful consideration of alternatives — including the no action alternative —
is thus an integral part of the statutory scheme." Id.
A.

Space that can be Made Available in PF-4 is a Reasonable Alternative
that Must be Rigorously Explored and Objectively Evaluated in a
New/Revised EIS

In Tri-Valley CAREs scoping comments on the SEIS, we provided a reasonable
alternative to the construction of the CMRR-NF. We wrote, “… Given that the CMRR
Radiological Laboratory Utility and Office Building (RLUOB) is build and is slated to become
operational within 2 years, its capabilities must be taken into account. Further, given that the
CMRR-NF is not slated to be completed until about 2020, other relevant LANL activities
between the present and 2020 must be included in the analysis. (In other words, the issue is not
merely what LANL could do differently today, it is what LANL could do differently by 2020
that must be considered in the NEPA analysis. In this context, LANL’s PF-4 must be considered
in conjunction with the CMRR RLUOB.
“That analysis must take into account that PF-4 presently holds equipment that need not
stay until 2020, such as the ARIES “pilot project,” which was never supposed to be permanent
there. Additionally, PF-4, we were told by LANL management, has other space that could be
available in the future but which presently holds contaminated plutonium wastes in acid, a waste
management issue waiting to be dealt with.
3

181-4

NNSA disagrees with the commentor regarding its failure to analyze all
reasonable alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, use of the TA-55 Plutonium Facility was also considered by NNSA to
determine if that proposed combination, together with the planned future use of
RLUOB would provide adequate space for analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations over the long term. However, augmenting the
existing TA-55 Plutonium Facility with only additional vault storage space
would not alleviate the need for additional work space for analytical chemistry
and materials characterization laboratory operations. Space does not exist,
and would not be expected to exist later, in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility to
support this work and these operations cannot be accomplished within RLUOB
because RLUOB is not able to support the level of radiological operations
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Commentor No. 181 (cont’d): Marylia Kelley, Executive Director, and
Scott Yundt, Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CAREs
required to support the work needed. As discussed in Section 2.5, RLUOB
contains a radiological laboratory capable of handling less than Hazard Category
3 radioactive materials per DOE-STD-1027. As a result, RLUOB is only
authorized to use gram quantities up to 8.4 grams (0.3 ounces) of plutonium-239
equivalent, while the CMRR-NF is being designed as a Hazard Category 2
facility capable of using kilogram quantities of plutonium-239 equivalent. This
alternative was, therefore, not analyzed further in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

“Therefore, a reasonable alternative could be to devote a small portion of the massive
resources that would have been used to construct the CMRR-NF to clean out the areas in PF-4
that could be made available and pair that capability [in PF-4] for “heavy lab” activities with the
“light lab” capabilities of the already-built CMRR-RLUOB.”
Since we wrote that scoping comment excerpted above, the schedule for the CMRR-NF
has slipped again, to 2035. And, the CMRR-NF costs have risen yet again. And, estimates of the
considerable seismic uncertainties associated with its construction have also risen. And, the
RLUOB has proceeded to completion. And, there has been no NEPA decision changing the
current LANL production limit of 20 pits per year. Thus, the detailed alternative we submitted,
which was completely reasonable at scoping, has changed only in that it has become even more
so. Yet, DOE failed to analyze this alternative in the SEIS, in violation of NEPA.
B.

The SEIS Failed to Include a No Build Alternative

181-4
cont’d

The SEIS’ Purported “No Action” Alternative is Not a Reasonable
Alternative and Should Have Been Eliminated from Further Study

181-5

The SEIS’ “no-action” alternative is not a true no action alternative but is a sham
alternative. The SEIS immediately eliminates the alternative from analysis because it “would not
meet the standards for a Performance Category 3(PC-3) structure as required to safety conduct
the full suite of NNSA AC and MC mission work.” The SEIS summary states “the 2004 CMRRNF would not be constructed.” Therefore the SEIS does not provide this alternative for public
review or comparison rendering it a sham alternative.
In fact, the entire alternatives analysis fails to provide a suite of options for an informed
comparison of alternatives. The only “alternative” that DOE does not summarily rule out is the
agency’s “preferred alternative” (see, for example, pp S-8-9 and S-20.)
III.

The Purpose and Need Statement Omits Critical Reasons for the Proposed
Action.

An EIS must explain the underlying purpose and need to which the lead agency is
responding with the proposed action. 40 CFR § 1502.13. NNSA made the decision to draft a
supplement to the CMRR EIS due to significant new circumstances and information that is
relevant to the environmental impacts of the facility. (CEQ NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
15029[c][1]). The CEQ advises that an EIS more than five years old should be carefully
scrutinized to determine whether a supplement is required. As part of this scrutiny, the agency
should determine whether the purpose and need for the project remains the same. Thus, in
drafting the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA should have re-examined the purpose and need for the
proposed project.
4
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As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA is not
planning at this time to revisit either the need for the CMRR-NF or relocating the
CMR capabilities at another site. NNSA has addressed the CMRR-NF in a series
of NEPA documents since the 2004 ROD for the CMRR EIS that announced
its decision to locate a two-building CMRR Facility at TA-55. The Complex
Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b), which addressed transforming the nuclear
weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient enterprise, also addressed the
location for manufacturing and research and development involving plutonium.
In the ROD for that document (73 FR 77644), NNSA announced its decision
that the mission would remain at LANL and its decision to construct and operate
the CMRR Facility at LANL. Based on these decisions and the authorization
for the project and appropriation of funding, NNSA intends to proceed with the
CMRR-NF planning process. The need for the CMRR-NF is not connected
to a specific pit production rate. As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has been required to suspend some types of materials
characterization work because of limitations in the CMR Building.
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President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
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Instead of evaluating a no-build alternative, the SEIS included a “no-action” alternative
that entailed construction and operation of a new CMRR-NF at TA-55 adjacent to RLUOB, as
analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS. This is not a true no-action alternative. NEPA requires that
DOE study an alternative that involves not going forward with the proposed project. A more
reasonable no-action alternative that should be studied in a future EIS is not building any CMRR
Nuclear Facility and maintaining the pit production at current levels. DOE failed to study
meaningfully consider a true no action alternative in violation of NEPA. This deprived the public
and decisionmakers of the opportunity to "make an informed comparison of the alternatives."
Animal Def. Council v. Hodel, 840 F.2d 1432, 1439 (9th Cir. 1988)
C.

Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative
that would abandon the current CMR Building and/or not proceed with
CMRR-NF, or would abandon pit production at LANL, such an alternative
does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). Thus, an alternative of ceasing CMR operations is not
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF
SEIS is based on the decision made following preparation of the original CMRR
EIS in 2003. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
more information.

safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to
be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.

Because there have been significant changes in the circumstances surrounding the
purpose and need of the CMRR-NF, the stated purpose and need should have been revised. The
CMRR-EIS was completed in 2004, but “project planning and design for the CMRR-NF…has
progressed along a slower timeline than projected in the CMRR EIS.” (CMRR-NF SEIS at S-2).
NNSA acknowledges that “over the past 7 years, the CMRR-NF planning process has identified
several design considerations that were not envisioned in 2003,” and that the LANL SWEIS and
the Complex Transformation SPEIS and their RODs, which included decisions on the size,
scope, purpose and mission of the CMRR-NF, were issued in 2008 and 2009. Additionally, many
relevant events took place over the past seven years, including President Obama’s Nuclear
Posture Review (2008) and The New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia (2010), that
also have direct relevance to the size, scope, purpose and mission of the CMRR-NF (CMRR-NF
SEIS at S-2). However, the CMRR-NF SEIS claims that “[t]he purpose and need for the NNSA
action has not changed since the issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS and makes no assertion that it
examined the purpose and need for the facility in light of the passage of time and these
intervening events.
The CMRR-NF cites the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS of 2008. It analyzed the
“50/80 alternative,” and found that “completion of the CMRR Facility would be needed to
support production of up to 80 pits per year.” (FCTS PEIS at S-39). However, no Record of
Decision (ROD) was ever published determining that the agency or LANL required up to 80
plutonium pits per year to support its mission. Despite the lack of decision, the CMRR-NF SEIS
proposes an expanded CMRR-NF that enables this 50/80 plutonium pit per year capacity. Yet,
LANL still operates pursuant to its 2009 LANL SWEIS ROD, which only allows a production
capacity of 20 pits per year.
In evaluating whether the purpose and need for the CMRR-NF remains the same as stated
in the 2003 EIS, the NNSA should have examined the “needed” level of production capacity the
CMRR-NF. In doing so, it must consider that LANL is currently only authorized to produce 20
pits per year despite visiting that issue in 4 NEPA documents (the SSM PEIS, the 2008 and 2009
SWEISs and the Complex Transformation PEIS). By rushing toward a CMRR-NF Record of
Decision in this SEIS to meet a need - and provide the technical capability - to produce up to 80
plutonium pits per year without any underlying pit production ROD, has the agency “putting the
cart before the horse.”
This is a situation akin to the movie “Field of Dreams.” If the DOE builds it (the CMRRNF), they will come (increased production of pits). And, without the integrated and full NEPA
review required by law.
The SEIS also should take into consideration relevant external circumstances. For
example, the US is reported to have a total of approximately 40,000 plutonium pits in storage
and on weapons under US control. Approximately 5,000 of those pits are deployable as nuclear
weapons. In total, the US has constructed approximately 70,000 nuclear weapons and used two
of the weapons more than 60 years ago.
None of the US invasions of at least 18 foreign nations, including Iraq and Afghanistan,
has required the use of nuclear weapons (nor should they have). The current President’s Nuclear
Posture Review does not state or determine (or change) the number of plutonium pits the US
requires, but does purport to reduce the nation’s reliance on nuclear weapons in future military
strategy and forego the production of new design nuclear weapons.
5

See the response to comment 181-1 for a discussion regarding the production of
plutonium pits.

181-5
cont’d
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Additionally, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between the U.S. and Russia
(ratified since the scoping period closed) calls for reductions in deployed, strategic nuclear
weapon stockpiles. In considering the circumstances above, and others, how can the agency
claim that the “purpose and need” for the CMRR-NF should not be scaled back greatly? (And,
again, how can the agency ignore that its “preferred option” can enable a production rate of up to
80 new plutonium pits per year, which is undeniably scaling up while the arsenal scales down?)
IV.

181-5
cont’d

As stated in NNSA’s response to the scoping comment summary in Chapter 1,
Section 1.7, in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, a classified appendix was prepared
to address the impact of intentional destructive acts, which include terrorism.
Substantive details are not released to the public because disclosure of this
information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. The appendix was
prepared in accordance with DOE’s Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance
2006 Guidance Memorandum, “Need to Consider Intentional Destructive Acts in
NEPA Documents.” Refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3, Intentional Destructive
Acts, of the CMRR-NF SEIS for a discussion of the appendix.

181-7

As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, although
scoping is optional for an SEIS under DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures
(10 CFR 1021.314(d)), public citizens, civic leaders, and other interested parties
were invited to comment on these issues and to suggest additional issues that
should be considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA considered all scoping
comments in the preparation of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Issues found to be relevant
to the SEIS are addressed in the appropriate chapters or appendices of the
CMRR-NF SEIS.

The SEIS Fails to Include Analysis of Risks Associated with a Terrorist
Attack.

There needs to be a thorough analysis of the risks of a terrorist attack at the CMRR-NF in
the SEIS. The analysis should include the risk of both “outsider” and “insider” attacks in
compliance with the DOE’s Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 2006 Guidance
Memorandum,” Need to Consider Intentional Destructive Acts in NEPA Documents.” While
general terrorism analyses have been made that cover LANL in other NEPA documents, the
changes in size and scope of the CMRR-NF detailed in the SEIS propose new and unanalyzed
potential threats if a terrorist act were to occur at the facility. This analysis, to the maximum
extent possible, should be made public in an unclassified document for public comment during
the NEPA process. This point was also raised in Tri-Valley CAREs public comment period
during Scoping and was not responded to in the SEIS in violation of NEPA.

181-6

V.
The SEIS Failed to Respond to Tri-Valley CAREs’ Comments Provided
During Scoping.
The SEIS failed to adequately respond to Tri-Valley CAREs’ comments provided during
the scoping period. Many of the comments were given a cursory reply and some were altogether
disregarded. Our comments regarding a reevaluation of the purpose and need of the CMRR-NF
were not addressed in the SEIS. Additionally, there was no analysis concerning the risks
associated with terrorist attacks at the new facility. Furthermore, our comment regarding the
impact on the nation’s nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty obligations should have yielded a
response. All of these comments provided by TVC discussed significant impacts that the CMRRNF will have on the natural and human environment, and as such, they should be addressed in a
new EIS or, at a minimum, a properly completed and re-circulated new draft Supplemental EIS.
We did receive confirmation of your office’s receipt of our scoping comments. Moreover,
they have been publicly available on our website at www.trivalleycares.org under “technical
letters and comments,” should you have misplaced them during the production of the SEIS. And,
we have not moved our office or changed our phone, fax or other contact numbers. Therefore,
we can only conclude that you failed to analyze them properly in violation of NEPA.
For Tri-Valley CAREs,
/s/
Marylia Kelley, Executive Director
/s/
Scott Yundt, Staff Attorney
2582 Old First Street
Livermore, CA 94550
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The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety requirements.
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. The purpose and need for NNSA
action, as stated in Section 1.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, has not changed since
the issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS; that is, to provide the physical means for
accommodating the continuation of mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization, and plutonium research capabilities at LANL beyond
the present time in a safe, secure and environmentally sound manner. NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644).
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Regarding the comment on the analysis concerning risks associated with terrorist
attacks at the new facility, please see the response to Comment 181-6. Regarding
the impact on the Nation’s nonproliferation treaty obligations, please see
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

181-6

From: Eleanor Krebs [elena_475@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 2:51 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Nuclear threat from CMRR project near faultline in New Mexico

I am very upset about the chemistry and metallurgy project where you will build
plutnium pits. This represents a grave nuclear threat to the United States as you
can see from the forest fires which made it necessary to evacuate Los Alamos
this week. There is also a nearby fault line which could cause a fukushima like
catastrophe.

182-1

Another aspect to be considered is the enormous expense. Originally the cost
was supposed to be $400-550 million back in 2004 with completion by 1011. I
understand the cost is now estimated at 5.86 billion with a completion date of
2023. With our infrastructure falling apart and our schools losing teachers and our
children doing without adequate care andcitizens on Long Island and other areas
of the country losing their homes and going without enough food, we can not afford
these billions for plutonium pits.

182-2

182-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the CMRR-NF project. There
are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and
activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Eleanor Krebs, 25 Cheryl Lane North, Farmingdale, New York 11735

182-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 182: Eleanor Krebs

Commentor No. 183: Sylvan Grey
From: Sylvan Grey [lenrivers@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 9:18 PM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: Sylvan Grey
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

june 28, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager, USDOE, NNSA, Los
Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos, NM 87544
NO MORE NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT OR TESTING.
TRANSITION TO SUSTAINABLE TECHNOLOGIES AND LIFE-PROMOTING
TECHNOLOGIES. PROTECT WILDLIFE AND HUMAN LIFE. THIS IS LONG
OVERDUE.
Sylvan Grey
Portland, OR 97206

183-1

183-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons development or
testing. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
conservation or sustainability) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NO NUCLEAR EXPANSION.

3-271

From: Uomi Brog [uomibrog@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 3:07 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposition to new nuclear weapons facility and power

As a voting citizen who carees about the next generation of Americans, I feel
obligated to voice my discontent in the continued development of nuclear power,
for energy or war fare. The CMRR Nuclear Facility proposed at Los Alamos
Laboratory is wrong, dangerous and unsustainable in so many ways.

184-1

I abhor the manufacturing of plutonium pits, they are dangerous and a threat to the
environment and our health and safety. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. I am
afraiid that Los Alamos Lab’s discharges affect disproportionately Native peoples
and Hispanic New Mexicans.

184-2

I strongly believe that nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against
a terrorist attack. Building more weapons will only increase proliferation and the
chance that a terrorist could acquire nuclear material.
I applaud Germany in it’s measures to abolish nuclear power in favor of more
sustainable green energy measures in response to the meltdown of the Japanese
plants.
I believe it is high time that we reverse our course and reach seriously for
sustainable means of energy production and replace war fare with fair economic
development support in critical countries.
Sincerely,
Uomi S. Brog
Uomi Brog
132 Romero Street #2
Santa Fe, NM 87501

184-1
cont’d

184-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed CMRR-NF and nuclear
power. Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear
weapons are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the
mission of ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.
Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear
deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security policy
for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.

184-2

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
foreign aid and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-272

Commentor No. 184: Uomi S. Brog

Commentor No. 185: Daniel Gibson
From: nepalaso@doeal.gov on behalf of Dan Gibson [dbgibson@newmexico.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 6:50 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR SEIS Comments
Attachments: CMRR LANL SEIS Comments 6-11.doc

See attachment or read below....
185-1

June 28, 2011

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

I was born and raised in New Mexico and have lived in Santa Fe for more than 25
years.
I am writing today to register my opposition to the proposed construction of the
new CMRR. At any point, it would be a colossal waste of taxpayer money. But
considering we “won” the cold war and have no active nuclear-armed enemies, the
horrible state of the U.S. economy, and the fact we have a viable nuclear arsenal
that can continue to serve as a deterrent into the distant future, the CMRR is a
monstrous waste of money, time and resources.

185-1

And, in light of the fact that wildfires are now licking around the edges of LANL
(and have burned through canyons where nuclear and chemical wastes were
heedlessly dumped for decades--god knows what is in that smoke column!), to
build a facility that will continue to generate waste, and to place plutonium and
other dangerous materials in harms way, it seems insane to be discussing the need
for a $4-$6 BILLION facility for building yet more nuc warheads that will never be
used. The SEIS assessment of the fire danger to LANL and the CMRR is woefully
inadequate.

185-2

The no-action option should have been made a part of this discussion so we
can focus a discussion and on LANL research that could truly generate lots of
jobs while addressing urgent local, national and global problems. The world has
changed. Our institutions must change as well.

185-3

Sincerely,
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Daniel Gibson
518 Juniper Drive
Santa Fe, NM 87501

185-2

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

185-3

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
USDOE/ NNSA
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Rd.
Los Alamos, NM 87544

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

From: katherine fuchs [kfuchs@ananuclear.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:12 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comment

186-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the adequacy of the building
design and several aspects of the NEPA process. NNSA considers NEPA
implementation to be a vital and important part of its decisionmaking process.
The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes, including increased
footprint, in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information
and safety requirements. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing
procedures (40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively)
require preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on
the proposed action or its impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also
prepare an SEIS when the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be
furthered by doing so. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of
analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in
construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

186-2

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This additional information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and
equipment within the building would be able to withstand a sizable earthquake
event without major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and
will continue to evolve. There are no new seismic analyses under way at LANL,
however seismic studies are conducted on a continuing basis. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior
to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
322 4th St., NE
Washington, DC 20002
June 28, 2011
John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA–3 Building1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
Mr. Tegtmeier:
I am writing to comment on the Department of Energy’s Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF). The SEIS currently being
undertaken is not adequate. We do not presently have enough information about
the seismology around the CMRR-NF site to credibly design safety features and
the alternatives laid out in the SEIS also raise critical policy and budget concerns.
If the CMRR-NF project is to move forward, it requires a completely new
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), not an SEIS. The original 2004 EIS was
based on a radically different CMRR-NF design. Current plans are for a CMRRNF 50% larger than the one outlined in the 2004 EIS and must take dramatic new
seismic information into account. Both of these design changes significantly affect
the environmental impact of the project and merit a completely new EIS.

186-1

While we have learned a great deal about the seismology of the Los Alamos area
since the original CMRR-NF EIS in 2004, seismic data is still being gathered and
analyzed for the area. Blazing ahead before we have complete seismic data for the
CMRR-NF site will only result in the need for another SEIS down the road. It would
be reckless to continue investing tax-payer dollars in an EIS process that we know
will need to be repeated and even more reckless to begin construction before we
have complete seismic and environmental data.

186-2
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Commentor No. 186: Katherine M. Fuchs, Program Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Commentor No. 186 (cont’d): Katherine M. Fuchs, Program Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

186-3

Quadrupling our plutonium pit production capacity sends the wrong message to
other countries. Whether we are negotiating bi-lateral arms reductions with Russia
or trying to stave off an Iranian nuclear bomb, plans to increase our own weapons
production capacity undercut our national nonproliferation goals. The U.S.
continuing with the proposed CMRR-NF displays an aggressive and hypocritical
posture to the rest of the world.

186-4

Finally, including a real “no action” alternative in the CMRR-NF would give the DOE
a fiscally responsible option. While upgrades would have to be made to the current
CMR facility to make it seismically sound and safe for workers, money could be
saved when comparing such a “no action” alternative to the current $5.8 billion plan
for the CMRR-NF. Our tax dollars would be better invested in real efforts to reduce
DOE’s footprint at Los Alamos National Laboratory, including the remediation of
legacy waste.

186-3
cont’d

The civic and scientific communities represented by the Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability agree that moving ahead with the CMRR-NF SEIS would be
detrimental to our national interests. We cannot afford to invest in a facility built in a
seismically unstable area that would produce unnecessary weapons components.
We implore you to reconsider your plans for upgrading the CMR by initiating a new
EIS that includes a “no action” alternative to bring the current facility up to safety
standards. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Katherine M. Fuchs
Program Director

186-3

186-5

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).
President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced Section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
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Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE
established an environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

A proper CMRR-NF EIS should include a true “no action” alternative. In these
austere times, as our President strives to reduce global nuclear weapons
stockpiles, we must consider the possibility of not building the CMRR-NF. Our
world does not need more plutonium pits and our country cannot afford to pay for
this project.

necessary, remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or
suspected of being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation
and cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE
in accordance with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental
restoration to be optional and progress on implementing environmental
restoration activities is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information.
186-4

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

186-5

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 186 (cont’d): Katherine M. Fuchs, Program Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Commentor No. 187: Donivan Porterfield
From: dporterfield@nnsa.net
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 6:36 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: dporterfield@nnsa.net
Subject: public comment on CMRR–NF DSEIS DOE/EIS–0350–S1

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR–NF DSEIS;
DOE/EIS–0350–S1).

Of the presented options I would prefer to see the NNSA proceed with the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative with a Deep Excavation Option. While there would
be greater cost and time required for that option I think in the long run it would
reduce continuing public concerns about the stability of the Nuclear Facility in the
occurrence of an earth quake. It would also serve to reduce the above ground
profile of the facility. In the execution of the Deep Excavation Option there would
need to be great care taken not to adversely impact the structural integrity of the
current PF-4 and new RLUOB facilities.
I believe the rate at which the NF is constructed should reflect both its important
supporting role in a variety of national security programs and the overall national
security interest in reducing our Federal budget deficit.
Until the CMRR NF is completed the NNSA should support the best integrated
usage of the remaining portions of the current CMR, PF-4, and the new RLUOB
facility to accomplish the entire range of national security and other programs.
Relatively small continuing investments in the combination of those three facilities
could allow much beneficial work to be done in the interim period until the NF is
completed and operational.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my public comments to this supplemental
plan. As well the continuing public outreach effort in behalf of the overall CMRR
effort is also appreciated.
Mr. Donivan Porterfield
PO Box 1417
Los Alamos, NM 87544

187-1

187-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction of the CMRR-NF
as a component of our national security program. Site-specific geotechnical
investigations have been completed for the proposed CMRR-NF project site
for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option.
Either option of the proposed CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed
in accordance with recommendations provided in the geotechnical reports
(Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b) and care would be taken to ensure that
nothing was done that would adversely impact the structural integrity of RLUOB
or the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
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The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information. Excavation activities
would not impact PF-4 nor RLUOB.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It is the purpose of this e-mail to provide my personal input on the alternatives
presented in the above referenced Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement.

From: MimiDarragh@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 6:07 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: “Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement” comment

To Whom it May Concern:
There are many reasons to be concerned about the seismic design under review,
but as a citizen of this country and the world I am against nuclear weapons of any
kind and the research and development of them as well. The ability to kill and maim
massive numbers of people, even the threat of this type of killing, is immoral and
does not fit anywhere in the just war criteria.
Sincerely,
Mimi Darragh
8018 Noblestown Rd.
McDonald, PA 15057

188-1

188-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 188: Mimi Darragh

Commentor No. 189: Aysha Massell
From: Aysha Massell [ayshamassell@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 3:00 AM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: Aysha Massell
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

6-28-11
Plutonium processing at Rocky Flats in Colorado has left the site dangerously
polluted for many years. Don’t ruin the beauty of Northern New Mexico and the
lives of its inhabitants by processing plutonium pits.

Do not build this facility.
Aysha Massell
Oakland, Ca 94609

189-1

189-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF
and to the development of new nuclear weapons and processing of pits.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4 CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The development of new nuclear weapons is illegal by international treaty, and
continuing to poison our earth with radioactivity is immoral.
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From: Armin Wright [aiaw@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 2:53 AM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: Armin Wright
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

6/28/11
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager, USDOE, NNSA, Los
Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos, NM 87544
The U.S. does not need more plutonium pits. The U.S. does not need more
sophisticated/more useable/more reliable nuclear weapons. The U.S. must get out
of the business of threatening the world that it will blow the world up if it does not
get its way. The U.S. must fulfill its obligation to eliminate nuclear weapons.
Do not build a bigger and better facility to produce ever more sophisticated nuclear
weapons.
Armin Wright
MSME, UC Berkeley 1964
Armin Wright
Oakland, CA 94618

190-1

190-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to more plutonium pits and the
production of nuclear weapons. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Please refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.
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Commentor No. 190: Armin Wright

Commentor No. 191: R. Jesse McLaren
From: R. Jesse McLaren [rjm831@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 4:58 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposition to CMRR

Sir:
I simply wish to add my voice to those opposed to the new CMRR project. I realize
you are well aware of the objections -- costs, seismic issues, etc -- but want you to
know that I feel this project should be canceled.
Thank you for considering my opinion.
R. Jesse McLaren
POB 3430
Santa Cruz, CA 95063

191-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF.
Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sincerely,

191-1

3-281

From: Bette McDevitt [bettemcd@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 5:22 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comment

We have more than enough nuclear plants, weapons, and contractors already, but
not enough safe bridges, safe roads, good schools and health care facilities. Not
another penny for weapons of death.
Bette McDevitt

192-1

192-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear plants and
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. Funding
decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education, and healthcare)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 192: Bette McDevitt

Commentor No. 193: Donald McNeill
From: Donald McNeill [oroszlan@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 7:33 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant

This proposal to build a new nuclear weapons plant is a poor way to move toward
nuclear arms control and nonproliferation. If the leading power, the US, continues
to develop, build, and threaten to use nuclear weapons, we have to expect that
other countries will follow suit-- both the old nuclear powers and, especially,
aspiring nuclear powers.

Donald McNeill
PA 15213

193-1

193-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF
and concern about treaty compliance. Current operations at LANL do not violate
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other nonproliferation treaties to which the
United States is a signatory, nor would the operations that would be performed
in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance,
of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The US is obligated to proceed toward reduction and elimination of its own
nuclear weapons by the nonproliferation treaty and other treaties. This plant is
counter to the promises made by the US in signing and ratifying those treaties.
Building new nuclear weapons (when there is no serious nuclear threat) is a
dangerously contradictory way to get new START treaty ratified and shows that
this administration has no intention of reducing its addiction to nuclear weapons. It
shows this not only to me, but also to the world.

3-283

From: Ron Stock [stockontheroad@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 6:09 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF

It is 3:50 p.m. on Monday afternoon, June, 27th. I just stepped outside my front
door and sucked in the pungent smell of the Las Conchas fire in Los Alamos, New
Mexico. It is not hard for me to imagine those fumes, maybe sooner than I think,
might some day be carrying dangerously high levels of radiation. That is why I am
violently opposed to the construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement - Nuclear Facility in Los Alamos.
You folks put twenty pounds of Plutonium into the Nagasaki bomb and now you
want to bring six point six metric tons of this highly toxic substance to Los Alamos.
What in the world are you folks thinking? I believe I know, and am asking you to
stop thinking about your own personal financial security and start thinking about
how many lives you could be impacting in an unhealthy negative way should an
earthquake or fire disrupt your not very secure and efficient plans. Think solar,
think wind, think what future generations will inherit if at some point you don’t come
to your senses and stop this “Us Against Them Dick Cheney type paranoid nuclear
weapons madness.”
Ron Stock, Resident of Taos New mexico

194-1

194-1

NNSA recognizes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the
CMRR-NF. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro
Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As
indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned
as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel
load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire
on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of
the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources).
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 194: Ron Stock

Commentor No. 195: Luciana Vigil-Holterman
From: Luciana Vigil-Holterman [vigilholterman@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 5:24 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

for the CMRR Nuclear Facility

I believe that the tax dollars that are used to design and build the CMRR nuclear
facility should be used with spending efficiency in mind while meeting safety,
compliance, and sustainability requirements for a nuclear facility. It should not
be an unreasonable expectation that a replacement facility can finish design
and be built in a timely manner while making sure that safety and environmental
regulations are met.
Thank you.
Luciana Vigil-Holterman
Española, New Mexico

195-1

195-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support of the construction of the CMRR-NF
as a safe, secure, and compliant replacement for the existing CMR Building.
NNSA understands the concerns regarding the schedule and cost of the proposed
CMRR-NF project and is working hard to control schedule and cost while
at the same time meeting its obligations regarding safety and environmental
compliance.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am writing to voice my support to replace an aging research building with a new
facility that meets current standards for a nuclear facility. The current CMR facility
needs a replacement that is safe, secure, and compliant. A facility that meets a
category 3 structure is necessary for continued safe operations and to ensure the
ability to address future issues that have yet to be identified.

3-285

From: Jonathan Block [jblock41@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on the Draft SEIS for the CMRR project

196-1

DOE Must Withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Proposed
Plutonium Facility at Los Alamos Because It Is Incomplete and Inaccurate
In 2003, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Department
of Energy (DOE) completed an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for its
proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) at Technical Area-55 (TA-55). Simply put,
CMRR is a huge new plutonium facility that will enable expanded nuclear weapons
production. Because of the recognition of greater seismic risks and a proposed
50% increase in size, DOE was compelled by citizen pressure to prepare a draft
supplemental EIS, which it released last April 22.
The proposed CMRR Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) would be located next door to
PF-4, LANL’s existing production facility, and the two would be physically linked
to each other via underground tunnel. The proposed NF would also have a vault
to store up to six metric tons of plutonium, which will supply both it and PF-4. The
proposed NF would be the keystone to an expanded plutonium complex at LANL
capable of quadrupling the current production capability of 20 pits per year to up to
80.
Two of the Three Alternatives Provided in the Draft SEIS Are So Unworkable that
They Cannot Really Be Considered Alternatives
The current “No Action” Alternative is to construct and operate a new CMRR-NF
as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS. But based on new information learned since
2004, the 2003 CMRR-NF would not meet seismic standards to safely conduct
mission work. “Therefore, the 200[3] CMRR-NF would not be constructed”. So this
is not really an alternative.
The “Continued Use of Existing CMR Building” Alternative in this current EIS
states: Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned
for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the existing CMR with
normal maintenance and component replacements to sustain operations for as
long as feasible. However the existing CMR is at the end of its life NOW. But this
alternative does not completely satisfy DOE’s stated purpose and need to carry out
operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE mission support functions.
So this is not really an alternative, either.

196-1

Issues raised by the commentor are addressed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD. As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, NNSA is not planning to revisit either the need for the CMRR-NF or
to relocate the CMR capabilities at another site. NNSA has addressed the
CMRR-NF in a series of NEPA documents since the 2004 ROD for the CMRR
EIS that announced its decision to locate a two-building CMRR Facility at
TA-55. The Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b), which addressed
transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient
enterprise, also addressed the location for manufacturing and research and
development involving plutonium. In the ROD for that document, NNSA
announced its decision that that mission would remain at LANL and its decision
to construct and operate the CMRR Facility at LANL. Based on these decisions
and the authorization for the project and appropriation of funding, NNSA intends
to proceed with the CMRR-NF planning process.
The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of
the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety
requirements. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures
(40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively) require
preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed action that
are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances
or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed
action or its impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also prepare
a supplement when the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be
furthered by doing so. NNSA determined that a supplement to the CMRR EIS is
the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to
address the changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic
information. Regarding alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated
in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously
made on the level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR
operational capabilities to support critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and
issued through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644).
The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision made
following preparation of the original CMRR EIS in 2003. Another alternative
addresses continuing to use the CMR Building, although its continued use would
not fully meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need.
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Commentor No. 196: Jonathan Block

Commentor No. 196 (cont’d): Jonathan Block
That leaves only the “Modified CMRR-NF“ Alternative as the only alternative. Under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is DOE’s Preferred Alternative, DOE
would construct the new CMRR-NF at TA-55 with construction enhancements
to address the seismic issues. Obviously, two of the three alternatives are
unworkable, which stacks the deck in favor of the preferred alternative. Additional
Alternatives Must Be Analyzed.

196-1
cont’d

The Shallow Construction Option Is Not Mature and Must Not Be Considered As
An Alternative Until Analysis of this Option Is Complete

196-2

The Costs of Trying to Build a Plutonium Pit Factory in a Geologically Unstable
Area Are Just Too High
LANL is located between a rift valley (the Rio Grande in that area) and an inactive
supervolcano (the Jemez Mountains) in an active seismic fault zone (the Pajarito
Plateau). An updated seismic hazards analysis was published in May 2007. It
showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all
likelihood, most of the over $3 billion in cost estimate increases since 2008 are due
to efforts to address the increased seismic hazards. DOE must analyze whether $6
billion is too high of a premium in order to build a new NF at this location.

196-3

Volcanic Eruption Impacts Must Be Analyzed
The Preliminary Volcanic Hazards Evaluation for Los Alamos National Laboratory
Facilities and Operations Current State of Knowledge and Proposed Path Forward,
September 2010 Report states, “The integration of available information on the
volcanic history of the region surrounding [LANL] indicates that the Laboratory is at
risk from volcanic hazards.”

196-4

Risks Due To Fire, Loss of Power, Water, and Cooling Must Be Analyzed

3-287

As of the submission date of these comments, a major wild fire has forced the
evacuation areas around Los Alamos, voluntary evacuation of Los Alamos County,
and closure of the Laboratory. This is the second major wild fire in less than a

196-5

The need for the CMRR-NF is not connected to a specific level of operations.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As described in
Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA’s ability to perform these
capabilities has been curtailed because of safety restrictions at the existing CMR
Building; some types of materials characterization work have been suspended
because of these limitations.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The “Modified CMRR-NF“ Alternative has two options – the “Deep” Option and the
“Shallow” Option. All environmental impacts of the Shallow Option are based upon
assumptions that are not defensible at this time. As this supplemental EIS itself
states, “The Shallow Construction Option needs to be subjected to the same level
of technical review as the Deep Construction Option so the two options can be
evaluated on the same basis.” Most of the environmental impacts proposed in this
supplemental EIS for the Shallow Option end up being the same or similar to the
Deep Option impacts. This is only speculation at this time. The Draft SEIS for the
CMRR-NF fails to offer and analyze realistic alternatives.

The alternative of distributing analytical chemistry, materials characterization,
and plutonium research capabilities among multiple facilities at LANL was
considered, but not analyzed as a reasonable alternative. Because of the
quantities of special nuclear material involved, to fully perform the analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research capabilities,
facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category 2 and Security Category
1. RLUOB was not intended as a nuclear-qualified space to handle Hazard
Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear material. Thus, NNSA would not operate
RLUOB as anything other than a radiological facility, which would significantly
limit the total quantity of special nuclear materials that could be handled in
the building. As a result, analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces could not be carried
out in RLUOB. Using space and capabilities in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
would interfere with performing work currently being conducted there and reduce
the space available in the building that could be used to conduct future DOE and
NNSA mission support work. Use of other locations at LANL would introduce
new hazards for which the facilities were not designed and would not conform
to the objective of collocating plutonium operations near the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. Performing work at a location remote from the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility would necessitate periodic road closures and heightened security to
enable transport of materials between the facilities. In addition, other facilities
would not have the available space, vaults, and engineered safety controls
and requirements for this type of work. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

decade. There is no credible analysis in the CMRR for risks due to fire, loss of
electrical power, loss of water, cooling and loss of elecronic, digital security systems
(computer, electro-mechanical and others relying on external power sources). As
global warming continues unabated, extreme weather conditions will continue and
have an increasing frequency. The highly hazardous substances in the CMRR
need to be secure. To the extent the operating systems of the CMRR rely upon
any external power sources for health, safety and security, all conditions that could
cause loss of power need to be fully analyzed--and the SEIS does not do the job.

196-2

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
not being a mature alternative appear to refer to statements in Chapter 1 and
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicating that there
was more uncertainty in the design of the Shallow Excavation Option because
that design had not reached the same level of maturity as the Deep Excavation
Option. In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF
identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of additional excavation and
concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option by raising the bottom of
the basemat to near the original design elevation. The overall building height
would remain the same, but the top of the roof would be higher above ground
than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design. At the current level of
design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow Excavation Option, appears
to provide some reductions in construction impacts and cost without affecting
other building design requirements. Both construction options require the same
sets of safety controls and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental
consequences as shown in the analyses contained in this SEIS. At this time,
both construction options are being considered by NNSA. As the design
studies continue and more details become available, one option or the other
may be judged to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected
for executing the excavation phase of construction that will facilitate NNSA’s
selection of a preferred construction option. Whichever alternative or option
is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards for a Performance
Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those
for which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard
to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic
materials. Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as
a result of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake)
so that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are
protected, and the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b). The
Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts from construction than the
Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts would be the same for
either option.

196-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

196-5
cont’d

All Impacts of NF Construction on the State Consent Order Must Be Analyzed
Cleanup of the existing mess must be the priority – not the proposed NF. DOE
made a commitment to cleanup the legacy waste sites at LANL when it signed the
Consent Order with the New Mexico Environment Department on March 1, 2005.
The Order requires cleanup of certain sites by December 31, 2015. The analysis of
the impacts of construction activities for the proposed NF must include those for the
cleanup activities; including those at the nearby chemical dump, Material Disposal
Area C. Precious taxpayer funds must be used to meet the cleanup obligations, not
to build a shiny, new CMRR-NF.

196-6

The Draft CMRR-Nuclear Facility SEIS Is Deficient In All The Aforementioned
Respects and Must Be Withdrawn.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
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Commentor No. 196 (cont’d): Jonathan Block

Commentor No. 196 (cont’d): Jonathan Block
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA agrees that volcanic eruption impacts should be analyzed and has made
revisions. In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity
in the LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). Based on the report, future planning would be
performed to consider CMRR-NF structural requirements for ash-loading.

196-5

Nuclear facilities at LANL undergo an extensive safety evaluation and approval
process that ensures that they can be operated safely. This process is mandated
by Federal Law. The details of the process are also codified and ensure that
accident planning includes planning for common events, such as loss of offsite
power and resources such as water, and rare events, including severe seismic
and other natural phenomena, rare external events including aircraft crashes,
and rare operational accidents. Unlike nuclear power plants, the CMRR-NF
does not require offsite power and continuous cooling water to protect against
major accidents. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.

196-6

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order optional and is
not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions about constructing and
operating the proposed CMRR-NF. NNSA intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration program at LANL regardless of whether it decides
to construct and operate the proposed CMRR-NF as analyzed in the CMRR-NF
SEIS. Closure of Material Disposal Area C will take place consistent with
the Consent Order process, in accordance with decisions reached by NMED.
Cleanup activities are not part of the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS and are
not analyzed. Cleanup activities are addressed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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196-4

From: LeRoy Moore [leroymoore@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:09 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Supplemental EIS: ADDITIONAL COMMENT

197-1

NNSA recognizes the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for wildfires
in addition to seismicity issues. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June
2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the
area around LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction
Program to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and
potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as facilities that present a significant
risk due to wildfires because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible
materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials
including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires
are not expected to result in the release of radioactive materials from the
proposed CMRR-NF (see the response to comment 197-3 regarding seismicity).
Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the
potential effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the
Las Conchas wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and
3.7 (Ecological Resources).

197-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

HELLO:
On Friday, June 24, 2011, I sent the comment below. Today I wish to add the
following:
The fire issue: Los Alamos is already shown to be vulnerable from the seismic
standpoint, more vulnerable than the SEIS takes account of. Likewise, it is obvious
that the SEIS pays inadequate attention to the crucial issue for fire danger. The
present Las Conchas fire is as of this writing rapidly advancing toward the LANL
site at a rate much faster than the Cerro Grande fire of 2000. Given the condition of
high, dry forest lands in the context os global warming, the present SEIS should be
set aside and redone with close attention not only to the neglected seismic issue
but also to the possibility of a disastrous fire that will have effects little understood
on the proposed CMRR project. This comment urges NNSA to take the way of
caution rather than careless disregard on this matter.

197-1

Sent on June 27, 2011, as a supplement to my June 24, 2011, comment.
LeRoy Moore
International law: At a time when the USA and other countries have committed
to ending nuclear weapons proliferation by reducing and then eliminating
nuclear weapons, in keeping with our obligations under Article VI of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement project at Los Alamos is not needed. This, a genuine No Action
Alternative, needs to be the preferred alternative considered in the supplemental
CMRR EIS.

197-2

Non-need for more plutonium pits: The intent of this facility is to make it possible
for LANL to increase production of plutonium pits for nuclear warheads from the
present LANL capacity of about 20 per year to 80 per year, a capacity not needed.
The proposed facility promises continuation of the terror of the nuclear threat,
implicitly encouraging other countries to obtain nuclear arsenals. Needed instead
is a program designed to bring the US and NNSA into conformity with international
law as codified in Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
The seismic issue: The Draft SEIS is does not provide an adequate analysis of
the seismic conditions at LANL. It thus is premature and should be withdrawn and
redone only after seismic risks have been fully documented.

197-3

The United States is not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons or any other nonproliferation treaty to which it is a signatory.
Along with its obligations to reduce its nuclear weapons stockpile and promote
the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons to nonnuclear states, the United States
must also ensure that its nuclear weapons stockpile remains safe, secure, and
reliable. Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS outlines some of the steps
taken to meet this objective, including the formation of NNSA.
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Commentor No. 197: LeRoy Moore, Ph.D.
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

Commentor No. 197 (cont’d): LeRoy Moore, Ph.D.
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
Cleanup: Funds should be devoted to cleanup of the Los Alamos site rather than
to construction that will only increase problems in an area already contaminated.
Not only will the construction redistribute contaminated soil, but increasing
plutonium processing at LANL will increase contamination with plutonium, a longlived highly toxic material.

197-5
197-3

Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

197-4

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

************************************************
LeRoy Moore, Ph.D.
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
P. O. Box 1156, Boulder, Colorado 80306-1156 USA
E-mail address: leroymoore@earthlink.net
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The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design, construction, and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Cost: Projected costs for enhanced plutonium pit production activities at LANL
have increased from about a $600 million estimate in 2004 to the current amount
of $5.8 billion. The project should be abandoned on the basis of cost alone.
Present facilities should be upgraded to provide better seismic stability and worker
protection. Further, it is unwise to invest such sums in nuclear weapons, which can
never be used.

Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative
that would abandon the current CMR Building and not proceed with the
CMRR-NF, or would abandon pit production at LANL, such an alternative
does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). Thus, an alternative of ceasing CMR operations is not
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF
SEIS is based on the decision made following preparation of the original CMRR
EIS in 2003.

197-4

Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
197-5

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 197 (cont’d): LeRoy Moore, Ph.D.
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

Commentor No. 198: Carl deVecchis
From: Carl deVecchis [carl_devecchis@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:01 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Cut Nuclear Weapons Production Not Medicare

Dear Department of Energy,
We don’t need to waste $6 Billion to construct a plutonium reprocessing and
storage facility in New Mexico. Please, redirect the funds to infrastructure repairs
or just reduce the deficit.
Carl deVecchis
Registered Voter and US Citizen from Lynbrook, NY
Carl deVecchis
34 Yale Place
Lynbrook, NY 11563

198-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF
due to its cost. Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example,
infrastructure repairs) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the
President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Thank you,

198-1
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From: janehussain2@aol.com
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:29 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: EIS on Los Alamos Project

This project must go back to the drawing board! We cannot afford 1) the
environmental risk given the geological data recently acquired and the lessons of
Fukushima, 2) the financial drain given the imperative to draw down our deficit or 3)
the military risk of encouraging arms proliferation throughout the world while we’re
preaching nonproliferation.
Please reconsider this whole project in light of current knowledge and conditions.
Thank you,
Jane Steinfels Hussain
2115 Pontotoc Ave.
Nashville, TN 37206

199-1

199-1

NNSA recognizes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the
CMRR-NF due to concerns regarding seismic vulnerabilities and opposition to
nuclear war.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense spending) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 199: Jane Steinfels Hussain

Commentor No. 200: John J. Metz
From: John Metz [METZ@nku.edu]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 2:55 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Plutonium Factory at Los Alamos

200-1

Dear NEPALSO,
I am writing to express my dismay that LANL and DOE are merely offering a
Supplementary EIS regarding the construction of the Nuclear Facility at Los
Alamos. There are several points I need to make.
200-1

2. We don’t need new pits – the existing pits are able to sustain our weapon
arsenal for the foreseeable future.

200-2

3. Cost is excessive. In this time of grave concern over the nation’s deficit, this
is money we do not need to spend. The current estimates of the cost of the
construction exceed the original 6 or 7 fold, and that is with the minimal construction
changes proposed in the SEIS.

200-3

4. The new plant is scheduled to produce 80 pits per year, while the existing facility
makes 20. We don’t need more than 20 new ones per year. In fact, we don’t need
20.

200-2
cont’d

5. The Non-proliferation Treaty article 6 commits the US to eliminating nuclear
weapons. We have largely ignored that and it becomes a reason for other rogue
nations to move toward weapons and for the non-nuclear signers to abandon the
treaty. We cannot maintain the facade of moving toward Article 6 while building this
facility.

200-4

The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant or Chernobyl) and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

1. The recent nuclear catastrophe in Japan illustrates painfully how
underestimating the threat of violent seismic events can be lead to disaster. The
revised estimate of the seismic threat at Los Alamos demands that the entire project
be much more thoroughly vetted than a mere Supplement EIS can do. Given the
previous releases of plutonium from LANL, the lab cannot allow any additional
releases. Of course, that is not possible – there will be some tiny amounts of Pu
released in the best of circumstances, but we can’t have large releases, which
could occur with a severe earthquake. Working with plutonium is always extremely
dangerous.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the seismic design of the
CMRR-NF.

Thank you,

200-2

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production would not occur in
the CMRR-NF. Please refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

200-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

200-4

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Sincerely,
John J. Metz
Geography Coordinator
448 Landrum
Northern Kentucky University
xxx.xxx.xxxx
metz@nku.edu
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Commentor No. 200 (cont’d): John J. Metz

Commentor No. 201: Jean Nichols
From: Jean Nichols [artstudio@kitcarson.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:16 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposition to LANL’s new nuclear facility

201-1

I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory. As a citizen who is concerned with nuclear proliferation and national
security, here are a number of reasons why I am concerned:

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the health
and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a very potent
carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native peoples
and Hispanic New Mexicans. Cancer rates are elevated due to normal emissions.
In 2000 the Cerroi Grande Fire caused widespread contamination. Dust from my
house tested too high with Strontium 90. This year I got cancer myself. Now we
have a wild fire burning that could dwarf the Cerro Grande. Los Alamos has dry
forests on three sides. It is insane to do nuclear production at this facility. And all
the waste already there needs to be removed. This should be a matter of national
security, and needs to be done before an EIS is considered.
The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature and should
be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is also underway at Los Alamos Lab and
the results will impact the design of the building. And we have yet to see what this
fire brings us...all of northern NM may need to evacuate, but of course indigenous
and poor farmers and families won’t. It is an abomination that we bear this local
threat from our own government facility. War is obsolete. We need all our resources
focused on climate change and the catasphrophe’s that are here and coming. It
should immediately begin switching its mission to green projects.
Jean Nichols
PO Box 237
Peñasco, NM 87553

201-1

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11,
4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority or low-income populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.
A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of
the 2000 Cerro Grande fire. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), 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 NMED (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.
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Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth. Investments in
education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public transportation would all create
more jobs and spur more growth.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the CMRR-NF project. NNSA
does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare,
and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for information on
the economic impacts as evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion
and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring
at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information and
structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information translated
into design changes related to the structural requirements for the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. The design of
the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve. There is no reason
to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are rarely completed prior
to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. As
indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does
not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 201 (cont’d): Jean Nichols

Commentor No. 202: Alice Baker
From: Alice Baker [albakerihm@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:17 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No New Nuclear Plants Needed

The new development at the Los Alamos National Laboratory for plutonium pits is
not in the best interest of our country. As a voting citizen, I feel as though there are
a number of reasons to not complete this facility.

You have a responsibility to cleanup our environment not make it more toxic. “Take
no action” as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project.

202-1

202-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Since the 1940s,
the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to
develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and
reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period,
international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an
important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

202-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry
and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

202-2

I do not support the building of any new nuclear plants in Los Alamos, NM and Oak
Ridge, TN
Alice Baker
20811 Littlestone Apt. 5
Harper Woods, MI 48225

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Nuclear weapons are a threat to our peace. There do not give us security in any
form, but rather escalate the proliferation throughout the world. The United States
MUST take a lead in ending this madness.
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From: Jim Ullrich [ullrichjim@ntown.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:35 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS

What should be included in the CMRR-NF SEIS are the new political, economic,
social, and national security realities that show a new plant is not required.
Alternative solutions like upgrading existing facilities should be included in this
review.
Jim Ullrich
551 English Village Way
Apt 917
Knoxville, TN 37919

203-1

203-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Upgrading
existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was considered
in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level because of
seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the existing CMR
Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old building. The
renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would be extensive.
This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined
not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical and programmatic
reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include additional information
on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the Existing CMR Building.
Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for additional
information.
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Commentor No. 203: Jim Ullrich

Commentor No. 204: Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

July 5, 2011

Nuclear Watch New Mexico (NWNM) respectfully submits these comments on the
draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of
the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL), Los Alamos, New Mexico (hereinafter “CMRR-NF
dSEIS”).
We regret that we were not able to submit our comments by the NNSA specified due date
of June 28. We did however inform you of that fact on that day. Our delay was caused
by force majeur, that is the breakout of the Las Conchas Fire on the afternoon of Sunday
June 26 threatened LANL and the Los Alamos townsite. We were continuing to write our
comments at that time, but from that point were not able to do so until the following
Thursday. We were working overtime because of the need to monitor the fire and
respond to numerous inquiries from the public and media through phone, e-mail, TV our
blog and web site and Skype.
The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has stated that it will accept
CMRR-NF dSEIS comments “to the extent practicable” after the deadline. We believe
that we have certainly met the bar of “practicability” given the circumstances. We would
appreciate their serious consideration by NNSA. We look forward to the agency’s
withdrawal of this draft for the reasons stated here, and look forward to further comment
once NNSA puts out a serious draft without an un-predetermined outcome.
About us: Through comprehensive research, public education and effective citizen action,
Nuclear Watch New Mexico seeks to promote safety and environmental protection at
regional nuclear facilities; mission diversification away from nuclear weapons programs;
greater accountability and cleanup in the nation-wide nuclear weapons complex; and
consistent U.S. leadership toward a world free of nuclear weapons.
We work on current budget, environmental, and operational issues of nuclear weapons
facilities, primarily the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). We have publicly and
vocally pressed the Lab to finally change its mission away from nuclear weapons
programs and move more toward critically needed programs, such as nonproliferation
efforts, other new national security priorities (for example, port security), and pure
551 W. Cordova, #808, Santa Fe, NM 87505 • Phone and fax: 505.989.7342
info@nukewatch.org • www.nukewatch.org • http://www.nukewatch.org/watchblog/
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204-1

204-1

All comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS submitted to NNSA during the public
comment period, as well as late comments, were considered in preparing this
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
By e-mail to NEPALASO@doeal.gov
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science and energy efficiency programs. Through detailed budget analyses, we hope to
demonstrate that LANL can move towards these real national security issues and still
contribute to the economy of northern New Mexico.
We appreciate public involvement in the NEPA process. We also support safe, monitored
storage of radioactive wastes as a matter of national security and environmental
protection. However, these should not be interpreted as support for more nuclear
weapons, pit production, nuclear power, or the generation of more nuclear wastes. In our
view, the best way to deal with the environmental impacts of nuclear waste is to not
produce it to begin with.

204-1
cont’d
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modeling software used are addressed. ..................................................................................39
This draft dSEIS underestimates and misrepresents seismic hazards................................40
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5 2011 • Page 2

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-302

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Our overall recommendation: The hastily prepared draft Supplemental EIS
is incomplete, inadequate and should be withdrawn until a more thorough
Supplement or a completely new EIS can be prepared.
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The shallow construction option is not mature and must not be considered as an
alternative until analysis of this option is complete. .............................................................40
Explain why LANL is still the best site for the Nuclear Facility. ........................................41
References must be given with sufficient detail that they can be thoroughly checked......42
Reference documents must be correctly cited and publically available at the time of the
release of the draft SEIS. .........................................................................................................42
Tribal notes must be included.................................................................................................43
All impacts of NF construction on the Consent Order must be analyzed...........................43
Present waste processing and disposal facilities are failing and must be analyzed as
connected actions......................................................................................................................44
Where will the wastes go?........................................................................................................45
Any analysis must include DD&D of the existing CMR Building. ......................................45
Update impacts to endangered species...................................................................................45
Update the status of compliance with all applicable federal, state and local statutes and
regulations.................................................................................................................................45
Intentional destructive acts must be independently evaluated. ...........................................45
The JASON report on “rare events” in the analysis of intentional destructive acts must be
considered. ................................................................................................................................46
All potential impacts from postulated accidents must be analyzed.....................................46
Emissions from the utilities must be reexamined..................................................................47
Analysis of the Pajarito Road re-alignment must be included in a new dSEIS. ................47
This SEIS should be supplemented with annual updates.....................................................47
Global climate change and drought........................................................................................47
A New dSEIS should analyze what effects long-term drought and climate warming might
have on CMRR-Nuclear Facility operations. ........................................................................49
How would the Nuclear Facility be secured in the event of an overwhelming wildfire?...49
Given the wildfires is Los Alamos the right location for the Nuclear Facility and
expanded nuclear weapons operations?.................................................................................50
Excerpts from “THE ESSENTIALS OF NEPA” by Wildlaw.org ......................................51
Attachment 2.............................................................................................................................54
Additional Reasonable Alternatives that a new dSEIS should analyze ..............................54
Attachment 3.............................................................................................................................56
Additional Background on the CMRR-Nuclear Facility and ..............................................56
Expanded Plutonium Pit Production .....................................................................................56
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Comment noted. Responses to specific comments follow.

Estimated CMRR costs are out of control

204-3

Graph by NukeWatch NM; budget figures from annual NNSA Congressional Budget Requests

The Nuclear Facility is the keystone to an expanded plutonium pit production
complex.
The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project-Nuclear Facility is no
mere “replacement.” First of all, the CMRR Project will be larger than the old CMR
Building that it is “replacing,” contrary to legislation requiring no net increase.
LANL and NNSA have repeatedly claimed that the Nuclear Facility is not a plutonium
pit production plant and the dSEIS itself states, “Pit production does not take place at the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.” (dSEIS section 2.4, p .2-6)
That is narrowly correct but nevertheless disingenuous. The Nuclear Facility will provide
crucial “materials characterization” (MC) and “analytical chemistry” (AC) 1 in direct
support of plutonium pit production, and will be the keystone to an expanded production
complex at LANL’s Technical Area-55. The Nuclear Facility will be located next door to
PF-4, LANL’s existing production facility, and the two will be physically linked to each
other via underground tunnel. The Nuclear Facility will also have a vault to store up to
six metric tons of plutonium, which will supply both it and PF-4. The Senate Armed
Services Committee itself has noted that “CMRR will be a category I [the highest
security level of “special nuclear materials”] facility supporting pit operations in building
PF–4.” 2

1
The dSEIS defines analytical chemistry as “the branch of chemistry that deals with the
separation, identification, and determination of the components of a sample.” It defines materials
characterization as “the measurement of basic material properties, and the change in those
properties as a function of temperature, pressure, or other factors.”
2
Senate Report 111-201 - NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2011, p. 274, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CRPT-111srpt201/pdf/CRPT-111srpt201.pdf
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
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As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA needs to act
to provide the physical means for accommodating the continuation of missioncritical analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities at LANL
beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner.
NNSA’s capability to perform a full range of analytical chemistry and materials
characterization functions is currently constrained because of safety restrictions
at the existing CMR Building; some types of materials characterization work
have been suspended because of these limitations. Concurrently, NNSA proposes
to take advantage of the opportunity to consolidate analytical chemistry and
materials characterization activities for the purpose of increasing operational
efficiency and enhancing security. The increased size of the CMRR Project,
specifically the CMRR-NF, is due to the space required to meet current seismic
and nuclear safety requirements; despite the increased size, the CMRR Project
would replace the capabilities of the CMR Building. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The commentor states that NNSA officials have said that the CMRR-NF is to
be built with 22,500 square feet “of plutonium processing space;” to clarify, this
is laboratory space, not a production line as implied by the term “processing.”
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. The Summary was
revised to indicate that the analytical chemistry and materials characterization is
“in support of manufacturing, development, and surveillance of nuclear pits…”
The Modified CMRR-NF would be designated as a Hazard Category II and
a Security Category I facility, as stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. These category designations are based on the amount of special
nuclear material allowed to be present within the facility at any given time. In
Chapter 1, Section 1.2, right before the statement that pit production does not
occur in the CMR Building or the proposed CMRR-NF, the SEIS indicates that
pit production takes place in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
NNSA and LANL should amend this dSEIS and their supporting literature and media
statements that claim it is not a pit production facility. Instead, the whole truth should be
said that the Nuclear Facility is the keystone to an expanded plutonium pit production
complex at LANL’s Technical Area-55.

204-3
cont’d

NNSA acknowledges the comment, but notes that the purpose of the proposed
project is not the creation of jobs. The purpose of the proposed CMRR-NF is to
provide analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research
capabilities in support of NNSA and LANL missions. The CMRR-NF SEIS
presents the environmental impacts of construction and operation of the facility;
one area of environmental impacts is socioeconomics, including jobs. As stated
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction
project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor
force in the four-county region of influence.

204-5

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action. The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses
changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information
and safety requirements. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on
the level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational
capabilities to support critical NNSA missions, made through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644). See also the response to comments
204-7 and 204-8 for discussion of alternatives that were considered but dismissed
from detailed analysis.

For ~six billion dollars the amount of jobs the Nuclear Facility creates is
pathetic.
Local proponents of the CMRR-Nuclear Facility constantly point to the benefits of job
creation. However, the dSEIS itself states the positive socioeconomic impacts of this new
exorbitant facility are very limited.
Concerning construction jobs, “Peak direct (790 workers) plus indirect (450 workers)
employment would represent less than 1 percent of the regional workforce and would
have little socioeconomic effect.” 3 The average number of construction jobs is 420 over
nine years.4
Facility personnel would not change from existing levels, just their location,
“Approximately 550 workers would be at the CMRR Facility (Modified CMRR-NF and
RLUOB); they would come from the CMR Building and other facilities at LANL so the
facility would not increase employment or change socioeconomic conditions in the
region.” 5

204-4

Nuclear Watch NM argues that far more jobs could be created through other efforts, and
not through a ~$6 billion dollar plutonium investment that will lock in Los Alamos’
future to the hopefully shrinking business of nuclear weapons research and production. In
terms of new long-term jobs the Nuclear Facility offers none, and robs taxpayers’ money
from other programs that could do far, far more for job creation.

NEPA requirements.
What is clearly at issue in this CMRR-NF SEIS process is what NNSA is legally obliged
to consider in a “supplemental” environmental impact statement. The relevant DOE
NEPA Implementation Regulation (which we note has the force of law) states
(c) Agencies:
Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements
if:
(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns; or
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.6

3
4
5
6

dSEIS, p. S-39, parentheses in the original.
Ibid., Table 2-1, Summary of CMRR-NF Construction Requirements, p. 2-15.
Ibid., p. S-39, parentheses in the original.
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President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War
period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be
an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF and Nuclear Weapons and Technology,
of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

204-4

“Shall” means mean mandatory, not discretionary by the agency. “Or” means that a
supplemental EIS shall be prepared in either case, with the prima facie demand that the
necessary particulars be included in that supplement. While in this case both (i) and (ii)
apply, NNSA admits only that it has substantially changed the Nuclear Facility project
(and therefore wisely chose to prepare this SEIS). However, we argue that NNSA is
legally obliged to embrace the other half of this equation, that consideration of significant
new circumstances or relevant information is mandatory, and further that NNSA cannot
cherry pick the significant new circumstances or relevant information that should be
considered - - it has to consider all such worthy items.
This is further echoed by the Department of Energy (DOE) in its own 40 FAQs on NEPA
compliance, as follows:
32. Supplements to Old EISs. Under what circumstances do old EISs have to
be supplemented before taking action on a proposal?
A. As a rule of thumb, if the proposal has not yet been implemented, or if the
EIS concerns an ongoing program, EISs that are more than 5 years old should
be carefully reexamined to determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel
preparation of an EIS supplement.
If an agency has made a substantial change in a proposed action that is relevant
to environmental concerns, or if there are significant new circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed
action or its impacts, a supplemental EIS must be prepared for an old EIS so
that the agency has the best possible information to make any necessary
substantive changes in its decisions regarding the proposal. Section 1502.9(c).7
Emphasis added.
The 2003 CMRR EIS is more than seven years old, and there are major new
circumstances and relevant information that the supplemental EIS must consider, instead
of NNSA’s arbitrary and capricious limitation of analysis to justify the Nuclear Facility’s
increased physical properties.
Some new and additional information and circumstance are the following:
• President Obama declared a future world free of nuclear weapons to be a long-term
national security goal in his April 2009 Prague speech. At the same time he said that in
the interim the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile would be robustly maintained. The
primary purpose of the CMRR-NF is to expand production capability of plutonium pits to
up to 80 per year. 8 That is inconsistent with working toward and providing a good
international example toward a nuclear weapons-free world.
• Nor is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed to maintain the stockpile. In 2004 Senator
Bingaman, at NWNM’s request, legislated a requirement that independent experts review
7
“NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions,” DOE, http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/3040.HTM
8
For documentation see our Attachment 3, Additional Background on the CMRRNuclear Facility and Expanded Plutonium Pit Production.
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
NNSA studies of plutonium pit lifetimes. In November 2006 that concluded that most
pits last 85 years or more and that in any event mitigation measures were readily
available.
• In large part as a result, Congress rejected Reliable Replacement Warheads and we
maintain therefore the need for expanded plutonium pit production, hence the need for
the CMRR-Nuclear Facility.
• Our nation has entered a severe and prolonged economic crisis that demands
appropriate prioritization of federal taxpayers funds. The CMRR-Nuclear Facility is not
clearly needed and currently has out-of-control costs. Its need should be reviewed afresh
in a new draft SEIS that offers a true range of alternatives.

Plaintiffs moved for a preliminary injunction against a National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) regulation and a Letter of Authorization issued by
NMFS to the Navy pursuant to the challenged regulation.
The regulation and letter of authorization concerned the Navy's application for
authorization for a five-year weapons testing program. The NMFS conducted
an environmental assessment (EA). During the comment period, the NMFS
received a comment that asserted that NMFS had an obligation to consider an
alternative site for the testing. The final rule, when issued, was substantially
the same as the proposal. It stated that NMFS had considered a very narrow
range of alternatives and did not consider the possibility of testing outside the
Outer Sea Test Range (OSTR), the area proposed by the Navy. Subsequently,
the Navy issued its own EA which concluded that the testing would not have a
significant environmental impact and that an EIS was not required, and which
did contain some discussion of alternative sites both outside and within the
OSTR. The NMFS later issued a Supplemental EA which also contained some
discussion of alternative sites both outside and within the OSTR, and
ultimately issued the Letter of Authorization.
Plaintiffs alleged, in part, that defendants had violated NEPA by failing to
consider alternative sites. The court found that promulgation of the Final Rule
had been premised on an impermissible determination that alternatives outside
the OSTR did not have to be considered. It also found that both the Letter of
Authorization and the Navy's decision to proceed had relied upon a siteselection survey that had been conducted in an arbitrary and capricious manner
and that had excluded reasonable alternatives that met the requirements of
the proposed action. The court ruled that plaintiffs had demonstrated a strong
likelihood of success on the merits and granted plaintiffs' motion for
preliminary injunction.9
9
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

In our informal search for perhaps relevant NEPA case law concerning supplemental
environmental impact statements we ran across the following filed by our close
colleagues the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC):

A different case brought by NRDC established that NEPA imposes a duty on Federal
agencies to take a "hard look” at their proposals.10 Crucial to that is the range of
alternatives that the agency considers.

204-6

We can’t help but make a bad pun - - the NNSA is being “heartless” in this SEIS’
analysis of alternatives. This document is dead without the beating pulse of a true range
of alternatives.

This draft SEIS predetermines the outcome by not offering real alternatives.
This dSEIS is deficient because the NNSA constrains the range of alternatives in order to
predetermine its preferred, self-interested outcome. Other than its preferred alternative,
the agency offers only two NEPA straw men that are clearly nonstarters, inevitably
leading to their preemptive dismissal, thus leaving only the self-interested decision to
build the Nuclear Facility. Is this financially out-of-control project really in the best
interests of the Nation? There is no analysis and consideration of real alternatives, as
required by the National Environmental Policy Act.
Navy, 857 F. Supp. 734 (C.D.Cal. Apr. 26, 1994),
http://www.markdemuth.com/law_lib/nepa/HO02courtcases.pdf Emphasis added.
10
Natural Resources Defense Council v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 838 (D.C. Cir., 1972
11
10CFR1021 Sec. 1502.14 “Alternatives including the proposed action,”
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1502.htm#1502.9
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NNSA agrees that the alternatives section is the heart of an EIS. Taken together,
the alternatives section of the 2003 CMRR-EIS and this CMRR-NF SEIS is the
“heart” and provides the range of reasonable alternatives.

204-7

The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of the
CMRR-NF based on requirements related to additional seismic information.
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures (40 CFR
1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively) require preparation of an
SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its
impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also prepare an SEIS when
the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be furthered by doing so.
NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding the alternatives
to be addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, announced in the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the 2004
ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). Another alternative addresses the
option of continuing to use the CMR Building, although its continued use would
not fully meet NNSA’s needs.

204-5
cont’d

DOE’s own NEPA Implementation Regulations state:
Alternatives including the proposed action
This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on
the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected
Environment (Sec. 1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (Sec.
1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the
public. In this section agencies shall:
(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and
for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated.
(b) Devote substantial treatment to estimated costs alternative considered in
detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits.
(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead
agency.
(d) Include the alternative of no action.
(e) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more
exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement
unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.
(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the
proposed action or alternatives.11 (Bolded emphasis added.)

204-6

204-7

Although it was listed as one of the alternatives in the Notice of Intent, after
further consideration, NNSA eliminated the alternative to upgrade the CMR
Building from further consideration. In the 2003 CMRR EIS, DOE considered
the proposal to complete extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building’s
structural and safety systems to meet current mission support requirements for
another 20 to 30 years of operations and dismissed it from detailed analysis.
Beginning in 1997 and continuing through 1998, a series of operational, safety,
and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term structural viability of the
CMR Building. In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined
that the extensive facility-wide upgrades originally planned for the CMR
Building would be less technically feasible than had been anticipated and would
be only marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and
program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL.
Structurally upgrading the entire structure to a significant extent would require
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
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Two of the three alternatives provided in the draft SEIS are false alternatives.
The current “No Action” Alternative is to construct and operate a new CMRR-NF as
analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS. But based on new information learned since 2004, the
2003 CMRR-NF would not meet seismic standards to safely conduct mission work.
“Therefore, the 200[3] CMRR-NF would not be constructed.” So this is not really an
alternative.
The “Continued Use of Existing CMR Building” Alternative in this current dSEIS states:

So this is not really an alternative, either.
That leaves only the “Modified CMRR-NF“ Alternative as the only alternative. Under the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is DOE’s Preferred Alternative, DOE would
construct the new CMRR-NF at TA-55 with construction enhancements to address the
seismic issues. Obviously, two of the three alternatives are non-starters, stacking the
deck in favor of only the preferred alternative.
Not only that, but NNSA eliminated without explanation the one credible and reasonable
alternative that it did manage to think of, and even went so far as to announce in its
October 1, 2010 Notice of Intent for the CMRR SEIS. As the NOI put it, this was “CMR
Alternative 2: Same as CMR Alternative 1, but includes making the extensive facility
upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations for another 20 to 30 years.”
This is a reasonable alternative to building the Nuclear Facility, that is continue to
perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and actinide research and
development activities in the old CMR Building; and make facility upgrades to that
building needed to sustain programmatic operations for another 20 to 30 years. Crucial to
the validity of this alternative is an analysis of the impacts of all current and proposed
projects to extend the life of the CMR, including roofing work, exhaust fans, HEPA
filters, structural and safety systems, and elevator repairs.
The CMR Upgrade Alternative has particularly salience given its cost were offered in the
2003 EIS as the primary reason why it would not be considered. But given that CMRR
estimated costs have exploded from $660 million in 2004 to ~$6 billion now it is
eminently reasonable to believe that a business case should be undertaken for upgrading
the old CMR Building while not building the Nuclear Facility. This has the added virtues
of pushing back costs for decontaminating and demolishing the old CMR Building
(which will be yet another considerable taxpayers expense). Moreover, the timeline of 20
– 30 years (say ending 2035) comports better with the declared national security goal of a
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the
CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the existing CMR with
normal maintenance and component replacements to sustain operations for as
long as feasible. However the existing CMR is at the end of its life NOW. But
this alternative does not completely satisfy DOE’s stated purpose and need to
carry out operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE mission
support functions.

construction of new walls and other building components adjacent to the existing
ones that have utilities and structural building features already in place. This
work would have to occur while continuing uninterrupted operations in the
CMR Building using nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals. The technical
challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR
Building as discussed in the 2003 CMRR EIS remain. However, in response to
public comments regarding upgrading the CMR Building, NNSA considered
undertaking a more limited, yet intensive, set of upgrades to a single wing of the
CMR Building, Wing 9, to meet current seismic design requirements so that this
wing could be used for a limited set of Hazard Category 2 analytical chemistry
and materials characterization operations. After careful consideration of the
complex engineering and operational issues, as well as the CMR Building site’s
seismic concerns, this potential Wing 9 upgrade alternative was also determined
not to be a reasonable alternative for meeting NNSA’s purpose and need for
action. NNSA also has considered the possibility of renovating, upgrading,
and reusing other CMR Building wings and additional wing combinations to
provide the space needed for continuing analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work in the building and found that the other wings and wing
combinations are not reasonable alternatives for providing adequate safe and
secure space for future operations in a feasible, cost-effective manner and are not
considered further in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

nuclear weapons-free world, in contrast to the CMRR’s expected operational lifetime of
half a century (2024 to 2074?). A new draft SEIS should include the CMR Upgrade
Alternative, along with a supporting business case (as NNSA has done in a number of
other NEPA processes).
It is somewhat of a tangent, but NNSA does offer two “options” for Nuclear Facility
construction, i.e., Deep and Shallow Excavation (to be further discussed below). Key to
the thread of our argument here is that these are just that, construction options, both of
which obviously assume that the Nuclear Facility will be built, and hence are not true
“alternatives” in the NEPA sense of the word (and to NNSA’s credit it doesn’t try to pass
them off as alternatives). Given this and the fact that the so-called “No Action
Alternative” to build the NF as planned in 2003 or continue to operate the old CMR
Building without upgrades are both non-starters, there are no alternatives to NNSA’s
predetermination to build the Nuclear Facility.

204-8

204-7
cont’d

Nuclear Watch NM’s preferred alternative, which we set forth in our CMRR dSEIS
Scoping Comments, is to not build the Nuclear Facility; D&D the old CMR Building;
and consolidate CMR missions in the new 185,000 square-feet Rad Lab and PF-4
(LANL’s existing plutonium pit production facility). We believe this meets the test of
being a reasonable alternative such that NNSA must analyze it. It is particularly
reasonable given that, to repeat, the old CMR Building has two primary missions, which
are the materials characterization and analytical chemistry of special nuclear materials.
NNSA Administrator Tom D’Agostino wrote to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board that CMR materials characterization has already been relocated to PF-4. Thus, for
this alternative to be realized, it becomes a matter of relocating CMR’s other primary
SNM mission, analytical chemistry, to PF-4.
That is made perhaps more possible by the pending closeout of two missions now being
performed at PF-4, Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication and the Advanced Recovery
and Integrated Extraction System for dismantling pits and recovering plutonium, both of
which were meant to be pilot demonstration projects for transfer to the Savannah River
Site. But what is really needed, as we have argued for a few years now, is a “TA-55
Capabilities Study” that would evaluate missions needs in light of the fact that plutonium
pit production capacity has not been expanded, and is uncertain to do so in the future.
Obviously LANL has been operating under its currently approved level of 20 pits per
year without the Nuclear Facility. Our proposed TA-55 Capabilities Study would analyze
and recommend what is truly needed given broader national priorities (such as reducing
the deficit), which a new CMRR dSEIS should incorporate.
One possible variant to our preferred alternative: The CMRR-NF is being designed with a
vault for safe and secure storage of up to 6 metric tons of special nuclear materials
(SNM). NNSA’s claimed need for the Nuclear Facility should be de-linked from any
possible need for a new SNM vault. NNSA should consider not building the Nuclear
Facility while building a standalone vault. That vault could perhaps free up floor space at
PF-4 (further obviating the need for the Nuclear Facility) and help de-inventory both it
and the old CMR Building of materials at risk in a seismic event. Materials
characterization and analytical chemistry could then be performed in PF-4 and the Rad
Lab.
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
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204-8

In response to public comments like these, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to describe in more detail the alternatives
that NNSA considered but found would not meet the purpose and need for
continuing CMR operations into the future. The alternative of distributing
analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities among multiple
facilities at LANL was considered, but not analyzed as a reasonable alternative.
Because of the quantities of special nuclear material involved, to fully perform
the analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research
capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category 2 and
Security Category 1. RLUOB was constructed as a radiological facility to handle
gram amounts of nuclear material and not as a nuclear-qualified space to handle
Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels (kilogram levels) of nuclear material. Thus,
NNSA could not operate RLUOB as anything other than a radiological facility,
which would significantly limit the total quantity of special nuclear materials that
could be handled in the building. As a result, analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces could
not be carried out in RLUOB. Thus, an alternative of constructing only a vault
to accommodate the storage of plutonium would not meet the purpose and need
of fully supporting plutonium mission work. Using space and capabilities in the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing work currently being
conducted there and reduce the space available in the building that could be
used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission support work. The commentor
asserts that the analytical chemistry mission has already been relocated to TA55 Plutonium Facility, based on a statement in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The statement has been revised for clarity. Whereas some
amount of materials characterization is performed at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility, analytical chemistry is not. Analytical chemistry is performed at other
locations at LANL, but mainly at the CMR Building. Use of other locations
for the full CMR Mission analytical chemistry at LANL would introduce new
hazards for which the facilities were not designed and would not conform to the
objective of collocating plutonium operations near the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Performing work at a location remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would
necessitate periodic road closures and heightened security to enable transport of
materials between the facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the
available space, vaults, and engineered safety controls and requirements for this
type of work. Refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.7.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, for more
information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-310

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
The Draft SEIS for the CMRR-NF fails to offer and analyze realistic
alternatives.
After careful reevaluation of NNSA’s contemporary purpose and need for plutonium pit
production, a new document should be prepared that analyses a broader set of alternatives
for meeting that purpose. To be a credible analysis the NNSA must develop a greater
spectrum of reasonable alternatives. As examples to assist NNSA, we list in bullet
form in Attachment 2 various permutations of reasonable alternatives that a new dSEIS
could and should consider, were NNSA to offer a genuine range of alternatives.

Under NEPA, an EA or EIS must include a review of the environmental
impacts from all reasonable alternatives. It is the duty of the agency to develop
and analyze the alternatives to the proposed action… However, the existence
of only one reasonable alternative that the agency failed to look at will void the
agency's decision…
"The alternative section is 'the heart of the environmental impact statement,' 40
C.F.R. 1502.14; hence, '[t]he existence of a viable but unexamined alternative
renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.' Citizens for a Better
Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F. 2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 1985). "As a result an
agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by
the 'nature and scope of the proposed action,' Block, 690 F.2d at 761, and
'sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.' Methow Valley Citizens Council v.
Regional Forester, 833 F. 2d 810, 815 (9th Cir. 1987), rev'd on other grounds
sub nom. Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332
(1989)."
"NEPA requires an EIS provide information in detail and consider every
reasonable alternative to a proposed action. Citizens for a Better Henderson,
supra, 768 F.2d at 1057; see 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)(iii).
Defendants' position is contrary to NEPA's underlying tenet, i.e., that agencies
consider all reasonable alternatives so as to ensure an EIS fosters informed
decision making. See Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, supra, 956 F.2d
at 1519-20.
"Accordingly, the EIS' failure to address an alternative… compels this court to
REMAND this matter for further administrative proceedings." - End of
excerpt -

12
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For fuller context please see Attachment 1 from http://www.wildlaw.org/Eco-Laws/nepatxt.html in these comments.
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
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204-9

204-9

Comment noted. NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s stated opinion regarding
NNSA’s failure to meet legal NEPA compliance requirements and the failure
to sufficiently analyze a reasonable range of alternatives in NEPA documents
pertaining to the proposed CMRR-NF project. Please see the response to
Comment nos. 204-6 and 204-7.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

We conclude that this CMRR-NF dSEIS does not meet legal NEPA requirements because
of its failure to fully consider “significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” Related, it
also fails to offer a genuine range of alternatives. Regarding the latter, we now paraphrase
“The Essentials of NEPA” by Wildlaw.org:12

204-7
cont’d

We conclude that NNSA is obliged to prepare and issue a new CMRR dSEIS that
incorporates “significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts,” and offers a true range of
genuine alternatives. We further assert that it is not sufficient to address our concerns in a
Final CMRR SEIS that will offer no opportunity for public comment. A new CMRR-NF
DSEIS should be prepared and issued by NNSA so that the agency meets its legal
NEPA obligations.
However, we don’t doubt that NNSA will balk over preparing a new dSEIS. As a general
rule, an agency can change an environmental impact statement based on comments, since
that is the purpose of a public comment period to begin with (and, in fact, federal
agencies are required to at least respond to comments). Of course, if the changes are too
dramatic, the agency arguably has to issue another draft and go through another round of
comment, so the question is how extensively does the next round deviate from what the
public commented on. We recognize that in general federal agencies have wide
discretionary latitude, and in the general rulemaking context the test is whether the
changes are the “logical outgrowth” of the original proposal plus the comments on it.

204-7
cont’d

But in this case we again argue that since NNSA failed to offer a genuine range of
alternatives to building the Nuclear Facility, and inappropriately constrained
consideration of the dSEIS to just the physical changes of the CMRR-NF, that the agency
has an obligation to withdraw this dSEIS and prepare another for public comment.

The Nuclear Facility’s fundamental purpose and need must be reexamined.
The Draft SEIS claims, “The purpose and need for NNSA action [to build the Nuclear
Facility] has not changed since issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS. NNSA needs to provide
the physical means for accommodating the continuation of mission-critical AC
[analytical chemistry] and MC [materials characterization] capabilities at LANL beyond
the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner.” Summary page 8
(“S-8”).
To reduce NNSA’s argument, it is essentially that the old CMR Building AC and MC
missions must continue at LANL; therefore the Nuclear Facility’s mission need has not
changed; therefore ipso facto the Nuclear Facility must be built. But that is syllogistic, a
non sequitur, again offering no true range of alternatives as NEPA legally requires. At
issue in this dSEIS is not whether or not special nuclear materials AC and MC continue at
LANL, but instead their appropriate scale and how to best configure their necessary
“physical means” given new information and circumstances since the 2003 CMRR
Project EIS.
NNSA’s FY 2011 Strategic Plan states, “Many things have changed since the last
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Strategic Plan was published in
2004,” the same year that NNSA made its Record of Decision to proceed with the CMRR
Project. The first thing the new strategic plan points to is President Obama’s April 2009
Prague speech in which he called for a future world free of nuclear weapons. Therefore,
there is an overarching need to reexamine the purpose and need of the Nuclear Facility,
slated to operate as long as “toward the end of the twenty-first century” (S-16), and how
it helps or obstructs reaching that lofty goal.
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
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cont’d
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
To be accurate, at the same time, Obama’s Prague speech called for rigorous interim
maintenance of the U.S. nuclear stockpile. His April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review
(NPR) specifically endorsed constructing and operating the CMRR-Nuclear Facility as
one of “the following key investments [that] were required to sustain a safe, secure, and
effective nuclear arsenal.” However, one thing the NPR did not do was to raise LANL’s
level of plutonium pit production from the currently sanctioned level of up to 20
plutonium pits per year, despite repeated major attempts by the NNSA to do so.13

204-3
cont’d

Related, in the FY 2007 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill, the Senate
Appropriations Committee Subcommittee for Energy and Water Development stated:
The Committee has reviewed the Department's Complex 2030 proposal and
noted several assumptions regarding mission scope of the CMR-R facility that
don't seem to match current planned activities. The Committee directs the
Administrator to deliver a report by June 1, 2007, clarifying the cost and
mission requirements this facility will be expected to address. 15
In the required report NNSA stated:
The first two Complex 2030 strategies, transforming the Nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile and transforming the physical infrastructure of the nuclear
weapons complex, specifically involve the CMRR. The CMRR would
contribute to the first strategy by supporting the interim production of
pits for Reliable Replacement Weapons should the Nuclear Weapons
Council and Congress continue to support this concept beyond Phase 2A
(which consists of developing RRW’s costs, scope, and schedule). The CMRR
would support the second strategy by contributing to a modernized
nuclear weapons complex…
13
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These attempts to do so include: the 1996 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS); the 2003 draft Modern Pit Facility EIS (never went to a final
EIS); the 1999 and 2008 LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statements; the 2006 “Complex 2030”
PEIS; the 2008 “Complex Transformation” PEIS; and outside of NEPA processes the Obama
Administration’s April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (upon which the NNSA draws heavily to justify the
CMRR-Nuclear Facility).
14
Independent Business Case Analysis of Consolidation Options for the Defense Programs SNM and
Weapons Programs, TechSource, Inc., Santa Fe, New Mexico, December 2007, Ch. 5 p. 3 . It is one of
100’s of Complex Transformation SPEIS reference documents at
http://www.complextransformationspeis.com/links_ref_pdfs.html
To conveniently find it, search “TechSource 2007a”
15
Senate Report, 109-274, page 155.
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Nevertheless, upon questioning at public CMRR meetings NNSA officials have said that
the Nuclear Facility is to be built with 22,500 sq. ft. of plutonium processing space, the
size of which a 2007 NNSA-commissioned study explicitly linked to a future production
rate of 50-80 plutonium pits per year.14 That same study also assumed that new design
nuclear weapons, the so-called Reliable Replacement Warheads (RRWs), would be
produced, requiring expanded plutonium pit production.

204-5
cont’d

Option I: Use existing LANL plutonium facilities only and defer all new
plutonium facilities, including the NF. This option does not satisfy NNSA’s
mission needs because it provides limited pit production capability, does not
address plutonium storage needs, and offers limited ability to absorb the
transfer of missions currently conducted at LLNL.
Option II: Use existing LANL facilities, supplemented by the NF to achieve a
higher pit production capability and to support transfer of LLNL plutonium
mission and material to LANL.
Option IIA: Rely on the current NF design approach, which has not been
optimized for pit manufacturing capacity. This option has been NNSA’s plan
since its CMRR Record of Decision in February 2004 and through the
CMRR’s CD-1 in May 2005.
Option IIB: Expand the NF’s capabilities to achieve a somewhat higher pit
production capacity.
Option III: Use existing LANL plutonium facilities as interim assets until a
new consolidated plutonium facility is operational.
Option IV: Combine Options II and III. Option II would allow for a delay in
implementing Option III, or would serve as prudent risk management by
assuring national security capabilities are retained while Option III is
implemented.
Thus, the CMRR has a significant role in Complex 2030 planning in either
Option II or Option IV.16 (Bolded passages are addressed below.)
NNSA later changed its “Complex 2030” proposal to “Complex Transformation,” for
which a Record of Decision was published stating:
Manufacturing and research and development (R&D) involving plutonium will
remain at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico. To
support these activities, NNSA will construct and operate the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement–Nuclear Facility (CMRR–NF) at LANL as
a replacement for portions of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR)
facility, a structure that is more than 50 years old>and faces significant safety
and seismic challenges to its continued operation…
With respect to plutonium manufacturing, NNSA is not making any new
decisions regarding production capacity until completion of a new Nuclear
Posture Review in 2009 or later. NNSA does not foresee an imminent need
to produce more than 20 pits per year to meet national security
requirements. This production level was established almost 10 years ago in
the ROD (64 FR 50797, Sept. 20, 1999) based on the Site-wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (1999 LANL SWEIS; DOE/ EIS–0238). The ROD based on the
16

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project, Preface and Executive
Summary, NNSA, May 2007, parenthesis in the original.
http://www.doeal.gov/SWEIS/OtherDocuments/427%20NNSA%202007%20CMR%20senate%2
0report.pdf
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS–0380) continued this limit on production (73
FR 55833; Sept. 26, 2008). NNSA will continue design of a CMRR–NF that
would support a potential annual production (in LANL’s TA–55 facilities) of
20–80 pits. The design activities are sufficiently flexible to account for
changing national security requirements that could result from a new Nuclear
Posture Review, further changes to the size of stockpile, or future Federal
budgets. Furthermore, because NNSA’s sensitivity analyses have shown that
there is little difference in the size of a facility needed to support
production rates between 1 and 80 components per year, the future
production capacity is not anticipated to have a significant impact on the size
of the CMRR–NF. 17

17
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Record of Decision for the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement—Operations Involving Plutonium, Uranium, and the Assembly
and Disassembly of Nuclear Weapons, NNSA, December 19.
2008http://www.complextransformationspeis.com/Plutonium%20ROD.pdf
18
We will be consistent throughout these comments in our demand that this draft CMRRNuclear Facility be withdrawn and a new one prepared. But if NNSA fails to do and goes right
into a final SEIS (which we oppose), we note that NNSA should nevertheless analyze the issues
we raise in the final.
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cont’d

204-8
cont’d

204-10

204-3
cont’d
204-8
cont’d

204-10

The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety requirements.
NNSA mission assignments are not within the scope of the SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

To address the bolded passages above in sequence:
• Congress shot down the Reliable Replacement Warhead, and we contend that with it
Congress also shot down the need for expanded plutonium pit production, and therefore
the need for the CMRR-Nuclear Facility.
• The CMRR Project as a whole has already substantially contributed to
“modernization” of the nuclear weapons complex through construction of its first phase,
the 180,000 square feet the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office
Building (RLUOB or “Rad Lab”). The Nuclear Facility still does not need to be built for
all the reasons we set forth in these comments.
• “Option I: Use existing LANL plutonium facilities only and defer all new plutonium
facilities, including the NF” should be pursued precisely because plutonium pit
production does not need to be expanded, plutonium storage needs can be met by
building a new stand alone vault delinked from the claimed justification and rationale for
the Nuclear Facility. We argue that a new CMRR dSEIS should examine the alternative
of building a new vault without the Nuclear Facility. 18
• We are aware that some special nuclear materials (SNM) have already been
transferred from the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) to LANL, but not
missions. In fact, the opposite seems to be true, with for example the reported delegation
of leadership to LLNL for a W78 Life Extension Program when that warhead was
originally designed by LANL. In any event, a new CMR dSEIS should state what LLNL
missions might be moved to LANL.
• While the delayed April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) did endorse construction
of the Nuclear Facility it did not expand the level of plutonium pit production. NNSA’s
statement that there is not an imminent need to produce more than 20 pits per year to
meet national security requirements still holds true.
• NNSA’s argument that “there is little difference in the size of a facility needed to
support production rates between 1 and 80 components per year” as justification for the
Nuclear Facility can be turned on its head. We can use it to argue our main point, that a

new dSEIS should consider the reasonable alternative of not building the Nuclear
Facility, relocate the AC and MC missions of the old CMR Building between the new
Rad Lab and PF-4, LANL’s existing plutonium pit production facility.

204-8
cont’d

Moreover, NNSA acknowledges that W88 pit production is coming to an end. W88 pit
production was always the “camel’s nose under the tent” in terms of DOE’s rationale of
why pit production had to be reestablished. W88 pits were in the production line at the
Rocky Flats Plant when the FBI raided it in 1989 investigating environmental crimes and
production was never resumed there (and a few years later the plant lost its nuclear
weapons mission). DOE argued that because of the attrition of one pit type per year due
to annual stockpile surveillance destructive analysis that it needed resumed production to
at least take even with respect to W88 pits. Thus, in time, 6 years later than scheduled and
at a cost we estimate greater than $3 billion, LANL finally managed to produce it first
certified (i.e., “diamond-stamped” for the stockpile) W88 pit, and appears to be ending
that production run after producing what we estimate to be under 35 pits. Between that
and the rejection of the Reliable Replacement Warhead there is no apparent need for the
production of new pit, and therefore the Nuclear Facility is not needed.

NNSA must justify why a new Nuclear Facility is needed.
Again, we maintain that the NF has always been about directly supporting expanded pit
production. For example, from NNSA’s own FY11 Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Plan:
Existing Los Alamos plutonium facilities are not sustainable and do not
provide an inherent manufacturing capacity sufficient for the range of possible
future scenarios…
Path Forward…
• Complete the design and begin construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos (a facility that conducts
plutonium research and development and provides analytical chemistry and
materials characterization to all plutonium programs such as surveillance,
manufacturing, and plutonium disposition.) Plan and program to complete
construction no later than 2020, and ramp up to full operations in 2022.
• Increase pit processing capacity and capability at the adjoining PF-4 (part of
the main plutonium facility) at Los Alamos to demonstrate pit reuse by 2017
and manufacturing by 2018-2020. Plan and program to ramp up to a
manufacturing capability of up to 80 pits per year in 2022. Complete
required investment in PF-4 infrastructure and waste processing capabilities in
time to support expected plutonium capability in 2022.19
It is not coincidental that those two points are presented together; in fact they are cojoined, part of the one action to expand plutonium pit production capability. Concerning
whether LANL’s plutonium facilities are sustainable, we agree that the old CMR
Building is not, at least for operations with Hazard Category 2 special nuclear materials
19

NNSA FY11 SSMP, p. 23-24,
http://www.nukewatch.org/importantdocs/resources/Stockpile_Stewardship_and_Management_P
lan_2010.pdf Parenthesis in the original, bolded emphasis added.)
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
(SNM). However, not only is PF-4 clearly sustainable, but it has in fact already been
retrofitted with additional glovebox lines and equipment to achieve expanded production
capability of up to 80 plutonium pits per year, as evidenced by the following:

All that is lacking for the desired “range of possible future scenarios,” that is “to ramp up
to a manufacturing capability of up to 80 pits per year in 2022,” are the expanded SNM
materials characterization and analytical chemistry capabilities needed to directly support
expanded pit production. This is where the CMRR NF comes in. But while various highlevel documents have blessed construction and operation of the CMRR NF, none have
allowed expanded plutonium pit production. The 1999 LANL Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement set that level at 20 pits per year. Since that time, in one form or the
other, the Modern Pit Facility EIS, the Complex 2030 Programmatic EIS, the 2008
LANL Site-Wide EIS, and the Complex Transformation Supplemental PEIS have all set
out to formally expand plutonium pit production, but in each case failed to do so.

204-3
cont’d

204-11

204-11

As the commentor notes, a number of previous NEPA documents (some draft
and some final) included alternatives that evaluated pit production levels above
the selected level of 20 pits per year. A purpose of these documents was to
analyze the impacts from an array of proposed actions and alternatives. NNSA
decisions to date have been to retain the level of pit production at 20 pits per
year in response to Congressional and Presidential directions regarding NNSA’s
mission requirements. NNSA disagrees with the commentor regarding the
lack of an impartial NEPA analysis without “predetermination.” As indicated
in response to earlier comments (204-3 and 204-5), NNSA’s purpose and need
are to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization operations at
LANL in support of all its assigned missions and NNSA does not plan to revisit
previous decisions made through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD
(73 FR 77644) on the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities at LANL to
support critical NNSA missions. The CMRR-NF SEIS considers how to construct
a replacement building to replace an aging building that was constructed and used
for almost 50 years before LANL was assigned the mission of pit production.

204-12

Comment noted.

For there to be truly impartial NEPA review without predetermination there must be
analysis of the fundamental need of the NF given that: 1) there has been no decision to
expand beyond the currently approved production rate of 20 pits per year; and 2) there is
no foreseeable decision to do so anytime soon. In effect, NNSA has predetermined that
there will be expanded plutonium pit production (see SSMP above) which predetermines
that the NF is necessary. A new draft SEIS should specifically examine the likelihood
that there will be a formal decision to expand pit production, and the need for the Nuclear
Facility in the absence of such a decision. [For more please see our Attachment 3.]

Current and proposed Life Extension Programs do not justify the Nuclear
Facility.
We have repeatedly made the point that since the Reliable Replacement Warhead was
rejected by Congress there is no need for expanded plutonium pit production and
therefore for the Nuclear Facility. However, the NNSA 2007 report to the Senate
Appropriations Committee did state that:

204-12
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20
LANL 08 Performance Evaluation Report, NNSA,
http://www.doeal.gov/laso/GeneralDocs/FY%202008%20Performance%20Evaluation%20Report
%20Final.pdf
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LANL 08 Performance Evaluation Report
Pit Manufacturing Equipment
Measure 1.13 Build Six New W88 Pits & Install Equipment in FY 2008 to
increase Pit Capacity to 80 Pits per Year by the Operational Date of a CMRRNuclear Facility (Incentive/Base)
Expectation Statement:
Build six new W88 pits and install equipment in FY 2008 to increase pit
capacity to 80 pits per year by the operational date of a CMRR-Nuclear
facility.
Completion Assessment:
LANS [Los Alamos National Security, LLC] has submitted completion
evidence for award of full fee. NNSA has validated appropriate and timely
completion.20

Future Plutonium Missions:
The need for future plutonium capabilities is well established and includes:
• Meeting national security requirements for pit production for life extension
programs and/or RRWs.21 (Emphasis added.)
So it is not just a matter of RRWs. We anticipate that NNSA will now argue that in effect
pretty much the same suite of production capabilities will be needed for possible future
“intrusive modifications” to existing pits made during Life Extension Programs, and
therefore the Nuclear Facility is needed. For starters, the Nuclear Facility will have little
or no role in current and proposed “Life Extension Programs” that seek to extend the
service lives of the W76 and W78 ballistic missile warheads and the B61 bomb. Those
LEPs are scheduled to be completed or well underway before the NF is due to be
operational in 2024.22 We assert that taxpayer money misdirected into the CMRRNuclear Facility would be better used for maintenance and upgrades of existing facilities,
programs and routine stockpile maintenance.
The question then becomes how is the CMRR-NF needed for Life Extension Programs
beyond 2024, and further how does that comport with the Obama Administration’s
declared goal of a future world free of nuclear weapons? First, Life Extension Programs
do not yet include virgin production of new plutonium pits, and there is no current
indication that they will do so. However, NNSA has indicated that “intrusive
modifications” to existing pits may be needed for the express purpose of enhanced
“surety,” meaning preventing the unauthorized (i.e. terrorist) use of nuclear weapons.
We think it may be very ill-advised to intrusively modify pits for surety purposes as any
modifications to the nuclear explosives package could affect nuclear weapons reliability
when they can no longer be full-scale tested (and the alternative that they be tested fullscale is even worse from a global nonproliferation perspective). Moreover, our nuclear
weapons will always have to be protected by “guns, guards and gates” anyway because
even if they had inherent surety the loss of nuclear weapons design information and
materials would be extremely serious.
We argue for a very conservative approach to maintaining the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile, one that intentionally tries to preserve the tested pedigree and minimize
changes. We understand that U.S. nuclear weapons need replacement of limited life
components, but that is well understood, already routinely performed over decades, and is
not rocket science. In short, the CMRR-Nuclear Facility is not needed for maintaining the
safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. To the extent (if any) that the
21
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project, Preface and Executive
Summary, NNSA, May 2007, p. 5.
22
See chart of LEP schedules, NNSA FY 2011 Stockpile Stewardship Plan, p. 21,
http://www.nukewatch.org/importantdocs/resources/Stockpile_Stewardship_Plan_Annex_A_061
0.pdf. Nuclear Watch believes this question is particularly apt given that the CMRR-Nuclear
Facility is scheduled to be operational in 2024; Life Extension Programs will reportedly extend
service lives up to 30 years; therefore the CMRR-NF will theoretically work on nuclear weapons
that will be operational until 2054. Moreover, the CMRR-NF will reportedly have a service life of
up to 2075. How does that comport with a future nuclear weapons-free world?
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Nuclear Facility encourages profound changes to the already extensively test stockpile
(particularly with respect to plutonium pits or the nuclear explosives package), the NF’s
very existence could undermine nuclear weapons safety and reliability and therefore
national security.

204-12
cont’d

The appropriate configuration of LANL’s AC and MC missions.
NNSA will no doubt repeatedly argue that because the materials characterization and
analytical chemistry missions of the old CMR Building are needed that the Nuclear
Facility is needed. Again, Nuclear Watch is not using this CMRR-NF dSEIS to argue
against LANL’s retention of AC and MC capabilities. To be clear, we are unwavering in
our commitment to a future nuclear weapons-free world, but the question for us is how to
best get there.

204-13

LANL’s analytical chemistry mission has already been relocated to PF-4.
We think the answer has already been largely answered. First, as the dSEIS itself notes,
“Most of these capabilities are found at the [old] CMR Building, although a subset of AC
and MC capabilities resides in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility and other locations at
LANL.” (dSEIS, sec. 2.4.1, p. 2-7.) Thus AC and MC capabilities are already present at
PF-4.

However, in a letter a few years ago NNSA Administrator Tom D’Agostino wrote to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board that:
NNSA and LANL have made progress in consolidating capabilities within the
CMR Facility and relocating capabilities to other facilities. For example,
Actinide Analytical Chemistry operations have been consolidated into Wings 5
and 7 and Materials Characterization operations have been relocated to the
Plutonium Facility.24

23
For example, nuclear nonproliferation programs (especially we hope the development
of arms control verification technologies); dismantlement efforts; and waste management
24
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204-8
cont’d

204-13

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

We actually think it would be a setback should somehow LANL theoretically lose its
SNM AC and MC capabilities, certainly politically with Congress. We are not knee-jerk
reflexively against LANL, and recognize that AC and MC capabilities are necessary for a
number of non-weapons applications that we want to encourage.23 But we are adamantly
against the Nuclear Facility, because we know it will set us back in progress toward a
future nuclear weapons-free world. Again, the question is how to best configure
remaining AC and MC capabilities to best meet and be aligned with the full mix of
national security needs, including greater budget accountability and eradicating nuclear
weapons, which are the only military threat that can strategically threaten our very
national survival.

Given no need to expand pit production, the old CMR Building’s analytical chemistry
mission, used mainly in quality assurance for ongoing pit production, could be transferred
to PF-4 as well. This would help to achieve NNSA’s goal of better SNM consolidation in
highly secure areas. CMR’s non-Cat I/II operations, some of which we support (e.g.,
radioactive waste disposal R&D, IAEA inspector training, support of nonproliferation
programs), could be transferred to the CMRR light labs and office space already being
equipped for operational completion.

204-14

The bottom line is that CMRR’s Nuclear Facility is simply not needed. At this point,
NNSA and LANL don’t really know what they want the Nuclear Facility for, other than
expanded plutonium pit production. As a May 2008 DNFSB report noted, the Nuclear
Facility’s currently proposed design calls for a flexible, open floor plan to accommodate
“as-yet unknown future missions,” which the Board likened to a “hotel concept.” Why
spend billions on CMRR’s Nuclear Facility if it has no clearly articulated mission need?
Nuclear Watch NM is, of course, not privy to the classified details of special nuclear
materials (SNM) materials characterization and analytical chemistry. However, we have
the impression that up to a hundred analytical chemistry samples may have to be
analyzed while an individual pit is being produced. Thus the scale of plutonium pit
production has everything to do with the scale of the needed analytical chemistry
mission, since needed AC samples may be two orders of magnitude above actual
production. But we have repeatedly pointed out that plutonium pit production is not being
expanded anytime in the foreseeable future. It then follows that the scale of analytical
chemistry operations does not have to expand (although we will concede to the fact that
the quantity of needed AC samples is not necessarily linear to the amount of floor space
needed for it).

204-3
cont’d

A “Technical Area-55 Capabilities Study” is needed.
The recent House Energy and Water Appropriations report stated:
The NNSA is not prepared to award that [CMRR] project milestone since it
must first resolve major seismic issues with its design, complete its work to
revalidate which capabilities are needed, and make a decision on its
contracting and acquisition strategies.25
Here’s where we are going with this: There should be a “Technical Area-55 Capabilities
Study” that examines what plutonium capabilities are truly needed under the currently
sanctioned level of 20 pits per year, and how to appropriately configure those
capabilities. The old CMR’s analytical chemistry mission could possibly be consolidated
at PF-4, particularly if other operations at PF-4 are terminated as scheduled, specifically
the pilot programs for MOX fuel fabrication and the related Advanced Recovery and
Integrated Extraction System for recovering plutonium oxides, all slated for transfer to
the Savannah River Site. A new dSEIS should incorporate the findings of such a
capabilities study, instead of just predetermining the need for a Nuclear Facility. More
25
House Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill, 2012, p. 131, emphasis
added.
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204-14

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s assessment that necessary amount of
analytical chemistry mission work could be moved into the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As discussed previously in response to Comment no. 204-7, NNSA has
determined that the level of analytical chemistry and materials characterization
needed to fully support the plutonium mission (stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), cannot be provided in existing facilities.

204-15

NNSA has looked at options involving the use of the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
(PF-4) for performing the mission needs that would be fulfilled by the proposed
CMRR-NF and concluded that the facility cannot accommodate all of the
required activities. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, using space in this facility would interfere with existing work and reduce
the space available for future NNSA mission support work. See the response to
Comment 204-8 for more information regarding the use of the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility (PF-4).
The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
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broadly, the adverse example that building the Nuclear Facility could present to the
international community also needs to be considered, especially when they fly in the face
of our declared national security goal of future nuclear weapons-free world.

204-15
cont’d

The NNSA’s FY 2011 Strategic Plan states:
As requirements for new or expanded capabilities emerge, our reinvestment
strategy will use accepted life cycle management standards to integrate
maintenance and replacement schedules with needs for new facilities and
capabilities. P. 10.

To conclude this section:
• There is no indication that there will be a formal decision to expand future LANL
production of new plutonium pits. In any event, it would require additional NEPA steps,
which are not in the offing for the foreseeable future.
• The CMRR-Nuclear Facility dSEIS should be tiered off a decision to expand
plutonium pit production, and not proceed before then.
• Life Extension Programs that might intrusively modify existing pits in existing nuclear
weapons must be carefully reviewed by independent nuclear weapons experts as to
whether they are necessary to begin with, and whether they could affect nuclear weapons
reliability.
• In any event, the CMRR-Nuclear Facility will not be operational until those LEPs are
completed or well underway. LEPs beyond that have not been yet proposed by the
NNSA. The justification for the CMRR-Nuclear Facility should not be premised on Life
Extension Programs.
• There should be a “TA-55 Capabilities Study” to determine what is truly needed to
meet plutonium national security needs, including encouraging a future nuclear weaponsfree world.
• We assert that the old CMR’s missions of special nuclear materials characterization
and analytical chemistry can be re-located between the newly built and equipped Rad Lab
and PF-4.
• An option in that configuration is to build a stand-alone SNM vault, de-linked from
the need to build the Nuclear Facility as a whole.
• A new dSEIS needs to offer and explore a genuine range of reasonable alternatives,
such as we articulate above.
We offer further background in Attachment 3 on why PF-4’s floor space could be
reconfigured such that the old CMR’s analytical chemistry mission could be relocated
there, thereby obviating the need for the exorbitant and counterproductive Nuclear
Facility. Critical to this is the fact that CMR’s materials characterization mission has
already been consolidated there. So why can’t AC? In order to offer a full range of
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204-3
cont’d
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

But that presumes a need for “requirements for new or expanded capabilities,” which is
not clear and perhaps just self-serving to NNSA and its nuclear weapons complex. What
are these needed new or expanded capabilities, if indeed we are seeking a future world
free of nuclear weapons? If these needs exist, NNSA must explain why plutonium pit
production must be expanded. If expanded production is not needed, then why is the
CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed? A new dSEIS should address all of this.

204-16

204-16

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s position and suggestions. These points
have been addressed in the preceding responses to comments.

reasonable alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act, NNSA
needs to consider that in a new dSEIS.

204-16
cont’d

The mission need for the CMRR-Nuclear Facility does not justify exploding
costs.
An unconscionable amount of taxpayer money is typically expended anytime DOE
nuclear facilities are built. The expense associated with controlling radioactive and fissile
materials is astronomical. Please analyze the impacts of diverting these funds away from
renewable energy and nonproliferation programs at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) for a new facility to directly support production of plutonium pits or “triggers”
for nuclear weapons, called the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
(CMRR) Project, and specifically the Nuclear Facility (NF).

Does management of a very large construction project fit into LANL's
mission?
Where in LANL's mission statement does it state that LANL is to be a premier
construction management company? The effort required to manage a $5 billion facility
can only be a distraction to the work that LANL and only LANL can do. Does the shear
size of the project demand so much time from DOE and LANL management that the
smaller scientific, and everything is smaller, efforts get pushed aside? Has the shear size
of the effort drawn resources from essential program?

A cost-benefit analysis is needed.
A legitimate draft SEIS would perform a cost-benefit analysis because of the Nuclear
Facility’s exploding costs. A relevant DOE NEPA Implementation Regulation states:
If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among environmentally
different alternatives is being considered for the proposed action, it shall be
incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an aid in evaluating
the environmental consequences. To assess the adequacy of compliance with
section 102(2)(B) of the Act the statement shall, when a cost-benefit analysis is
prepared, discuss the relationship between that analysis and any analyses of
unquantified environmental impacts, values, and amenities. For purposes of
complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the
various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis
and should not be when there are important qualitative considerations. In any
event, an environmental impact statement should at least indicate those
considerations, including factors not related to environmental quality, which
are likely to be relevant and important to a decision.26
Given its exploding costs, if there was ever a project that needed a cost benefit analysis it
is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility, which a new dSEIS should include.
26

10CFR1021 1502.23 Cost-benefit analysis,”
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1502.htm#1502.9
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204-17

As discussed in the response to Comment 204-4, the proposed CMRR-NF
would support a range of activities at LANL including stockpile stewardship
and pit production but it is not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability. LANL construction efforts, such as the proposed CMRR-NF should
it be constructed, would be managed by the LANL Capital Projects Division
and overseen by NNSA. Bechtel, one of the largest construction management
companies in the world, is now one of the team members operating LANL. Its
expertise could be drawn upon if the CMRR-NF is built.
The costs of phases of the CMRR Project are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. DOE does not typically include a cost-benefit analysis in its
EISs and there is no requirement that a cost-benefit analysis be included in an
EIS. The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision. See the responses to comments 204-7
and 204-8 regarding upgrades to the CMR Building and TA-55.
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Stated Congressional concerns over CMRR costs.
For good reason, the Department of Energy has been on the GAO’s High Risk List for
project mismanagement and cost overruns for 19 consecutive years. A few spectacular
past and present examples of exploding costs are: the National Ignition Facility
(originally estimated at $1 billion, now >$5 billion), the Hanford Vitrification Plant ($3B
to ~$13B), the Chemical and Metallurgical Research Replacement (CMRR) Project at
Los Alamos ($660M to ~$6B), and the Uranium Processing Facility at Y-12 ($3B to
$6.5B). Congress should not allow DOE construction projects to go forward until their
designs are 90% complete and credible baseline cost estimates are known.
The House Appropriations Committee recently reported:

The House Report further states:

27
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

While the importance of modernization is understood, the economic crisis
requires that the NNSA proceed with its modernization activities in a
responsible manner and the Committee is seriously concerned with the recent
cost growth reported for construction of the Uranium Processing Facility
(UPF) and the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR)
Project. The current price tag for UPF is projected between $4,200,000,000
and $6,500,000,000 and the CMRR Nuclear Facility is estimated to cost
between $3,700,000,000 and $5,800,000,000. These are conceptually
replacement facilities to make operations more safe and efficient, but
construction will also enable the reconstitution of certain production
capabilities that have been lost but are needed to meet the needs of an aging
stockpile. Many gaps remain in the planning efforts, and basic capability
requirements and acquisition strategies continue to be re-evaluated.
Modernization will take several years and the considerable number of variables
still at play argues against an excessively aggressive funding curve. The
construction of the new major facilities must not force out available
modernization funding for the rest of the nuclear security enterprise. Therefore,
the Committee supports the adoption of cost reduction strategies to make
construction more affordable and to curb continued cost escalation. Further,
these projects will be closely monitored to ensure that prudent project
management practices are followed, and the Committee is prepared to make
adjustments to the funding profiles to ensure that taxpayer funds are not
wasted.27
A new dSEIS should analyze the House’s concerns both with respect to escalating costs
and whether they would “force out available modernization funding for the rest of the
nuclear security enterprise.”

Project 04–D–125, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
(CMRR), Los Alamos National Laboratory.—The Committee recommends
$200,000,000, $100,000,000 below the budget request. The Committee fully
supports the Administration’s plans to modernize the infrastructure, but intends
to closely review the funding requests for new investments to ensure those
plans adhere to good project management practices. The latest funding profile
provided to the Committee indicates that over half the funding requested for
the Nuclear Facility would be used to start early construction activities. The
recommendation will support the full request for design activities, but does not
provide the additional funding to support early construction. The NNSA is not
prepared to award that project milestone since it must first resolve major
seismic issues with its design, complete its work to revalidate which
capabilities are needed, and make a decision on its contracting and acquisition
strategies.28
“Report on Footprint Reduction.—Despite promises for a leaner, more
efficient and streamlined enterprise, the NNSA footprint has actually been
growing over the past few years. Both the Uranium Processing Facility and the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement project will have more
square footage than the legacy facilities they are meant to replace, and the
High Explosive Pressing Facility will occupy nearly seven times the space of
current operations. While new construction is adding footprint, no funding is
planned for demolition activities beyond the completion of the Facilities and
Infrastructure Recapitalization Program in 2013. Costs of demolition and
decontamination work are not reported alongside new construction as required,
nor are they integrated into the 30- year infrastructure priority lists. The costs
of demolition and decontamination work are not being taken into account
when making investment decisions and the timeline for demonstrating any
savings in operating costs, as regularly described in the rationale for new
facility construction, is being extended to the distant future. Since the NNSA is
not meeting its requirement to demolish an equal amount of square footage for
eachamount added, the Committee questions whether there truly is a
commitment to a leaner, more efficient nuclear security enterprise...” 29
The Senate of course has its concerns as well. The marked up FY 2012 Senate Defense
Authorization Act has the following passage on the CMRR-Nuclear Facility:
The committee continues to believe that managing the design and construction
of the CMRR, the UPF, and the other new NNSA nuclear facilities will be very
challenging. Managing these projects in accordance with the DOE 413 order
series and project management and guidance is essential for success, as is
making sure that the projects have clearly defined and validated requirements
that do not change. The NNSA is also directed to conduct a true independent
cost estimate for both the CMRR Nuclear Facility, which is phase III of the
CMRR project, and the UPF. The committee instructs the Government
28
29

Ibid., p. 131
Ibid, p. 123
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 24

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-324

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
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Accountability Office (GAO) to review these independent cost estimates to
ensure the accuracy of the cost estimates. The committee also directs the GAO
to evaluate the NNSA’s efforts to ensure that all cost savings measures have
been considered. The committee continues to be concerned that the phase III
project is being divided into multiple sub-projects. Not- withstanding this
management approach the committee directs as it did last year, that the CMRR
baseline, when developed and sub- mitted to the committee at the CD–2 phase
of construction, reflect all phases and subprojects for the purpose of
developing a cost and schedule baseline and to be accounted for as a single
project.30

But what constitutes “construction”? NNSA requested $300 million in CMRR funding
for FY 2012, of which ~$270 million is allocated as “TBD” [To Be Determined], in
contrast to its FY 2011 request which was all allocated. Upon questioning local Los
Alamos Site Office officials have stated that once the SEIS Record of Decision is
released NNSA intends to quickly launch into site preparation, which for the CMRR
Project is no little thing. It may include building a materials warehouse, an electrical
substation, shelter for construction workers, a concrete batch plant (maybe 2), and the
installation of construction trailers. Clearly this is a substantial investment of taxpayers’
money, but site prep costs are still not publicly available.
Still more site prep is planned for FY 2013 before 90% design is completed. This may
include a 125’ deep excavation for the facility to allow for a 225,000 cubic yard concrete
“base mat” to mitigate seismic concerns, installation of utilities, rerouting an existing
road, and building lay- down areas for construction materials storage. Again, costs are not
known for these activities, but it could be up to $800 million for just so-called site
preparation.
If allowed, this advanced site prep will snowball the CMRR-Nuclear Facility well before
Congress knows final estimated costs. In the present fiscal climate Congress should
exercise greater financial control over NNSA. Major site preparation should be included
in a prohibition against construction before final costs are known. Site prep can be a huge
investment onto itself, has immediate environmental impacts, and obviously prejudices
moving forward before Congress has the total cost picture.
Taxpayer money misdirected into the CMRR-Nuclear Facility would be better put into
maintenance and upgrades of existing facilities and programs. Because of its huge size
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112TH CONGRESS SENATE REPORT 1st Session, 112–26, NATIONAL DEFENSE
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Section 3
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While obviously we don’t carry the weight of Congress, we use all of its concerns stated
above to underscore and buttress our own. NNSA has repeatedly stated that it won’t
begin construction of the Nuclear Facility until its design is 90% complete. While not
condoning construction of the Nuclear Facility, we agree with that in principle as the
minimum needed for responsible use of taxpayers’ money (especially given DOE’s
history).

and the Lab’s institutional investment into it, inside sources say that the CMRR-Nuclear
Facility is the 900-pound gorilla sucking the oxygen out of the room for more important
priorities such as critically needed stockpile surveillance and maintenance.

New cost information must force a re-evaluation of the alternatives.
Just as new seismic information has forced a re-evaluation of the construction
alternatives, new cost information must force a re-evaluation of the alternatives
considered. Cost considerations were given as the reason that the CMR alternative (with
no upgrade) was included in this dSEIS:
Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative However, this alternative is
analyzed in this CMRR-NF dSEIS as a prudent measure in light of possible
future fiscal budgetary constraints. (CMRR-NF dSEIS, Pg. 2-26)
Possible budgetary constraints could come in different sizes. There could be a budget that
would allow the CMR to be upgraded but that would not allow the Nuclear Facility to be
built. Analyzing an alternative to upgrade the CMR is a prudent measure and must be
conducted in a new dSEIS.

A new formal business case must be executed.
Decisions made in 2004 EIS are outdated. The choice to build the Nuclear Facility is
based on cost estimates made before it ballooned to ~$6B. In this dSEIS, cost is given as
a factor to not upgrade the CMR, so cost must be a factor in going ahead with the Nuclear
Facility. But vague references that upgrading the CMR would cost too much are not
appropriate in this dSEIS. A formal business case must be executed. The passage below
refers to reasons not to upgrade the CMR, but does not mention costs. We find it
extremely doubtful that upgrade of the CMR would cost more than building a new
Nuclear Facility.
However, after consideration of the various engineering and geological issues;
the costs of implementing upgrades to an older structure and developing a new
security infrastructure; the costs of maintaining the security infrastructure and
safety basis (in addition to that for TA-55); the mission work disruptions
associated with construction; operational constraints due to limited laboratory
space; and programmatic and operational issues and risks from moving special
nuclear material between TA-3 and TA-55, this action was not analyzed
further as a reasonable alternative to meet NNSA’s purpose and need for action
in this (CMRR-NF SEIS, Pg. S-20)
What does “after consideration” mean? It must read, “After a careful examining of all the
meticulously prepared costs…” Who did the considering? The above passage almost
looks like the beginnings of a business case, but where are the numbers? For example,
how much does “operational constraints due to limited laboratory space” cost? Are we to
assume that the proposed budget total for the above passage exceeds the proposed cost of
the Nuclear Facility? Is building the Nuclear Facility just easier to do and its cost is not a
consideration?

Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 26

204-17
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-326

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
As a matter of fact, this dSEIS does state that upgrading the CMR would likely be less
than the cost of building a new NF:
Costs for the Wing 9 geotechnical investigations, structural and security
upgrades, and construction of new support buildings and utilities installations,
would be substantial, although not likely to approach those associated with
either of the construction options considered under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative. (CMRR-NF SEIS, Pg. 2-27)
Earlier decisions that lead to the current dSEIS were based on the alternative that cost the
least:

Cost is mentioned as a factor in the final decision of the false alternatives in this dSEIS,
as in the below. New alternatives, based on cost, must be included and given in a new
dSEIS.
DOD is developing an independent assessment of estimated cost range data for
the CMRR-NF. Analyses and recommendations from these independent
assessments, information in this CMRR-NF SEIS, and other programmatic
considerations will be weighed as NNSA moves toward a final decision on the
construction and operation of a CMRR-NF. (CMRR-NF SEIS, Pg. 1-19)
NNSA prepared detailed business case studies of the programmatic alternatives for the
Complex Transformation SPEIS. These studies are available at
http://www.ComplexTransformation SPEIS.com. They provide a cost comparison of the
alternatives and include costs associated with construction, transition, operations,
maintenance, security, decontamination and decommissioning, and other relevant factors.
This is the example that shows what must be performed for this CMRR-NF dSEIS.
Costs of building a plutonium pit complex in a geologically unstable area are too
high.
Weapons production at any cost is how we ended up with billions of dollars required for
cleanup of LANL’s Cold War legacy.
LANL is located between a rift valley (the Rio Grande in that area) and an extinct
supervolcano (the Jemez Mountains) in a seismic fault zone (the Pajarito Plateau). An
updated seismic hazards analysis was published in May 2007. It showed a potential huge
increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all likelihood, most of the over $3
billion in cost estimate increases since 2008 are due to efforts to address the increased
seismic hazards. DOE must analyze whether $3 billion is too high of a premium in order
to build a new Nuclear Facility at LANL.
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Bases for Decisions – Overview - NNSA’s decision locates the three major
functional capabilities involving Category I/II quantities of SNM at three
separate sites where these missions are currently performed. The selected
alternative, which is a combination of the Distributed Centers of Excellence
and Capability-Based Alternatives, has the least cost and lowest risk.
(Complex Transformation Record Of Decision #1)

At over $12,500 per square foot for the total delivered Nuclear Facility, it is clear that
something is terribly wrong. The Nuclear Facility is all about the “laboratory” (we prefer
to call it processing space) space. If only the 22,500 square feet of lab space is
considered, the cost for special nuclear materials processing is $250,000 per square foot.

A new draft SEIS should examine CMRR compliance with DOE Order 413.
We share the Senate Armed Services Committee’s concern that NNSA should follow the
DOE 413 order series on the proper management of the acquisition of capital assets. We
argue that NNSA should make clear in a new dSEIS its compliance strategy with those
orders. We further argue that starting construction, including the possibly huge “site
preparation” mentioned above, before 90% design is complete and credible costs
estimated is contrary to the intent of the DOE Order 413 series. However, DOE orders
are not legally binding and are self-regulated with major loopholes.
The CMRR project is requesting concurrent approval of preliminary design (CD-2) and
commencement of construction (CD-3). At the time of the submittal for approval the
design contains significant uncertainty, significantly larger estimates of ESTIMATED
COSTS, and very large contingency in account of the risk carried by the project. Again,
we don’t quarrel with the fact that LANL must retain some analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities, but do strenuously argue over how to best
configure them after all factors are considered (including, but not limited to, cost
tradeoffs and consistent national policy toward a nuclear weapons-free world). We
certainly question the wisdom of approving a fast track approach for a project that caries
such large uncertainty and risk and has already experienced significantly escalating costs.
NNSA projects have a long and distinct history of exceeding budget, delayed completion,
and difficulty in fulfilling objectives. Is it the best choice for the nuclear weapons
complex to commit to an accelerated schedule for a project that displays the hallmarks of
not meeting expectations? If the project request is granted, the funding allocated, and
difficulties arise, what will happen to the overall effort? In times of severe budget
constraints is it not possible that other critical components of stockpile stewardship will
suffer just to put more concrete in the ground?
Nuclear Watch suggests that rather then approve a fast track approach for this project
now is the appropriate time to back track and revisit CD-1, approval of alternative
analysis. Do we really know how much capability is required? Do we know if PF-4 and
the CMR can accommodate the anticipated capability? Is there another site that will
better suit the nation? Is LANS the appropriate contractor to manage construction of the
facility?
The reasons to revisit the alternative analysis are many.
• The original analysis was performed prior to the restructuring of the contract to
run LANL. Key assumptions on selection of the contractor and ties to the LANL
mission have changed significantly.
• The alternative analysis was performed by a contractor that had a vested interest
in the outcome and the lack of independence assured that locating the facility at
LANL and managing the contract under the LANL contract was a given. This
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NNSA notes the comment. The purpose of the SEIS is to address the
environmental impacts for the proposed alternatives for the CMRR-NF
project. Discussion of project execution or compliance with DOE Order 413,
Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, is not a
requirement for NEPA analysis. However, the purpose of this Order is to provide
DOE, including NNSA, with program and project management direction for
the acquisition of capital assets with the goal of delivering projects within the
original performance baseline, cost and schedule, and fully capable of meeting
mission performance, safeguards and security, and environmental, safety, and
health requirements. DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management
for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, requires that NEPA documentation be
completed prior to approval of Critical Decision 2 which is defined as the point
at which a definitive scope, schedule and cost baselines have been developed
for the project. At that time, NNSA would proceed with final design, commit
funds for long lead procurement items, if required, submit the draft Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report for approval, issue the DOE safety evaluation report,
as appropriate, and conduct external and independent project reviews. The
CMRR-NF project is currently approved through Critical Decision 1.
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•

204-19

204-18
cont’d

It is clear that the CMRR project is at a critical stage. A configuration that ensures
analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities is critical to interim
maintenance of the stockpile while we await global nuclear disarmament. But how much
will it cost? Should the nation commit limited funding to the fast track of a project that
carries significant risk or should it husband its resources and seek a lower cost solution?
We are concerned that the CMRR Project has avoided due process of DOE Order 413,
and think that an alternatives analysis should be generated from an independent source.
With both NNSA and LANS so vested in the status quo any answer provided from within
the project is suspect. This alternatives analysis should flow from a baseline TA-55
capabilities study that we have argued for earlier, and a new CMRR-NF dSEIS flow form
that.

Is NNSA backing away from previously made CMRR-NF safety
commitments?
The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has expressed concern that NNSA may be
going back on previously made CMRR-NF safety commitments that Congress required
the Board to certify. This could continue to raise safety issues that could further escalate
costs. According to one media report:
Federal safety auditors this week questioned whether the federal government is
backing away from nuclear safety commitments in an effort to reduce the cost
of a multibillion dollar plutonium complex being built at Los Alamos National
Laboratory…
Among the changes being considered in the replacement building's design are
elimination of some of the building's fire suppression systems and ventilation
equipment intended to prevent plutonium from leaking in the event of an
earthquake and fire.
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Congress created DNFSB in 1998 as an independent oversight organization
within the Executive Branch to provide advice and recommendations to the
Secretary of Energy regarding protection of public health and safety at defense
nuclear facilities. As such, DNFSB independently oversees activities affecting
nuclear safety at defense nuclear facilities. DNFSB reviews safety issues and
formally reports its findings and recommendations regarding the safety of nuclear
weapons complex facilities to the highest levels of NNSA. DNFSB may conduct
investigations, issue subpoenas, hold public hearings, gather information, conduct
studies, and establish reporting requirements for NNSA. DNFSB is required to
report to Congress each year about its oversight activities, its recommendations
to NNSA, and improvements in safety at defense nuclear facilities resulting
from its activities. Procedures are in place for NNSA to review and respond to
DNFSB recommendations and to implement those recommendations at the sites
as appropriate.
For many years NNSA has worked with DNFSB regarding identification and
resolution of possible safety issues pertaining to the CMR Building, the CMRR
Project, and other nuclear facilities at LANL. For example, DNFSB has
reviewed DOE seismic hazard evaluations for LANL (see Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD) and NNSA has worked with DNFSB to
resolve questions about the design of safety class systems at the CMRR-NF
(LANL 2009). In 2009, in accordance with the 2009 Defense Authorization
Act, LANL received a certification of design closure from DNFSB pertaining
to the CMRR Project, addressing seismic as well as engineering and design
and safety control issues; the certification freed the release of allocated funding
for continuation of the project (DNFSB 2009). The February 2011 letter from
DNFSB to NNSA referenced in the comment pertained to DNFSB questions
about modifications proposed by LANL to the design of the CMRR-NF since the
2009 certification. In its response to DNFSB, NNSA stated that at completion
of its analysis of the LANL proposal, NNSA would share this information with
DNFSB and solicit its input before reaching a conclusion about the LANL
proposals (NNSA 2011).
Accident analyses for the CMRR-NF SEIS have been updated as applicable from
those analyses performed for the 2003 CMRR EIS (see Appendix C of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

•

influence continues today as the contractor is heavily influenced by the need to
fund the large design staff and any answer that does not direct additional funds to
LANS is not even considered.
With estimated costs approaching $6B the CMRR project dwarfs all other
projects at LANL. Nowhere in the LANL mission statement is there any
indication that management of the construction of nuclear facilities is key to the
laboratories mission. Including the construction effort within LANS portfolio is a
distraction to management of the science that is the key to the LANL mission.
The size of the project demands the majority of management cycle time. Just
imagine attempting to request senior management support for hiring a new
scientist when the calendars of senior management are full of meetings regarding
how to respond to the increased estimated costs for CMRR. You will not stand a
chance and the research that is key to the LANL mission is suffering as a result.
When the estimated costs of the facility was ~$900M it was possible to come to
the conclusion that collocation of the facility with the research conducted at
LANL was the cost effective approach. Now with a estimated cost approaching
$6B that is no longer the case. People and material are moved within the NNSA
all the time, every day. Is continued collocation a benefit or a detraction?

The possibility of those changes has raised questions about whether federal
officials are backing away from commitments they made when the building’s
design received preliminary safety certification in September 2009, according
to a letter Tuesday from the head of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board to the National Nuclear Security Administration. "Clearly the Board's
certification relied upon the future full implementation of these final design
commitments by NNSA," Safety Board Chairman Peter Winokur wrote.
Congress required the Safety Board's certification in order for Los Alamos to
continue spending money on the project in 2009.31

All DNFSB risk analyses must be considered.

204-20

204-19
cont’d

All Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) reports and recommendations
should be incorporated by reference into the new SEIS. DNFSB monitors the nuclear
activities of LANL. The Board has made a number of critiques and suggestions over the
years that should be incorporated into the new SEIS to improve future operational safety
at LANL. The effects of LANL not following DNFSB recommendations in a timely
fashion should be considered. We also ask that DOE recalculate the accident scenarios
and consequences used in the 2003 CMRR EIS in a manner that addresses the concerns
and comments expressed by the DNFSB in the past seven years.

The Shallow Construction Option is not mature and must not be considered
as an alternative until analysis of this option is complete.
It is inappropriate to consider the Shallow Construction Option in this dSEIS. All
environmental impacts of the Shallow Option are based upon assumptions that are not
defensible at this time. Any evaluation of the Shallow Construction Option at this time is
just wishful thinking unsupported. As this dSEIS itself states:
The Deep Excavation Option is more mature, having undergone technical
review by NNSA, NNSA’s contractors, and the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board. At this time, there is more uncertainty with the Shallow
Construction Option. The Shallow Construction Option needs to be subjected
to the same level of technical review as the Deep Construction Option so the
two options can be evaluated on the same basis. (CMRR-NF SEIS, Pg. 1-13)
Most of the environmental impacts proposed in this SEIS for the Shallow Option end up
being the same or similar to the Deep Option impacts. This is only speculation at this
time.
Even if analyses of the Shallow Option are completed and the results are included in the
final SEIS, the public will have been denied the opportunity to comment on these
analyses, which is contrary to the intent of NEPA. This is unacceptable.

31
Safety Changes Planned for LANL, John Fleck, Albuquerque Journal,
February 10, 2011, <http://www.abqjournal.com/cgi-bin/email_reporter.pl?staff=yes>
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The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
not being a mature alternative refer to statements in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicating that there is more
uncertainty in the design of the Shallow Excavation Option because that design
had not reached the same level of maturity as the Deep Excavation Option. The
CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised. In 2011, a review of the requirements for
the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of
additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option
by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The
overall building height would remain the same, but the top of the roof would
be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design.
At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts
and cost without affecting other building design requirements. Both construction
options require the same sets of safety controls and are expected to remain close
in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses contained in this
SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by NNSA.
As the design studies continue and more details become available, one option or
the other may be judged to have significant advantages in the time and/or cost
expected for executing the excavation phase of construction that will facilitate
NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option.
Whichever alternative or option is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design
standards for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems,
and components are those for which failure to perform their safety function
could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from
release of radioactive or toxic materials. Design considerations for this category
are to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena events
(for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled
and confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the facility is not
interrupted (DOE 2002b). The human health and environmental impacts for both
the Shallow and Deep Excavation Options have been analyzed to the same level
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. As indicated in the CMRR-NF SEIS and reiterated in the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS, the Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts
from construction than the Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational
impacts would be the same for either option.
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Deep and Shallow Options cannot be constructed with the same amount of
electricity.
As further evidence that the Shallow Option has not been fully vetted, some construction
options are listed with the same impacts, which cannot be the case. For instance the
dSEIS states that electricity (megawatt-hours per year) for construction of both deep and
shallow options is the same - 31,000 mWh/yr (CMRR-NF SEIS Table 2-1). This cannot
possibly be correct since they are using electric batch plants for the Deep Option.

204-21

The Final CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to explain the difference in electricity
requirements (for example, see Table 2–3). The annual estimated electricity
requirement for both construction options was rounded to two significant figures.
The estimate for the Deep Excavation Option is actually somewhat higher due
to the larger electrical requirements associated with producing the additional
concrete required under this option (about 2,900 megawatt-hours compared
to 1,100 megawatt-hours). However, the additional 1,800 megawatt-hours
of electricity for increased concrete requirements work out to approximately
200 megawatt-hours per year when averaged over the 9-year construction period.

204-22

As indicated in response to earlier comments (204-3 and 204-5), NNSA’s purpose
and need are to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at LANL in support of all its assigned missions and NNSA does
not plan to revisit previous decisions made through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644) on level of operations at LANL,
including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support critical
NNSA missions. Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for
more information. Thus, as noted by the commentor, the CMRR-NF design is
not intended to be a generic design.

The proposed alternatives must be clarified and added to.
NNSA proposed three alternatives for the CMRR-NF SEIS as published in its October 1,
2010 Federal Register Notice of Intent:
No Action Alternative: The No Action alternative would be the construction
of the CMRR-NF and the ancillary and support activities as announced in the
2004 [CMRR] ROD.
CMR Alternative 1: Do not construct a replacement facility to house the
capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF. Continue to perform analytical
chemistry, material characterization, and actinide research and development
activities in the CMR Building, with no facility upgrades, while performing
routine maintenance at the level needed to sustain programmatic operations for
as long as feasible.
CMR Alternative 2: Same as CMR Alternative 1 but includes making the
extensive facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations
for another 20 to 30 years.

204-7
cont’d

A new dSEIS is needed that is completely free of predetermination.
This process must be completely unprejudiced by the fact that the RULOB facility has
been built, that hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent on NF design, and that the
2003 CMRR EIS, 2008 LANL Site-Wide EIS, the Complex Transformation
Supplemental Programmatic EIS and the April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review have all
called for construction of the NF.
We applaud NNSA’s decision to undertake a supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEIS) for the CMRR Nuclear Facility. But this is clearly an unusual SEIS
given that CMRR’s phase one, the Radiological Utility, Laboratory Office Building
(RULOB, or “Rad Lab”) has already been built, and further that hundreds of millions of
dollars have already been spent on NF design. NNSA has not demonstrated that this is an
impartial and un-predetermined process that leads to an objective decision to build the
CMRR-NF or not because it has not offered real alternatives.
We are concerned that there is ample evidence of predetermination. For example,
Brigadier General Garrett Harencak, NNSA Principal Assistant Deputy Administrator for
Military Application, Office of Defense Programs, when “Asked if CMRR (at Los
Alamos) and UPF (at Y-12) would continue on parallel tracks, he said, "Yeah, absolutely.
We're committed, the administration is committed, the NNSA is absolutely 100 percent.
We're committed to build at two sites. The NPR has said and come out and told us and
the administration has told us we're going to complete the design, we're going to get into
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204-21

construction and complete it by 2020 and get to work in these buildings by 2022. We are
100 percent committed to both." 32
That sounds like predetermination.
There should be no funding for an expanded security perimeter to accommodate the
Nuclear Facility until a Record of Decision (ROD) is issued for the CMRR SEIS.
Similarly, any procurement activities for the NF must cease until the ROD is issued,
which the draft SEIS should make explicitly clear.
To continue funding the design of the NF gives the appearance of predetermination.
Final design is scheduled to begin this FY 2011. There certainly has to be enough
information now to complete this SEIS competently, given that probably around $200
million has already been spent on NF design. We also contend that the NF, as currently
designed, is not a generic design that can be built anywhere. It would be over-designed to
address seismic issues for some possible other locations. Please discuss other possible
locations that the NF, as designed, could be located. If design continues, please state how
much of the current estimate is to address seismic concerns at TA-55. Please explain the
rationale for continuing to design the NF while this SEIS is in progress.

204-22
cont’d

If the decision to locate the NF at LANL was based on cost, this location decision must
be revisited. The current estimate of ~$4 billion dollars to construct the NF is reason
enough to revisit earlier decisions.

No Action Alternative - All construction and program impacts must be
reexamined.

In effect, all parameters of the NF have changed, because the facility analyzed in the
2003 EIS was “in the conceptual design stage” and now it is designed, so all aspects of
the NF must now be reanalyzed in this SEIS.
Because the current design of the NF is more mature, analyzing the exact impacts of
construction is now possible. The quantities and impacts of all materials to be used and
removed in the proposed construction must be stated. For example:
32

http://blogs.knoxnews.com/munger/2010/11/harencak_mum_on_nnsa_funding_p.html
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As addressed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, the CMRR-NF SEIS is
being prepared to address the environmental impacts associated with the changes
in the design of the CMRR-NF due to additional seismic information. The No
Action Alternative is based on the CMRR-NF as it was decided in the 2004 ROD
for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967), and the environmental impacts that could
result from constructing and operating it.
As discussed in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, the 2004
CMRR-NF would not satisfy current facility seismic and nuclear safety
requirements, and, therefore, would not be able to safely function at a level
sufficient to fully satisfy DOE and NNSA mission needs. The analytic chemistry
and metallurgical characterization capabilities that would be required in the
Modified CMRR-NF are described in Chapter 2, Section 2.3 and 2.4 CMRR-NF
SEIS.

Explain why this SEIS continues before the Secretary decides whether the NF is needed
or not. Explain how the capabilities that NNSA claims it needs match those provided by
the proposed NF. Explain how past justifications for the NF will not prejudice the
outcome of this SEIS.

Although construction of the CMRR-NF is now called the “No Action Alternative,” all
the construction and programmatic environmental impacts of this proposed facility must
be reexamined. Very few, if any, of the construction impacts were adequately covered in
the 2003 CMRR EIS, as it said, “The new building(s) proposed for the CMRR Facility
are in the conceptual design stage and, as a result, are not described in great detail in the
CMRR EIS.” (CMRR EIS, Pg. S-27.)

204-23

204-23

The Modified CMRR-NF Alternative was developed to represent what the
2004 CMRR-NF would require to meet current facility seismic and nuclear
safety requirements. The changes in requirements for such materials as steel
and concrete included in this alternative represent the updated requirements for
the CMRR-NF. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, the additional square footage required for the Modified CMRR-NF is
related to additional requirements needed to satisfy current facility seismic and
nuclear safety requirements. The ancillary and support requirements referred
to by the comment associated with the CMRR-NF are described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.2.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS and include such requirements as parking
lots and stormwater detention ponds. The environmental impacts associated with
implementing these requirements are included in the projected environmental
impacts discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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The total cubic yards of concrete must be stated
The total amount of steel must be stated
The amount of dirt to be removed and the plans for its disposition must be stated
How have seismic issues been incorporated into the design

Please describe in detail the “ancillary and support activities” that are included in this
alternative. The environmental impacts of these “ancillary and support activities” must be
analyzed.

What is the mission contingency space currently planned for the NF?

204-23
cont’d

The 2003 CMRR FEIS stated:
2.4.1 AC and MC Capabilities
These capabilities include the facility space and equipment needed to support
nuclear operations... Most of these capabilities are found at the CMR Building,
although a subset of AC and MC capabilities reside in the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility and other locations at LANL. (CMRR EIS, p. S-27.)
Describe AC MC capabilities at TA-55, CMR, and name the other sites and the
capabilities.
Did the design engineers justify more and bigger? What is the reality of the calculations
of required sq footage for the NF?
CMR Alternative 1 – Questionable Alternative
Please define “feasible.” A more refined timeframe must be stated. The current status of
the CMR should be declared. How many wings are closed? What is the proposed square
footage of the CMR that will be used? What is the proposed square footage of the CMR
that will be used to support NF operations? Will current risk reduction activities continue
under this alternative? If not, the impacts of not continuing these activities must be
analyzed. Will the Lab still allow deferred maintenance to grow at the CMR under this
alternative (as mentioned in National Nuclear Security Administration/Readiness in
Technical Base and Facilities, FY 2011 Congressional Budget Pg. 160)?
Don’t forget that the new, 200,000 square feet RULOB will be ready for operations in
less than two years. Since continued use of CMR is now being considered any future
work done there must be explained and analyzed.
CMR Alternative 2 – A Capability Study is Required
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A description of the current status of the CMR Building and its wings, including
operational and risk reduction status, is provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS. As discussed in this section, Wings 2, 3, and 4 are currently
shut down and Wings 5 and 7 are currently being operated at reduced levels due
to safety and seismic concerns. Wing 9 continues to perform hot cell operations.
Under the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative, the existing CMR
Building would continue to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer
considered safe to do so. Risk reduction activities would continue to be taken
in the CMR Building as necessary, and the CMR Building would continue to
receive routine maintenance and limited component replacement. RLUOB
operations are considered in the analysis of the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative in this CMRR-NF SEIS, as described in Chapter 2 and analyzed in
Chapter 4.
NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s recommendation that the use of fire-rated
safes should be considered as an upgrade to the 60-year old CMR Building.
Appropriate protection of SNM is only one of many upgrades that would be
required at the aging CMR Building. Continuing to use the CMR Building as
a Hazard Category 3 facility would not meet NNSA’s stated need for action
and it would prolong the use of an aging facility that NNSA has determined to
be located over a fault trace resulting in significant seismic concerns. Based
on public comments, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, has been revised to provide more
information about various alternatives considered but not analyzed in detail as
reasonable alternatives. Refer to the responses to comments 204-7 and 204-8 for
more information.
As stated in the response to Comment 204-17, the cost to build and operate the
proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will
be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision. If
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative were chosen by NNSA and insufficient
funding was available to start construction, NNSA would continue to operate the
CMR Building as evaluated under the Continued Operation of CMR Building
Alternative until the building can no longer be operated safely or until adequate
funding was made available.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The programmatic impacts must also be reexamined. List all the proposed activities and
analyze their impacts separately. Please state how many plutonium pits will be built each
year. What is the total number of AC samples that the proposed NF will be capable of
analyzing annually? What is the total number of MC samples that the proposed NF will
be capable of analyzing annually?

204-24

Because continuing use of CMR is proposed, a capabilities study is needed for all
programs using the CMR and PF-4. For each program, include floor space required,
projected life of program, and cost for upgrades.
Should the old CMR Building continued to be used for nuclear operations then
installation of new stand-alone safes for Special Nuclear Materials (SNM) should be
considered. From DNFSB Los Alamos Report for Week Ending October 1, 2010:
Plutonium Facility – Fire Protection: Six fire-rated safes have been installed in
the Plutonium Facility basement. These safes have been qualified to survive
bounding Plutonium Facility accident scenarios and have been credited with a
damage ratio of zero, meaning that material contained in these safes do not
contribute to accident source terms.
Using safes such as these in the old CMR Building should be analyzed as an option.
Better yet, removing some special nuclear materials SNM from the old CMR Building
and maintaining it as a Hazard Category 3 facility instead of a Hazard Category 2 facility
must be considered. This would make seismic upgrades less burdensome and expensive.
The current status of the CMR should be declared. How many wings are currently
closed? What is the proposed square footage of the CMR that will be used? Will current
risk reduction activities continue under this alternative? If not, the impacts of not
continuing these activities must be analyzed. Will the Lab still allow deferred
maintenance to grow at the CMR under this alternative (as mentioned in National
Nuclear Security Administration/Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities, FY 2011
Congressional Budget Pg. 160)?
All the proposed “extensive facility upgrades” must be listed and the impacts of these
upgrades must be analyzed. The CMR Hazard Reduction (as mentioned in the National
Nuclear Security Administration/ Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities, FY 2011
Congressional Budget Pg. 161) activities must be listed and the impacts of these activities
must be analyzed. The CMR Risk Mitigation and Consolidation (as mentioned in the
National Nuclear Security Administration/ Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities,
FY 2011 Congressional Budget Pg. 160) activities must be listed and the impacts of these
activities must be analyzed.
The 2004 CMRR ROD states, “However, the actual implementation of these decisions is
dependent on DOE funding levels and allocations of the DOE budget across competing
priorities.” Please analyze the impacts of insufficient funding on estimated costs of the
three proposed alternatives.
Please analyze the impacts of all current and proposed projects to extend the life of the
CMR, including roofing work, exhaust fans, HEPA filters, structural and safety systems,
and elevator repairs.
Please list the history of investments made in the CMR.
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Don’t forget that the new, 185,000 square foot; RULOB will be ready for operations in
less than two years.
Because the CMR alternative is being considered, the proposed work to be done in CMR
must be stated and analyzed. The proposed work in other facilities must be stated and
analyzed as connected activities.
The use of new stand-alone safes for Special Nuclear Materials (SNM) must be
considered. From DNFSB Los Alamos Report for Week Ending October 1, 2010:

Using safes such as these must be analyzed as an alternative.
State what Hazard Category is planned for the CMR. From the 2003 CMRR FEIS P. 2-4:
As noted previously, NNSA and UC at LANL have restricted CMR Building
operations and have reduced SNM quantities allowed within the Building. As a
result, the CMR Building is currently operated as a Hazard Category 3,
Security Category III facility. A Hazard Category 3 facility is designated as a
nuclear facility for which a hazard analysis estimates the potential for only
significant localized consequences.

204-25

204-24
cont’d

To construct the facilities analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, acreage could
be disturbed in several technical areas in addition to TA-55 as discussed in
Chapters 2 and 4. Surveys have been conducted to identify potential release
sites (PRSs), and no unidentified or unexpected soil contamination or buried
media have been encountered. There are, however, known PRSs located within
the affected technical areas (for example, Material Disposal Area C in TA-50),
and the potential for contact with contaminated soil or other media would be
appropriately considered throughout the construction process. For example,
PRS-48-001 is being evaluated for potential impacts resulting from actions in
the TA-48/55 laydown and concrete batch plant area. Proper precautions would
be taken as needed to minimize the potential disturbance of this or other PRSs.
As needed, actions such as appropriate documentation and contaminant removal
would be taken by LANL Environmental Restoration staff in accordance with the
2005 Consent Order and other applicable requirements.

204-25

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s opinion about the need to stop preparation
of the SEIS. “Suspected” contamination in the quoted statement in Comment
204-25 refers to soil that is either discolored or has a suspicious odor. In
either instance, as stated, work would stop until further investigations could be
performed. Sampling the site prior to excavation, records searches, and past
sampling are used to determine areas of contamination at LANL. Information
would be reviewed regarding all the activities locations that would be involved in
the project, should NNSA decide to proceed.

Keeping the CMR as a Hazard Category 3 facility must be considered. This would make
the seismic upgrades less onerous.
Cost is a factor in these decisions. From the 2003 CMRR Final EIS Pg. S-20:
S.2.2 Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail Extensive Major
Upgrade to the Existing CMR Building for Use Beyond 2010: The proposal to
complete upgrades to the existing CMR Building’s structural and safety
systems necessary to meet current mission support requirements for the suite
of capabilities that exist in the building today for another 20 to 30 years of
operations was considered and evaluated by DOE and UC at LANL in the
1998 to 1999 timeframe. This approach to maintaining these mission critical
nuclear support capabilities would require a capital investment in excess of
several hundred million dollars for just two of the eight CMR Building’s
wings. The costs of upgrading the entire structure would equal or exceed
construction costs for the proposed CMRR Facility.
Now it is time to analyze this option in detail. This current estimate for the NF is now
~$5 Billion. Would this cost more than upgrading the CMR? What is the cost of
upgrading just two wings of the CMR? What is the cost of upgrading the entire CMR?

MDA C, potential release sites and the CMRR-NF.
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Plutonium Facility – Fire Protection: Six fire-rated safes have been installed in
the Plutonium Facility basement. These safes have been qualified to survive
bounding Plutonium Facility accident scenarios and have been credited with a
damage ratio of zero, meaning that material contained in these safes do not
contribute to accident source terms.

This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until:
• Soil and pore gas samples can be taken in affected areas for each of the alternatives
considered where excavation and soil disturbances will take place.
• These samples are thoroughly analyzed and the results are posted, in the spirit of
verification, to the publically available RACER database.
• The sampling locations where MCL exceeds standards are plotted on the SEIS
“Affected Areas” map
• The effect on VOC plume migration of surfaces exposed during excavation is
examined.
This CMRR-NF SEIS evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts associated with the alternatives analyzed. (Pg. iv)
10.1 Provide information on any PRS by TA that may be encountered during
construction and any plans for what steps will be taken in the event a PRS is
encountered.
MDA C (located east of CMRR Project areas) was investigated for potential
impacts to planned and proposed actions in TA-55. No contamination from this
PRS exists in the CMRR Project areas in TA-55 or nearby areas currently
being considered under the planned and proposed actions. 33
Not true! The RACER database shows VOCs in pore gas samples in TA-50. Is this where
construction activity and relocation of the roadbed will take place as connected to the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative?
The RACER database also reveals that there were no pore gas samples taken at the actual
site of the excavation of the NF. For either excavation option the VOCs that are known to
be in the pore gas of soil nearby (a few hundred yards) and can migrate relatively
quickly, could currently be present at the proposed excavation site. Additionally the
surfaces exposed during excavation could hasten the migration of the plume in that
direction just as the canyon walls are known to do.
The dSEIS states;
The 20-acre (8.1-hectare) site in TA-48/55 that would be required for the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative construction is mostly developed and
previously disturbed land. There is a potential release site (PRS 48-001) that
may affect a small portion of the TA-48 area proposed for use as a laydown
area.
During site development of the nearby area, if contamination is suspected,
work would be stopped, characterization performed, and the necessary action
and disposition completed. The extent of the potential release site is currently
being evaluated; appropriate construction and operation measures would be

33

CMRR-NF Project and Environmental Description Document
Unclassified/Pre-decisional Information, p 26.
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employed to minimize potential disturbance of contaminated soils or other
effects on the potential release site. P. 22.
What does “suspected” mean? Work on site prep should be stopped now until samples
can be taken and thoroughly analyzed.
If the extent of the potential release sites is still being “evaluated” then the SEIS must be
withdrawn until that evaluation is complete and the results publically posted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Construction Impacts – Deep Excavation and Shallow Excavation Options—
Under either construction option, acreage would be disturbed in several
technical areas in addition to TA-55. Surveys have been conducted to identify
potential release sites (PRSs), and no unidentified or unexpected soil
contamination or buried media have been encountered (LANL 2010c).
What sort of surveys and where? There is no record in the RACER database of samples
being taken and analyzed from the excavation site. The reference document cited to
support this statement concerns impacts to spotted owls, not soil and pore gas sampling.
There are, however, known PRSs located within the affected technical areas
(for example, Material Disposal Area [MDA] C in TA-50), and the potential
for contact with contaminated soil or other media would be appropriately
considered throughout the construction process. For example, PRS-48-001 is
being evaluated for potential impacts resulting from actions in the TA-48/55
laydown and concrete batch plant area. dSEIS p. 4-6.

204-25
cont’d

The SEIS must be withdrawn until the results of evaluating PRS-48-001 and ALL other
sites in the affected area can be incorporated into the Statement.
Proper precautions would be taken as needed to minimize the potential
disturbance of this or other PRSs. As needed, actions such as appropriate
documentation and contaminant removal would be taken by the LANL
Environmental Restoration Program in accordance with the 2005 Consent
Order7 and other applicable requirements. dSEIS, p. 4-56
How would removal of an as yet unknown quantity of material affect the budget and
timeline of the project? Where would the material go? What additional impacts would
result from this process? The SEIS must be withdrawn until these connected actions are
known and documented.
dSEIS must analyze the impacts of air quality of the CMRR-NF project on
Bandelier.
LANL is adjacent to the PSD [Prevention of Significant Deterioration] Class I Bandelier
National Monument. There is no mention of any impacts to this Class 1 area in the SEIS.
The only mention of PSD is in the glossary. PSD is designed to preserve, protect, and
enhance the air quality in national parks, national wilderness areas, national monuments,
national seashores, and other areas of special national or regional natural, recreational,
scenic, or historic value.

3-337

Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 37

204-26

204-26

As a result of public comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the air quality
sections of Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4 and 4.4.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS have been
updated to indicate that, based on the air quality modeling done in support of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, none of the alternatives would have an adverse impact on air
quality at Bandelier National Monument.

Volcanic eruption impacts must be analyzed.
Reference Preliminary Volcanic Hazards Evaluation for Los Alamos National
Laboratory Facilities and Operations Current State of Knowledge and Proposed Path
Forward, Issued: September 2010, LA-14426, states, “The integration of available
information on the volcanic history of the region surrounding Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL or the Laboratory) indicates that the Laboratory is at risk from
volcanic hazards.” 34

204-27

NNSA agrees that volcanic eruption impacts should be analyzed and has made
revisions. In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity
in the LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2011e).

204-28

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations as discussed in the response to Comment 204-5.

204-27

This dSEIS must be withdrawn and reissued when all known seismic hazards
are addressed.
We have learned that new seismic analyses are being conducted at the Lab. This dSEIS is
certainly premature until current seismic investigations are concluded. Even if current
seismic investigations are completed and the results are included in the final dSEIS, the
public will have been denied the opportunity to comment on the results. Pushing ahead
with the CMRR-NF project without having the seismic risks in hand is what led to the
need of this dSEIS. This is an on-going problem. A renewed decision to proceed with the
Nuclear Facility at LANL was made in 2008 even though it was known that new seismic
information would change the underlying assumptions of that decision as the Record of
Decision states:
New information about seismic risks at LANL (set forth in the report Update
of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic
Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory, 2007, LA–
UR–07–3965) may change how hazardous materials are stored, operations are
conducted, and facilities are constructed or renovated. NNSA is conducting a
systematic review of LANL structures and operations in light of this
information. This review, expected to be completed in about one year, will
identify any necessary changes to address the new seismic information. NNSA
will then implement the necessary changes to LANL facilities and operations
based on the review’s recommendations. (Record of Decision: Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory, September 26, 2008)
DOE, NNSA, and LANS continue to roll the dice with the seismic risks at the CMRRNF. If the seismic risks are understated, an earthquake could bring the Nuclear Facility
down releasing its stock of plutonium into the environment. If the seismic risks are
overstated, billions of dollars will be spent for no reason. Proceeding without knowing
the exact seismic risks would represent a flagrant disregard of taxpayers’ interests.
Although project areas TA-3 and TA-55 have been mapped in detail for the
presence of faults, areas showing no faulting on dSEIS Figure 3–5 do not
necessarily represent an absence or lack of faulting. Large eastern and southern
areas of LANL have not yet been mapped in detail for seismic hazards.
Additionally, faults are only shown in areas where such faults are exposed or
inferred. The end of a fault line on a map does not necessarily indicate
34

Pg. vii,
http://www.osti.gov/bridge/product.biblio.jsp?query_id=0&page=0&osti_id=991237&Row=0)
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The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
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requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

truncation of a fault, but may be indicative of the end of surface exposure or
lack of evidence of a fault at that location. This scenario is common in
urbanized areas or in areas where faults have been buried by younger
sediments. Confirmation of the presence or absence of a fault at a particular
site, that is, at the end of mapped fault lines, may require further site-specific
detailed geologic investigations, even though mapping may already have
occurred at that location. (Pg. 3-22)

To address these increased seismic hazards, DOE now plans to excavate 250,000 cubic
yards of earth under the proposed Nuclear Facility and fill the hole with concrete for the
Deep Option. DOE must address the following questions: Is surrounding geology strong
enough to support all that concrete? How much will the Nuclear Facility and all that
concrete weigh? Has construction of a facility ever been done before on such an
enormous concrete slab? If so, what were the results? Will a seismic event cause it to sink
or shift? This dSEIS is analyzing the effects of this action, and this dSEIS should also
examine the effects of removing it. Have these original design concerns been met?

The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97.600
kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]) for
the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep Excavation
Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase
the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms).
The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is
estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the
Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there are not similar
concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as
opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability analysis has
been prepared that indicated that global slope stability is not an issue for the Deep
Excavation Option (LANL 2011a: LANL site, 028). If the Deep Excavation
Option were selected, as part of the ongoing design and evaluation process,
studies would be completed to verify that all geotechnical stability issues had
been addressed. See the response to Comment 204-20 for additional information
regarding the two excavation options under consideration for the Modified
CMRR-NF.

204-28
cont’d

Design Concerns Arising from Ground Conditions - The existing properties of
Qbt3L, coupled with its vertical proximity to the CMRR foundation grade and
its lateral proximity to the slope of Two-Mile Canyon, have led to potentially
significant issues for the design team and the PRT. The five design concerns
are:
· potential for static deflection (compression),
· potential for hydro-collapse due to wetting,
· potential for excessive movement of buttress due to dynamic slope instability,
· inadequate resistance to dynamic sliding forces, and
· seismic shaking and building response. (Kleinfelder 2010a, p. 2)

This dSEIS must be withdrawn and not rereleased until all issues with the
seismic modeling software used are addressed.
Basic assumptions concerning the safety and location of the Nuclear Facility were based
upon seismic modeling software. It turns out that questions concerning the accuracy of
one of these programs have arisen. The Defense Nuclear facilities Safety Board (DNFSB)
stated:
Seismic analysis and design of high-hazard Department of Energy (DOE)
defense nuclear facilities requires evaluation of soil-structure interaction (SSI)
effects between the building and its supporting soil. The computer program
SASSI (A System for the Analysis of Soil-Structure Interaction) is used
extensively for this purpose within the DOE complex, as well as in the
commercial nuclear power industry. Recently, SASSI users have identified
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204-29

For seismic analysis and design of high-hazard DOE nuclear facilities, the
computer program SASSI [A System for the Analysis of Soil-Structure
Interaction] has been used for evaluation of soil-structure interaction (SSI)
effects between a building and its supporting soil. CMRR-NF engineers are
aware of the issues that have been raised by the DNFSB with respect to the
SASSI computer code. Engineers performing the soil structure interaction
analysis of CMRR-NF originally identified the technical issues associated with
SASSI’s subtraction method of analysis. For the SSI analysis of CMRR-NF,
a study has been performed utilizing a representative model of the Modified
CMRR-NF and site that compares the SASSI direct solution, subtraction
method and modified subtraction method. Results of the study validate that the
modified subtraction method provides results consistent with the direct solution

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It seems that the Lab infers liberally and maps when it is convenient. Steep topography
on the Pajarito fault made field measurements difficult and the Rendija Canyon and
Guaje Mountain faults have not been fully characterized or mapped. The Rendija and
Guaje faults must be fully mapped. The inferred fault at TA-3 must be fully mapped. The
original conclusions about the inferred fault under CMR were based on only 8 boreholes.
Where is the trench across the inferred fault at CMR?

significant technical and software quality assurance issues with this software.
In August 2010, the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) published LAUR-10-05302, Seismic Response of Embedded Facilities Using the SASSI
Subtraction Method, identifying issues with the SASSI subtraction method,
which is extensively used in DOE’s design and construction projects. The
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) is concerned that these issues
could lead to erroneous conclusions that affect safety-related structural and
equipment design at DOE defense nuclear facilities. (April 8, 2011 Letter,
DNFSB Chairman Peter S. Winokur to the Honorable Daniel B. Poneman,
Deputy Secretary of Energy)
We know that SASSI was used for designing the NF because of this statement from the
2001 Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Analysis:

results. Direct solution results are considered to be the benchmark solution. The
modified subtraction method has been implemented for use on the CMRR-NF
SASSI analysis. The DNFSB staff has evaluated the Seismic Design Plan and
the Structural Design Plan in relation to DNFSB certification to Congress that
its concerns regarding safety-class systems and seismic issued related to the
CMRR-NF have been addressed. The DNFSB certified that relying on full
implementation of commitments made by NNSA concerning safety-related
processes, structures, systems, and components with regard to preliminary design,
including design requirements and design processes, and final design, including
development of design requirements into final design elements, that its concerns
regarding the design of the CMRR were resolved (DNFSB 2009).

204-29
cont’d

For vertical motions, a site-specific 2D SASSI study for a CMRR layered
profile performed by Costantino and Houston (2005) … (Probabilistic Seismic
Hazards Analysis \ LOS ALAMOS-LANL\ UPDATED
REPORT_FINAL.DOC\21-JUN-07\ Pg. 6-6)

204-30

The DNFSB is currently awaiting a DOE review of the quality of SASSI modeling
results. Until the DOE review is complete and the DNFSB agrees with those results, this
dSEIS must be put on hold.

This draft dSEIS underestimates and misrepresents seismic hazards.
The draft statement used a value of 0.3 G as the peak ground acceleration value for the
vertical plane, and not the value 0.6 G presented in the 2007 LANL Probabilistic Seismic
Hazard Analysis. Design work has focused on 7.3 Richter scale earthquakes, but
analogous earthquakes indicate that design should be increased to a minimum of 7.5.
LANL scientists recommended further seismic studies in three key seismic reports
written in 1995, 2007 and 2009. But those studies were not done. As a result, assumed
values for six key parameters were inserted into computer programs to estimate the
seismic hazard for the design of the proposed Nuclear Facility.
We incorporate by reference the report, Public Comments of Robert H. Gilkeson,
Registered Geologist, and Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) about the DOE
2011 draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area-55 (TA-55) Robert H. Gilkeson, Joni
Arends, June 28, 2011. A new dSEIS should reflect the voluminous information therein.

The shallow construction option is not mature and must not be considered as
an alternative until analysis of this option is complete.
It is inappropriate to consider the Shallow Construction Option in this dSEIS. All
environmental impacts of the Shallow Option are based upon assumptions that are not
defensible at this time. Any evaluation of the Shallow Construction Option at this time is
just wishful thinking unsupported. As this dSEIS itself states:
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Design work has been performed in accordance with DOE Order 420.1B and
its implementing standard, DOE Standard 1020-2002, with oversight and
certification by DNFSB. (The 2009 DNFSB certification addressed seismic
issues.) NNSA continues to work with DNFSB to ensure that the proposed
CMRR-NF design meets with DNFSB expectations. Refer to the response to
Comment 204-28 for more information related to seismic concerns.

204-30

204-31

204-20
cont’d

Based on an apparent typographical error in the 2007 PSHA Executive Summary
(LANL 2007), the vertical peak ground acceleration for the CMRR-NF was
incorrectly cited as 0.3 g instead of 0.6 g in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. This error
has been corrected. This typographical error in the Executive Summary of the
PSHA is not reflective of information presented elsewhere in the PSHA and was
not used in the design of the proposed Modified CMRR-NF.

204-31

The comments put forth in the referenced report have been responded to in this
CRD. See responses to Comment letters 241 and 315.
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The Deep Excavation Option is more mature, having undergone technical
review by NNSA, NNSA’s contractors, and the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board. At this time, there is more uncertainty with the Shallow
Construction Option. The Shallow Construction Option needs to be subjected
to the same level of technical review as the Deep Construction Option so the
two options can be evaluated on the same basis. (CMRR-NF SEIS, Pg. 1-13)
Most of the environmental impacts proposed in this SEIS for the Shallow Option end up
being the same or similar to the Deep Option impacts. This is only speculation at this
time.

204-20
cont’d

Deep and shallow options could not be constructed with the same amount of
electricity.
As further evidence that the Shallow Option has not been fully vetted, some construction
options are listed with the same impacts, which cannot be the case. For instance the
dSEIS states that electricity (megawatt-hours per year) for construction of both deep and
shallow options is the same - 31,000 mWh/yr (CMRR-NF SEIS Table 2-1). This cannot
possibly be correct since they are using electric batch plants for the Deep Option.

204-21
cont’d

Explain why LANL is still the best site for the Nuclear Facility.
The 2003 CMRR EIS was completed before the 2007 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis. One of the main requirements of DOE O 420.1b is to choose an appropriate
site. It is not now clear that LANL is the appropriate site for the NF. Because of this,
design overly-relies on the other requirements for defense in depth. Describe, in detail,
how the design of the NF addresses the list of defense in depth requirements and the
environmental impacts of these requirements. The specific DOE Order states:
3. REQUIREMENTS.
b. Nuclear Facility Design.
(1) Nuclear facility design objectives must include multiple layers of
protection to prevent or mitigate the unintended release of radioactive
materials to the environment, otherwise known as defense in depth. These
multiple layers must include multiple physical barriers unless the basis for not
including multiple physical barriers is documented in the DSA and approved
by DOE.
(2) Defense in depth must include all of the following—
(a) choosing an appropriate site;
(b) minimizing the quantity of material at risk;
(c) applying conservative design margins and quality assurance;
(d) using successive physical barriers for protection against radioactive
releases;
(e) using multiple means to ensure critical safety functions needed to—
1 control processes,
2 maintain processes in safe status, and
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The decision to construct a replacement facility for the existing CMR Building
at LANL was made through the 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE 2003b) and the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b). The Probabilistic Seismic
Hazards Analysis referred to by the commentor was available at the time the
Complex Transformation SPEIS was being completed. The 2003 CMRR EIS
also addressed construction and location alternatives and options for the CMRR
Facility within LANL. The CMRR-NF is being designed consistent with DOE
requirements for nuclear safety, including those in DOE Order 420.1B. Safetyrelated considerations such as design, construction, and operating parameters
are subject to independent oversight by DNFSB. NNSA believes that LANL is
still the appropriate site for conducting plutonium work, and that TA-55 is the
appropriate place to consolidate that work at LANL. The CMRR-NF is being
designed with defense in depth at the forefront of the design effort. The changes
in the CMRR-NF design between 2003 and the current time reflect NNSA’s
commitment to safety and its determination to design a facility that will be able to
operate safely and protect workers and the public from the unintended release of
radioactive materials.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Even if analyses of the Shallow Option are completed and the results are included in the
final SEIS, the public will have been denied the opportunity to comment on these
analyses, which is contrary to the intent of NEPA. This is unacceptable.

3 confine and mitigate the potential for accidents with radiological releases;
(f) using equipment and administrative controls that—
1 restrict deviation from normal operations,
2 monitor facility conditions during and after an event, and
3 provide for response to accidents to achieve a safe condition;
(g) providing means to monitor accident releases as required for emergency
response; and
(h) establishing emergency plans for minimizing the effects of an accident.
(3) Hazard category 1, 2, and 3 nuclear facilities must be sited, designed, and
constructed in a manner that ensures adequate protection of the health and
safety of the public, workers, and the environment from the effects of accidents
involving radioactive materials release. (DOE O 420.1B Attachment 2, 12-2205, p. I-2.)

204-32
cont’d

The Nuclear Facility was not sited with defense-in-depth in mind. As a matter of fact, the
location is so dangerous that design and construction need to make up for the risks at the
site. It is unclear if that can happen.

References must be given with sufficient detail that they can be thoroughly
checked.
When a statement within the draft SEIS is referenced to a supporting document a
shortened name is used and no page number is cited. A reviewer must use the index to
know the name of the document(s). Even then, the search for verification is complex
without a detailed citation like any high-school student is expected to be capable of
including in scholarly research.
For instance, the reference “LANL 2011” is used 46 times in the dSEIS. Looking at the
online reference documents, one will find that the reference document labeled “LANL
2011” is actually 24 separate documents. In some cases a reference points to a
photocopied supporting document numbering several hundred pages without citing a
section or page number. Since the photocopied document cannot be word-searched the
entire document would have to be visually scanned by the reviewer in order to check the
reference. Page numbers for the references must be given so that they can be checked in a
timely manner in order to complete the review within the short comment period. For this
reason the SEIS must be withdrawn, rewritten, and re-released.

Reference documents must be correctly cited and publically available at the
time of the release of the draft SEIS.
A statement in the Draft SEIS that is about Operations Impacts references (LANL
2010c), which is about Biological Assessment Summaries and is not the correct
reference. Here’s the quote:
Operations Impacts—Projected annual waste generation rates for operations at the
Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB are summarized in Table 4–34 (LANL 2010c),
“LANL 200b” is not referenced in the Draft SEIS but is included in the
supporting documents. (CMRR-NF dSEIS Pg. 4-58)
The (LANL 2010c) reference mentioned above is about Biological Assessment
Summaries and is not the correct reference. The word ”waste” is not in that document.
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It is not necessary to provide page numbers for reference documents. In the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS, for the convenience of the reader, subsections within the
reference “LANL 2011” are provided.
To the extent practicable, NNSA made references available on the Internet,
except where limited by copyright or security concerns. As with other elements
of the public comment process, this was consistent with past practices for other
LANL NEPA documents. In addition, the comment period was extended by 15
days and all late comments were considered in developing the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS. Problems with links to references that may have been experienced during
the public comment period were corrected as soon as they were identified. In
addition, the references were placed in five DOE Public Reading Rooms in the
area surrounding LANL and one in Washington, D.C., as identified in Chapter 9
of the CMRR-NF SEIS and the Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS (76 FR 24018) published on April 29, 2011. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Following the official release of the Draft SEIS the Reference Documents were not
available in their entirety. It was more than a week later before all of the documents were
made available. The comment period should not commence until all the supporting
material is available to the public.

204-33
cont’d

The Draft SEIS is so capriciously written and so shoddily documented that the reviewer
questions the seriousness of the Agency’s attempt to comply with NEPA in their haste to
rush through a Record of Decision.

Additional information has been added to Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Consultations
with Agencies and Federally Recognized American Indian Nations, of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS. Tribal notes are not a required part of NEPA documents;
however, they are a desirable addition to any NEPA analysis.

204-35

Shipments of actinides and other radioactive materials to and from LANL would
occur as part of performing a variety of stockpile stewardship and other activities
at multiple LANL facilities. The 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) addresses
impacts from transporting these materials.

204-36

As addressed in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
funding decisions on major Federal programs and projects at LANL, such as
environmental restoration activities, are made by Congress and the President, and
are beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information. However, NNSA
does not consider compliance with the Consent Order optional and is not linking
Consent Order compliance with decisions about constructing and operating the
proposed CMRR-NF. NNSA intends to continue conducting the environmental
restoration program at LANL regardless of whether it decides to construct and
operate the proposed CMRR-NF as analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Closure of
Material Disposal Area C and Material Disposal Area G will take place consistent
with the Consent Order process, in accordance with decisions reached by NMED.
For information on the annual progress of LANL’s ongoing environmental
restoration program, refer to LANL environmental surveillance reports, which
can be accessed at http://www.lanl.gov/environmental/all/docs/reports/.

Tribal notes must be included.
Tribal notes, similar to the Greater Than Class C EIS, must be included in this dSEIS.
As the GTCC EIS states:
DOE and Tribal Representatives have been working cooperatively over the last
decade to improve consultation and communication related to decision making.
This is an ongoing dialog, and DOE is committed to formal and meaningful
consultation and interaction, at the earliest practical stages in the decision-making
process, consistent with DOE’s American Indian and Alaska Natives Tribal
Government Policy (DOE Order 144.1). (Pg. 1-48)
These Tribal Nations participated in the GTCC EIS consultation activities:
Acoma Pueblo, Acoma, NM
Cochiti Pueblo, Cochiti, NM
Jemez Pueblo, Jemez, NM
Laguna Pueblo, Laguna, NM
Nambe Pueblo, Santa Fe, NM
Pojoaque Pueblo, Santa Fe, NM
Santa Clara Pueblo, Española, NM
San Ildefonso Pueblo, Santa Fe, NM
The tribal text is included in text boxes in throughout the GTCC EIS and full narrative
texts are provided in an Appendix. This CMRR-NF dSEIS must be withdrawn and released after Tribal Notes are included.

204-34

Describe the current status of plutonium shipping.
It is clear that LANL scientists must integrate closely with the work to be performed in
the CMRR and this is used as a justification for co-location. The precedent of
successfully working with SNL, LLNL, NTS, PTX, etc has already been set.
Please describe the current status of Pu shipments. Are Pu samples shipped to other DOE
nuclear complex sites? Are any of these shipments because samples are being analyzed
offsite? Is Pu shipped for experiments at other facilities? Any and all shipments must be
analyzed in the SEIS. Is shipment of Pu a required capability for NNSA, independent of
CMRR? If so, why must the CMRR be co-located with PF-4? Will the Lab have larger
capacity with the NF as opposed to shipping the samples offsite? Will the NF be safer
than shipping these samples? Will the NF cost more than shipping these samples?

204-35

All impacts of NF construction on the Consent Order must be analyzed.

204-36

Cleanup of the existing mess must be the priority – not the new Nuclear Facility.
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A minor realignment of Pajarito Road would be carried out as part of construction
of the Modified CMRR-NF as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1. The
impacts of this realignment are included as part of the overall analysis of impacts
in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
The commentor refers to the planned construction of a new transuranic waste
staging area along the Pajarito Corridor at TA-63, to characterize and certify
transuranic waste for offsite disposal. The new facility was addressed in the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) and will replace a number of buildings and
fabric domes at TA-54. Design work for the facility is ongoing. NNSA expects
that transuranic waste generated at the CMRR-NF would be packaged at the
CMRR-NF and characterized and certified at the new transuranic waste staging
area at TA-63. Characterization and certification of transuranic waste could also
take place at the CMRR-NF or another LANL or offsite location.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

204-34

204-37
DOE made a commitment to cleanup the legacy waste sites at LANL when it signed the
Consent Order with the New Mexico Environment Department on March 1, 2005. The
Order requires cleanup of certain sites by December 31, 2015. Analyze the impacts of
construction activities for NF on cleanup activities, including those at the nearby Material
Disposal Area C (MDA C).
• DOE proposes to realign Pajarito Road in order to accommodate the new NF.
Impacts of this realignment must be included in this SEIS
• Impacts on possible excavation of MDA C must be analyzed as a connected
action to the realignment.
• The closure plans for MDA C and MDA G have not been decided. How can the
impacts to the closure plans of these, or any site, be known until the closure plan
itself is known?
• Impacts on proposed waste operations at TA-63 must be analyzed.
• Explain how it is known that that all Consent Order milestones will be met while
$5 billion is being spent on construction of the NF.
We request that construction on the NF not start until all requirements of the Consent
Order are met.

204-36
cont’d

Regarding the concerns expressed about LANL support facilities:

Present waste processing and disposal facilities are failing and must be
analyzed as connected actions.
DOE must analyze impacts to all other facilities that are required to support operations at
the NF. Uncertainties surround the current support facilities. For example,
• DOE recently postponed a new Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
because the estimated costs increased from $100 million to $350 million;
• DOE’s plans for a 63-acre expansion for low-level radioactive waste have been
delayed for years; Area G will be closed in 2015 under the Consent Order; and
• DOE proposed a new Transuranic Waste Facility (TRUWF) to replace operations
at Area G, but subsequently withdrew the proposal.
DOE must fully analyze all alternatives, including no construction of the NF, if these
facilities are not available.
From the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS October 2008 Summary Pg. S-38:
S.3.4.1.2.1 Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative
Los Alamos could support pit production requirements using existing and/or
new facilities at TA-55, which is the current site for the Plutonium Facility
(PF-4). The planned CMRR Facility would be located in TA-55. In addition,
LANL has several existing and planned facilities, all of which are included in
the No Action Alternative, capable of supporting plutonium operations,
including: the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility, the solid waste
characterization and disposal site (in TA-54), the Sigma Building (in TA-03),
the Radiochemistry Facility (in TA-48), a new radiography facility (in TA-55),
and a new solid-waste staging facility.
These facilities are examples of facilities that must be included in this SEIS.
Upgrades to the electrical system are connected actions and must be analyzed!
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As summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate their projected waste volumes. Sufficient capacity exists at LANL
or at offsite facilities to manage all of the projected waste associated with any
of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. The impacts associated with transportation
of radioactive and nonradioactive wastes to offsite treatment or storage facilities
have been estimated for all alternatives (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13,
and 4.4.13). It is expected that waste transportation would occur using trucks,
and standard and available types of containers (for example, drums, boxes) and
shipping packages (for example, TRUPACT II).

•

DOE expects that RLWTF will be available to treat liquid wastes generated
from various LANL facilities, using the existing capabilities of RLWTF or
any future upgrades (DOE 2008a).

•

Only a 63-acre portion of Area G containing Material Disposal Area G and
other waste disposal and management capabilities would be closed consistent
with remediation decisions reached by NMED for Material Disposal Area G
pursuant to the 2005 Consent Order. Waste management operations would
be transitioned to other LANL locations. For example, the transition of
low-level radioactive waste disposal operations to Zone 4 within Area G was
assessed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). As noted in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, low-level radioactive waste disposal may occur at Area G or at
offsite DOE or commercial locations. (The CMRR-NF SEIS conservatively
analyzes transportation impacts assuming all low-level radioactive waste is
transported off site for disposal.)

•

The CMRR-NF would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected transuranic waste volumes for the facility.
NNSA expects that required characterization and certification to meet
transuranic waste disposal criteria would be performed at the planned new
transuranic waste facility at TA-63. LANL began preliminary design of the
new facility at TA-63 in October 2010, with completion targeted for the end
of 2015. Impacts from transitioning transuranic waste support activities from
TA-54 to TA-63 were addressed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a).
Characterization and certification of transuranic waste could also take place
at the CMRR-NF or another LANL or offsite location.

204-37
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
•

Where will the wastes go?
To use DOE terminology: what is the “Path Forward?” Given the anticipated lack of
disposal facilities for low-level radioactive, toxic, and hazardous waste at LANL, DOE
must detail where that waste will be disposed, how it will be transported to an off-site
facility, and the impacts to the communities along the route. Please describe the routes.
DOE must specify how many shipments will occur by truck, train, or barge. Further, it
must specify how many shipping containers will be needed, their costs, and whether they
already exist or whether new containers will have to be developed and manufactured.
WIPP closes in 2035.

204-37
cont’d

To the extent known, impacts associated with DD&D of the existing CMR
Building are analyzed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. As
indicated in the 2004 ROD associated with the CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967), the
actual implementation of DOE’s decision to DD&D the existing CMR Building
would depend on DOE funding levels and allocations of the DOE budget across
competing priorities. It should also be also noted that DOE is conducting a risk
reduction effort at the existing CMR Building, which includes removal of some
existing equipment and contamination. These efforts will reduce the levels of
impacts from eventual DD&D of the CMR Building. As stated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.7, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS in response to a similar scoping
comment and as stated in the 2004 ROD, a work plan for DD&D would be
prepared at the appropriate time; however, it is not required for NEPA analysis
and is not available to be included as a part of this document. Detailed planning
and analysis is not practical at this point because this work is potentially 10 or
more years in the future.

At the time it was built, the existing CMR was the largest building in New Mexico at
550,000 square feet. The 2004 ROD stated DOE would submit a work plan; but it does
not specify to whom the work plan would be submitted. DOE must provide its DD&D
work plan as part of its NEPA analysis. We will review the plan now in order to ensure
that the DD&D activities will become part of the complete NEPA analysis.

204-39

Impacts on endangered species are evaluated in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7.4, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS. LANL is responsible for ensuring that all activities are
reviewed for compliance with all applicable site plans that are found in LANL’s
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan, which was
updated in April 2011 (LANL 2011b). The plan includes Areas of Environmental
Interest for the Mexican spotted owl and the southwestern willow flycatcher.
In addition to consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (See Chapter 5,
Section 5.7), owl surveys are done annually. No Mexican spotted owls have
been observed in any potentially impacted areas where construction activities
would occur, including in TA-50. In addition, the gas sampling referred to by the
commentor is related to investigations associated with remediation of Material
Disposal Area C in TA-50 and is not related to areas of TA-50 that would be
effected by the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF at TA-55. Refer to
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

204-40

Chapter 5 of the CMRR-NF SEIS summarizes environmental requirements,
agreements, and permits that relate to consolidation and relocation of missioncritical chemistry and metallurgy research capabilities at LANL. Compliance

204-38

Update impacts to endangered species.
Include impacts to the Mexican Spotted Owl. The effects on the spotted owl of the
extremely high pore gas samples for many solvents in TA-50 core zone must be
analyzed.

Update the status of compliance with all applicable federal, state and local
statutes and regulations.
Include all international agreements, and required Federal and State environmental
permits, consultations, and notifications.
• What portions of the NF will need to be RCRA permitted?

204-39

204-40

Intentional destructive acts must be independently evaluated.
Provide a reference to an analysis that substantiates that the probability of an airplane
crash during overflight does not exceed 10-6/yr (i.e., one in a million) conservatively
calculated.
There needs to be a rigorous independent review of this document by an independent
professional organization in order to increase public confidence in the conclusions, which
a new dSEIS should incorporate.

204-41

Provide an unclassified overview of the classified appendix, omitting details, but
including at least answers to the following questions:
a. Does the appendix include consideration of attacks using aircraft?
b. In determining risks from terrorist attacks, does the appendix assume continued
funding for government agencies other than NNSA, such as the Transportation Security
Administration?
c. Does the appendix estimate the consequences of a successful terrorist attack? If so,

3-345
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

204-38

Any analysis must include DD&D of the existing CMR Building.
The 2004 Record of Decision (ROD) for the CMRR Project stated the existing CMR
building would be DD&D’d in its entirety. However, the actual implementation of these
decisions is dependent on DOE funding levels and allocations of the DOE budget across
competing priorities, including construction of a new NF.

As discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, adding to or modifying the existing
electrical distribution infrastructure at LANL to support the requirements of
the proposed CMRR-NF are analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS (for example,
adding an electrical substation to TA-50).

with applicable Federal and state environmental requirements is assessed in
annual LANL site environmental reports, which may be accessed at http://www.
lanl.gov/environmemntal/all/docs/reports/.

have these potential consequences been brought to the attention of the President and
Congress for consideration in decisions on nuclear weapons policy?
Provide a rigorous independent review of the classified appendix by an independent
professional organization with appropriate clearances and include in the SEIS an
unclassified summary of that assessment. Please include the identity of the organization
and the amount budgeted for the review as an assurance that the review is independent
and thorough.

204-41
cont’d

204-41

What emergency response services are going to be available should a successful attack
happen? What will be the impacts of an accident or attack during transportation? What
emergency response services are going to be available should this happen?

The JASON report on “rare events” in the analysis of intentional destructive
acts must be considered.
Describe the Intentional Destructive Acts models used in this dSEIS. From the JASON
Report:
“Rare events” specifically refers to catastrophic terrorist events, including the
use of a weapon of mass destruction or other high-profile attacks, where there
is sparse (or no) historical record from which to develop predictive models
based on past statistics…One problem is that rare events are rare. There will
necessarily be little or no previous data from which to extrapolate future
expectations in any quantitatively reliable sense, or to evaluate any model. In
the extreme, how can the probability of an event that has never been seen or
may never even have been imagined be predicted?... There is no credible
approach that has been documented to date to accurately anticipate the
existence and characterization of WMD-T threats…The combined urgency of
the rare event threat, the difficulty of evaluating rare event models, and the
complexity of social sciences problems has led some to advocate the
suspension of normal standards of scientific hypothesis testing, in order to
press models quickly into operational service. While appreciating the urgency,
JASON believes such advice to be misguided… There is danger in premature
model building and the use of such models, to the exclusion of careful data
collection.
What was the probability of the rare event of Fukishima? What was the probability of the
rare event of the Las Conchas Fire? Modeling for this type of event must be recognized
for what it is, and not relied upon as the only way to assess risk.

As indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, substantive
details of terrorist attack scenarios, security countermeasures, and potential
impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this information
could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA considered a range of
possible terrorist or intentional destructive acts and performed a detailed analysis
of selected scenarios. Selected scenarios provide a reasonable range of events,
including those with the largest expected impacts.

204-42

NNSA and DOE engage their own technically qualified staff and subject matter
experts to prepare the SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses
include the evaluation of accidents and intentional destructive act impact
analyses. NNSA does not intend to pursue an independent external review of the
analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA has an extensive program related to preventing terrorist threats. This
includes ongoing evaluations of facilities and security forces to prevent
successful attacks. In evaluating intentional destructive acts, the probability of a
given scenario occurring is not a factor in the analysis. Therefore, the programs
and funding of other entities, such as the Transportation Security Administration
is not a relevant factor. The intentional destructive acts appendix presents
consequences projected to occur in the event of a successful attack. The results of
these analyses will be reviewed and considered by NNSA in making its decision
on the CMRR-NF and are shared, as appropriate, with senior Administration
officials and Congress.

204-43

All potential impacts from postulated accidents must be analyzed.
Recent Nuclear Facility procurement documents request equipment that can withstand
27,000 rem. The Request For Information projects a “Design Basis Accident
Environmental Conditions” for “One (1) accident estimated at 27,000 rem over the 50year life of the CMRR-NF facility.” Describe this accident. All analyzed accidents must
be described in detail.
• Impacts to tourism must be analyzed if there is an accident.

In response to similar comments, the text in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS, Appendix
C, Section C.3.2, has been revised to more clearly reflect the consideration of an
airplane crash into the CMRR-NF. The largest aircraft that is considered to have
a conservative probability greater than 1 in 1 million per year of accidentally
crashing into the CMRR-NF is a general aviation aircraft. References were added
to support this conclusion, including the DOE Standard: Accident Analysis for
Aircraft Crash into Hazardous Facilities (DOE 2006) and a site-specific technical
evaluation of the potential for aircraft crashes (LANL 2011a).

204-44

Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 46

204-42

JASON is an independent scientific advisory group established in 1960 that
provides consulting services to the U.S. government on matters of defense
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
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Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
•
•

Impacts to property values must be analyzed.
How would accidents at nearby facilities impact the Nuclear Facility and vice
versa?

science and technology. A 2009 JASON report responded to a request by the
U.S. Department of Defense to conduct an evaluation of the Nation’s ability
to anticipate the risk of rare events, specifically catastrophic terrorist events,
including the use of a weapon of mass destruction or other high-profile attacks,
where there is sparse (or no) historical record from which to develop predictive
models based on past statistics (JASON 2009). Substantive details of terrorist
attack scenarios, security countermeasures, and potential impacts are not
released to the public because disclosure of this information could be exploited
by terrorists to plan attacks. Similarly, the details of the analysis of intentional
destructive acts that was performed for the CMRR-NF SEIS cannot be disclosed.

204-44
cont’d

Emissions from the utilities must be reexamined.
The NF is now twice the size than analyzed in the 2003 EIS. The environmental impacts
of larger boilers must be analyzed. Are the boilers larger for the larger NF? Do we need a
new RLUOB permit?

Analysis of the Pajarito Road re-alignment must be included in a new dSEIS.
This road re-alignment is currently a categorical exclusion. Instead, it should be analyzed
in a new dSEIS as a “connected action.”

204-45
204-46

This SEIS should be supplemented with annual updates.

204-47

Global climate change and drought.
Of course it is not just military threats that can deeply impact our national security, it can
also be global climate change, with perhaps particular relevance for LANL at this very
time. The Lab and the Los Alamos townsite have faced mandatory evacuation for the
second time in two years due to wildfire. We comment on that threat later, but here speak
on the question of the prioritization of national needs. Over the last five years the nation
and world have faced an increasing number of natural disasters, including the Las
Conchas Fire. While it’s currently impossible to link one specific natural disaster to
global climate change, there is increasing scientific thought that global warming is
responsible for increasing the probability that such events occur.35 If so, then global
warming, in combination with a century plus of mistaken forestry management that
suppressed all fires, threatens national security by threatening the Lab itself, and, in the
extreme, public health could have been adversely affected had the Las Conchas Fire
widely burned on LANL property.
In its Complex Transformation Record of Decision NNSA wrote in response to a public
comment that the Supplemental Programmatic EIS had failed to address impacts on
global warming:
The SPEIS assesses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts
of the No Action Alternative and reasonable alternatives for the proposed
action. The assessment of impacts includes, where appropriate, the direct and
indirect contributions to the emission of greenhouse gases resulting from
operation and transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. …

35
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See, for example, Scientists: Extreme Weather Link 'Can No Longer Be Ignored', Steve
Connor, The Independent UK, July 2, 2011 http://readersupportednews.org/news-section2/31216/6469-scientists-extreme-weather-link-can-no-longer-be-ignored
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204-48

204-43

Comment noted.
With respect to the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident, Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD points out the large differences between the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and the proposed CMRR-NF. The
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident involved a very large
earthquake followed by a tsunami, which affected the emergency cooling systems
of a number of large boiling-water reactors at a nuclear power station. Neither
the CMRR-NF nor the existing CMR Building contains nuclear reactors; the
quantities of radioactive material that could be involved in a severe accident are
orders of magnitude smaller than those at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant reactors. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a
sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Appendix C of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of
May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL and are historically
common occurrences. The frequency of a large fire encroaching on LANL is
estimated to be 1 in 10 years, as provided in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program
to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential
impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008
LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a). NNSA does not consider the CMR
Building to represent a significant risk due to wildfires because it is primarily
constructed of noncombustible materials and is surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. The

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Because the NF project may last over ten years, updates to this SEIS should be prepared
annually, analogous to the LANL SWEIS yearbook. They should list the changes and/or
accuracy of the estimates made in this SEIS, with public notification and the opportunity
to request a paper copy.

CMRR-NF would be at least as resistant to the effects of wildfire as the existing
CMR Building. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a
discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF.

Overall, the release of greenhouse gases from the nuclear weapons complex
constitutes a miniscule contribution to the release of these gases in the United
States and the world. Overall U.S. greenhouse gas emissions in 2007 totaled
about 7,282 million metric tons of CO 2 equivalents, including about 6,022
million metric tons of CO 2…
NNSA considers the potential cumulative impact of climate change in making
decisions regarding its activities, including decisions regarding continuing the
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. Many of these decisions are
applicable to the broad array of NNSA's activities, and therefore are
independent of decisions regarding complex transformation. NNSA considered
its contributions to the cumulative impacts that may lead to climate change in
making the programmatic decisions announced in this ROD. These decisions
will allow NNSA to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by consolidating
operations, modernizing its heating, cooling and production equipment, and
replacing old facilities with ones that are more energy efficient. Many of these
actions would not be feasible if NNSA had selected the No Action Alternative,
which would have required it to maintain the Complex's outdated
infrastructure. Federal regulations and DOE Orders require the Department of
Energy to follow energy-efficient and sustainable principles in its siting,
design, construction, and operation of new facilities, and in major renovations
of existing facilities. These principles, which will apply to construction and
operation of a UPF at Y-12 and the CMRR-NF at LANL, as well as to other
facilities, include features that conserve energy and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.36

204-44

Summaries of accident scenarios, accident consequences, and accident risks are
presented for the CMRR-NF SEIS alternatives in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10.2,
4.3.10.2, and 4.4.10.2. Analysis details are presented in Appendix C. None of
the accidents evaluated for the Modified CMRR-NF or the CMR Building would
result in doses to the public at the level cited by the commentor. However,
as indicated in Section 4.2.10.2, seismically induced accidents at the 2004
CMRR-NF would result in large doses to the public and is the reason that
facility design has been modified. Appendix C of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has
been revised to sections on the potential land contamination that could result in
the LANL area following a severe earthquake (Section C.6), and to show the
combined impacts from such an earthquake on all of the nuclear facilities in TA55 (Section C.7).

204-45

Air quality impacts from construction of the CMRR-NF and operation of the
CMRR-NF and RLUOB are addressed in Chapters 4, Sections 4.2.4.1 and
4.3.4.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Air quality impacts from continued operation of
the CMR Building and operation of RLUOB are summarized in Section 4.4.4.1.
Although the largest air quality impacts would potentially result from excavation
and construction activities, rather than facility operations, criteria pollutant
concentrations would not exceed the most stringent standards during construction
activities and transport of materials to and from the site. The analysis for the
Modified CMRR-NF is different from that presented for the 2004 CMRR-NF.
The Modified CMRR-NF includes the use of seven emergency backup generators
and these represent the largest potential source of air pollutants. As shown in
Table 4–20, calculated concentrations for criteria pollutants would be far below
regulatory standards. No additional impact analysis is necessary, nor is a new
permit for RLUOB required.

204-46

See the response to Comment 204-36 regarding realignment of Pajarito Road.

204-47

NNSA notes the comment. The 2008 LANL SWEIS addresses activities at the
existing CMR Building and NNSA’s intent to replace it with new capabilities.
Activities pertaining to construction and operation of existing facilities (for
example, the CMR Building) and new facilities (for example, RLUOB, a new

204-48
cont’d

We take issue with NNSA’s statement that “the release of greenhouse gases from the
nuclear weapons complex constitutes a miniscule contribution to the release of these
gases in the United States and the world.” But we recognize that other things NNSA and
DOE do to help mitigate greenhouse house emissions. But we can’t help but note the
irony that new nuclear weapons facilities will be LEEDS certified as green bomb-making
plants.
As a reminder of what the underlying intent is that requires this review of the CMRRNuclear Facility:
The purposes of this Act [the National Environmental Policy Act] are: To
declare a national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable
harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will

36
Record of Decision for the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement—Operations Involving Plutonium, Uranium, and the Assembly
and Disassembly of Nuclear Weapons, NNSA, Federal Register / Vol. 73, No. 245 / Friday,
December 19, 2008 / Notices, http://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2008/12/19/E830193/record-of-decision-for-the-complex-transformation-supplemental-programmaticenvironmental-impact
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CMRR-NF, if constructed), the transition to new facilities, and the disposition of
the existing CMR Building are being addressed within framework of the annual
LANL SWEIS Yearbooks. The current yearbook can be accessed at http://www.
lanl.gov/environment/nepa/sweis.shtml.

prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate
the health and welfare of man…37
This will fall on deaf ears, but how we wish that the money invested into the Nuclear
Facility were redirected into combating global climate change instead, which could circle
back to contributing to the physical safety of the Lab itself. But even more important than
the ~$6 billion put into CMRR construction will be LANL’s long-term deeper
entrenchment into nuclear weapons programs that the Nuclear Facility will catalyze. We
believe this will harm LANL, and therefore the nation, in the long run through
opportunities missed.

The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included in the
2008 LANL SWEIS as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires
because these facilities are largely constructed of noncombustible materials
and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials including
vegetation are kept to a minimum. The CMRR-NF would be at least as resistant
to the effects of wildfire as the existing CMR Building. Therefore, even if the
frequency of wildfires is increased by global climate change, these facilities
would not be directly affected. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.4.2, 4.3.4.2, and 4.4.4.2
present the impact analyses associated with greenhouse gases. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for construction and
operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would exceed that of the
other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4–17, and
discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and
the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL
is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for
more information on water resources at LANL.

204-48
cont’d

A New dSEIS should analyze what effects long-term drought and climate
warming might have on CMRR-Nuclear Facility operations.
It’s possible, but still not yet known, that the Las Conchas Fire and the 2000 Cerro
Grande Fire, in combination with forestry thinning and other fire preventative measures
at the Lab, have essentially fireproofed LANL for now (however, countervailing that is
the apparent fact that the Las Conchas Fire burned through substantial portions of the
Cerro Grande Fire scar). The CMRR-Nuclear Facility is slated to be operational until
2075. A new dSEIS should analyze the effects that long-term drought and climate
warming might have on CMRR-Nuclear Facility operations.
The methodology used for studying wildfires should be included in this analysis. Of
particular importance would be an examination of what conditions permitted some of the
same areas near the Lab to burn twice in the last eleven years and how effective wildfire
mitigation efforts are in this increasingly dry climate.

How would the Nuclear Facility be secured in the event of an overwhelming
wildfire?

37

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, Sec. 2 [42 USC § 4321],
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/nepa/nepaeqia.htm
“A 1,200-year perspective of 21st century drought in southwestern North America,” C.A.
Woodhouse et al, http://www.pnas.org/content/107/50/21283.full
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that climate change may
increase the frequency of wildfires and decrease the availability of water. In
response to public comments, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS has been revised to include a description of the types of environmental
changes that could occur in the southwestern United States due to climate change.
A discussion of potential impacts that could result at LANL from climate change
and that addresses water usage has been added to Chapter 4, Section 4.1.

204-49
204-49
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The CMRR-NF SEIS includes analyses of potential accidents and their
consequences involving the CMRR-NF or CMR Building, including the impacts
of a large facility-wide fire that engulfs the entire facility. The results of the
analysis are presented in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS and the details of the
analyses, including assumptions about accident frequencies, are presented in
Appendix C. As discussed in the response to Comment 204-43, wildfires, such
as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000,
are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. In accordance with DOE

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Last December University of Arizona scientists published a major study that concludes
that the American West may be entering a prolonged drought.38 At the same time the
CMRR project requires 16 million gallons of water each year for its operation. This calls
into question whether it’s appropriate to use precious water resources to expand nuclear
weapons production at the possible expense of regional communities and the
environment. It further calls into question whether expanded nuclear weapons production
at Los Alamos is feasible given a possible long–term drought and rising climate warming
punctuated with catastrophic forest fires, given that LANL and the Los Alamos townsite
have had to be hurriedly evacuated twice in eleven years. Given that the Nuclear Facility
is slated to operate until 2075 a new dSEIS should analyze the effects that possible
climate change and prolonged drought may have on its operations.

204-48

The effects of a very large fire must be examined in a new dSEIS. The Las Conchas fire
is reported to be the largest documented fire in New Mexico history. A new dSEIS must
consider the possibility that another fire may occur burning Lab property. How would the
Nuclear Facility be secured in the event of an overwhelming wildfire?
What are the consequences of power transmission lines or transformers going down or
burning during a wildfire (or serious seismic event) resulting in loss of power to the
CMRR-NF? How long will backup generators in the Central Utility Building run without
being resupplied with fuel or maintained? Are these backup generators diesel engine
powered? How long will the engine’s air filters remain unclogged in the presence of
particulates in smoke as experienced during the Las Conchas and Cero Grande Fires?

Given the wildfires is Los Alamos the right location for the Nuclear Facility
and expanded nuclear weapons operations?
At the time of this writing it is estimated that the direct cost to combat the Las Conchas
Fire is over $20 million, and the fire is still burning. The long-term costs to remediate the
area may top $1 billion. Is Los Alamos the right location for the Nuclear Facility and
expanded nuclear weapons operations if at some point in the future the funds to protect
such a facility from the consequences of catastrophic wildfires are no longer available?
- End of Comments Thank you for you consideration,
Jay Coghlan
Executive Director
Scott Kovac
Research and Operations Director
John Witham
Communications and IT Director
CC: John Tegtmeier, CMRR SEIS Document Manager
Roger Snyder, NNSA LASO
Elizabeth Withers, DOE AL
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requirements such as DOE Order 420.1b, the CMRR-NF would be designed,
constructed, and operated using physical and administrative controls to prevent
or mitigate the unintended release of radioactive materials to the environment.
Design features would include such items as backup diesel-powered generators;
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems with standard dust-type filters
or specialty filters, including high efficiency particulate air filters; fire suppression
systems and fire barriers; and other facility health, safety, and security equipment
as required and appropriate. Safety-related issues pertaining to the CMRR-NF
and other nuclear facilities at LANL are subject to oversight by DNFSB. A
summary of emergency preparedness and security provisions at LANL is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to the
response to Comment 204-32 for more information.
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Attachment 1

Excerpts from “THE ESSENTIALS OF NEPA” by Wildlaw.org
Under NEPA, an EA or EIS must include a review of the environmental impacts from all
reasonable alternatives. It is the duty of the agency to develop and analyze the
alternatives to the proposed action. The agency does not have to look at every
conceivable alternative, only those reasonable ones that will meet the same goals and
objectives of the proposed one. Also, the existence of a reasonable, but unexamined,
alternative that is sufficiently similar to another alternative that the agency did analyze
will not void the agency's NEPA analysis. However, the existence of only one reasonable
alternative that the agency failed to look at will void the agency's decision…

"As a result an agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range
dictated by the 'nature and scope of the proposed action,' Block, 690 F.2d at 761, and
'sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.' Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional
Forester, 833 F. 2d 810, 815 (9th Cir. 1987), rev'd on other grounds sub nom. Robertson
v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989)."
A particularly instructive case is Friends of the Bitterroot, Inc. v. U.S. Forest Serv., No.
CV-90-76-BU, 25 E.L.R. 21186 (D. Mt. 1994). There, even though the Forest Service
identified and considered seven alternatives, the court held that the Forest Service failed
to comply with NEPA because the agency failed to consider just one additional
reasonable alternative, namely an alternative to protect roadless areas. The agency
claimed that such an alternative would not further the purposes of the proposed action,
but the court disagreed. The court held:
"In Count II of their complaint, as amended, plaintiffs contend the Trail Creek EIS fails
to adequately analyze all reasonable alternatives, including a less environmentally
damaging alternative that would exclude logging and road building activity in existing
roadless areas within the Beaverhead National Forest. Plaintiffs maintain the EIS should
have addressed an alternative exempting the Beaver Lakes roadless area from the timber
sale in order to preserve that area's value as secure wildlife habitat. In response,
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"The alternative section is 'the heart of the environmental impact statement,' 40
C.F.R. 1502.14; hence, '[t]he existence of a viable but unexamined alternative
renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.' Citizens for a Better
Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F. 2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 1985). While the practicalities of the
requirement are difficult to define, NEPA provides that all agencies of the Federal
Government shall, to the fullest extent possible, '[s]tudy, develop, and describe
appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.' 42
U.S.C. 4332(2)(E). Whether a particular EIS has met this demand can best be determined
by its purpose, which is to 'ensure that federal agencies have sufficiently detailed
information to decide whether to proceed with an action in light of potential
environmental consequences, and [to] provide the public with information on the
environmental impact of a proposed action and encourage public participation in the
development of that information.' Kunzman, 817 F. 2d at 492; see also Citizens for a
Better Henderson, 768 F. 2d at 1056.

defendants assert the alternative would not have met the management goals, standards,
and objectives of the Beaverhead National Forest Plan. Defendants further maintain the
development of such an alternative would not have added any new information to the
EIS.
"NEPA requires an EIS provide information in detail and consider every
reasonable alternative to a proposed action. Citizens for a Better Henderson, supra,
768 F.2d at 1057; see 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)(iii). An agency's range of alternatives is
reviewed under a 'rule of reason' standard that 'requires an agency to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.' California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753,
767 (9th Cir. 1982) ('The touchstone for [a court's] inquiry is whether an EIS' selection
and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decisionmaking and informed public
participation.'). Additionally, NEPA does not require a separate analysis of alternatives
which are not significantly distinguishable from alternatives actually considered or which
have substantially similar consequences. Northern Plains Resource Council v. Lujan, 874
F.2d 661, 666 (9th Cir. 1989). As a result, an agency's consideration of alternatives is
sufficient if it examines an appropriate range of alternatives, even if it does not consider
every available alternative. Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, 914 F.2d
1174, 1181 (9th Cir. 1990).
"In the case sub judice, the Forest Service examined seven alternate courses of action
with respect to the Trail Creek project: six 'action' alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D,
E, F, and G) and one 'no action' alternative (Alternative A). The 'action' alternatives
proposed timber harvesting in varying locations, amounts, and methods in the Trail
Creek area. Moreover, the action alternatives all called for varying degrees of timber
harvesting in the Beaver Lakes roadless area.
"Defendants maintain the plaintiffs' preferred alternative 'would not have met the
management goals, standards, and objectives defined in the Beaverhead National
Forest by the Beaverhead Forest Plan.' Specifically, defendants maintain that 'because
the management decisions to harvest timber in those areas have already been made at
the Forest Plan level it did not need to be revisited.'
"The fact the Beaverhead Forest Plan designates certain land as suitable for timber
management does not, however, obligate the Forest Service to proceed with the timber
harvesting, nor does it preclude the Forest Service from exercising its discretion to
consider other courses of action. Accordingly, to the extent defendants maintain an
alternative aimed at preserving the Beaver Lakes roadless area would be 'pointless,'
based upon the goals of the Beaverhead Forest Plan, the court concludes defendants'
summary judgment motion is not well taken. Defendants' position is contrary to
NEPA's underlying tenet, i.e., that agencies consider all reasonable alternatives so
as to ensure an EIS fosters informed decision making. See Idaho Conservation
League v. Mumma, supra, 956 F.2d at 1519-20.
"The Forest Service cannot deny there is some benefit to be derived from considering
an alternative that preserves the Beaver Lakes roadless area. Plaintiffs, as well as the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, whose considerable expertise in the
area of wildlife management is undisputed, expressed concerns that preservation of the
Beaver Lakes roadless area warranted full consideration in the Trail Creek NEPA
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process given the area's high security value for wildlife. Moreover, plaintiffs have
alleged the roadless areas provide wildlife corridors essential for maintaining the
biological diversity in the Northern Rocky Mountains.
"Given the contentious and long-standing debate in the State of Montana regarding the
preservation of roadless lands and wilderness designation, the court concurs with
plaintiffs' assertion that the NEPA process would have been properly serviced by
development of an action alternative that preserved roadless lands in the Trail Creek
area. Such an alternative would have afforded the opportunity for scientific and public
participation and debate regarding the delicate balance between preserving natural
resources and timber management.

Bolded emphases added that form the skeleton of our argument (and case law) that
NNSA has failed to provide a credible range of reasonable alternatives as required by
NEPA.
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"Accordingly, the EIS' failure to address an alternative preserving existing
roadless lands in the Trail Creek area renders compels this court to REMAND
this matter for further administrative proceedings." – End of excerpt http://www.wildlaw.org/Eco-Laws/nepa-txt.html

Attachment 2

Additional Reasonable Alternatives that a new dSEIS should analyze
Nuclear Watch New Mexico’s preferred alternative:
Alternative #4 (sequential from the three so-called alternatives that NNSA presented in
the flawed dSEIS)
• Do not build the Nuclear Facility.
• Decontaminate and demolish the old CMR Building.
• Consolidate CMR missions in the Rad Lab and PF-4.
Alternative #5
• Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the
CMRR-NF.
• Do not continue to perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and
actinide research and development activities in the CMR Building.
• Install SNM safes
• Further consolidate operations into existing facilities, particularly the new
200,000 square feet Rad Lab and PF-4.
Alternative #6
• Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the
CMRR-NF.
• Do not continue to perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and
actinide research and development activities in the old CMR Building.
• Consolidate CMR missions at the Rad Lab and PF-4.
• Build an SNM vault at TA-55.
o This vault would free up floor space at PF-4 and CMR.
o This vault would help de-inventory CMR and PF-4.
o It will provide for enhanced safe and secure storage of special nuclear
materials.
Additional Alternative #7
• Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the
CMRR-NF.
• Continue to perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and actinide
research and development activities in the CMR Building, but make extensive
facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations for another 20
to 30 years.
o All the proposed “extensive facility upgrades” must be listed and the
impacts of these upgrades must be analyzed.
o The CMR Hazard Reduction (as mentioned in the National Nuclear
Security Administration/ Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities, FY
2011 Congressional Budget, p. 161) activities must be listed and the
impacts of these activities must be analyzed.
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•
•

o The CMR Risk Mitigation and Consolidation activities (as mentioned in
the NNSA/ Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities, FY 2011
Congressional Budget, p. 160) must be listed and their impacts analyzed.
o Analyze the impacts of all current and proposed projects to extend the life
of the CMR, including roofing work, exhaust fans, HEPA filters, structural
and safety systems, and elevator repairs.
Build an SNM vault at TA-55.
Further consolidate operations into existing facilities, particularly the new
180,000 square feet Rad Lab and PF-4.

204-7
cont’d
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Attachment 3
Additional Background on the CMRR-Nuclear Facility and
Expanded Plutonium Pit Production
NNSA must justify why a ~$5 billion new Nuclear Facility is needed. We maintain that
the Nuclear Facility has always been about directly supporting expanded pit production.
For a current example, from NNSA’s own FY11 Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Plan (SSMP):
Existing Los Alamos plutonium facilities are not sustainable and do not
provide an inherent manufacturing capacity sufficient for the range of
possible future scenarios…
Path Forward…
• Complete the design and begin construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos (a facility that conducts
plutonium research and development and provides analytical chemistry and
materials characterization to all plutonium programs such as surveillance,
manufacturing, and plutonium disposition.) Plan and program to complete
construction no later than 2020, and ramp up to full operations in 2022.
• Increase pit processing capacity and capability at the adjoining PF-4 (part
of the main plutonium facility) at Los Alamos to demonstrate pit reuse by 2017
and manufacturing by 2018-2020. Plan and program to ramp up to a
manufacturing capability of up to 80 pits per year in 2022. Complete required
investment in PF-4 infrastructure and waste processing capabilities in time to
support expected plutonium capability in 2022.39
Concerning whether LANL’s plutonium facilities are sustainable, we agree that the old
CMR Building is not, at least for operations with Hazard Category 2 special nuclear
materials (SNM). However, not only is PF-4 clearly sustainable, but it has in fact already
been retrofitted with additional glovebox lines and equipment to achieve expanded
production capability of up to 80 plutonium pits per year, as evidenced by the following:
LANL 08 Performance Evaluation Report
Pit Manufacturing Equipment
Measure 1.13 Build Six New W88 Pits & Install Equipment in FY 2008 to
increase Pit Capacity to 80 Pits per Year by the Operational Date of a
CMRR-Nuclear Facility (Incentive/Base)
Expectation Statement:
Build six new W88 pits and install equipment in FY 2008 to increase pit capacity
to 80 pits per year by the operational date of a CMRR-Nuclear facility.
Completion Assessment:

39

NNSA FY11 SSMP, p. 23-24,
http://www.nukewatch.org/importantdocs/resources/Stockpile_Stewardship_and_Management_P
lan_2010.pdf (parenthesis in the original, bolded emphasis added)
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 56

204-3
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-356

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 204 (cont’d): Jay Coghlan, Executive Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
LANS [Los Alamos National Security, LLC] has submitted completion evidence
for award of full fee. NNSA has validated appropriate and timely completion.40
All that is lacking for the desired “range of possible future scenarios,” that is “to ramp up
to a manufacturing capability of up to 80 pits per year in 2022,” are the expanded SNM
materials characterization and analytical chemistry capabilities needed to directly support
expanded pit production. This is where the CMRR NF comes in. But while various highlevel documents have blessed construction and operation of the CMRR NF, none have
approved expanded plutonium pit production. The 1999 LANL Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement set that level at 20 pits per year. Since that time, in one form or the
other, the Modern Pit Facility EIS, the Complex 2030 Programmatic EIS, the 2008
LANL Site-Wide EIS, and the Complex Transformation Supplemental PEIS have all set
out to formally expand plutonium pit production, but in each case failed to do so.

A capabilities study of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure is required. Some programs
currently performed in PF-4 are scheduled to last for only a few more years. The ARIES
and the MOX programs, for instance, are due to be completed by 2015, thus freeing up
some floor space. Given that plutonium pit production is not being expanded (nor is
likely to be expanded), there should again be rigorous review of whether the Nuclear
Facility is truly needed and analysis of the feasibility of relocating old CMR missions to
PF-4 and the Rad Lab while not building the Nuclear Facility. An update is needed to a
1997 analysis of “Alternatives for Increasing the Nuclear Materials Processing Space at
Los Alamos for Future Missions.” Please update the tables that show the floor space
requirements for each program and what facility could be used for which program and
operation. Please update this report and include a revised table in a new dSEIS analogous
to this 1997 table below.

3-357

40
LANL 08 Performance Evaluation Report, NNSA,
http://www.doeal.gov/laso/GeneralDocs/FY%202008%20Performance%20Evaluation%20Report
%20Final.pdf (bolded emphases added)
Nuclear Watch New Mexico • Comments on the draft CMRR-NF SEIS
July 5, 2011 • Page 57

204-11
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

For there to be truly impartial NEPA review without predetermination there must be
analysis of the fundamental need of the Nuclear Facility given that: 1) there has been
no decision to expand beyond the currently approved production rate of 20 pits per
year; and 2) there is no foreseeable decision to do so anytime soon. In effect, NNSA
has predetermined that there will be expanded plutonium pit production (see SSMP
above), which in turn predetermines that the Nuclear Facility is necessary. A new draft
SEIS should specifically examine the likelihood that there will be a formal decision to
expand pit production, and the need for the Nuclear Facility in the absence of such a
decision.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
Alternatives for Increasing the Nuclear Materials Processing Space at Los Alamos for
Future Missions Author(s): Drew E. Kornreich & Nelson S. DeMuth, April 25, 1997,
http://www.fas.org/sgp/othergov/doe/lanl/lib-www/la-pubs/00326510.pdf.
Updated needed mission floor space requirements must to take into account the fact that
the Rad Lab is nearly complete for operations. The table below from the 1997 study
indicates that the Rad Lab can indeed absorb much of the old CMR Building’s
operations.
Nuclear Watch New Mexico closes by again repeating that between the Rad Lab and the
fact that SNM materials characterization has already been relocated to PF-4 that the
CMRR-Nuclear Facility is not needed and should not be built. PF-4 can and should be
reconfigured as other missions are terminated to accept the analytical chemistry mission
as well. This would conserve taxpayers’ money and is more consistent in progress toward
a future nuclear weapons-free world.
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7KH&0551)'UDIW6XSSOHPHQWDO(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW '6(,6 LVIDWDOO\
IODZHGOHJDOO\DVDPDWWHURISXEOLFSROLF\DQGWHFKQLFDOO\7KH'6(,6GRHVQRWSURYLGHDQ
DGHTXDWHEDVLVIRUDILQDO(,67KHUHIRUHWKH6(,6SURFHVVPXVWVWRSDQG116$PXVWVWDUW
RYHUZLWKDQHZ(,6SURFHVV

 7KH'6(,6LVWKHZURQJGRFXPHQW'2(116$PXVWLQVWHDGEHJLQDQHZ(,6SURFHVV
2Q)HEUXDU\WKHQ116$$GPLQLVWUDWRU/LQWRQ%URRNVLVVXHGWKH5HFRUGRI'HFLVLRQ
52' IRUWKH&0553URMHFWEDVHGRQWKH)LQDO(,67KHGHFLVLRQZDVWRLPSOHPHQW

³WKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQRIDQHZ&055IDFLOLW\ZLWKLQ7$DW/$1/
7KHQHZ&055IDFLOLW\ZRXOGLQFOXGHWZREXLOGLQJV RQHEXLOGLQJIRU
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHDQGVXSSRUWIXQFWLRQVDQGRQHEXLOGLQJIRU+D]DUG&DWHJRU\
610ODERUDWRU\RSHUDWLRQV ERWKRIZKLFKZRXOGEHFRQVWUXFWHGDWDERYHJURXQG
ORFDWLRQV FRQVWUXFWLRQRSWLRQ 7KHH[LVWLQJ&05EXLOGLQJZRXOGEH
GHFRQWDPLQDWHGGHFRPLVVLRQHGDQGGHPROLVKHGLQLWVHQWLUHW\ GLVSRVLWLRQRSWLRQ
 ´)HGHUDO5HJLVWHU )HEUXDU\ 
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NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that a
supplement to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ
and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD
for more information.
As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, five alternatives
were analyzed in the November 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE/EIS 0350) (DOE 2003b):
(1) Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative): Construct a new CMRR Facility
at Technical Area 55 (TA-55); (2) Alternative 2 (Greenfield Site Alternative):
Construct a new CMRR Facility at TA-6; (3) Alternative 3 (Hybrid Alternative at
TA-55): Construct new Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory buildings (above or
below ground) at TA-55 and continue use of the CMR Building; (4) Alternative 4
(Hybrid Alternative at TA-6): Construct new Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory
buildings (above or below ground) at TA-6 and continue use of the CMR
Building; and (5) No Action Alternative: Continue use of existing CMR Building
– no new building construction. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1) was
selected for implementation in a 2004 ROD (69 FR 6967) for the CMRR EIS. In
addition, in the 2008 ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644)
NNSA reaffirmed the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL.

205-1

In addition, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, describes alternatives
considered but dismissed from detailed analysis. These alternatives are: (1)
alternative locations outside LANL; (2) extensive upgrades to the existing
CMR Building; and (3) moving capabilities to other LANL facilities. For the
reasons described in Section 2.7, these alternatives are not being revisited in the
CMRR-NF SEIS; rather, the SEIS tiers from the previous decisions made in the
ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS and
examines a more limited set of alternatives. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives
considered, of this CRD for more information.
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7KHPRVWVWUDLJKWIRUZDUG1(3$FRPSOLDQWSURSRVHGDFWLRQQRZZRXOGEHWRVWDUWDQHZ(,6
SURFHVVZLWKWKHSXUSRVHDQGQHHGEHLQJKRZWRRSHUDWHWKH&05EXLOGLQJDQGRULWVIXQFWLRQV
IRUWKHQH[WGHFDGHRUPRUH7KHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVZRXOGLQFOXGH
x ³QRDFWLRQ´±PDLQWDLQVRPHIXQFWLRQVLQWKH&05EXLOGLQJ
x ³UHGXFHGRSHUDWLRQV´±WHUPLQDWHVRPHRIWKH&05IXQFWLRQV
x ³WUDQVIHURSHUDWLRQV´±FRQVLGHURWKHUIDFLOLWLHVDW/$1/LQFOXGLQJWKH5/82%7$
3OXWRQLXP)DFLOLW\DVZHOODVRWKHU116$VLWHVIRU&05IXQFWLRQVDQG
x ³SURSRVHGDFWLRQ´±FRQVWUXFWD1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\ZLWKWZRFRQVWUXFWLRQRSWLRQVWKDWZRXOG
EHJLQRSHUDWLRQVLQDSSUR[LPDWHO\DQGRSHUDWHIRUVHYHUDOGHFDGHV

7KHRSWLRQ'2(116$KDVFKRVHQLQVWHDGLVWRWU\WRVXSSOHPHQWDQDGPLWWHGO\LQDGHTXDWH
)(,6UHJDUGLQJWKH&0551)VRWKDWDOORIWKRVHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVFDQQRWEHFRQVLGHUHG
6XFKDQDFWLRQLVFOHDUO\FRQWUDU\WRWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRI1(3$DQGLWPXVWVWRS

&RXQFLORQ(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\ &(4 UHJXODWLRQVXQGHUWKH1DWLRQDO(QYLURQPHQWDO3ROLF\
$FW 1(3$ FOHDUO\VWDWHWKDWDOWHUQDWLYHVLQFOXGLQJWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQDUH

³WKHKHDUWRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVWDWHPHQW%DVHGRQWKHLQIRUPDWLRQDQG
DQDO\VLVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVHFWLRQVRQWKH$IIHFWHG(QYLURQPHQW  DQG
WKH(QYLURQPHQWDO&RQVHTXHQFHV  LWVKRXOGSUHVHQWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVDODQGWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVLQFRPSDUDWLYHIRUPWKXVVKDUSO\
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

2YHUWKHSDVWVHYHQ\HDUV'2(116$KDV
  LPSOHPHQWHGRQHSDUWRIWKH52'±WKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQVXSSRUWEXLOGLQJZDVFRQVWUXFWHG
  FRQWLQXHGWRRSHUDWHWKH&05EXLOGLQJZKLOHPDLQWDLQLQJEXWQRWLPSOHPHQWLQJWKH
GHFLVLRQWRGHFRQWDPLQDWHGHFRPPLVVLRQDQGGHPROLVKWKHEXLOGLQJVRPH\HDUVLQWKHIXWXUH
DIWHULWVYDULRXVIXQFWLRQVDUHWUDQVIHUUHGWRRWKHUORFDWLRQVRURWKHUZLVHWHUPLQDWHGDQG
  GHFLGHGQRWWRFRQVWUXFWDQ\RIWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\DOWHUQDWLYHVGHVFULEHGLQWKH)(,6

7KH'6(,6VWDWHV
³%DVHGRQQHZLQIRUPDWLRQOHDUQHGVLQFHWKH&0551)ZRXOG
QRWPHHWWKHVWDQGDUGVIRUD3HUIRUPDQFH&DWHJRU\ 3& VWUXFWXUHDVUHTXLUHG
WRVDIHO\FRQGXFWWKHIXOOVXLWHRI116$$&DQG0&PLVVLRQZRUN7KHUHIRUH
WKH&0551)ZRXOGQRWEHFRQVWUXFWHG´DW

%DVHGRQWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH1DWLRQDO(QYLURQPHQWDO3ROLF\$FW 1(3$ 86&
HWVHTDQGLWVLPSOHPHQWLQJUHJXODWLRQV'2(116$PXVWGHFLGHKRZWRSURFHHG'2(116$
GRHVQRWZDQWWRGLVFDUGWKH1RYHPEHU)(,6EHFDXVHLWLVWKHEDVLVIRUWKH5DGLRORJLFDO
/DERUDWRU\8WLOLW\%XLOGLQJ 5/82% WKDWKDVEHHQFRQVWUXFWHGDQGZLOOVRRQEHJLQRSHUDWLRQV
%XW'2(116$DOVRGRHVQRWZDQWWREHERXQGE\WKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\UHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV
RIWKDW)(,6

)XUWKHUPRUHVLQFH'2(116$KDVDGYRFDWHGFRQVWUXFWLQJWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\
7KHUHIRUHLWDOVRDSSHDUVWKDW'2(116$ZDQWVWROLPLWLWVH[DPLQDWLRQRIDOWHUQDWLYHVEHFDXVH
LWKDVDSUHGHWHUPLQHGRXWFRPHRIFRQVWUXFWLQJ1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\

3-361



GHILQLQJWKHLVVXHVDQGSURYLGLQJDFOHDUEDVLVIRUFKRLFHDPRQJRSWLRQVE\WKH
GHFLVLRQPDNHUDQGWKHSXEOLF,QWKLVVHFWLRQDJHQFLHVVKDOO
D 5LJRURXVO\H[SORUHDQGREMHFWLYHO\HYDOXDWHDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQG
IRUDOWHUQDWLYHVZKLFKZHUHHOLPLQDWHGIURPGHWDLOHGVWXG\EULHIO\GLVFXVVWKH
UHDVRQVIRUWKHLUKDYLQJEHHQHOLPLQDWHG
E 'HYRWHVXEVWDQWLDOWUHDWPHQWWRHDFKDOWHUQDWLYHFRQVLGHUHGLQGHWDLOLQFOXGLQJ
WKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQVRWKDWUHYLHZHUVPD\HYDOXDWHWKHLUFRPSDUDWLYHPHULWV
F ,QFOXGHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVQRWZLWKLQWKHMXULVGLFWLRQRIWKHOHDGDJHQF\
G ,QFOXGHWKHDOWHUQDWLYHRIQRDFWLRQ
H ,GHQWLI\WKHDJHQF\ VSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHRUDOWHUQDWLYHVLIRQHRUPRUHH[LVWV
LQWKHGUDIWVWDWHPHQWDQGLGHQWLI\VXFKDOWHUQDWLYHLQWKHILQDOVWDWHPHQWXQOHVV
DQRWKHUODZSURKLELWVWKHH[SUHVVLRQRIVXFKDSUHIHUHQFH
I ,QFOXGHDSSURSULDWHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVQRWDOUHDG\LQFOXGHGLQWKHSURSRVHG
DFWLRQRUDOWHUQDWLYHV´&)5 HPSKDVLVDGGHG 

7KH'6(,6WRWDOO\IDLOVWRIXOILOOWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWR³FRQVLGHUDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV´7KH
'6(,6LQUHDOLW\KDVRQO\RQHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHZKLFKLVWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQFRQVWUXFWWKH
1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\RIJURVVVTXDUHIHHWGLYLGHGEHWZHHQIRXUIORRUVSOXVDSDUWLDOURRIOHYHO
E\H[FDYDWLQJWRDGHSWKRIIHHWRUH[FDYDWLQJWRDGHSWKRIIHHWDQGEDFNILOOLQJZLWK
FXELF\DUGVRIORZVOXPSFRQFUHWHWRDGHSWKRIDERXWIHHW

7KHRWKHUWZRDOWHUQDWLYHVLQWKH'6(,6DUH³1R$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYH &0551) ´EXWLW
ZLOOQRWEHFRQVWUXFWHGDQGWKHUHIRUHLVQRWDUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHDQG³&RQWLQXHG8VHRI&05
%XLOGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH´5HJDUGLQJWKHODWWHUDOWHUQDWLYHWKH'6(,6VWDWHV

³7KLVDOWHUQDWLYHGRHVQRWFRPSOHWHO\VDWLVI\1NSA’VVWDWHGSXUSRVHDQGQHHGWR
FDUU\RXW$&DQG0&RSHUDWLRQVDWDOHYHOWRVDWLVI\WKHHQWLUHUDQJHRI'2(DQG
116$PLVVLRQVXSSRUWIXQFWLRQV+RZHYHUWKLVDOWHUQDWLYHLVDQDO\]HGLQWKLV
&0551)6(,6DVDSUXGHQWPHDVXUHLQOLJKWRISRVVLEOHIXWXUHILVFDOEXGJHWDU\
FRQVWUDLQWV´DW

7KXVWKHDOWHUQDWLYHRIFRQWLQXLQJXVHRIWKH&05EXLOGLQJLVQRWDUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHEXWLV
HIIHFWLYHO\D³QRDFWLRQ´DOWHUQDWLYH7KHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVRIUHGXFLQJRSHUDWLRQVE\
GRZQVL]LQJWKH&05EXLOGLQJDQGLWVIXQFWLRQVRUWUDQVIHUULQJVRPHRUDOOIXQFWLRQVWRRWKHU
ORFDWLRQVDQGWHUPLQDWLQJRWKHUIXQFWLRQVDUHQRWFRQVLGHUHG

7KH'6(,6LVOHJDOO\IODZHGEHFDXVHWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVIDLO NEPA’V³KDUGORRN´WHVW
1(3$DOVRGLUHFWVWKDW'2(WDNHD³KDUGORRN´DWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRILWVSURSRVHG
DFWLRQDQGFRPSDUHWKHPWRDOWHUQDWLYHPHDQVRIIXOILOOLQJWKHVDPHSXUSRVHDQGQHHGIRUDJHQF\
DFWLRQWKDWPD\DYRLGRUPLWLJDWHHQYLURQPHQWDOKDUPVRUULVNVSRVHGE\WKDWDFWLRQ³:KDW
FRQVWLWXWHVDÄKDUGORRk’FDQQRWEHRXWOLQHGZLWKUXOHOLNHSUHFLVLRQEXWLWDWOHDVWHQFRPSDVVHVD
WKRURXJKLQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIDQDJHQF\’VDFWLRQDQGDFDQGLG
DFNQRZOHGJHPHQWRIWKHULVNVWKDWWKRVHLPSDFWVHQWDLO´1Dt’l Audubon SRFY'HSWRIWKH
1DY\)G WK&LU 
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A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF.

205-3

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources are addressed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.8.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The focus of the analysis is
on commitment of materials, land, mineral, and energy resources. Financial
resources are beyond the scope of the analysis.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

7KH'6(,6FDQQRWWDNHD³KDUGORRN´DWDOORIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVEHFDXVHWKHGRFXPHQWGRHVQRW
HYHQLQFOXGHDOORIWKHUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV1RUGRHVLWWHFKQLFDOO\SURYLGHD³WKRURXJK
LQYHVWLJDWLRQ´RIWKHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQDVZLOOEHGLVFXVVHGKHUHDIWHU

7KH'6(,6KDVLQVXIILFLHQWSROLF\RSWLRQVEHFDXVHWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\LVRQO\RQHVL]HZLWK
WKHFDSDFLW\WRVXSSRUWPDQXIDFWXULQJRISOXWRQLXPSLWVSHU\HDU
,QLWV52'RQWKH/$1/6LWH:LGH(,6'2(116$VWDWHG

³'2(ZLOOHVWDEOLVKRYHUWLPHDSLWSURGXFWLRQFDSDELOLW\DW/$1/ZLWKD
FDSDFLW\RIQRPLQDOO\SLWVSHU\HDUWKLVGHFLVLRQUHIOHFWVDQLQWHQWWRHVWDEOLVK
DSLWSURGXFWLRQFDSDELOLW\DW/$1/ZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJIORRUVSDFHVHWDVLGHIRU
WKLVRSHUDWLRQ DERXWIW>P@ 7KLVZLOOHOLPLQDWHWKHQHHGWR
WUDQVIHUVHYHUDO7HFKQLFDO$UHDSOXWRQLXPRSHUDWLRQV WRÄÄPDNHURRP’’IRUSLW
SURGXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVLQ7HFKQLFDO$UHD HLWKHUWRWKH&05%XLOGLQJRUWR
QHZO\FRQVWUXFWHGQXFOHDUVSDFHDVFRQWHPSODWHGLQWKH6LWH:LGH(QYLURQPHQWDO
,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW7KXVWKH3UHIHUUHG$OWHUQDWLYHIRU3LW3URGXFWLRQFDQEH
LPSOHPHQWHGZLWKRXWDQH[SDQVLRQRIWKHSOXWRQLXPRSHUDWLRQVIORRUVSDFHDW
/$1/´)HGHUDO5HJLVWHU 6HSWHPEHU 

,QLWV'HFHPEHU52'RQWKH&RPSOH[7UDQVIRUPDWLRQ6XSSOHPHQWDO3URJUDPPDWLF(,6
'2(116$VWDWHG

³116$GRHVQRWIRUHVHHDQLPPLQHQWQHHGWRSURGXFHPRUHWKDQSLWVSHU\HDU
WRPHHWQDWLRQDOVHFXULW\UHTXLUHPHQWV´)HGHUDO5HJLVWHU 'HFHPEHU
 

+RZHYHUWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\ZRXOGFRVWDQHVWLPDWHGELOOLRQRUPRUHDQGZRXOGVXSSRUW
H[SDQVLRQRI/$1/’VFDSDELOLW\WRPDQXIDFWXUHXSWRSOXWRQLXPSLWVSHU\HDUIURPWKH\HDU
RQZDUG65,&EHOLHYHVWKDWDPDQXIDFWXULQJFDSDELOLW\RISOXWRQLXPSLWVSHU\HDULV
PRUHWKDQVXIILFLHQWWRPDLQWDLQWKH86QXFOHDUDUVHQDO:LWKWKHHQWU\LQIRUFHRIWKHQHZ
67$577UHDW\ZLWK5XVVLDWKH86LVOLPLWHGWRZDUKHDGV7KH/$1/FDSDELOLW\RI
SLWVSHU\HDUKDVEHHQVXIILFLHQWWRPDLQWDLQDODUJHUQXFOHDUDUVHQDOWKDQWKH86ZLOOKDYHLQWKH
IXWXUH7KXVWKHUHLVQRDSSDUHQWUHDVRQIRUWKHSOXWRQLXPSLWPDQXIDFWXULQJFDSDELOLW\WR
LQFUHDVH7KHUHLVFHUWDLQO\QRWDGHPRQVWUDWHGQHHGWRKDYHDVWKHRQO\DFWLRQRSWLRQD
JURVVVTXDUHIHHW1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\$WDPLQLPXPGHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFGHVHUYHD
UDQJHRISROLF\RSWLRQVQRWMXVWWROHDYHWKLQJVDVWKH\DUHRUFRQVWUXFWWKHKXJHH[SHQVLYH
1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\6XFKDUDQJHRIRSWLRQVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKHQHZ(,6SURFHVV

7KH'6(,6KDVLQVXIILFLHQWSROLF\RSWLRQVUHJDUGLQJFRPPLWPHQWRIUHVRXUFHV
&(4UHJXODWLRQVXQGHU1(3$UHTXLUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRI³DQ\LUUHYHUVLEOHRULUUHWULHYDEOH
FRPPLWPHQWVRIUHVRXUFHVZKLFKZRXOGEHLQYROYHGLQWKHSURSRVDOVKRXOGLWEHLPSOHPHQWHG´
&)5,QDGGLWLRQWRWKH1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWVGHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFPXVW
XQGHUVWDQGWKHFRPPLWPHQWRIUHVRXUFHVUHTXLUHGE\WKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\HVSHFLDOO\JLYHQ
SUHVHQWFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHQDWLRQDOGHEWDQGGHILFLWVSHQGLQJ
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7KHFRVWRIFRQVWUXFWLQJDQGRSHUDWLQJWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\LVXQNQRZQEXWFXUUHQWHVWLPDWHVDUH
XSWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\ELOOLRQIRUFRQVWUXFWLRQ6XFKDODUJHH[SHQGLWXUHLVFHUWDLQO\D
VXEVWDQWLDOFRPPLWPHQWRIUHVRXUFHV'HFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFVKRXOGKDYHRWKHUOHVVHU
FRVWRSWLRQVZKLFKVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKHQHZ(,6SURFHVV

 7KH'(,6LVWHFKQLFDOO\IODZHGEHFDXVHWKHUHDUHPDMRULPSDFWVRIWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\WKDW
DUHQRWDFFXUDWHO\GHVFULEHGDQGDQDO\]HG
$ 1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\RSHUDWLRQVIRU\HDUVRUPRUHZLOOJHQHUDWHVXEVWDQWLDODPRXQWVRI
UDGLRDFWLYHDQGKD]DUGRXVZDVWHWKDWPXVWEHVWRUHGDW/$1/DQGWKHLPSDFWVDUHQRW
DQDO\]HGLQWKH'6(,6
7KH'6(,6FDOFXODWHVWKDWWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\DQG5/82%DQQXDOZDVWHJHQHUDWLRQUDWHVDUH
FXELF\DUGVRIWUDQVXUDQLF 758 ZDVWHFXELF\DUGVRIORZOHYHOZDVWH //: DQGPL[HG
//:DQGJDOORQVRIUDGLRDFWLYHOLTXLGDW)RU\HDUVWKDWZRXOGWRWDO
FXELF\DUGVRI758FXELF\DUGVRI//:0//:DQGJDOORQVRIUDGLRDFWLYH
OLTXLG

7KH'6(,6VWDWHVWKDWWKH758ZDVWHZRXOGJRWRWKH:DVWH,VRODWLRQ3LORW3ODQW :,33 WKH
//:0//:ZRXOGJRWRWKH1HYDGD7HVW6LWH 176 RUDFRPPHUFLDOGLVSRVDOVLWHDQGWKDWWKH
OLTXLGZDVWHZRXOGJRWR7$IRUWUHDWPHQWDWWR

+RZHYHU:,33LVVFKHGXOHGWRHQGGLVSRVDORSHUDWLRQVE\VRIRUPRVWRUDOORIWKH
1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\’s lifHWLPH:,33ZLOOQRWEHDYDLODEOHIRU758ZDVWHGLVSRVDO'2(KDVQR
SODQVIRUDQRWKHU758GLVSRVDOVLWH176DQGFRPPHUFLDOGLVSRVDOVLWHVPD\RUPD\QRWEH
DYDLODEOHIRUDOORIWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\’s lifeWLPH7KXVDQDGHTXDWH(,6ZRXOGDQDO\]HWKH
LPSDFWVRIDOORIWKH758DQG//:0//:VWD\LQJDW/$1/ZKLFKWKH'6(,6GRHVQRWHYHQ
FRQVLGHU

0RUHRYHUWKH'6(,6GRHVQRWDFFXUDWHO\FDOFXODWHWKHDPRXQWRIZDVWHWKDWZRXOGUHVXOWIURP
WKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\’s opHUDWLRQ7KH&0551)ZRXOGEHLQWHJUDOWRWKH3OXWRQLXP)DFLOLW\
RSHUDWLRQVDQGLVHVVHQWLDOIRUSURGXFWLRQRISOXWRQLXPSLWVSHU\HDU7KXVWKHUHVXOWLQJ
LQFUHDVHGZDVWHJHQHUDWLRQIURPLQFUHDVHGSLWPDQXIDFWXULQJZRXOGRQO\RFFXULIWKH1)LV
RSHUDWLRQDO7KH'6(,6GRHVQRWLQFOXGHWKHGDWDDERXWWKHZDVWHJHQHUDWLRQIURPWKH
3OXWRQLXP)DFLOLW\RUDQ\DQDO\VLVRIWKHLPSDFWVRIWKHLQFUHDVHGDPRXQWVRIZDVWH$Q
DGHTXDWH(,6PXVWFRQVLGHUWKHWRWDODQGFXPXODWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIWKH1XFOHDU
)DFLOLW\DQGLQWHUUHODWHGSOXWRQLXPRSHUDWLRQV

% 1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\RSHUDWLRQVZRXOGLQKLELWRUSUHYHQWWKHFOHDQXSPLVVLRQVRI/$1/ZKLFKLV
QRWGHVFULEHGRUDQDO\]HGLQWKH'6(,6
/$1/LVXQGHUD&RQVHQW2UGHUZLWKWKH1HZ0H[LFR(QYLURQPHQW'HSDUWPHQWZKLFKDPRQJ
RWKHUWKLQJVVHHNVWRFOHDQXSZDVWHVLWHVLQFOXGLQJDW$UHD*'LVSRVDORI//:JHQHUDWHGE\
WKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\³FRXOGRFFXURQVLWHZKLOH$UHD*FRQWLQXHVWRDFFHSWZDVWH´DW
+RZHYHUXQGHUWKH&RQVHQW2UGHUGLVSRVDODW$UHD*PXVWHQG\HDUVEHIRUHWKH1XFOHDU
)DFLOLW\ZRXOGEHJLQRSHUDWLRQVLQ,IWKH'6(,6LVFRUUHFWWKDW//:ZRXOGJRWR$UHD*
WKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\ZRXOGGHOD\FORVXUHRI$UHD*DQGSUHYHQWWKHFOHDQXSPLVVLRQRIWKDWVLWH
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The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

205-5

As summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected waste volumes to be generated at the facilities.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. Section
2.5 of this CRD discusses the situation regarding the availability of WIPP
for disposal of TRU waste. The possibility of offsite low-level radioactive
waste disposal facilities not being available in the future is speculative and
not appropriate for consideration in the SEIS. The impacts associated with
transportation of radioactive and nonradioactive wastes to offsite waste
management facilities have been estimated for all alternatives (see Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13, and 4.4.13, of the CMRR-NF SEIS).
DOE expects that RLWTF will be available to treat liquid wastes generated from
various LANL facilities, using the existing capabilities of RLWTF or any future
upgrades.

205-6

Only a 63 acre portion of Area G containing Material Disposal Area G and other
waste disposal and management capabilities would be closed consistent with
remediation decisions reached by NMED for Material Disposal Area G pursuant
to the 2005 Consent Order. Waste management operations would be transitioned
to other LANL locations. For example, the transition of low level radioactive
waste disposal operations to Zone 4 within Area G has been assessed in the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). As noted in the CMRR-NF SEIS, low level
radioactive waste disposal may occur at Area G or at offsite DOE or commercial
locations. (The CMRR-NF SEIS conservatively analyzes transportation impacts
assuming all low level radioactive waste is transported off site for disposal.)
The commentor links the generation of waste from an assumed increase in pit
production at TA-55 Plutonium Facility to the proposed CMRR-NF project.
Please see the response to comment number 205-2.
Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS includes a cumulative impacts
analysis of waste management requirements associated with projected future
needs including both the proposed CMRR-NF and other LANL facilities
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including the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Sufficient capacity is expected to be
available on site or off site to treat and dispose of all of the projected amounts of
radioactive waste. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this
CRD, for more information.







205-6

205-7

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
See the response to comment 205 5 for the status of Area G.

205-7
205-8

205-9

Regarding the potential impacts of an increase in the level of pit production,
the commentor is again referred to the response to comment number 205-1.
In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order.
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Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the minority and low income populations surrounding
LANL. The potential impacts on the general population from construction,
operations, and transportation would be small as indicated in the impact analyses
presented in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. As discussed in Section
4.3.8 and 4.4.8, there are not expected to be any significant impacts on cultural
resources within LANL as a result of implementing these alternatives. As
discussed in Sections 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.4.4, and 4.4.6, there are not expected to be
any significant impacts on air or water quality as a result of implementing these
alternatives. As discussed in Sections 4.3.13 and 4.4.13, there are not expected
to be any significant impacts on transportation routes or traffic in the area
surrounding LANL as a result of implementing this alternative. Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives, while waste management is addressed
in Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11,
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and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any
of the alternatives. Also, impacts from a special pathways analysis have been
included in Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11.
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As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.2.2, DD&D of the new CMRR-NF would
be considered at the end of its lifetime, designed to be 50 years. For either the
2004 CMRR-NF or the Modified CMRR-NF, impacts of DD&D of the CMRRNF are expected to be comparable to those of DD&D of the CMR Building.
Although activities involving radioactive materials that would be performed at
the CMRR-NF are similar to those currently performed at the CMR Building,
construction and operation of the CMRR-NF would reflect over 50 years of
experience in facility design and operation and contamination control, with
implementation of pollution prevention and waste minimization practices. An
appropriate NEPA analysis would be conducted prior to commencing DD&D.

205-9

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the public outreach process.
NNSA’s implementation of public participation activities for review of the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was consistent with past practices for other NEPA
documents prepared for LANL. NNSA announced a 45 day comment period
to provide sufficient time for interested parties to review the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS. In response to requests for additional review time, the comment period
was extended by 15 days to a total review time of 60 days (76 FR 28222). All
comments submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final CMRR NF
SEIS.

205-9
cont’d

DOE regulations state that “DOE shall hold at least one public hearing on DOE
draft EISs. Such public hearings shall be announced at least 15 days in advance.
The announcement shall identify the subject of the draft EIS and include the
location, date, and time of the public hearings” (10 CFR 1021.313(b)). NNSA
published a Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS in the Federal
Register on April 29, 2011 (76 FR 24018). That notice stated that the public
review and comment period would continue until June 13, 2011 and announced
public hearings to be held in Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe on May 24,
25, and 26, respectively. On May 6, 2011, NNSA published a Federal Register
notice (78 FR 28222) to extend the comment period 15 days and to add a hearing
in Albuquerque. While the Federal Register notice appeared a week before
the Albuquerque public hearing, a notice of the Albuquerque public hearing

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-366

Commentor No. 205 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research Information Center

Commentor No. 205 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research Information Center
was published in the Albuquerque Journal on May 8 and 19, 2011, meeting the
requirement for 15 day advance notice.
The length of time given to commentors to speak at public hearings was
predicated based on the number of anticipated commentors. Time was available
to provide additional comments after all requested commentors spoke. In
addition, other methods were available to provide public comments. Please refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

Although many emails were received through the project email address, there
were approximately 4,500 submittals that were attempted, but not successfully
received by that method. Paper copies of these comments were later transmitted
to NNSA and were fully considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
Responses to these comments can be found in Campaign AA.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does
not believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR-NF
project would be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area
surrounding Taos. In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth
public hearing, the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos,
and the absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In
addition to a poster session similar, NNSA made presentations describing the
CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited to ask questions
following the presentations and advised of ways to provide comments on the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at the meeting. As
discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of
providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the
public comment period. All comments submitted to NNSA were considered in
preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Via Electronic Mail
Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
Department of Energy – Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
RE: NRDC Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For
The Nuclear Facility Portion Of The Chemistry And Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project At Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(CMRR-NF SEIS)
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) writes today to comment on the Department of
Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration’s (DOE/NNSA) Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement For The Nuclear Facility Portion Of The Chemistry And
Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project At Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR-NF SEIS), DOE-EIS-0350-S1. 76 Fed. Reg. 24018 (hereinafter
“Draft SEIS”). The Draft SEIS issued by DOE/NNSA is the wrong document. Rather,
DOE/NNSA should have commenced work on a new Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
process for the wholly new decision proposed by the Draft SEIS.
NRDC Statement of Interest
NRDC is a national non-profit membership environmental organization with offices in
Washington, D.C., New York City, San Francisco, Chicago, Los Angeles and Beijing. NRDC
has a nationwide membership of over one million combined members and activists. NRDC’s
activities include maintaining and enhancing environmental quality and monitoring federal
agency actions to ensure that federal statutes enacted to protect human health and the
environment are fully and properly implemented. Since its inception in 1970, NRDC has sought
to improve the environmental, health, and safety conditions at the nuclear facilities operated by
DOE and the civil nuclear facilities licensed by the NRC and their predecessor agencies.

206-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS and that a full suite of alternatives
should be re-evaluated. However, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the
appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, five alternatives
were analyzed in the November 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003b):
(1) Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative): Construct a new CMRR Facility
at Technical Area 55 (TA-55); (2) Alternative 2 (Greenfield Site Alternative):
Construct a new CMRR Facility at TA-6; (3) Alternative 3 (Hybrid Alternative at
TA-55): Construct new Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory buildings (above or
below ground) at TA-55 and continue use of the CMR Building; (4) Alternative 4
(Hybrid Alternative at TA-6): Construct new Hazard Category 2 and 3 laboratory
buildings (above or below ground) at TA-6 and continue use of the CMR
Building; and (5) No Action Alternative: Continue use of existing CMR Building
– no new building construction. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1) was
selected for implementation in a 2004 ROD (69 FR 6967) for the CMRR EIS. In
addition, in the 2008 ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644)
NNSA reaffirmed the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at
LANL. NNSA does not intend to revisit these decisions previously made in
the CMRR-NF SEIS. The SEIS tiers from the previous decisions made in the
RODs for the 2003 CMRR EIS and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS and
examines a more limited set of alternatives.
In addition, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, describes alternatives
considered but dismissed from detailed analysis. These alternatives include: (1)
alternative locations outside LANL; (2) extensive upgrades to the existing CMR
Building; and (3) moving capabilities to other LANL facilities. Based on public
comments, Chapter 2, Section 2.7 was revised to include more information on
alternatives considered but not evaluated in detail.
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Mr. John Tegtmeier
Department of Energy
June 28, 2011
Page 2

A New EIS is Necessary.
On February 3, 2004, then-NNSA Administrator Linton Brooks issued the Record of Decision
(ROD) for the CMRR Project, based on the Final EIS. 69 Fed. Reg. 6967 (February 12, 2004).
This was the result of a multi-year process. The final agency action and decision implemented by
the ROD was, quite simply:

Id. at 6972 (February 12, 2004).
Over the past seven years, DOE/NNSA has:
1) Implemented one element of the ROD by constructing the
administration/support building;
2) Continued to operate the CMRR building. But importantly, the agency has not
implemented any aspect of the decision to decontaminate, decommission, and
demolish the building as, we suspect, there has been no progress on transferring to
other locations or simply terminating the various functions. Rather, the building
has been maintained; and
3) Decided not to construct any of the Nuclear Facility alternatives described in
the Final EIS.
Now, in light of this work subsequent to its Final EIS and the 2004 ROD, the latest iteration
states:
Based on new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not
meet the standards for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) structure as required to
safely conduct the full suite of NNSA AC and MC mission work. Therefore, the
2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed.
Draft SEIS at 1-10.
The Department is well aware that it must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq. and its implementing regulations. We agree that the current
situation is somewhat unusual in that typically an agency proposes a major federal action,
conducts the EIS process, including issuing a ROD, and ultimately implements a decision that

206-1
cont’d
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[Th]e construction and operation of a new CMRR facility within TA-55 at LANL.
The new CMRR facility would include two buildings (one building for
administrative and support functions, and one building for Hazard Category 2
SNM laboratory operations), both of which would be constructed at above ground
location (construction option 3). The existing CMR building would be
decontaminated, decomissioned and demolished in its entirety (disposition option
3).
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reflects input received during the NEPA process. Or, as happens in the rare instance, the agency
proposes a major federal action, conducts the EIS process, including issuing a ROD, and decides
– or a court decides – to not carry out the proposed major federal action.
But in this instance, the major federal action was proposed, the NEPA process concluded, the
ROD issued, and the agency itself determined that a significant aspect of the program was unsafe
and not an action that federal government will perform to conclusion. But rather than discard a
clearly inadequate 2003 FEIS and begin again, DOE/NNSA has attempted to shoehorn its NEPA
compliance into the current supplemental process. We surmise two reasons for continued
reliance on the 2003 FEIS: (1) it is the compliance basis for the Radiological
Laboratory/Utility/Building (RLUOB) that has been constructed and will soon begin operations;
(2) DOE/NNSA does not want to be bound by the Nuclear Facility reasonable alternatives
presented in the 2003 FEIS and its subsequently issued ROD, so it issued the instant
supplemental document with its even more limited, “tiered” set of alternatives in order to
unlawfully constrain the agency’s examination of alternatives examined; and (3) DOE/NNSA
limits its examination of alternatives because it has a pre-determined outcome that it has
advocated since 2004 – constructing the Nuclear Facility. Specifically, in the Draft SEIS,
DOE/NNSA limits its examination of alternatives to avoid grappling with how to operate the
CMR building and/or its functions for the next decade or more and moves ahead with intentions
advocated since at least 2004, building the Nuclear Facility.
The proposed action gives the appearance of having a pre-determined outcome. NEPA does not
allow for such pre-determination, and instead requires the agency to undertake a “hard look” at
all reasonable alternatives.1
A far more straightforward and NEPA-compliant proposed approach would be to commence a
new EIS process—with a newly thought out statement of purpose and need that reflects the
current administration’s priorities – and a full examination of the following reasonable
alternatives with all of their attendant environmental impacts (and associated opportunities to
either mitigate or avoid those harms):
x
x
x
x

“no action” – maintaining some functions in the CMR building;
“reduced operations” – terminate some of the CMR functions;
“transfer operations” – consider other facilities at LANL, including the RLUOB, TA 55
Plutonium Facility, as well as other NNSA sites for CMR functions; and
“original proposed action” – constructing a Nuclear Facility, with two construction
options, that would begin operations in approximately 2023 and operate for several
decades.

The option DOE/NNSA has chosen is to try to supplement an admittedly inadequate FEIS
regarding the CMRR-NF, making transparent its effort to avoid examination of a host of
reasonable alternatives and end up constructing the CMRR-NF. That option is contrary to the
1

“What constitutes a ‘hard look’ cannot be outlined with rule-like precision, but it at least encompasses a thorough
investigation into the environmental impacts of an agency’s action and a candid acknowledgement of the risks that
those impacts entail.” Nat’l Audubon Soc. V. Dept of the Navy, 422 F.3d 174, 185 (4th Cir. 2005).

206-1
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requirements of NEPA and must cease. DOE/NNSA should return the drawing board and issue a
new Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS for an entirely new process, with a new statement of
purpose and need and a new, rigorous examination of alternatives.

206-1
cont’d

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 289-6868. Thank you for
considering our views on these important matters.
Sincerely,
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/s/__________________
Geoffrey H. Fettus
Senior Project Attorney
Natural Resources Defense Council
1152 15th Street, NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 289-6868
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From: Laura Watchempino [5000wave@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 3:29 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS
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I am writing once again to state the need for a new EIS, rather than a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for a completely redesigned Chemical and
Metallurgical Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) at Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL) .
The orginal 2004 EIS for the new building is dated and requires a completely new
assessment of environmental impacts based on a final new design for the CMRRNF in a geologically unstable area that drains to the Rio Grande. The public health
and safety risks of a new building for the processing of plutonium and nuclear
materials to downwind and downstream communiities must be a paramount
consideration. LANL’s historic discharges have disproportionately impacted Native
and Hispanic New Mexicans along the Rio Grande
LANL recently settled a Clean Water Act lawsuit by Amigos Bravos and other
community groups of against LANL to stop polluted run-off to the Rio Grande
from over 2,000 dumpsites on LANL property. LANL’s track record of disregard for
human health and safety must be questioned and is another reason why a new
EIS for the new CMRR-NF is required.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

207-1

207-2

207-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA has determined
that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

207-2

Based on public comments, Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has
been updated to include additional information on minority and low-income
populations surrounding LANL. The potential impacts on the general population
from construction, operations, and transportation would be small as indicated
in the impact analyses presented in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. As
discussed in Section 4.3.8 and 4.4.8, there are not expected to be any significant
impacts on cultural resources within LANL as a result of implementing these
alternatives. As discussed in Sections 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.4.4, and 4.4.6, there are
not expected to be any significant impacts on air or water quality as a result
of implementing these alternatives. Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would
be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations,
including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

207-3

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made
to construct the CMRR-NF. There are established programs at LANL that
address liquid discharges and cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges
through permitted outfalls are sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance
with permit conditions; results are reported annually in the LANL environmental

I also entered comments on the laptop computer provided at the public meeting in
Albuquerque, NM on May 23, 2011.
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surveillance report (copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/
reports.shtml). A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD, for more information on cleanup
of past contamination.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Pat Walsh [walshpat@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 11:11 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Fukushima, NE and Fukushima, NM

208-1

I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los Alamos
National Laboratory. I have summarized some of my concerns in my subject line.
Los Alamos National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original Environmental Impact
Statement (2004) looked at a building designed to withstand only mild seismic
events, but a 2007 study indicated a potential huge increase in ground motion
activity, requiring major changes to the building design.

208-1

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy
waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup,
not a new bomb plant that would only add to the pollution.
And one last word: FIRE !!!!
Pat Walsh
Port Washinngton, WI

208-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
could happen at LANL. But there are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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208-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials, including vegetation, are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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June 27, 2011
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,

209-1

I live in the Rio Embudo Watershed located about 35 miles directly down
wind from Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). My village and the
entire watershed are currently inundated with smoke, ash and unknown
contamination from the Las Conchas Fire. I have many concerns about the
CMRR-NF currently under construction, but foremost is the senseless
terrorizing of communities by posing such a risk as a nuclear bomb
factory and storage facility in a major wild fire hazard zone. This is
the 4th major fire threatening LANL over a 15-year period and only the
beginning of climate change induced drought. This Bomb Factory clearly
poses an unjustified local and global risk disguised as “ n ational
security” to our communities and our lands.
As the Las Conchas Fire is raging around LANL at this very moment, I
want to ask you if you were here during the Cerro Grande Fire, the Dome
Fire or the San Miguel Fire? So many people from LANL that I meet these
days were not. Unlike the Cerro Grande Fire the Las Conchas Fire is a
very immediate and swift moving fire. This drought driven fire has in
less that 24 hours ravaged over 43,000 acres, same amount as the Cerro
Grande consumed in 21-days. Spurred by this climate change induced
drought the fire is charging with little relief in sight. Areas
threatened by fire now include High Explosive (HE) Open Burn and Open
Detonation sites. These areas are highly contaminated with HE and
depleted uranium. Area G, an open-air radioactive waste storage unit is
also threatened as well as canyons contaminated with PCB’s, HE and toxic
and radioactive heavy metals. At this point we have heard nothing about
what contamination may be present in the plume of this fire.
I feel extremely threatened at the moment with this fire burning through
legacy contamination still waiting to be cleaned up because of clean
ups’ low priority status all the while DOE continues to dump billions
into the CMRR-NF, a facility designed to build more of something we do
not need. LANL has never taken the threat of wild fire seriously despite
all the major fires that will continue to threaten LANL. For example, in
the FEMA Emergency Management Exercise that took place in 2009, citizens
and Non-Governmental Organizations repeatedly requested that the
scenario reflect a substantial wild fire, i.e. Cerro Grande. This did
not happen because LANL felt that it was an unreasonably exaggerated
scenario that could not possibly happen. It did and now we have the Las
Conchas which s beginning to make Cerro Grande look like a stroll in the
park.
DOE and NNSA must recognize the complete inadequacy of the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the CMRR-NF project, halt
construction activities and prepare a new Environmental Impact
Statement. DOE/NNSA/LANL must return to the drawing table and do a
complete EIS that addresses:

209-1

209-2

209-1
cont’d

209-3

1.
The 50% increase in scale and scope of the CMRR-NF. A SEIS by
concept is meant to reflect
only minor and inconsequential changes in
a project, not changes that result in an over 10- fold increase in
budget.
1.
A Nuclear Facility and plutonium storage located in a region where
wildfire is the number
one and most likely hazard in Northern New
Mexico.

209-1
cont’d

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a wildfire on the
domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested canyon area to
within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage domes, but none
were burned and there were no radiological releases from the domes. The Las
Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not get within 2 miles
(3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has been conducted
since the Cerro Grande fire, both to the vegetation surrounding TA-54 and within
the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have been replaced with
metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste storage dome fire
occurring as a result of a site wildfire. Furthermore, NNSA has an active program
to remove the waste stored at Area G and ship it to WIPP for disposal.
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.7, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS summarizes a number of
studies performed following the Cerro Grande fire to determine the impacts
the fire had on the movement of contaminants (DOE 2008a). Preliminary
monitoring data for the Las Conchas fire are available on the “Racer” website at
http://racernm.com/. Additional monitoring data will be published in the LANL
environmental surveillance reports typically published in the fall of each year
for the previous year and available at “http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.
shtml.”
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2.
of a
line
same

209-4

3.
Emergency Management and Preparedness (EM&R) both at the LANL site
and regionally, in the event of a magnitude 8 earthquake. An earthquake
of this magnitude is likely to spur wild
fire. LANL has continually
failed to adequately address countless and repetitive infractions in
EM&R, to the point now that audits are no longer available for
public inspection.

209-5

4.
The effects and impacts of climate change on the region in
relationship to this facility, that
includes fire risk and water
consumption extending into the year 2025

209-1
cont’d

5.
Negative socioeconomic and environmental impacts to agriculture
that includes water usage
and national security. One consideration
would be, Northern New Mexico is on the verge
of a farming
renaissance. An example of the threatening use of “ national security ”
would be taking water from farmland to keep making bombs. In 2010, LANL
claimed that Open
Burning in the hazardous waste permit was essential
to “ national security ” .

209-6

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that climate change may
increase the frequency and intensity of wildfires and decrease the availability of
water. Based on public comments, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS has been revised to include a description of the types of environmental
changes that could occur in the southwestern United States due to climate change.
A discussion of potential impacts that could result at LANL from climate change
and that addresses water usage has been added to Chapter 4, Section 4.1.
As noted above, the CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included in the 2008 LANL SWEIS as facilities that present a significant risk due
to wildfires because these facilities are largely constructed of noncombustible
materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials
including vegetation are kept to a minimum (DOE 2008a). The CMRR-NF
would be at least as resistant to the effects of wildfire as the existing CMR
Building. Therefore, even if the frequency of wildfires is increased by global
climate change, these facilities would not be directly affected. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for construction and
operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would exceed that of the
other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and
discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and
the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL
is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for
more information on water resources at LANL.

6.
Impact to Prime Farmland. Many People in Northern New Mexico make
their living and/or feed their families by working the land. A bomb
Factory not only would place a huge burden
on water consumption it
also risks contamination to the land.
7.
And produce a cost effective cradle to grave analyses of this
project, including damages that
would be incurred by a magnitude 8
earthquake and a wild fire. This would include the true
cost of
producing a plutonium pit and storing 6 metric tons of weapons grade
plutonium.

209-7

The most outstanding issue is one of Local Security. I do not agree with
the notion that bombs and weapons grade plutonium storage will provide
security. Security is consistently having access to ample amounts of
clean water, high quality food, good education and cultural integrity in
a non-threatening environment. The CMRR-NF cannot provide any of this.

209-8

209-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

209-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Finally, I question the wisdom in risking the condemnation of future
generations from a nuclear accident at this facility or the wisdom in
squandering water and life to make money from something we have no use
for.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Sheri Kotowski
PO Box 291
Dixon, New Mexico 87527
serit@cybermesa.com

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

All current and pending Seismic Reports indicating the possibility
magnitude 8
earthquake. Current reports recognize that the fault
that the CMRR-NF sits on is capable
of an earthquake of the
magnitude as the Fukushima earthquake in Japan earlier this year.
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209-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Chapter 4, Section 4.6.4, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS describes the LANL
emergency management and response program. LANL personnel maintain
the necessary apparatus, equipment, and Emergency Operations Center to
respond effectively to virtually any type of emergency, not only on the LANL
site, but throughout the local community as well. The program operates in
accordance with applicable Federal requirements, including DOE Order 151.1C,
Comprehensive Emergency Management System. Routine coordination between
LANL staff and offsite agencies is primarily handled through the Los Alamos
County Local Emergency Planning Committee, which meets monthly and is
headed by the Los Alamos County Emergency Manager. LANL personnel
provide training at no cost to a variety of county-associated response entities.

209-6

Information was added to Appendix C, Section C.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, that
describes potential land contamination following a severe, beyond-design-basis
earthquake and fire. The analysis presented in Section C.6 indicates that offsite
contamination above levels that may require remediation could occur if this
accident were to occur at the existing CMR Building or the 2004 CMRR-NF. If
this accident were to occur at the Modified CMRR-NF, no land outside of TA-55
is projected to be contaminated above the screening level. Section C.6 also
describes the potential impacts and costs of offsite contamination above screening
levels.
As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, the Price-Anderson Act, which was
signed into law in 1957, provides for payment of public liability claims in the
event of a nuclear incident. See Section 5.3 for more information.
As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.7, no prime farmland soils have been
designated in Los Alamos County. The closest areas of prime farmland are
located approximately 7.5 miles (12 kilometers) east and 10 miles (16 kilometers)
south of LANL, adjacent to the Rio Grande. With respect to water use,
construction and operation of the Modified CMRR-NF would exceed that under
the other alternatives. But as shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and
discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and
the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL
is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for
more information on water resources at LANL.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

209-5
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209-7

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

209-8

Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 210: Dr. Rosemary Ann Blanchard
From: R BLANCHARD [rosemary_blanchard@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 1:28 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Cc: senator_bingaman@bingaman.senate.gov; senator@tomudall.senate.gov;

210-1

info@martinheinrich.com; writemartin@mail.house.gov; seanbmarcus@gmail.com
Subject: Comment on Draft CMRR-Nuclear Facility SEIS -- This is no time to be

expanding plutonium production at Los Alamos
To the US Department of Energy:

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

210-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Even before this recurrent fire proved once again what a hazardous area the
Los Alamos plateau is for dirty work with plutonium, research by credible nuclear
watchdog organizations had demonstrated that the justification for expanding the
CMRR Nuclear Facility as presented in the SEIS was flawed, in adequate and
contradictory. The report from Nuclear Watch New Mexico, which appears below,
is incorporated into my own testimony on this matter because it is well researched,
cogent and clear. Given the questionable logic behind the expansion of nuclear
weapons construction at this time, it is particularly egregious to place at risk the
health and wellbeing of the people of New Mexico who bear the brunt of the risks
associate with the CMRR Nuclear facility.
In their analysis, Nuclear Watch New Mexico stated:
The Draft CMRR-Nuclear Facility SEIS is deficient because:

3-381

Purpose and need is not reexamined. The Draft SEIS claims, “The purpose
and need for NNSA action [to build the Nuclear Facility] has not changed since
issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS. NNSA needs to provide the physical means for
accommodating the continuation of mission-critical AC [analytical chemistry] and
MC [materials characterization] capabilities at LANL beyond the present time in a
safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner.” Summary page 8 (S-8). But the
NNSA’s own recently released FY 2011 Strategic Plan states, “Many things have

210-2
210-2

Responses to comments submitted by Nuclear Watch New Mexico can be found
in letter 204. Issues raised by the commentor are addressed in Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD. As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.5,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA is not planning to revisit either the need for

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

At the current time it is extremely irresponsible to even consider the expansion of
plutonium pit production at Los Alamos as the current wildfire situation, which is
part of a recurrent pattern for this area, makes clear that the Los Alamos plateau
is not a safe place to be building plutonium-based armaments, storing plutoniumbased products and creating plutonium-contaminated waste. As a person who
lives downwind and downstream from Los Alamos, I believe that the continued
expansion of plutonium-based weapons production at that site is a direct threat
to my health and wellbeing and that of my family. You too easily forget that Los
Alamos is upwind and upstream from some of the most densely populated
metropolitan areas in New Mexico. It is once again proving itself not to be a safe
place to build up plutonium contamination.

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4 CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

the CMRR-NF or relocating the CMR capabilities at another site. NNSA has
addressed the CMRR-NF in a series of NEPA documents since the 2004 ROD
for the CMRR EIS that announced its decision to locate a two-building CMRR
Facility at TA-55. The Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b), which
addressed transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise, also addressed the location for manufacturing and research
and development involving plutonium. In the ROD for that document, NNSA
announced its decision that that mission would remain at LANL and its decision
to construct and operate the CMRR Facility at LANL. Based on these decisions
and the authorization for the project and appropriation of funding, NNSA intends
to proceed with the CMRR-NF planning process.

changed since the last National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Strategic
Plan was published in 2004,” immediately pointing to President Obama’s April 2009
Prague speech in which he called for a future world free of nuclear weapons. Thus,
on a broad level the purpose and need of the Nuclear Facility, slated to operate as
long as “toward the end of the twenty-first century” (S-16), should be examined in
how it helps or obstructs to reach that lofty goal.
At the same time, Obama’s Prague speech called for rigorous interim maintenance
of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, and his April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR)
specifically endorsed constructing and operating the CMRR-Nuclear Facility
as one of “the following key investments [that] were required to sustain a safe,
secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.” However, one thing the NPR did not do
was to raise LANL’s level of plutonium pit production from the currently sanctioned
level of up to 20 plutonium pits per year, despite repeated attempts by the NNSA
to do so. Nevertheless, the Nuclear Facility is to be built with 22,500 sq. ft. of
plutonium processing space, the size of which a 2007 NNSA-commissioned
study explicitly linked to a future production rate of 50-80 plutonium pits per year.
That same study also assumed that new design nuclear weapons, the so-called
Reliable Replacement Warheads (RRWs), would be produced, requiring expanded
plutonium pit production.

The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities as described above.
As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA’s ability
to perform these capabilities has been curtailed because of safety restrictions at
the existing CMR Building; some types of materials characterization work have
been suspended because of these limitations.

210-2
cont’d

Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.

NNSA’s FY 2011 Strategic Plan further states (p. 10), “As requirements for new
or expanded capabilities emerge, our reinvestment strategy will use accepted
life cycle management standards to integrate maintenance and replacement
schedules with needs for new facilities and capabilities.”
So what are these needed new or expanded capabilities, if indeed we are seeking
a future world free of nuclear weapons? If these needs exist, NNSA must explain
why plutonium pit production must be expanded? If expanded production is not
needed, then why is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed?

210-3

Current and proposed “Life Extension Programs” seek to extend the service lives
of the W76 and W78 ballistic missile warheads and the B61 bomb. But these
programs are scheduled for completion before the CMRR-NF’s operational date
of 2022, so the facility is of no use to them. Taxpayer money misdirected into the
CMRR-Nuclear Facility would be better put into maintenance and upgrades of
existing facilities and programs.
The Draft SEIS for the CMRR-NF fails to offer and analyze realistic alternatives.
After careful reevaluation of NNSA’s contemporary purpose and need for plutonium
pit production, a new document should be prepared that analyses a broader set
of alternatives for meeting that purpose. Two of the Alternatives given in this
April 2011 draft are unworkable, which automatically skews analysis in favor

210-3

The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of
the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety
requirements. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures
(40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively) require
preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed action that
are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances
or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on the proposed
action or its impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also prepare
a supplement when the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be
furthered by doing so. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes
in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information.
Regarding alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.5, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the
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Commentor No. 210 (cont’d): Dr. Rosemary Ann Blanchard
level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational
capabilities to support critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued
through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD (73 FR 77644). The
No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision made
following preparation of the original CMRR EIS in 2003. Another alternative
addresses the alternative of continuing to use the CMR Building, although its
continued use would not fully meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need.

The CMR upgrade alternative was included in NNSA’s Notice of Intent to prepare
the supplemental EIS, but was not considered in the draft. The cost of CMR
upgrades was offered in the 2003 EIS as the reason why the CMR upgrade
alternative would not be considered. But costs for the replacement Nuclear Facility
have now skyrocketed such that it is now eminently reasonable to make a business
case for upgrading the old CMR Building (which would also push back costs for
decontaminating and demolishing it) and not build the Nuclear Facility.
Nuclear Watch NM’s preferred alternative, which we have already proposed in
our Scoping Comments on this SEIS, is to not build the Nuclear Facility; D&D the
old CMR Building; and consolidate CMR missions in the new 185,000 square-feet
Rad Lab and PF-4. In addition to arguing that this is the appropriate alternative for
NNSA to follow we also that it meets the test of being a reasonable alternative such
that NNSA must analyze it.

The alternative of distributing analytical chemistry and materials characterization
capabilities among multiple facilities at LANL was considered, but not analyzed
as a reasonable alternative. Because of the quantities of special nuclear material
involved, to fully perform the analytical chemistry, materials characterization,
and plutonium research capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as
Hazard Category 2 and Security Category 1. RLUOB was not intended as
a nuclear-qualified space to handle Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear
material. Thus, NNSA would not operate RLUOB as anything other than a
radiological facility, which would significantly limit the total quantity of special
nuclear materials that could be handled in the building. As a result, analytical
chemistry and materials characterization operations requiring Hazard Category 2
and 3 work spaces could not be carried out in RLUOB. Using space and
capabilities in the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing
work currently being conducted there and reduce the space available in the
building that could be used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission support
work. Use of other locations at LANL would introduce new hazards for which
the facilities were not designed and would not conform to the objective of
collocating plutonium operations near the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Performing
work at a location remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would necessitate
periodic road closures and heightened security to enable transport of materials
between the facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the available
space, vaults, and engineered safety controls and requirements for this type of
work. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.

A possible option to our preferred alternative: The CMRR-NF is being designed
with a vault for safe and secure storage of up to 6 metric tons of special nuclear
materials (SNM). NNSA’s claimed need for the Nuclear Facility should be de-linked
from any possible need for a new SNM vault. NNSA should consider not building
the Nuclear Facility while building a standalone vault. That vault could perhaps
free up floor space at PF-4 (further obviating the need for the Nuclear Facility) and
help de-inventory both it and the old CMR Building of materials at risk in a seismic
event. Materials characterization and analytical chemistry could then be performed
in PF-4 and the Rad Lab.
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To be a credible analysis the NNSA must develop a greater spectrum of reasonable
alternatives, which could include various combinations of the following:
• Do not construct the CMRR-NF.
• Continue to perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and actinide
research and development activities in the CMR Building, but making extensive
facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations for another
20 to 30 years.
• Do not continue to use the old CMR.
• D&D the half of the CMR that was determined to be over a seismic fault.

210-3
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

of the NNSA’s preferred alternative. A reasonable alternative to consider is to
not build the Nuclear Facility; continue to perform analytical chemistry, material
characterization, and actinide research and development activities in the old CMR
Building; and make facility upgrades to that building that are needed to sustain
programmatic operations for another 20 to 30 years. Crucial to the validity of this
alternative is an analysis of the impacts of all current and proposed projects to
extend the life of the CMR, including roofing work, exhaust fans, HEPA filters,
structural and safety systems, and elevator repairs.

•

Keep the nuclear materials inventory in the CMR low enough so that seismic
requirements are less stringent. Operate it as a DOE Hazard Category 3 facility
meaning that it has under 900 grams of plutonium-239 equivalent.
• Do not build the Nuclear Facility but do build a standalone SNM vault. This could
help free up floor space at PF-4 and CMR and lower the amounts of “materials
at risk” in the event of accidents or seismic events.
• Consider the most efficient use of the new 185,000 square-feet Rad Lab (which
will be ready for operations in less than two years) and PF-4 for relocating old
CMR activities
This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Shallow Excavation
Option are better understood. The cost-saving Shallow Option, in which the
foundation would be constructed in a geologic layer above the poorly welded tuff
layer, is not a mature concept, and it is not yet known if this option is safe. The draft
SEIS fails to accurately analyze how impacts to the environment from this option
may be different.

210-4

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation Option
not being a mature alternative appear to refer to statements in Chapter 1 and
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS indicating that there was
more uncertainty in the design of the Shallow Excavation Option because that
design had not reached the same level of maturity as the Deep Excavation Option.
In 2011, a review of the requirements for the design of the CMRR-NF identified
an opportunity to reduce the amount of additional excavation and concrete fill
required for the Deep Excavation Option by raising the bottom of the basemat
to near the original design elevation. The overall building height would remain
the same, but the top of the roof would be higher above ground than it was in the
conceptual and preliminary design. At the current level of design maturity, this
approach, known as the Shallow Excavation Option, appears to provide some
reductions in construction impacts and cost without affecting other building
design requirements. Both construction options require the same sets of safety
controls and are expected to remain close in offsite environmental consequences
as shown in the analyses contained in this SEIS. At this time, both construction
options are being considered by NNSA. As the design studies continue and
more details become available, one option or the other may be judged to
have significant advantages in the time and/or cost expected for executing
the excavation phase of construction that will facilitate NNSA’s selection of
a preferred construction option. Whichever alternative or option is selected,
the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards for a Performance Category 3
(PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those for which
failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard to public
health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials.
Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result
of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so that
hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and
the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b). As indicated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts from
construction than the Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts
would be the same for either option.

210-5

NNSA is not considering the alternatives in the CMRR-NF SEIS to create jobs;
rather, these alternatives are being considered to meet the purpose and need as
stipulated in Chapter 1 of the SEIS.

210-3
cont’d
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There are more new seismic investigations currently underway at the Lab.
This draft SEIS must be withdrawn and rewritten after the results of these new
investigations are known. Proceeding with design before seismic risks are better
known will only repeat the process that led to the need for this Supplemental EIS.
Final Note: Although proponents of the CMRR-Nuclear Facility constantly point to
the benefits of job creation, the SEIS itself states the socioeconomic impact of this
new facility is minimal.
Concerning construction jobs, “Peak direct (790 workers) plus indirect (450
workers) employment would represent less than 1 percent of the regional
workforce and would have little socioeconomic effect.” (S-39, parentheses in the
original.) The average number of construction jobs is 420 over nine years. (From
Table2-1, Summary of CMRR-NF Construction Requirements, p. 2-15.)
Facility personnel would not change from existing levels, just their location,
“Approximately 550 workers would be at the CMRR Facility (Modified CMRR-NF
and RLUOB); they would come from the CMR Building and other facilities at LANL
so the facility would not increase employment or change socioeconomic conditions
in the region.” (S-39, parentheses in the original)
Nuclear Watch NM argues that far more jobs could be created through other
efforts, and not through a ~$6 billion dollar plutonium investment that will lock in
Los Alamos’ future to the hopefully shrinking business of nuclear weapons research
and production.

210-5
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Commentor No. 210 (cont’d): Dr. Rosemary Ann Blanchard
I hope that you will give serious consideration to the analysis by Nuclear Watch
New Mexico and to the situation on the ground at Los Alamos which makes clear
that this is an unsafe site for continued development of plutonium-based materials.
Sincerely,
Dr. Rosemary Ann Blanchard
1727 Los Jardines Pl., NW
Albuquerque, NM 87104
rosemary_blanchard@msn.com
rblnchrd@csus.edu
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Tim Eisenbeis [ateisen@gwtc.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 1:17 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose the CMRR-NF

I am writing to inform you of my deep objection to this project on every count:
environmental, cost, national security and moral. Nothing justifies this kind of
spending when states and the federal governments are so near to shutting down
for lack of funds. We, the American citizens do not need more plutonium pits nor
shiny new nuclear weapons. They endanger us and can only serve to eventually
blow up /incinerate the wonderful world we hope to hand off to our 2 teenage boys.
Tim Eisenbeis, 47
Marion, SD 57043
Tim Eisenbeis
44373 280th St.
Marion, SD 57043

211-1
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 212: Patrick Brunmeier
From: patrick brunmeier [pbrunmeier@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:12 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No new plutonium facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory

212-1
I write to urge you to disregard the proposition of a new plutonium facility at Los
Alamos National for the following reasons (at least):
I believe that expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities
is in contradiction to President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of nuclear
weapons.

PS I write as two nuclear facilities are being threatened by flooding in the US; and
another is being threatened by fire; and the meltdown continues in Japan; and
three active facilities are threatened in the geologic Subduction Zone of the Pacific
Northwest; and as other nations are stopping or curtailing their nuclear production.

212-1
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In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information. It
should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions
about how budgeted funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

patrick brunmeier
200 Sheldon
mt shasta, CA 96067

212-2
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern about potential nuclear accidents
at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a
nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of
active cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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The Department of Energy (DOE) is already struggling with prioritizing taxpayer
funds intended for CLEANUP, not a new bomb plant that is dangerous, expensive,
destabilizing and damaging to the environment.

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the development and
testing of nuclear weapons and their components and that President Obama has
stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama
also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the
President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to
develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and
reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period,
international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an
important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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June 14, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, NM. 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,
In regards to the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement we, as members of downwind and downriver
impacted communities, request that all construction and work on the new CMRR is halted until a new Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is released, reviewed, and communicated to the impacted populations. As the surrounding
communities health and well being is directly affected by the environmental consequences of such a facility, there
needs to be a significant increase in the way that we are receiving information, opportunities for direct input, and
direct involvement in decision making procedures. Additional scoping meetings need to be held in every community
within a 100-mile radius of Los Alamos National Labs, Sandia National Labs, the WIPP sites, and in Uranium mining
communities both in state and out of state. Public comment should be allowed as ongoing throughout the finalization
of this process considering the changes in size, scope and cost of the proposed CMRR facility. We also request that
more in-depth and comprehensive responses to all public comments are published alongside each other on the
website and in the new EIS in order to facilitate understanding and to maintain transparency on the actual impact of
these comments.
It is vital that the state permits LANL will be applying for, and those they are exempt from, be included in the
new EIS; with specific information therein regarding what will be released into the environment on a daily/regular
basis. Information needs to be included that details the longevity of any radioactive or other toxins that will be
released as a result of this new building. The lifespan of this facility (and the old one) must be taken into account in
order to assess not only short term releases but also include the plan for decommissioning the building and/or
improving it in 50 years, and what will be done with the waste generated in that time. Financial assurance needs to be
guaranteed so that our communities are guaranteed cleanup, containment, disposal and treatment of accidental
and/or routine releases and exposures. The adjacent pueblos and communities along waste transport routes do not
have the capacity or emergency response training necessary to deal with an accident. We request a complete
analysis of what support facilities, as well as their capacity and capabilities, will be needed for the proposed CMRRNF, including the cost and any additional environmental impacts or changes as a result of the need for this increased
support. Parallel to what happened to the communities adjacent to the Trinity Site (Tularosa Basin), where there was
no plan in place to determine the impact of a nuclear explosion on local populations, and who now face cancer rates
four times the national average. People in these communities have suffered and continue to suffer the irreparable
harm resultant of the Trinity test with no help from the federal government. There needs to be solid information that
ensures there will be zero harm on our well being as a result of this industry.
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The cost of the CMRR-NF is now 4.5 billion and rising. This is money that could be used for the benefit and
prosperity of New Mexico citizens. Use it instead on health care, green energy, education, land conservation and
preservation, public transportation and other endeavors that would stimulate lasting economic growth. Federal funds
should be used to support and uplift our poorest communities rather than be filtered into the richest county in the
nation, with concentrated dollars going to corporations profiting from unusable weapons. The jobs created by
construction of this facility will end upon its completion, and does not contribute to a sustainable economy.

213-5

We, as members of impacted communities, oppose the compartmentalization of public commentary. Of major
concern is how comments are labeled as being “beyond the scope of the CMRR- EIS”, because this does not leave
room for our worldview and knowledge held by land-based people, regarding the holistic implications of what is being
done to THEIR LAND. In addition to not holding equal value to the knowledge and contributions of local communities,
the manner in which the technical material is presented, only serves to disenfranchise a population suffering from
economic, social, educational and linguistic disparities. This is documented in the CMRR- EIS public comments that
reference that more time is needed for comment, community education and outreach, and comprehensive, in-depth
health studies. Another problematic factor is the methodology in which the public’s comments were responded to.
The comments were superficially abstracted, and the commenter’s were instructed to refer back to the EIS document.
This sort of response allowed for a one-dimensional understanding of what the commenter’s were asking or stating.
Much of the cultural commentary was disregarded and never addressed in this summarization. It trivialized their
statements, concerns, and inquiries about the EIS by responding in a way that directed them back to the document.
This serves to end dialogue rather than enhance it, and denies the public a meaningful response to their comments. It
inappropriately patronizes the general population, and unfairly discredits the knowledge bases of our community
experts on these matters.

213-6

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA’s implementation of public participation activities for review of the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was conducted in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations, and was consistent with past practices for other NEPA documents
prepared for LANL. NNSA announced a 45-day comment period to provide
sufficient time for interested parties to schedule their review of the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS around other commitments. In response to requests for
additional review time, the comment period was extended by 15 days to a total
review time of 60 days (76 FR 28222). All comments submitted to NNSA were
considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
During the comment period, NNSA made the SEIS references available in five
DOE Public Reading Rooms located in New Mexico and one in Washington,
DC. To the extent practicable, NNSA made references available on the Internet,
except where limited by copyright or security concerns.
As with previous LANL NEPA documents, the public hearings were held at
regional venues near LANL (Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe). In response
to requests for additional public hearings, NNSA also held a fourth public
hearing in Albuquerque (76 FR 28222), and an informational meeting was held
in Taos. Public hearings near uranium mining communities were not conducted
because these facilities would not be impacted by construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Public hearings near WIPP were not conducted because the
volumes of transuranic waste to be disposed of at WIPP would be similar to
those currently sent to WIPP due to operation of the existing CMR Building, and
therefore, would not constitute an appreciable change in activity at WIPP.
For people who were unable to attend the hearings due to schedule conflicts
or who could not travel to the hearing locations, NNSA provided a number of
additional ways to comment on the draft SEIS. Comments on the draft SEIS
could be submitted by U.S. mail, email, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free
fax line. All comments submitted were considered in preparing the Final CMRRNF SEIS. Responses to comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS are included
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Commentor No. 213 (cont’d): Beata Tsosie-Pena

Based on the findings in the Los Alamos Historical Document and Retrieval Assessment report (LAHDRA),
which states that airborne plutonium releases in early production years at LANL exceed those of Hanford, Rocky
Flats, and Savannah River combined, making us the most polluted nuclear site in the nation (LAHDRA, 2011). This
fact warrants LANL’s immediate action on legacy waste clean up before any new facility can be built that will only add
to this contamination; in accordance with the 2005 New Mexico Environmental Departments consent order. We
demand that detailed and widespread comprehensive health studies are carried out to determine the health impacts
of the legacy waste already produced and released on all potentially impacted communities. We are in support of
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety and Nuclear Watch New Mexico’s statement that, “The Department of Energy
(DOE) must explain the impacts of diverting funds away from cleanup, renewable energy, and nonproliferation
programs at LANL for a new manufacturing facility for plutonium pits or “triggers” for nuclear weapons called the
CMRR.”

In addition, the current EIS standards of measurement are unsatisfactory because it does not include impacts
of multiple/cumulative exposures to radiological, toxic, and hazardous materials. The unique pathways of exposure
that land-based people face as a result of growing and harvesting our own food, hunting, fishing, gathering wild plantlife, being outdoors for longer periods of time, livelihoods that include ranching, pottery, woodwork, natural pigments,
the harvesting of forest materials, drinking, bathing, and irrigating with water, harvesting rainwater, breathing air, and
ceremonial cultural practices within the pueblos all need to be analyzed, considered and respected. This needs to be
done by creating meaningful dialogue and processes with local communities at a state and national level. All
communities requesting a public hearing and informative sessions should be granted, and comments should be
ongoing given the reasons we have stated and lack of public outreach.
Updated seismic hazards analysis from 2007 have showed a dramatic increase in seismic motion and activity.
In light of the recent nuclear catastrophe in Japan, it is apparent that even with extensive planning and state of the art
facilities, far reaching long term damage to the planet and future generations cannot be ignored. Los Alamos National
Laboratories is the only facility of its kind that is in close proximity to residential areas. We reject the National Nuclear
Security Administration, CMRR Federal Project Teams statement that “no other facility or site in the U.S. can fulfill its
mission.” We are here to say that we are not an expendable population and are no longer held to the fallacy that the
southwest is a national sacrifice zone for the nuclear industry.
We have stated reasons for the new EIS, but feel it is also necessary to express our opposition for the need
for a new CMRR building in the first place. The cost is too high, it will use too much of our water that we need for
agriculture and home use, historical impacts and legacy waste have yet to be addressed, and the region is unsuitable
seismically, geographically, and culturally for the continuation of the nuclear industry in the Jemez Mountain Plateau.
We hope and pray that LANL may shift its focus from an industry whose core is based on destructive values and a
culture of violence to one that respects the sustainability of life.
As people who live in the shadow of this industry and who do not share its values, we ask that LANL’s shift in
mission begin with open dialogue and sincere consideration of our requests and concerns. Let this shift in mission
begin with recognizing that this new facility is not needed or wanted here. We pray that our concerns are not
trivialized and silenced as has been done in the past, and that we can continue living here, while healing from the
damage that has already been enacted upon us. We look forward to furthering this discussion and to creative
solutions to this issue that we are all affected by and involved in together.

The accident calculation methodology used in the SEIS estimates the total
population dose (sum of the individual doses to all members of the affected
population) within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL. As described in
the 2008 LANL SWEIS (Volume 3, Book 1, Page 2-17), a 50-mile (80-kilometer)
radius is commonly used in EISs because this distance has been shown to
encompass the significant impacts on the public. Samples measured at varying
distances from emissions sources show that the concentration of radionuclides
decreases with the distance from the source. The 50-mile (80-kilometer)
radius is accepted by regulatory agencies such as the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and DOE because, at this distance, the concentration of airborne
radionuclides and toxic chemicals is very small.

213-7

213-8

The accident that would result in the largest population dose for a 50-mile
(80-kilometer) radius region of influence, the TA-54 waste storage dome wildfire,
also was analyzed using a 100-mile radius region of influence. The analysis
shows that extending the region of influence out another 50 miles (80 kilometers)
increases the affected population by 300 percent, while the population dose
increases by only 13 percent. This shows that the radiation dose to individuals in
the 50- to 100-mile range (which includes the city of Albuquerque) is very small
relative to the dose to individuals within 50 miles of LANL (DOE 2008a).

213-9

213-10
213-11
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213-2

Chapter 6 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS describes applicable environmental permits
for facilities at LANL. NNSA cannot put a copy of permits in the SEIS because
they have not been applied for yet. NNSA intends to comply with all applicable
laws and regulations. NNSA will obtain all necessary permits as the project
progresses if the decision is made to construct the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4 of
the CMRR-NF SEIS describes the potential releases from the CMRR-NF and
the environmental impacts of these releases on air quality, water resources, and
human health. Annual impacts can be multiplied by 50 years to estimate total
impacts from 50 years of operation. Decommissioning of the CMRR-NF is
discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Facility Disposition.

213-3

As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, the Price-Anderson Act, which was
signed into law in 1957, provides for payment of public liability claims in the
event of a nuclear incident. See Chapter 5, Section 5.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
for more information.

213-12

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

An EIS statement will only be relevant if the current standard of reference for determining safe levels of
exposure to both workers and the general population is discontinued. This current standard is based on “reference
man”, a hypothetical male model which endangers the majority of the population in its’ limitations. This standard does
not protect women, children, the elderly, people of color, the unborn fetus, or any other demographic that falls outside
of these narrow parameters from harm. If the agencies responsible for the EIS continue to use these inadequate
ways of measuring contamination, then it endangers and threatens local populations. This model of reference is
limited in its’ focus on male human life. The new EIS report needs to factor in the impacts on the plant, insect, and
animal communities with whom we share a delicate ecology. Our water, air and soil health are vital considerations
that need to be included in any revised impact statements.

in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS and therefore, are posted on the CMRR-NF SEIS
website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis.

Beata Tsosie-Pena
Tewa Women United
Environmental Health and Justice
PO Box 397
Santa Cruz, NM. 87567
Luis J. Peña
Una Resolana/TWU
#93 S. Santa Clara
Española, NM. 87532
David F. García
Una Resolana
Route 4 Box 345
Española, New Mexico
Jean Nichols
La Comunidad
PO Box 237
Peñasco, NM 87553
Corrine Sanchez
Tewa Women United
P.O. Box 397
Santa Cruz, NM 87567
corrine@tewawomenunited.org
Rosalia Triana
Una Resolana
PO Box 2921
Espanola, NM 87532
Juan Montes
P.O. Box 855
Questa, NM 87556

Murray Decio
1032 Don Diego Ave
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Marissa Loya
PO Box 329
Santa Fe, NM 87604
Jennifer Harris
PO Box 72259
Alberquerque, Nm 87195
Lisabeth Harward
2433 Cardenas NE
ABQ, NM 87110
11 Private Rd. 1333, Espanola, NM 87532

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for information on
the economic impacts as evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Michelle Peixinho and
Jessica Frechette-Gutfreund
Espanola Valley Women's Health
P.O. Box 157
Española, NM 87532

Everette A. Rael
Tewa Women United
Environmental Health and Justice
30108 NBU 1
Espanola, NM. 87532

Rudolfo & Isis Serna
Mutant Root Artist Collaborative
211 Montclaire NE
Albuquerque, NM 87108

Lily Martinez-Rael
30108 NBU 1
Espanola, NM 87532

Gina Morishige
1504 Hickox Street
Santa Fe, NM 87505

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Veronica Clare
1903 Siringo Road, Apt 1E
Santa Fe, Nm 87505

Enrique Martinez
Tewa Women United
Environmental Health and Justice
Rt4 Box 224
Espanola, NM 87532

Thomas Hodge
21 Sudeste Place
Santa Fe, NM 87508

213-5

Elyse Rohrer Budiash
2491 Sawmill Road Apt 5R
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Teresa Chavez
Tewa Women United
Environmental Health and Justice
600 San Ildefonso
#101 Los Alamos NM 87544

Norma Navarro
PO Box 1262
Alcalde, NM 87511

Transportation between offsite facilities and the CMRR-NF would be similar to
that historically associated with the existing CMR Building. Therefore, changes
to existing emergency response capabilities would not be needed. Support
facilities are described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2. The environmental impacts
associated with the support facilities and activities are included in those presented
in Chapter 4. The results in Chapter 4 show minor impacts on humans and the
environment. Impacts from historic above ground nuclear testing are outside the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Laura Clearman
2210 Miguel Chavez Road
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Clarissa A. Durán
CSO del Norte/Una Resolana
11 Private Road 1333
Espanola, NM 87532

Patricia Trujillo
Una Resolana/Mujeres Activias en Letras y Cambio
Social
PO Box 958
Española, NM 87532

213-4

Robert Chavez
H.O.P.E/ Think Outside the Bomb/Tewa Women United
EJ
P.O. Box 916
Ohkay Owingeh (San Juan Pueblo) NM. 87566
Myrriah Gómez, Pojoaque resident
Ph.D. Student
University of Texas at San Antonio
One UTSA Circle
San Antonio, TX 78249-0643
myrriah.gomez@utsa.edu

213-6

All comments submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS. Comments on activities outside the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS are not applicable to the analysis presented in the SEIS. NNSA provided
responses to all in-scope comments received on the CMRR-NF SEIS. Rather than
duplicate information, these responses often refer the commentor to sections of
the CMRR-NF SEIS where the answer to the question is located.

213-7

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
As summarized in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, a number
of health effects studies have been completed or are underway for LANL.
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS provides additional detail
on these studies. See the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
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Commentor No. 213 (cont’d): Beata Tsosie-Pena
website (http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/radiation/brochure/profile_los_alamos.htm) for
more information on the status of the LAHDRA study.

213-8

The DOE Office of Environmental and Policy Guidance recommended that DOE
personnel and contractors use the risk factors recommended by the Interagency
Steering Committee on Radiation Standards (ISCORS), stating that, for most
purposes, the value for the general population (0.0006 fatal cancers per rem)
could be used for both workers and members of the public in NEPA analyses
(DOE 2003a).
Recent publications by both the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation
Committee and the International Commission on Radiological Protection support
the continued use of the ISCORS-recommended risk values. Health Risks from
Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation: BEIR VII Phase 2 (National
Research Council 2006) reported fatal cancer risk factors of 0.00048 per rem for
males and 0.00066 per rem for females in a population with an age distribution
similar to that of the entire U.S. population (average value of 0.00057 per rem
for a population with equal numbers of males and females). ICRP Publication
103 (Valentin 2007) recommends nominal cancer risk coefficients of 0.00041 and
0.00055 per rem for adults and the general population, respectively, and estimates
the risk from heritable effects to be about 3 to 4 percent of the nominal fatal
cancer risk. Accordingly, a risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem was used in the
CMRR-NF SEIS to estimate risk due to radiation doses from normal operations
and accidents.

3-391

The United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation,
the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the International Commission on
Radiological Protection all support the view that, “the standard of environmental
control needed to protect man to the degree currently thought desirable will

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

ensure that other species are not put at risk,” (IAEA 1997). Therefore, the
analysis of human health impacts would be indicative of the potential impacts
on plants and animals. Impacts on air, water, soil, and ecological resources are
evaluated in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
213-9

Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describes cumulative impacts for
public and occupational health and safety. Chapter 5, Section 5.6, of the 2008
LANL SWEIS includes estimates of human health risks for specific receptors,
including a Los Alamos County resident whose entire diet consists of locally
produced foodstuffs, a user of outdoor recreational resources, and a special
pathways receptor who relies heavily on fish and wildlife for subsistence. These
estimates of human health risk are for operation of all LANL facilities (including
the CMR Building) under the alternatives evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a).

213-10

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.

213-11

NNSA does not consider any population expendable or any region of the
country a national sacrifice zone. NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear
weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient enterprise in the Final Complex
Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in 2008. This included options for moving
the CMR capability to another location. In the 2008 ROD for the Complex
Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 77644), NNSA reaffirmed the decision to construct
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Commentor No. 213 (cont’d): Beata Tsosie-Pena
and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL. For the reasons described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, these alternatives are not being revisited.
213-12

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the nuclear weapons
mission and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free
of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal would not be
reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed
DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear
weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.
Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear
deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security policy
for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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214-1

Comments on the CMRR SEIS
This is insanity! As a citizen I am given the “opportunity” to comment on my
governments plan to construct a huge facility for the design, manufacture and storage of
nuclear bombs just 26 miles from my home and just 2/3 of a mile from a fault line. I am
supposed to tell my government if this is or is not a good idea. In the interest of good
governance this fact alone should be a deal breaker for the CMRR. Due to past volcanic
activity in the proposed construction site the tuff layer of soil contains a high
concentration of volcanic ash and therefore is unstable. The cost-saving so called Shallow
Option is unproven. Seismic investigations are currently in process at the lab. Until these
investigations can be completed no decision to go forward should be made.

214-1

Besides the insanity of build this nuclear facility 2/3 of a mile from a known fault line,
there is a total lack of need for a new generation of nuclear weapons. Our current arsenal
of nuclear warheads is more then enough of a deterrent and is more than adequate to get
the job done if the need should ever arise. Our nation has been getting along with creating
approximately 20 needless pits per year. Why expand that production capacity by four
times with this new NF when our nation is supposedly seeking a future world free from
nuclear weapons? Expanding US capacity would certainly breed distrust and compromise
our efforts for nuclear nonproliferation and nuclear arms reduction.

214-2

Another reason not to go forward with this project is that our nation simply can’t afford
to rebuild a plutonium pit production complex at this time. In 2004 when LANL first
proposed building the CMRR our country never perceived that we would be in the
financial mess that we find ourselves in today. In 2004 the estimated cost to build this
nuclear facility was estimated to be $600 million. With a current estimated price tag of
$6 billion to upgrade the existing facility we need to put the brakes on. This investment
will lock in Los Alamos’ future to the hopefully shrinking business of nuclear weapons
research and production. There are much more strategic uses of our nations scientific and
creative resources. If we want to get serious about spending cuts defunding the CMRR
would be a good place to start.

214-3

As I am getting ready to submit these comments on this proposed CMRR Nuclear
Facility, Los Alamos National Laboratory is once again threatened by a massive, out-ofcontrol wildfire that already exceeds the Cerro Grande Fire of 11 years ago. Los Alamos
today is under a state of emergency and mandatory evacuation. The Laboratory is
surrounded by dense, steep and distressed Ponderosa forests. We know very well that
these forests can easily propagate catastrophic crown fires that are very difficult to
contain. Add in the likelihood of prolonged drought, low humidity and unpredictable
winds and the risks of expanded plutonium pit production at LANL will only become
more risky in the ensuing years. Water in these mountains of the Southwest is always
precious and often in short supply. This arguably unnecessary facility is slated to
consume 16 million gallons of water per year.
While the CMRR-SEIS considers the threat of a site-wide fire at the Lab, it only

214-4

214-5
214-4
cont’d

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. It should be noted that a plutonium pit is only one component of
a nuclear weapon. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRRNF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies
are conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal of the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed
information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
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addresses fires that are seismically induced or that begin within the Nuclear Facility
itself. The threat of wildfire like we are experiencing today is not comprehensively
considered nor does this document address the Lab’s ability to respond in the event of
mass evacuations and the loss of the power grid. A complete analysis of this very real
threat needs to be undertaken before there is another wildfire.

for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the
building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major
damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.

214-4
cont’d

Respectfully submitted,
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214-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

214-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

214-4

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Richard Johnson
968 Camino Oraibi
Santa Fe, NM 87505
rico@newmexico.com

214-5

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 215: Rose Ann Kaiser
From: rakaiserolvm@juno.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 12:51 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

Dear Mr. John Tegtmeir
Los Alamos, NM
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

We preach to other weaker nations that they dare not produce nuclear weapons,
and here we are with a huge stockpile capable of destroying the entire planet,
and now proposing to waste billions more on building more “triggers”?!?! This
is a scandalous situation! One that our president and military giant of the
past, Dwight Eisenhower, warned us against -- the dangers of the U.S. military
industrial complex. What he warned against has all come true. We continue to
spend enormous amounts of money on ways to destroy one another along with
our planet, instead of ways to build the earth and its peoples. Is that insane or
what??!! And surely no one still believes that lame old excuse that we need more
and more nuclear development for our own safety and protection, do they!? That’s
nonsense. Instead, it’s pushing us headlong into destroying ourselves as a nation
and as a free people.
We wring our hands, moaning and groaning, over our out-of-contol monumental
deficit, cutting corners and trying to balance budgets on the backs of the poor,
middle class, and most vulnerable people in our country and our world, and at the
same time we want to waste all this money on more “triggers” when, I understand,
we already have more than enough stockpiled at the Pentax Facility in Texas. And
even if in our madness we think we need more, our present Lab has the ability to
continue producing more than we could ever possibly make use of..

215-1

215-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am writing to you with a heavy heart and a great deal of sadness about the
proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) project in Los
Alamos, NM. I’m trying to find words to describe my reaction to this new venture.
Insane? Stupid? Wasteful? Hypocritical? I think all those words probably fit this
proposal. Truly, I don’t mean to be disrespectful to any of the people involved in
this venture, I mean my criticism for the proposal itself, so please don’t take this
personally. I’m sure you are in this with the best of intentions, but I do so disagree
with everything the proposal stands for.

I apologize if the tone of my letter offends you. I don’t mean any disrespect for
you as a person. I only hope that all those responsible for this proposal and its
implementation will reconsider this ill-advised waste of money.
Thank you for your consideration.
Rose Ann Kaiser
rakaiserolvm@juno.com

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 216: Nicole Rund
From: Nicole Rund [nicole.rund78@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 12:49 PM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: Nicole Rund
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

6/28/2011

Nicole Rund
San Diego, CA 92115

216-1

216-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

With ever-increasing economic struggles at home, workers’ rights being
taken away and life in general going down the toilet, we DO NOT NEED more
government funding of nuclear facilities. s a society, as humans on the brink of
disaster, we must move from a stance of war and mass killing to a stance of peace
and harmony. We don’t need new pits for plutonium production, we need better
schools. We don’t need to be continuously prepared to kill all 6 billion people
simultaneously, we need better health care. We don’t need to be poised to strike
like a cobra with deadly intensity, we need to take of the earth and nature for our
generation and many generations to come. By expanding plutonium production
we are basically assuring mutually assured destruction, whether it be a quick
nuclear bomb to destroy an “enemy” or a slow painful sickening death that destroys
American people through contamination of our soil, water or air. Either way, I want
NO part of it!

3-399

From: don hyde [hydedw@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 12:01 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS

Dear Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager:
Our federal government has been publicly stating for decades the need to reduce
the number of nuclear warheads among the possessing nations, and rightfully
so! Non-proliferation is and has been our policy.
Therefore, WE DO NOT NEED THIS EXPANSION OF THESE PLUTONIUM PITS
(“pit-build, pit-surveillance, pit-certification,” etc.)!

217-1
217-1

WE DO NOT NEED THIS PROPOSED FOUR-FOLD EXPANSION OF PITS!
We, also, should not be wasting $6 billion for a new CMRR-NF!

217-2

As previous radiological and other contamination at and unfortunately around Los
Alamos has not been cleaned-up, AS USUAL BY NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES, no work
on a new CMRR facility should commence..

217-3

Therefore, I respectfully request that this SEIS be scrapped and a new EIS be
developed for a safe upgrade of the

217-1
cont’d

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

CMR.
Thank you,

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Don Hyde
PO Box 3051
Gallup NM 87305

217-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

217-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to clean up past
contamination at LANL regardless of decisions made on the proposed
construction of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.
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Commentor No. 217: Don Hyde

Commentor No. 218: John Stratton
From: John Stratton [jstrat@ashland.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:28 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Plutonium Pit Facility at Los Alamos

218-1

Further, as I understnd the details of the current proposal, it puts the enviornment
at signficant risk. Once again we appear to be willing to risk the health of minorities
and indigenous peoples.

218-2

I agree with others who say that one of the alternatives to be considered should be
“taking no action,” as all of the currently considered actions support building this
facility which will endanger the enviornment and contriute to nuclear proliferation.

218-3

218-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain,
and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national
security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

218-2

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present
the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. These impacts
would be minor. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11,
there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

218-3

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

John Stratton
213 Samaritan Ave.
Ashland, OH 44805

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities is wrongheaded. We continue to believe that we alone can build our own security. We
should be, as the President and many others have said, working to create a world
without nuclear weapons.

3-401

From: Virginia J Miller [vjmopus@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 10:11 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on the draft SEIS for proposed CMRR-NF at LANL

219-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR.NF. A
decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

219-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

219-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to clean up past
contamination at LANL regardless of decisions made on the proposed
construction of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF
SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
Los Alamos, New Mexico
I strongly oppose any further construction of the CMRR-NFat LANL. There is
simply no reason to build a facility to manufacture 80 pits a year when a Jason
study argues that existing pits in nuclear weapons will last 80 years or more, while
our nation upholds U.S. nuclear treaty obligations and works for global nuclear
abolition. Therein lies our greatest security. A complete, new Environmental
Impact Statement is needed, including a true “No Action” alternative of not building
the CMRR-NF at all, especially in an earthquake zone.
The costs of attempting to build a plutonium pit production facility in a geologically
unstable area is just too great. It will take resources away from cleanup efforts of
legacy wastes at LANL and just add to the radioactive contamination and health
risks. Robin Collier, President of NGO Cultural Energy captured the views of
technical experts willing to speak up about “the extreme dangers of a nuclear
facility in an earthquake zone.” Robert H. Gilkeson, registered geologist, stated
after intensive research that the SEIS must be retracted by DOE because it does
not provide accurate knowledge of the seismic hazard. It is incomplete and
inadequate underestimating and misrepresenting the seismic hazard at the site of
the proposed CMRR-NF.

219-1

219-2

219-3

Six key parameters must be investigated in order to characterize the seismic
hazard needed for an effective building design: the fault locations, the fault
geometry, the direction of the slip on the faults, the maximum magnitude of an
earthquake, the rate at which earthquakes reoccur on the faults, and kappa, a key
parameter for ground motions at specific LANL sites. Field studies are required
to obtain this information. LANL scientists recommended these studies in 1995,
2007 and 2009, but the studies were not done. Gilkeson said “DOE must perform
the field studies that are identified as important by the LANL scientists in order to
calculate the seismic hazard.”
I support a true “No Action” alternative in a new EIS. Thank you for your careful
attention.
Virginia J. Miller
125 Calle Don Jose
Santa Fe NM 87501

219-2
cont’d

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-402

Commentor No. 219: Virginia J. Miller

Commentor No. 219 (cont’d): Virginia J. Miller

Responses to comments made by Robert H. Gilkeson and CCNS can be found in
comment letters 241 and 315. The 2007 and 2009 probabilistic seismic hazard
analyses represent the best knowledge to date on the seismic hazard at LANL,
with the uncertainties appropriately incorporated. The results of these evaluations
have been included in the design of the CMRR-NF and, as such, incorporated
into the estimated cost of the facility.
Dozens of mapping studies of the Pajarito fault system have been conducted,
including state-of-the-art, high-precision mapping in the vicinity of LANL, as
discussed in response to comment 241-10. In addition, numerous paleoseismic
trench investigations have been conducted at 17 sites over the past 20 years.
Additional study of these areas would likely improve our understanding of the
fault and could help reduce uncertainties in the inputs, but these studies are not a
prerequisite to conducting a probabilistic seismic hazard analysis or determining
design-basis ground motions at LANL. The uncertainties in regards to fault
geometry, rupture behavior, and sense of slip on the Pajarito fault system were
fully recognized and addressed in the range of inputs to the probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis. Preferred maximum magnitudes for both simultaneous and
synchronous ruptures were estimated using the same general approach, which has
a sound technical basis, as discussed in the response to comment 241-15.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

3-403

From: Mary Kraft [mitzi919@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 10:15 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: LANL

Do not bring any more plutonium into our State. We do not want the new pit facility
Mary Lou Kraft

220-1

220-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 220: Mary Lou Kraft

Commentor No. 221: Joanna Graham
From: Joanna Graham [jograham@lmi.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 12:29 AM
To: John Tegtmeier
Cc: Joanna Graham
Subject: CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

6/28/2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager, USDOE, NNSA, Los
Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos, NM 87544

How sad (or possibly, from a cosmic view, funny) that human beings are so
clever without, apparently, the capacity for forethought. We are not long on earth
as a species, as our human-caused climate change intersects with our ongoing
fascination with splitting the atom.
I hope there is no major disaster this time around. PLease don’t make things even
worse than they already are.
Joanna Graham
Berkeley, CA 94702

221-1

221-1

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

How much more bad news about nukes gone awry can we take? Please do not
license a new plutonium facility (not to mention that it’s time for nuclear weapons
to GO AWAY; they make the world less safe, not more so, as should be clear to
everyone by now).

3-405

From: Virginia Trujillo [vatiav@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 12:03 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Are we listening?

I do believe that nature is weighing in on the question of whether Los Alamos
laboratory should flex even more muscle in its capability to destroy human life.
First there was Japan (Hiroshima and Nagasaki) more than half a century ago.
Then Japan again in its futile attempt to withstand natural forces in its efforts to
safely harness this destructive force. And to further punctuate the point...the
fires that have erupted in N.M. over this weekednd. Sunday evening from my
vacation home in Santa Fe, I could see the see the western horizon red rimmed...
this could be seen as an eery preview of a different fiery eruption from Los Alamos
Nuclear Laboratory if unrelenting seismic forces have their way with supposedly
indestructible concrete vaults. I was able to board a plane the next day and
escape from Santa Fe and head for California. But in a worst case scenario,
escape? Who? Where? Why?
I wonder what the ultimate motive is for this leming-like drive to anhilate the planet.
Perhaps if we understand the motive we can stop it at its roots. Maybe we should
be listening more intently to nature.
Virginia Trujillo
3201 Pueblo San Lazaro
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

222-1

222-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the accident that occurred
recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant. But there
are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and
activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 222: Virginia Trujillo

Commentor No. 223: Claudia Ziermann
From: claudia ziermann [suwish37@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:49 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: No more nuclear weapons facility!!

Please stop everything nuclear before it’s too late!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
It’s not worth the risk...if things go wrong.........
OPEN your eyes and look around.......!!!!

223-1

223-1

Comment noted.

Are we killing ourselves and our children-??
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

claudia ziermann
1020 calle venezia
san clemente, CA 92672

3-407

Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
E-mail: NEPALASO@doeal.gov

224-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The proposed CMRR-NF is not being constructed at this time; there are several
factors (such as environmental consequences and cost) that NNSA will take
into consideration when making its decision. 40 CFR 1503.3, “Specificity
of Comments,” identifies the nature of comments to be received on an EIS.
Comments on an EIS or on a proposed action shall be as specific as possible
and may address either the adequacy of the EIS or the merits of the alternatives
discussed or both. NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that public
comments in hearings may be deemed “not applicable” to the NEPA comment
process required in Section 1503.3. However, each comment is heard and/or read
and responses to comments pertaining to the EIS are provided in this CRD.

June 28, 2011
Dear NNSA,
My name is Lisa Putkey and for the past year I’ve been living in Chimayo, NM
(downwind of LANL) and volunteering with a youth organization called Think Outside
the Bomb. We are a national network that works to educate, train, and mobilize youth
around environmental justice issues in their communities, focusing on the impacts of the
nuclear-military-industrial complex.
I have been told that writing these comments is a waste of my time. That it won’t make a
difference. That you are already moving forward with the construction of the CMRRNF, probably awarding Bechtel the billions. I’ve been to the “public comment” periods
that you that you do a horrible job of community outreach for. Seen my community
members spill out their hearts as you watch your stop watch ready to cut them off. We
usually don’t receive replies to our comments and they are mostly considered “not
applicable.” There is no dialogue and then the decision is made for us. The whole EIS
process seems to be a façade for you to cross off “involved local communities” on your
list before moving forth with a wasteful, unnecessary suck of resources, violating the
earth and putting communities at risk to turn a profit. How can you expect downwind
multilingual communities to digest two encyclopedia sized binders of EIS technical
information in such a short period? Communities that also don’t just happen to be low
income with struggling education systems, drug abuse problems, high unemployment,
and more than curious health complications. But we’re not supposed talk about the
interconnections between LANL, its projects, and the social ills of our communities. The
fact that 10 years after the original EIS was completed, during which time the size and
scope of the CMRR project changed, a telling seismic study of the site was released, and
the cost of construction skyrocketed 1000%, you are doing only a SUPPLEMENTAL
EIS and getting away with it is criminal. Please cease all construction on the CMRR
until a new Environmental Impact Statement is completed; you yourselves don’t even
know how to construct it yet! The following are reasons why I and many others feel that
the CMRR-NF should not be built. It may just bounce off your ears, but know that our
voices are making ripples in the community. 

224-1

Science is not infallible; unexpected mistakes, accidents, and natural disasters do happen.
As I type this a fire rages at the border of Los Alamos and the entire city has been
evacuated. The 2000 Cerro Grande Fire burned up parts of Area G at LANL and spread
radioactive toxins in a thick black plume that went all the way to Taos. Afterwards, San
Ildefonso Pueblo members were warned to not burn wood from trees on Pueblo land

224-2

In accordance with CEQ “Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA, Commenting, Inviting Comments” (40 CFR Part 1503.1),
after preparing a draft EIS and before preparing a final EIS, the agency shall
request comments from the public, affirmatively soliciting comments from those
persons or organizations who may be interested or affected. Section 1503.4,
Response to Comments, specifies that an agency preparing a final EIS shall assess
and consider comments both individually and collectively, and shall respond to
those comments.
In response to requests for additional review time, the comment period was
extended by 15 days to a total review time of 60 days. NNSA believes this
allows a sufficient period of time to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS. All comments submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA is aware of the issues that local communities struggle with, such as
education and drug abuse. NNSA has an outreach program to interact with the
communities near LANL and takes its social responsibilities seriously.
NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 224: Lisa Putkey

Commentor No. 224 (cont’d): Lisa Putkey
224-2

224-2
cont’d

Scientific interest is driven increasingly by the interests of corporations and military and
is taken for granted as the gap between the layman and technician grows, leaving science
an undemocratic sphere controlled by a handful of experts and power holders. This is
true at LANL where the priority over the next 15 years will be Bechtel’s cash cow, the
CMRR. I believe LANL should instead prioritize clean-up of legacy waste and sciences
that are life-sustaining. Furthermore, Federal funding to Northern New Mexico would be
better spent on education, healthcare, green jobs, and investment in the youth.

224-3

The nuclear legacy in the United States is one of racism and environmental injustice.
From mining to power to weapons to waste, the nuclear chain has had extreme health and
environmental consequences for the communities surrounding and working at the
numerous nuclear sites across the U.S. The radioactive burden has been placed
disproportionately on indigenous communities and communities of color. Los Alamos
National (Nuclear Weapons) Laboratory is located on the seized native land of the San
Ildefonso Pueblo, on top of mountains that are sacred to the surrounding indigenous
Pueblos. The predominantly Native and Chicano Espanola Valley in which I live and
work, lies down wind of Los Alamos. The land, air, and water have suffered due to both
routine and accidental releases from the lab’s activities. The communities understand
that they have been impacted by the LANL operations; there are antidotal stories of
cancers and strange illnesses. Yet in the past 68 years there have been no government
health studies conducted of residents in the Espanola Valley.
According to the Los Alamos Historical Document Retrieval and Assessment
(LAHDRA) Project, a 13- year research effort by the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention, radioactive plutonium releases into the community from LANL during a fiveyear period of time exceed all releases from the entire existence of Hanford, Savannah
River, and Rocky Flats (which was closed due to contamination) facilities combined. To
ask this historically poisened community to now bear the burden of a 6 metric ton vault
for plutonium, which will triple their current holding capacity is an environmental
injustice.

224-4

224-5

224-6

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an
ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding the commentor’s seismic concerns, the geologic setting of LANL
is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A
trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building.
Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active
surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found
(Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities
are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative
than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in
the event of a large earthquake.

3-409

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

indoors because they had been contaminated with radioactive materials. The GTCC EIS
Pueblo Views on Environmental Resource Areas states that “The Cerro Grande fire also
increased post-fire storms’ runoff flows in some drainages more than 1,000 times the prefire levels. These higher runoff flows increased erosion and moved radioactive and
hazardous materials downstream towards the Pueblo people.” Natural disasters do
happen, and will only increase with global warming. There are many fires ablaze in the
southwest right now thanks to the climate-change-induced drought we experienced this
year. Severe weather conditions and natural disasters will only increase over the years to
come as a result of Global Warming. In a time with the Fukishima nuclear power plant
crisis, and the Nebraska plant threatened with flooding, we should not be expanding and
entrenching nuclear weapons facilities. We should especially not be doing so at a site
that resides on a layer of fragile volcanic ash over intersecting fault lines. A 2007 study
showed that seismic activity is going to increase in this site that lies between a dormant
volcano and a rift valley, with canyon fingers that flow to the Rio Grande. The only
seismically safe option is to not build the CMRR-NF in Los Alamos.

The CMRR-NF poses major environmental and health threats to communities in
Northern New Mexico with more emissions, waste generated and water usage. LANL
will create more toxic waste, when they have still failed to clean-up their routine and
accidental contamination from the past. For example, Area G is one of the LANL sites
where radioactive, toxic and hazardous waste lies buried in unlined trenches dug into the
volcanic geologic formations. Area G is leaking and in need of intensive evacuation and
clean-up.

224-7

occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

In my vision of social change the voices of downwinders are central to nuclear policy
decisions and LANL should be accountable to Northern New Mexico, taking
responsibility for clean-up and thorough public investigations on how the health of the
Northern New Mexicans have been affected by their operations. I would like to see
Northern New Mexican community members with access to the resources to do their own
environmental monitoring.

224-8

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that climate change may
increase the frequency of wildfires and decrease the availability of water. Based
on public comments, Chapter 3 has been revised to include a description of
the types of environmental changes that could occur near LANL due to global
climate change.

CMRR-NF will quadruple U.S. ability to produce new plutonium pits, the cores of
nuclear weapons. A new facility that will “modernize” nuclear weapons actually means
building new nuclear weapons, the opposite of disarmament. While President Obama’s
rhetoric calls for nuclear disarmament and international cooperation, the CMRR-NF
sends a contradicting message to the international community and erodes US credibility.
In this nuclear age, the United States has a legitimate need for security. The manner in
which the United States seeks to secure itself through military supremacy, however,
creates a self-perpetuating culture of violence that is unsustainable, negates the security
of those it aims to protect, and encourages others to follow suit. The goal of security and
freedom from fear is in reality undermined by the policies of nuclear deterrence and
preemption, and US funding and effort would better be spent on disarmament,
strengthening global cooperation, and programs of social uplift, which are cut as federal
funding rolls to the war machine.
Lastly I work with youth and being only 25 years old myself, we think about the future
that the NNSA is leaving for us, and with your current escalation of nuclear weapons
facilities, it is a grim future. Please, clean-up, don’t build-up. We in the Espanola Valley
need good green jobs, not Bechtel’s crumbs. We want a healthy environment in which to
raise our families, not a poisoned one continually at risk of nuclear catastrophe.

224-3

224-9

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5, identifies
the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not include
decisions on LANL legacy waste cleanup. NNSA does not consider compliance
with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent
Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, healthcare, and “green jobs”) and projects at LANL are made
by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD
for more information.

224-4

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to
include additional information on the minority and low-income populations
surrounding LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would
be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

224-5

It is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS to perform a government
health study of the residents in the Española Valley. However, Chapter 3,
Section 3.11.4, shows the cancer rates for the counties surrounding LANL

Sincerely,
Lisa Putkey
Organizer, Think Outside the Bomb
Email: lisaputkey@gmail.com
Phone: 650-303-1353
Mailing Address: 1940 Willow Way
San Bruno, Ca 94066
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Commentor No. 224 (cont’d): Lisa Putkey

224-6

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.

224-7

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is
not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS summarized progress made in
environmental restoration since 1999 (DOE 2008a) and more-recent progress is
summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD. For
more information on LANL’s ongoing environmental restoration program, please
see the latest environmental surveillance report, which can be accessed at http://
www.lanl.gov/environment/all/docs/reports/. Cleanup of Material Disposal Area
G in TA-54 and the methods being used to bury low-level radioactive waste there
are beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry issued a study of
the health effects of LANL operations, in 2006, and concluded that, “Overall,
cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in other
communities. In some time periods, some cancers will occur more frequently
and others less frequently than seen in reference populations. Often, the elevated
rates are not statistically significant” (ASTDR 2006). Chapter 3, Section 3.10,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include additional information
on the minority and low-income populations surrounding LANL. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations, including Native
Americans and Hispanics, under any of the alternatives. See also response to
comment 224-4.

3-411

224-8

NNSA has taken responsibility for cleanup of LANL, and has signed a Consent
Order to accomplish this goal. Please see Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste
Management, of this CRD for more information regarding this agreement.
NNSA publishes an annual report available to the public that summarizes the
environmental surveillance activities at LANL, as noted in the previous response
to comment 224-7. While NNSA does not provide monitoring equipment to the
community, NNSA does work with the Northern New Mexico Citizens Advisory
Board (NNMCAB). NNMCAB is a DOE-chartered site-specific advisory
board whose purpose is to provide independent advice and recommendations
to DOE regarding LANL’s corrective action and waste management activities
and associated environmental issues. It is composed of citizens representing the
communities and pueblos of northern New Mexico. NNMCAB holds monthly
public meetings and has chartered a number of subcommittees to address waste
management, environmental surveillance, monitoring, and remediation. More
information regarding NNMCAB can be found at http://www.nnmcab.energy.
gov/.

224-9

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding cleanup and funding priorities, refer to response to comment 224-3.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-412

Commentor No. 224 (cont’d): Lisa Putkey

Commentor No. 225: Allen Ferguson
From: Allen Ferguson [arf2d@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:16 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: LANL CMRR-NF SEIS

225-1

Mr. John Tegtmeier
Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
National Nuclear Security Administration
Dear Mr.Tegtmeier:

3-413

My first comment is that although there is some mention in the draft SEIS of
enahnced fire protection systems, it appears that insufficient inquiry and analysis
has been done concerning the potential environmental and human health effects
of a major wildfire on the proposed facility and associated operations and facilities.
This issue of course is brought to the fore by the Las Conchas fire that is now
raging near, and threatening, the Lab and the Los Alamos townsite. A similar
wildfire threat occurred in the year 2000 (the Cerro Grande fire), and that should
have provided the impetus for a thorough analysis of direct and indirect effects
of wildfires on the proposed structure and associated structures and operations.
Moreover, the possible conjunction of wildfire and other major disastrous or
disruptive events, such as earthquakes or terrorist attacks, should be carefully
analyzed and considered. & nbsp;For example, it would seem that a wildfire
might provide good cover for a terrorist attack or an effort by some individual,
organization or foreign government to seize critical nuclear materials or information.
Likewise, the confluence of a major earhquake and a serious wildfire could unleash
forces not yet contemplated or carefully analyzed, but that are possible and could
prove disastrous.

225-1

My second comment is that the draft SEIS makes it clear that new information
since 2004 has resulted in design changes to better protect the prposed CMRR
facility from the results of seismic events. This necessarily means that there is
genuine concern on NNSA’s part about the potential effects of seismic events
on the proposed facility. While the plans to use more steel and concrete may
help to mitigate the potential effects of earthquakes of a magnitude of up to 7,
more intensive earhtquakes are possible. It would seem that the recent Fukujima
earhquake experience in Japan teaches that earthquakes of unprecedented
magnitude can and do occur. Also that one system failure resulting from such an

225-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS presents the potential human health impacts of
the proposed alternatives. These impacts have been determined to be small under
all of the proposed alternatives except in the event of a severe accident such as
a severe earthquake. If such an earthquake were to occur, it would be expected
to severely damage the 2004 CMRR-NF or the existing CMR Building under
the No Action and Continued Use of CMR Building Alternatives as discussed
in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11 and 4.4.11, of the CMRR-NF SEIS . Assuming
this earthquake were to occur at the Modified CMRR-NF, as indicated in
Section 4.3.11, the consequences would be much lower and the risk to the public
would be small. The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses the potential for intentional

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

This is to provide you with my comments concerning the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) concerning the proposed Chemestry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement project (CMRR) at LANL.

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

event can lead to others. If, as NNSA has found, there is a fault running beneath
the current CMR facility, and the proposed CMRR facility is only about a mile
away from the CMR, this is inherently a dangerous situation, and the p ossibility of
an earthquake damaging the CMRR facility (if it is placed in TA-55 as proposed)
cannot be eliminated. Even if the chance of such an event is very small, the
magnitude of its potential adverse effects on the environment and human health
are so great that such a plan should be abandoned.

225-2
cont’d

My third comment is that there seems to be a serious inconsistency in the draft
SEIS report. Specifically, the continued use of the existing CMR building is
considrered a possible viable alternative to the construction of a new CMRR
facility, particularly from a fiscal point of view (see p. S-19 of the draft Summary).
However, the draft then entirely rejects as an alternative “extensive upgrades to
the existing CMR Building” because the extensive improvements that had been
proposed for the CMR facility “would be only marginally effective in providing the
operational risk reduction and program capabilities required . . .” and needed
seismic upgrades would be technically infeasabile. (p. S-20.) These two
conclusions seem to imply that while the contined use of the existing CMR facility
in its present condition (or with relatively minor improvements) would be a viable
alternative (although it “would result in very limited AC and MC capabilities at
LANL over the extended period”), continued use of the same facility with extensive
upgrades would not be a viable alternative. This makes no sense. The conundrum
it creates seems to be tailored to support a foregone conclusion, namely that the
modified CMRR plan is the only way to go. That is, true alternatives were not
seriously considered.

225-3

destructive acts in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10.3, 4.3.10.3, and 4.4.10.3, and
Appendix C.
225-2

For seismic concerns, see response to comment 225-1.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
could happen at LANL. But there are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

My fourth comment is to point out the extreme danger to public health and the
environment posed by the the draft SEIS contemplating the continued use of the
existing CMR facility for nuclear weapons and other nuclear work for several years
into the future -- until a transition to the new facility is complete -- despite NNSA’s
conclusion that the CMR sits atop a seismic fault and was poorly constructed in
the first place, by today’s standards. In fact, the main presenter from NNSA at the
informational meeting held in Taos a couple of weeks ago at one point referred
to the existing CMR buliging as a “tinker toy” structure that would not withstand a
seismic event. If this is the case, all nuclear material should be removed from that
facility immediately and stored in some secure place or disposed of in the safest
manner possible.

225-2
cont’d

My fifth comment is that the process for obtaining public comment on the draft
SEIS was unfair and unreasonable in that no formal hearing was held in Taos, or
anywhere in Taos County, even though Taos is a community nearby to Los Alamos
and many of whose residents have a great interest in what goes on at LANL.

225-4

225-3

During the public comment period on the CMRR-NF SEIS, concerns were
expressed regarding the alternatives considered in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS,
including the comment that the Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative
could not really be considered a viable alternative for implementation. Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has been expanded to include additional
information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the existing CMR
Building. This building is nearly 60 years old and parts of the building lie over
a known fault trace. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD
for more information.

225-4

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR Project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos. In
making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the size
of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of a
previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster
session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made presentations
describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited
to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at
the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number
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Commentor No. 225 (cont’d): Allen Ferguson
Hearings were held in other affected and interested nearby communities, but not
Taos, thereby leaving Taos citizens who wished to comment orally without an
effective voice. This procedural defect should be cured by holding a public hearing
in Taos.

I appreciate your taking my comments on this extremely important topic into
consideration.
Allen Ferguson
arf2d@earthlink.net
EarthLink Revolves Around You.

225-5

225-5

See the response to Comment 225-1.
There are several factors (such as environmental consequences of the alternatives
and cost) that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision. If it is
determined that none of the alternatives are viable in terms protecting human
health and the environment, then NNSA would need to reconsider the alternatives
analyzed, with possible additional NEPA evaluations needing to be performed.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It seems at least a theoretical possibility, based on factors such as those stated
above, that a thorough, balanced and well reasoned SEIS would come to the
conclusion that all proposed alternatives result in unacceptable levels of risk to
human health and the environment. It also seems that such a result should not
be automatically precluded based on purely procedural considerations. What
happens if the conclusion is that none of the proposed alternatives is viable in
terms of adequately protecting the environment and human health?

of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available
throughout the public comment period.

225-4
cont’d

3-415

From: Alice Ryan [aliceryan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 11:18 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No to Plutonium Bomb Plant

No to any increase in nuclear armament.
Our taxpayer funding is For people-health care, education, housing and not for
nuclear weapons.
Alice Ryan
86 Eden Rd
Stamford, Connecticut 06907

226-1

226-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, healthcare, and housing) and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.
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Commentor No. 227: Anonymous
June 25, 2011
Hello,
I’d like to leave a comment about the Metallurgy lab at Los Alamos. I
am a concerned citizen, a long-time northern New Mexico resident, and I
am definitely encouraging you to not build this facility. Okay?

So it’s time guys. Let’s move our energy and our funds in a different
direction. Please do not continue to poison the earth and its residence
with plutonium pit factories that are unnecessary.
Thank you so much. Have a great day.
Anonymous

227-1

227-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It’s time for us to move in a different direction in this country and on
this planet. Six billion dollars is a lot of money and we could apply that
money and help ourselves with renewable energy and not moving in a
way of weapons and weapons research and plutonium pit manufacturing.
Alright?

3-417

From: nepalasoClaire Lovelace [clairejlovelace@embarqmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 12:28 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposition to new plutonium pit facility

228-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. A
decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission, (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF.

228-2

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. The environmental consequences
or impacts on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or
intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the SEIS.

I am totally opposed to NNSA’s proposal for a new plutonium pit facility at Los
Alamos.
First, our country does not need 80 new plutonium pits annually. Without a nuclear
arms race, the production limit implemented by DOE in 1999 should be more than
adequate.

228-1

In addition, building the pit would be a threat to the health and safety of people
who live downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a well known carcinogen. It
is a vicious pollutant as well. The impact on Native peoples and Hispanic New
Mexicans at Los Alamos is already disproportionate.

228-2

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact should be withdrawn; it is
premature.

228-3

Claire Lovelace
113 Heritage Place Dirve
Jonesborough, TN 37659

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. As discussed above, see
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS for more
information on the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
228-3

The environmental impacts analysis in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS
evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner commensurate with
the importance of the potential effects on each area. The potential impacts on
environmental justice due to construction (except for the Continued Use of CMR
Building Alternative) and operations are addressed in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and
4.4.11. These analyses show that the total minority, Native American, Hispanic,
and low-income populations would not be subjected to disproportionately high
and adverse impacts during implementation of any of the alternatives. There is
no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 229: Carol Green
From: Carol E Green [cergreen@charter.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 4:20 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Draft S-EIS for CMRR-NF: comment

229-1

Comment on the National Nuclear Security Administration’s Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement - Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory

The wildfires now threatening the vulnerable Los Alamos National Lab again, the
current Fukushima, Japan revelation of the inadequacies of nuclear facilities, and
the budget crisis of our nation beg the question: Why are new facilities being
pursued?
The independent review by the JASON assures the reliability of the current U.S
stock of plutonium pits for the next 100 years. Going for the capacity to produce 80
warheads/year violates the 1970 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty Article VI (to build
down at “an early date”), the 1996 International Court of Justice 1996 opinion to
meet that obligation, and Article VI of the U.S. Constitution that makes international
treaties binding.

229-1

229-2

How can we demand that Iran, North Korea, or any other state (or non-state entity)
not produce nuclear weapons when we ignore our nonproliferation promises?
How can we prepare to invest more than $10 Billion on an over-sized CMRR-NF
when funds are desperately needed for environmental restoration of weapons
communities, schools, housing, education, job training, and other programs that
make our world better?

229-3

A reasonable alternative is to asses upgrading facilities in place. This includes
the Y-12 plant in Oak Ridge and the plans to construct a $6.5 Billion Uranium
Processing Facility to go along with the CMRR-NF. Stockpile surveillance and
facility maintenance can be enhanced by upgrades to meet environmental, health,
and safety (seismic, wildfire, tornado, dirty bomb, bio/cyber attack) requirements in
a cost-efficient manner.

229-4

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

3-419

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the possibility of
accidents at the proposed CMRR-NF (for example, could an accident similar to
that which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant happen at LANL). But there are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As a United Methodist acting on our Social Principles regarding the universal
elimination of nuclear weapons, I urge reconsideration of the construction of new
bomb plants in the nuclear weapons complex of the United States.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. A key purpose of the continued operation of
LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the
President, which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile.
Work performed in the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this
effort. This entails maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

This S-EIS does not meet the NNSA’s obligation to examine the full impact of these
plans and ignores the calls to consider the reasonable alternative of upgrading in
place in order to build down to zero.

229-4
cont’d

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Carol Green
3215 Tuckaleechee Pike
Maryville, TN 37803
Member of the Peace with Justice Ministry Team of the Holston Conference of the
United Methodist Church
229-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information. NNSA
reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of plutonium
in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a
minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging through
surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the status of
plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue to evaluate
new data and observations (NNSA 2006a).
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission, (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

229-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Regarding funding priorities of the U.S. Government, see response to comment
229-1.
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Commentor No. 229 (cont’d): Carol Green

Commentor No. 229 (cont’d): Carol Green
229-4

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b)
in 2008. NNSA announced its decisions, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in two Records of Decision published in the
Federal Register on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644 and 77656). The first
ROD addresses operations involving plutonium, uranium, and the assembly
and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and includes the decision to construct and
operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the existing
CMR Building. Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at
LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely.
Alternatives related to the Uranium Processing Facility at the Y-12 National
Security Site in Tennessee are addressed in the Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for the Y-12 National Security Complex (DOE/EIS-0387) (DOE 2011a)
and are beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old
building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would
be extensive and not technically feasible. This alternative was considered in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for
a number of technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously
referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been
expanded to include additional information on why it is not technically feasible
to upgrade the Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for additional information.

3-421

From: joanne baek [joannebaek@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:06 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Prepare an EIS, Include an alternative for pursuit of deterrence via helping

230-1

all the world’s people
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager, NNSAQ Los Alamos
Site Office,
3727 West Jeme Road, TA-3 Building 1410, Los Alamos, NM 87544
NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,
As I write this from north of Taos, the air outside is thick with smoke from fires
burning in the Los Alamos area. With strong winds, that fire spread quickly, even at
one point going close to the Los Alamos Lab. With climate change, the risk of fire
endangering the lab--the climate here becoming hotter, drier, and more windy--will
only increase. If a fire is hard to contain today, tomorrow it may be impossible to
contain. This is only ONE of many reasons that a completely new environmental
impact study, assessment, and EIS is needed, not a SEIS. Furthermore, I believe,
to be a true assessment and a responsible study, the options and alternatives of
closing down all nuclear weapon or pit construction must be included as well.

230-1

Plutonium is a killing carcinogen. People working at the labs and downstream
and living in the surrounding area are at risk from this and other products and
byproducts of this production. Bombs, rather than protecting, also kill--that is their
function. People all over the world are at risk from our nuclear weapon making,
whether through deployment (accidental or intentional) or nuclear accident. The
logic of building bombs to protect people’s lives is faulty: it is the NOT building of
bombs, particularly nuclear ones, which can protect people’s lives.

230-2

The ultimate deterrence program is the program whereby people are socially
invested and active in the improvement of lives for everyone in the world. It is
not by “protecting oneself from others” that one succeeds in self-protection.
Rather it is the caring about others and acting on that care (rather than building
capacity to harm others) that creates bonds of friendship and mutual caring that
is ultimately the best path to safety for all. Please include assessments of social
costs and resulting destabiliation, and missed opportunities to stabilize the world, in
assessing the costs and harm to human environment and our global relationships
in your new EIS. If we were to pursue a role of helper in the world rather than that
of a nation powerfully capable of harming, we could usher in profound stability
and warlessness. Please put this alternative in your EIS. I believe you will find it to

230-3

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
Chapter 1, Section 1.5, identifies the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF
SEIS. The options and alternatives of closing down all nuclear weapon or pit
construction are not within the scope of the SEIS.

230-2

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

230-3

Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
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Commentor No. 230: Joanne Baek

Commentor No. 230 (cont’d): Joanne Baek
be the best option, and one with infinate possiblity: wind turbine, solar, and other
renewable energy research, could be new areas of specialty for the labs with great
benefit everywhere in the world. And renewable energy sources is just one area
of benefit to all that we could engage in for stabilizing our world and improving our
safely and well-being.
Thank you for consideration of this perspective.
Sincerely,

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Joanne Baek
PO Box 670
Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513

230-3
cont’d

future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

3-423

From: annyaish@annya-ishtara-dance.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 4:29 PM
To: Mr. John Tegtmeier
Subject: Comment on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS

231-1

To Mr. Tegtmeier:
I am writing in regard to the CMRR-NF SEIS. I am against putting such a facility in
Los Alamos for a number of reasons, some of which I will discuss in this letter.
First, Los Alamos is in a geologic fault zone which has been scientifically shown
to have an enormous potential for an increase in seismic activity. Think of what
recently happened in Japan-what a huge human and environmental catastrophe
that has been. We would not want a similar occurance here in the United States.
Also the geologic complexity of the Los Alamos area would make it outrageously
expensive to build the proposed facility to standards that could begin to meet any
reasonable safety precautions. These two points plus the fact that Los Alamos is
in a wildfire-prone area make it a completely unsuitable location for a hazardous
facility such as the one proposed.
With these points in mind, the current EIS is out of date and inadequate. At the
very least, a whole new EIS needs to be done. However, I believe that no manner
of studies and safety precautions can adequately protect from the dangers of
radioactivity associated with nuclear facilities. I worry about the health effects on
people, animals, and plants downstream and downwind. This actually includes the
whole planet. As we know, radioactivity levels all over the world have risen since
the incident in Japan. This also occured after the Chernobyl incident. I realize we
are not talking about the same kinds of facilities here, but radiation is radiation and
lasts for hundreds of thousands of years, never truly disappearing, and leaving
many devastating effects in its wake.
Lastly, the need for a nuclear facility such as the one proposed is moot. Nuclear
weapons are obsolete. They do not make a country which possesses them
safer. They do not prevent terrorist attacks. On the contrary, they and all facilities
associated with them provide potential terrorist targets. Nuclear weapons do not
feed or heal people or other creatures. They do not provide any tangible benefit
whatsoever.
So for all the reasons above, and more, I ask you not to build the CMRR-NF in Los
Alamos or, in fact, anywhere at all.
Respectfully,
Patricia Whalen

231-1

231-2

231-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear weapons,
and concerns about seismic issues and wildfires.
Regarding seismic concerns, the geologic setting of LANL is described in
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed
CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface
trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these
faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the
International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-424

Commentor No. 231: Patricia Whalen

facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
231-2

The commentor’s concern regarding the health effects of radiation affecting the
entire planet is beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The purpose of the
CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to
the proposed CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed
in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including
radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health
effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and the
LANL Security Program. Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS presents the potential
human health impacts of the alternatives. These impacts have been determined
to be small under all of the alternatives, except in the event of a severe accident
such as a severe earthquake. If such an earthquake were to occur, it would be
expected to severely damage the 2004 CMRR-NF or the existing CMR Building
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.11 and 4.4.11, of the CMRR-NF SEIS and
result in unacceptable consequences for the public. Assuming this earthquake
were to occur at the Modified CMRR-NF, as indicated in Section 4.3.11, the
consequences would be much lower and the risk to the public would be small.
231-3

3-425

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
existence of nuclear weapons. President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a
world free of nuclear weapons. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national
security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 231 (cont’d): Patricia Whalen

Commentor No. 232: Anne deBuys
From: Anne deBuys [anne.debuys@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 8:54 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comments re CMRR

232-1

6/28/2011
I would like to go on record in expressing the following comments regarding the
proposed construction of the CMRR facility at Los Alamos National Laboratories.
A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A Supplemental

232-1

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic Risks are better
understood and no more funds used for planning at this time.
Valid Alternatives Must Be Considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement. DOE must develop and consider new alternatives, including a true
“No Action” alternative--not building the Nuclear Facility and upgrading the existing
plutonium production building.
The Costs to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex Are Just Too High. The
total original estimate for constructing the new nuclear weapons complex at Los
Alamos National Laboratory was approximately $600 million in 2004. The current
estimate is $5.8 billion.

232-2

232-3

The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. Just as new seismic
information has forced a re-evaluation of the construction, new cost information
must force a re-evaluation of the cost.
Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments.

3-427

Anne deBuys
1815 San Felipe Circle
Santa Fe, NM 87505
(xxx) xxx-xxxx

232–2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

To Whom it May Concern:

Environmental Impact Statement. The original Environmental Impact Statement in
2004 assessed a building designed to withstand only mild seismic events. A 2007
updated seismic hazards analysis showed a potential huge increase in seismic
ground motion and activity. I understand that even Lab scientists have expressed
grave concerns regarding this matter. Only a full Environmental Impact Statement
can adequately study the full consequences of increased possibility seismic events
might have on the proposed bomb plant.

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS addresses alternatives that were
considered but dismissed from further analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These
include possible alternatives such as extensive upgrades to the existing CMR
Building or distributing the functions assigned to the CMRR-NF among different
LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA has determined that extensive
upgrades to the CMR Building would be only marginally effective in providing
the operational risk reduction and program capabilities required to support NNSA
mission assignments at LANL. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section
2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for additional information.
232-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission, (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 232 (cont’d): Anne deBuys

Commentor No. 233: Carole Gorecki
From: Carole Gorecki [caroleg1776@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 6:29 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on CMRR SEIS

The NNSA’s plan to construct new plutonium pits at the Los Alamos Labs is a bad
idea. I have listed a number of different reasons why this plan would be harmful
and costly:

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess. The
Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste
at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will
interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a
new bomb plant that would only add to the pollution.
Carole Gorecki
36500 North Pointe Dr.
n/a
New Baltimore, MI 48047

233-1

233-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction of the CMRR-NF and
nuclear weapons. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5, identifies
the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not include
decisions on LANL legacy waste cleanup. NNSA does not consider compliance
with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent
Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. the money can
be better spent on productive things to help and not to destroy people and things. I
am against nuclear weapons.

3-429

From: Fiona Sinclair [rumgumption@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:39 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: STOP NNSA in Los Alamos

I am deeply concerned by the proposed next phase of building the NNSA facility in
Los Alamos, NM. As the Current fire situation demonstrates this is NOT the place
for such activity. As the birthplace of the nuclear weapons industry New Mexico is
well positioned to advocate for unilateral decommissioning of ALL nuclear facilities
rather than ramping up the arms race with more nuclear weapons development.
The pollution and hazards associated with such development far outweigh the
benefits of shaping a clean and peaceful world.
Sincerely
Dr. F.D.C Sinclair
Fiona Sinclair
PO Box 422
Cleveland, NM 87715

234-1

234-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an
ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The commentor’s opinion on the cost-benefit of maintaining the Nation’s nuclear
weapon stockpile is noted.
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Commentor No. 234: Dr. F.D.C Sinclair

Commentor No. 235: Sasha Pyle

235-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. As
indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does
not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.
In addition, the purpose and need for the CMRR-NF is not tied to the level of pit
production.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

235-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

235-2

235-2
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Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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NNSA considers all public input obtained during the public comment period.
NNSA must carry out its mission as assigned by the President and Congress.

235-4

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

235-4

235-5

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

235-6

235-1
cont’d
235-5

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
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Commentor No. 235 (cont’d): Sasha Pyle

Commentor No. 235 (cont’d): Sasha Pyle
235-6

235-1
cont’d
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The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts
of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5,
identifies the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not
include decisions on cleaning up (remediating) DOE sites across the country
or LANL legacy waste cleanup. NNSA does not consider compliance with the
Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order
is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

3-433

From: Debi Taylor [debitaylortaos@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 12:52 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Los Alamos Lab EIS Statement needed

236-1

Mr. Tegtmeier and Whom It May Concern:
The current fire in Los Alamos further proves the need for a new, complete
Environmental Impact Statement. It is unconscionable that with the current state
of the World reflected by the threats to numerous nuclear plants around the World
that further production is even being considered. Manufacturing plutonium pits is a
dangerous and polluting threat to the health and safety of those living downwind or
downstream (I reside in San Cristobal in Taos County). Federal Funds should be
used to fulfill real human needs in New Mexico not spent on nuclear weapons that
the World does not need and does nothing to support nuclear arms reduction. No
place is safe for such manufacturing but certainly Los Alamos has proven to be an
unsafe location. We may live in one of the poorest and unpopulated State of the
United States but this in no way justifies sacrificing the well being of our people,
our countryside and nation by building a plutonium pit complex in Los Alamos, a
geologically unstable area, or anywhere!
Please help fight for a complete, new EIS and fight the building of a new nuclear
facility. Let’s focus our efforts on cleaning up the mess we already have.
Thank you for your efforts,
Debi Taylor
P.O. Box 146
San Cristobal, NM 87564
Debi L. Taylor
Assistant to William T. Brown
xxx-xxx-xxxx phone
xxx-xxx-xxxx fax
debitaylortaos@yahoo.com

236-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness
and security; and the LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences
or impacts on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or
intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the SEIS.
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
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Commentor No. 236: Debi L. Taylor

Commentor No. 236 (cont’d): Debi L. Taylor
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA intends to continue implementing those actions necessary to clean up
legacy waste sites at LANL regardless of decisions made on the proposed
construction of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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237-2

237-3

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated
in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of
the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources).
The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a wildfire on the
domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested canyon area to
within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage domes, but none
were burned and there were no radiological releases from the domes. The Las
Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not get within 2 miles
(3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has been conducted
since the Cerro Grande fire, both to the vegetation surrounding TA-54 and within
the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have been replaced with
metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste storage dome fire
occurring as a result of a site wildfire. Furthermore, NNSA has an aggressive
program to remove the stored transuranic waste from Area G and ship it to WIPP
for disposal.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
could happen at LANL. But there are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
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Commentor No. 237: Bud Ryan

Commentor No. 237 (cont’d): Bud Ryan
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

237-2

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.

237-3

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

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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June 28, 2011
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR–NF
SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road,
TA–3 Building1410,
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,
I am writing to urge the National Nuclear Safety Administration to consider creating an
entirely new Environmental Impact Statement to replace its current draft supplemental
statement regarding the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
(CMRR) Project. A new Environmental Impact Statement would be able to address many
issues that the current supplemental statement is missing, such as up-to-date (and
consequently, more complete) information on seismic risks as well as other alternatives,
such as a “No Action” option to stop the production of a new nuclear facility altogether.
Creating a new Environmental Impact Statement would allow the National Nuclear
Safety Administration to become more aware of the seismic risks in producing a new
CMRR at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. The 2007 updated seismic hazards
analysis showed that the seismic ground activity could possibly grow tremendously. As
the Los Alamos National Laboratory sits in a seismic fault zone between the Rio Grande
rift and the Jemez Mountains, this is something that should continue to be studied and
considered when writing an Environmental Impact Statement. New seismic investigations
are currently being conducted at the lab and the subsequent results should be included in
any Environmental Impact Statement. If the NNSA continues with its current
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, when the current investigations are
finished, another statement will likely be needed. This process will continue to consume
more time and money that could otherwise be focused on improving the safety of preexisting nuclear facilities. By using these results along with any other updated
information to create an entirely new Environmental Impact Statement, the NNSA will be
able to present the most accurate and concise information possible to its stakeholders.
Additionally, the Department of Energy should consider a “No Action” alternative in a
new Environmental Impact Statement. This alternative would halt all plans to create a
new nuclear facility. Since the design for this new CMRR is not yet completed, the DOE
should reconsider some of its priorities regarding the Los Alamos National Laboratory.
For instance, the DOE made a commitment to clean the legacy waste at LANL by 2015.
The construction of a new facility will not only distract the DOE from reaching this goal,
but it will also add more pollution to the lab. This CMRR will be very costly, as the price
tag is rapidly increasing – the estimate of $500 million in 2004 is now up $5.8 billion.
Additionally, the nuclear weapons produced at this proposed new CMRR at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory would not contribute to the economy and generate revenue

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns,
of this CRD addresses the commentor’s concerns about seismic risks.

238-1

238-2
238-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
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Commentor No. 238 (cont’d): Rebecca J. Anderson

the same way other publicly-funded programs such as education or health care could.
Dedicating taxpayer dollars allocated to the DOE to improving the cleanup and safety
along with upgrading existing facilities may be a much more feasible decision than
following through on the plan to create a new CMRR at LANL.

Ultimately, the National Nuclear Safety Administration and the Department of Energy
should consider foregoing a Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement in order to
collect more data on the seismic risks involving in the proposed Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory. In this
process, the possibility of stopping these plans and improving already existing facilities
should also be considered. Agreeing to these two ideas could consequently improve the
safety and environmental impact of existing facilities while promoting the cause of
nuclear nonproliferation.
Best wishes,
Rebecca J. Anderson
Intern, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Student, American University

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts
of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5,
identifies the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not
include decisions on LANL legacy waste cleanup. NNSA intends to continue
implementing those actions necessary to clean up legacy waste sites at LANL
regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

238-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, and health care) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.

238-1
cont’d

238-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.

3-439

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (75 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Finally, the United States Government and subsequently the DOE should consider
limiting the number of nuclear weapons produced. Nuclear weapons production only
encourages nuclear proliferation domestically and internationally. Nuclear weapons
cannot defend against terrorists, as their scope of destruction is much too great to counter
attacks from international non-state actors. The larger the number of nuclear weapons, the
greater the likelihood of these weapons falling into the hands of terrorists. By decreasing
its own arsenal of nuclear weapons, the United States would be setting an example for the
rest of the world that nuclear weapons should not be a condoned use of military
technology. The 20 plutonium pits manufactured each year since 1999 (per the DOE’s
decision in 1999 to limit the number produced) have sufficed. The proposed plan for the
new CMRR at LANL will allow at least 80 pits to be created. Instead of spending time
and money to create this new facility, a study should be conducted to investigate whether
existing facilities can meet the DOE’s needs.

and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).

238-2
cont’d

mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take
place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for
more information.
The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium facility. The estimated cost of the CMRR-NF has
increased since originally proposed, primarily because of the changes made in
facility design to address seismic and safety requirements. These changes are the
subject of this SEIS. The commentor’s assertion that the amount of plutonium
that would be handled and stored in the CMRR-NF has increased from 900 grams
to 6,000 kilograms is incorrect. In the original CMRR EIS, Appendix C, Human
Health Impacts from Facility Accidents, 6,000 kilograms of plutonium was used
as the material at risk in the analysis of the potential impacts of accidents at the
new CMRR Facility (see Section C.4.1 of that appendix) (DOE 2003b).

3-441

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s position that the CMRR-NF is not
needed. The President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Continuing
with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports work needed to
ensure that the U.S.’s nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed
safely. As noted above, the capabilities of the CMRR-NF support NNSA’s
plutonium mission.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

-XQH

5H 3DUW,&RPPHQWVRQWKH'UDIW6XSSOHPHQWDO(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW
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7KHH[SHFWHGFRVWRIWKLVIDFLOLW\KDVLQFUHDVHGPRUHWKDQWHQIROGVLQFHLWVFRQFHSWLRQ7KH
UHTXLUHGSOXWRQLXPVWRUDJHDQGKDQGOLQJFDSDFLW\LQWKLVIDFLOLW\KDVLQFUHDVHGIURPJUDPVLQ
DQG GHQRWLQJD+D]DUG&DWHJRU\,,,IDFLOLW\ WRNJWRGD\

239-1
cont’d

2XURUJDQL]DWLRQKDVUHFHQWO\SURYLGHGWR&RQJUHVVH[WHQVLYHEDFNJURXQGRQZK\WKLVIDFLOLW\LV
QRWQHFHVVDU\DQGHVSHFLDOO\QRWQHFHVVDU\QRZ
:KDWZDVGHVFULEHGDVDUHODWLYHO\VLPSOHEXLOGLQJLQDHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVWDWHPHQW
(,6 ZULWWHQXQGHUWKH1DWLRQDO(QYLURQPHQWDO3ROLF\$FW 1(3$ IRUWKH&055SURMHFWKDV
VXEVHTXHQWO\EHFRPHDYHU\FRPSOH[DQGH[SHQVLYHSURSRVHGSURMHFW,WQRZKDVWZLFHWKH
RULJLQDOJURVVIORRUDUHDPRUHWKDQRQHKXQGUHGWLPHVWKHRULJLQDOTXDQWLW\RIFRQFUHWHDIDU
ORQJHUFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRFFXSDQF\VFKHGXOH QRWUHDG\IRUXVHXQWLO HLJKWWLPHVWKH
RULJLQDOHOHFWULFLW\FRQVXPSWLRQ QHFHVVLWDWLQJQHZRUUHZRUNHGWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHVWR/RV
$ODPRV&RXQW\ DQGPDQ\RWKHUH[SDQVLRQV
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Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the CMRR EIS, the Final Report, Update of the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis and Development of Seismic Design Ground Motions at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL 2007), was completed. The seismic hazard analysis
for TA-55 was further updated in 2009 (LANL 2009). These reports provided
a better understanding of ground motion and seismic behavior of various
geological material layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able
to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS). Whichever alternative or option is
selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards for a Performance
Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those
for which failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard
to public health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic
materials.

239-3

No response necessary.

$VDUHVXOWRIWKHVHXQIRUHVHHQGHVLJQFRPSOH[LWLHVDQGH[SDQVLRQVWKHSURMHFWFXUUHQWO\ODFNVD
ILQDOGHVLJQFRQFHSW7ZRFRQFHSWVDUHXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQDUHODWLYHO\VKDOORZO\EXULHG
EXLOGLQJWKHIRXQGDWLRQRIZKLFKZRXOGEHDERYHDWKLFNOD\HURIXQVWDEOHYROFDQLFDVKDQG
UHODWLYHO\GHHSRQHIRXQGHGEHORZWKDWXQVWDEOHOD\HURQZHOGHGWXII
2IWKHPLOOLRQ 0 DSSURSULDWHGIRUWKH&055SURMHFWDVDZKROHRYHUILVFDO\HDUV )<V 
WKURXJK0KDVEHHQIRU&0551)
,QWKH'6(,6DQGHOVHZKHUH'2(DQG116$JHQHUDOO\LQVLVWWKDWWKHFXUUHQW&0551)
UHTXLUHPHQWVORFDWLRQVL]HDQGWLPLQJFDQQRWEHFKDQJHG9HU\UHFHQWO\KRZHYHU116$
'HSXW\$GPLQLVWUDWRUIRU'HIHQVH3URJUDPV'RQ&RRNUHFHQWO\ZDUQHGWKDW³$VZHJRRQLIWKH
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/$6*0D\PHPRUDQGXPWRLQWHUHVWHGSDUWLHV³7KH>&0551)DW/$1/@VKRXOGQRWEHEXLOW(YHQLI
&0551)ZHUHWREHEXLOWHYHQWXDOO\LWVKRXOGEHGHOD\HGQRZ/RQJHUGHOD\ZRXOGEULQJJUHDWHUQHWEHQHILW±LQ
GROODUVSURJUDPFRQWLQXLW\GHFUHDVHGPDQDJHPHQWULVNDFURVVWKH116$FRPSOH[DQGRWKHUZLVH´$YDLODEOHDW
KWWSZZZODVJRUJ&0550HOORB5HDVRQVBWRB'HOD\B&0551)B0D\SGI
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Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
FRVWVWDUWVWRJHWQHDUWKHXSSHUHQG>RIWKHVWDWHGFRVWUDQJH@WKDWZLOOEHDFOHDUSRLQWIRU
LQYLWDWLRQWRFXWVFRSH´
7KH+RXVH$SSURSULDWLRQV&RPPLWWHH +$& KDVUHFRPPHQGHGPLOOLRQ 0 OHVV
DSSURSULDWLRQWKDQWKH)<UHTXHVWDQGQRFRQVWUXFWLRQLQ)<SHQGLQJUHVROXWLRQRI
PDMRUVHLVPLFLVVXHVUHYDOLGDWLRQRIUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGDGHFLVLRQRQZKHWKHUWKH/$1/
PDQDJHPHQWDQGRSHUDWLQJ 0 2 FRQWUDFWRULVWKHDSSURSULDWHHQWLW\WRPDQDJHWKHSURMHFW

239-3
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7KLVPLOOLRQ 0 FXWLVRIWKH&RPPLWWHH¶VSURSRVHGFXWVLQ116$FRQVWUXFWLRQ
PHDQLQJWKH+$&LVDOPRVWXQLTXHO\WDUJHWLQJ&0551)IRUFXWVDPRQJDOOSURSRVHG116$
FRQVWUXFWLRQ116$KDGUHTXHVWHG0IRU&0551)VSHFLILFDOO\WKHEDODQFHRIWKH
UHTXHVWHG0&055EXGJHWOLQHWREHDOORFDWHGWRFRPSOHWLQJWKHILUVW&055EXLOGLQJWKH
5DGLRORJLFDO/DERUDWRU\8WLOLW\DQG2IILFH%XLOGLQJ 5/82% 
,QLWVLQWURGXFWLRQWRLWVPDUNXSRIWKH116$EXGJHWWKH+$&ZURWHLQDSDVVDJHHVSHFLDOO\
JHUPDQHWR1(3$FRPSOLDQFHDQGWKH'6(,6
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,WLVLQFXPEHQWXSRQWKHH[SHUWVDWWKH116$WRSURYLGHDUDQJHRIRSWLRQVZKLFKZRXOG
PHHWGHIHQVHUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGWRHQVXUHWKDWDUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHVDUHFRQVLGHUHG
WDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWWKH'2(UHVRXUFHLPSOLFDWLRQVRIHDFKDOWHUQDWLYH
,QKLVRSHQLQJUHPDUNV6XEFRPPLWWHH&KDLUPDQ5RGQH\)UH\OLQJKX\VHQ 51- VDLGWKH
SURSRVHGELOOZRXOGFXWRXWIURPWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶VUHTXHVWIRUQXFOHDUZDUKHDGV
«KXQGUHGVRIPLOOLRQVRIGROODUVIRUFRQVWUXFWLRQSURMHFWVWKDWDUHQRWUHDG\WR
PRYHIRUZDUGFDSDELOLWLHVWKDWDUHVHFRQGDU\WRWKHSULPDU\PLVVLRQRINHHSLQJ
RXUVWRFNSLOHUHDG\DQG\HVVOXVKIXQGVWKDWWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLRQKDVKLVWRULFDOO\



4XRWHGE\7RGG-DFREVHQ³116$:HDSRQV&KLHI83)&0551)7R0HHW%XGJHW2U5LVN6FRSH&XWV´
Nuclear Weapons and Materials MonitorRI-XQH
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Project 04±D±125, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR),
Los Alamos National Laboratory.²7KH&RPPLWWHHUHFRPPHQGV
EHORZWKHEXGJHWUHTXHVW7KH&RPPLWWHHIXOO\VXSSRUWVWKH
$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶VSODQVWRPRGHUQL]HWKHLQIUDVWUXFWXUHEXWLQWHQGVWRFORVHO\
UHYLHZWKHIXQGLQJUHTXHVWVIRUQHZLQYHVWPHQWVWRHQVXUHWKRVHSODQVDGKHUHWR
JRRGSURMHFWPDQDJHPHQWSUDFWLFHV7KHODWHVWIXQGLQJSURILOHSURYLGHGWRWKH
&RPPLWWHHLQGLFDWHVWKDWRYHUKDOIWKHIXQGLQJUHTXHVWHGIRUWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\
ZRXOGEHXVHGWRVWDUWHDUO\FRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHV7KHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQZLOO
VXSSRUWWKHIXOOUHTXHVWIRUGHVLJQDFWLYLWLHVEXWGRHVQRWSURYLGHWKHDGGLWLRQDO
IXQGLQJWRVXSSRUWHDUO\FRQVWUXFWLRQ7KH116$LVQRWSUHSDUHGWRDZDUGWKDW
SURMHFWPLOHVWRQHVLQFHLWPXVWILUVWUHVROYHPDMRUVHLVPLFLVVXHVZLWKLWVGHVLJQ
FRPSOHWHLWVZRUNWRUHYDOLGDWHZKLFKFDSDELOLWLHVDUHQHHGHGDQGPDNHD
GHFLVLRQRQLWVFRQWUDFWLQJDQGDFTXLVLWLRQVWUDWHJLHV

3-443

239-3
cont’d

XVHGWRDGGUHVVLWVQHHGV7KHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQEHIRUH\RXHOLPLQDWHVWKHVH
ZHDNQHVVHVDQGLWLVUHVSRQVLEOH
,QODWH$SULO'2(DQG116$SURGXFHGD'UDIW6XSSOHPHQWWRWKH&055(,6 '6(,6 
ZKLFKLVWKHVXEMHFWRIWKHVHFRPPHQWV'HVSLWHDOOWKHDERYHFRQFHUQVWKH'6(,6H[DPLQHVQR
DOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKH&0551)ZKLFKLWKDVDOUHDG\GHFLGHGWREXLOG'HVSLWHH[WHQVLYHSULRU
FRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGFRPPHQWIURPPDQ\SDUWLHVWKHVHWZRDJHQFLHVLQFRUUHFWO\DQGZHEHOLHYH
LOOHJDOO\UHOHJDWH1(3$WRDIRRWQRWHLQWKHHQJLQHHULQJGHVLJQSURFHVVIRUDSUHGHWHUPLQHG
DJHQF\GHFLVLRQWRFRQVWUXFWDEXLOGLQJRIFHUWDLQSUHFLVHFDSDELOLWLHVVL]HDQGUHTXLUHPHQWVLQ
DSUHFLVHORFDWLRQDWDSUHFLVHWLPH QRZ 
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NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s characterization of the SEIS NEPA
process. NNSA has prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS in accordance with NEPA, the
CEQ regulations that implement the procedural provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508), and DOE regulations implementing NEPA (10 CFR Part 1021).
These regulations require the preparation of a supplement to an EIS when
there are substantial changes to a proposal or when there or significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns. An agency may
also supplement an EIS to further the purposes of NEPA. The CMRR-NF SEIS
evaluates the environmental impacts of alternatives for satisfying the mission AC
and MC requirements, currently provided by the CMR Building, over the next
60 years. Refer to Sections 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

239-5

Los Alamos Study Group (LASG) submitted a comment requesting that NNSA
incorporate by reference all of its pleadings, evidence submitted and both actual
and prepared testimony in Los Alamos Study Group v. Department of Energy,
Case No. 10-Civ-0760-JH-ACT. Much of this material involves legal contentions
and does not comment on the draft CMRR SEIS. More important, LASG did
not identify the specific issues in this mass of material to which it wanted NNSA
to respond. Commentors are required to present their comments in a way that
reasonably permits a reviewing agency to examine their contentions, and this
comment by LASG does not do so.

'2(DQG116$¶VIDLOXUHWRFRQGXFWDIXOODQDO\VLVRIDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKH&0551)SURMHFWDV
1(3$UHTXLUHVULVNVQRWMXVWELOOLRQVRIGROODUVLQH[FHVVVSHQGLQJEXWDOVRWKHHIIHFWLYH
PDQDJHPHQWRI116$¶VQXFOHDUZHDSRQVSURJUDPVDQGWKHVDIHW\RIWKHDJHQF\¶VZRUNHUV

&RPPHQWVRQWKH$SULO&0551)'6(,6

 3OHDVHLQFRUSRUDWHE\UHIHUHQFHDOORI3ODLQWLII/$6*¶VSOHDGLQJVHYLGHQFHVXEPLWWHGDQG
ERWKDFWXDODQGSUHSDUHGWHVWLPRQ\LQ&DVH1R&,9-+$&7/$6*Y'HSDUWPHQW
RI(QHUJ\ '2( 116$6WHYHQ&KXDQG7KRPDV'¶$JRVWLQRZKLFKEHDUFHQWUDOO\RQWKH
SURFHVVDQGFRQWHQWRIWKLV'6(,67KLVLQFOXGHVVZRUQHYLGHQFHDQGWHVWLPRQ\UHJDUGLQJ
WKHQHHGIRUDQGDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVHG&0551)WKDWZHUHE\VXEPLWWHGE\PH'U
)UDQNYRQ+LSSHODQG0U5REHUW3HXULIR\3OHDVHLQFOXGHDOOVXSSRUWLQJUHIHUHQFHV
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4XRWHGE\7RGG-DFREVHQ³%XGJHW%DWWOH+HDWLQJ8S2YHU+RXVH$SSURSV&XWV7R:HDSRQV3URJUDP´Nuclear
Weapons and Materials MonitorRI-XQH


$YDLODEOHDWKWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQ&0551)BOLWLJDWLRQKWPO



)RUUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWR&0551)VHH0HOORDIILGDYLWRI-DQXDU\SDUDJUDSKV
KWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQ0HOORBDIIB-DQSGIDQG0HOOR³7KH3URSRVHG&KHPLVWU\DQG
0HWDOOXUJ\5HVHDUFK5HSODFHPHQW1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\ &0551) 1HZ5HDOLWLHV&DOOIRU1HZ7KLQNLQJ´
KWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055&055BDOWHUQDWLYHVSGI$OOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVFHQWHURQXVDJHRIWKHSLW
SURGXFWLRQHTXLSPHQWLQ3)ZLWKVXSSRUWIXQFWLRQVFRQGXFWHGZLWKLQ3)DQGDWWKH&0555DGLRORJLFDO
8WLOLW\DQG2IILFH%XLOGLQJ 5/82% DQGif desired DOVRHOVHZKHUHHLWKHUDW/$1/RUDWRWKHUVLWHV7KHHQWLUH
³IURQWHQG´RISLWPDQXIDFWXULQJHLWKHUXSWRPHWDOSURGXFWLRQRULQFOXGLQJFDVWLQJFRXOGEHGRQHDWDQRWKHUVLWH
HJWKHSODQQHG3LW'LVDVVHPEO\DQG&RQYHUVLRQ)DFLOLW\ 3'&) DVPRGLILHGDWWKH6DYDQQDK5LYHU6LWH 656 
0DUN+DUW:DUUHQ:RRGDQG'DYLG2OLYDV3OXWRQLXP3LW0DQXIDFWXULQJ8QLW3URFHVV6HSDUDWLRQ2SWLRQVIRU
5DSLG5HFRQVWLWXWLRQ$-RLQW3RVLWLRQ3DSHURI/DZUHQFH/LYHUPRUH1DWLRQDO/DERUDWRU\DQG/RV$ODPRV1DWLRQDO
/DERUDWRU\//1//$1/6HSWHPEHUFLWHGLQ0HOORDIILGDYLWRI-DQRSFLWDWS
5DWLRQDOL]DWLRQRISURJUDPVIORRUVSDFHYDXOWVSDFHDQGHTXLSPHQWZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJSOXWRQLXPIDFLOLW\ %XLOGLQJ
3) ZLOOSURYLGHDGHTXDWH0&FDSDELOLW\LILWGRHVQRWDOUHDG\GRVR)UDQNYRQ+LSSHOSUHSDUHGWHVWLPRQ\RI
$SULOKWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQYRQ+LSSHOB$SUSGI0HOORDIILGDYLWRI-DQXDU\
RSFLWDWSDUDJUDSKFLWLQJ7LP*HRUJH/$1/1XFOHDU0DWHULDOV7HFKQRORJ\'LYLVLRQ'LUHFWRU³&DQ
/RV$ODPRV0HHW,WV)XWXUH1XFOHDU&KDOOHQJHV"%DODQFLQJWKH1HHGWR([SDQG&DSDELOLWLHV:KLOH5HGXFLQJ
&DSDFLW\´Actinide Research Quarterly, VW4XDUWHUDW
KWWSDUTODQOJRYVRXUFHRUJVQPWQPWGR$4DUFKLYHVSULQJHGLWRULDOKWPODQGFLWLQJ6HFUHWDU\RI(QHUJ\
$GYLVRU\%RDUG 6($% 1XFOHDU:HDSRQV&RPSOH[,QIUDVWUXFWXUH7DVN)RUFH³5HFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRU
WKH1XFOHDU:HDSRQV&RPSOH[RIWKH)XWXUH´-XO\S+DWIRRWQRWHLQ
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Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group

Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
 3OHDVHLQFRUSRUDWHE\UHIHUHQFHP\VFRSLQJFRPPHQWVRQWKLV'6(,6RI1RYHPEHU
LQFOXGLQJP\$XJXVWFRPPHQWVRQWKHVFRSHRIWKH&055(,6DQGDOO
VXSSRUWLQJUHIHUHQFHV

239-6

 3OHDVHLQFRUSRUDWHE\UHIHUHQFHWKH/$6*PHPRUDQGXPRI0D\ZLWKDOO
VXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFHSURYLGHGHQWLWOHG³7KH>&0551)DW/$1/@VKRXOGQRWEHEXLOW(YHQ
LI&0551)ZHUHWREHEXLOWHYHQWXDOO\LWVKRXOGEHGHOD\HGQRZ/RQJHUGHOD\ZRXOG
EULQJJUHDWHUQHWEHQHILW±LQGROODUVSURJUDPFRQWLQXLW\GHFUHDVHGPDQDJHPHQWULVNDFURVV
WKH116$FRPSOH[DQGRWKHUZLVH´

239-7

$VVWDWHGLQVHFWLRQV(DQG)RIP\-DQXDU\DIILGDYLWDIWHUWKH6(,6VFRSLQJSURFHVV
KDGFRQFOXGHGEXWEHIRUHWKHDSSHDUDQFHRIWKH'6(,6

239-8

116$KDVEHHQLQFUHDVLQJLWVFRPPLWPHQWWR&0551)VLQFHPDNLQJWKH
GHFLVLRQLQWRFRQVWUXFWDQGRSHUDWHLW1HDUO\DOORIWKHDFWLYLWLHVFXUUHQWO\
XQGHUZD\VSHFLILFDOO\DGYDQFHDQGHQWUHQFKGHIHQGDQWV¶SUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHDQG
QRRWKHU7KXVWKH\DUHSUHMXGLFLDODFWLRQ7KHVHSUHMXGLFLDODFWLRQVLQFOXGH
GHWDLOHGGHVLJQDQGWKHGHVLJQSXUFKDVHDQGLQVWDOODWLRQDW5/82%RI
VSHFLDOL]HGHTXLSPHQWWRVXSSRUW&0551)1RREMHFWLYH(,6RU6(,6FRXOGEH
ZULWWHQZKLOHSURMHFWPRPHQWXPFRQWLQXHVDQGVSHFLILFFRQWUDFWXDOFRPPLWPHQWV
WRLWFRQWLQXHWREHPDGHH[HFXWHGDQGH[WHQGHG
7KHSXUSRVHRI1(3$DQDO\VLVLVWRIRVWHUEHWWHUIHGHUDOGHFLVLRQVQRWWRDQDO\]H
WKHLPSDFWVRIGHFLVLRQVDOUHDG\PDGH &)5 1(3$DQDO\VLVLV
VXSSRVHGWREHGRQHYHU\HDUO\LQWKHGHVLJQSURFHVV &)5 SULRUWR
IRUPDODOWHUQDWLYHVHOHFWLRQDW&' i.e.,ZKHQDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURMHFWDUHVWLOO
EHLQJZHLJKHG'2(JXLGDQFHVWDWHVWKDWVXFKLQWHULPFRPPLWPHQWVDUH
QRUPDOO\QRWDSSURSULDWH116$FODLPVLWV6(,6ZLOOKHOSWKHDJHQF\FKRRVH

KWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQ0HOORBDIIBUHI0HOORB$IIB$OOB5HIHUHQFHVSGI


$YDLODEOHDWKWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055&0551)B6(,6BVFRSLQJBFRPPHQWVB1RYKWPO



$YDLODEOHDWKWWSZZZODVJRUJ&0550HOORB5HDVRQVBWRB'HOD\B&0551)B0D\SGI



$YDLODEOHDWKWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQ0HOORBDIIB-DQSGI



6HH'2(RUGHUVGLVFXVVHGDW0HOOR$IIDQGLQWKLVDIILGDYLW6HH
KWWSZZZODVJRUJ&055/LWLJDWLRQ&0551)BOLWLJDWLRQKWPO

'2(³*XLGDQFH5HJDUGLQJ$FWLRQV7KDW0D\3URFHHG'XULQJWKH1DWLRQDO(QYLURQPHQWDO3ROLF\$FW 1(3$ 
3URFHVV,QWHULP$FWLRQV´-XQH




LASG submitted comments to NNSA during the scoping process, prior to
preparation of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA considered and collectively
responded to all relevant scoping comments in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.

239-7

LASG has also requested that NNSA incorporate by reference a memorandum,
with all supporting evidence, which was not submitted to NNSA as a comment
document on this SEIS. LASG did not identify the specific issues to which it
wanted NNSA to respond. As stated in response to Comment 239-5, commentors
are required to present their comments in a way that reasonably permits a
reviewing agency to examine their contentions, and this comment by LASG does
not do so.

239-8

See the response to Comment 239-4.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

 $VVWDWHGLQWKHSOHDGLQJVHYLGHQFHDQGVFRSLQJFRPPHQWVDERYHDQGSDUWLFXODUO\DW
VHFWLRQV(DQG)RIP\WKLUGDIILGDYLW -DQXDU\ WKH6(,6SURFHVVLVLUUHGHHPDEO\
IODZHGDQGFRXOGQHYHUVHUYHDVDYDOLG6(,6XQGHU1(3$DQGLWVLPSOHPHQWLQJUHJXODWLRQV
DW&)5HWVHTDQG&)5HWVHT XQGHUJXLGDQFHSUHSDUHGE\WKH&RXQFLO
RQ(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\ &(4 DQG'2(RUXQGHUDQ\FRPPRQVHQVHORJLFDODSSURDFKWR
PDNLQJGHFLVLRQVLQZKLFKDQDO\VLVRIFKRLFHVDQGWKHLUFRVWVEHQHILWVDQGLPSDFWVDFWXDOO\
SUHFHGHVWKHGHFLVLRQLQYROYHG,QWKHFDVHRIWKH6(,6SURFHVVWKHVXSSRVHGDQDO\VLVFRPHV
DIWHUWKHGHFLVLRQWRFRQVWUXFW&0551)7KLVLVLOORJLFDODVZHOODVLOOHJDODQGUHQGHUVWKH
HQWLUHH[HUFLVHRQHRIIXWLOLW\DQGZDVWHIURPWKHPDQDJHPHQWDQGDSSURSULDWLRQV
SHUVSHFWLYHDQGRQHRIGHFHSWLRQDVUHJDUGV116$¶VSRVWXUHWRZDUGLQWHUHVWHGFLWL]HQV
WULEHVVWDWHDQGORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVDQGRWKHUIHGHUDODJHQFLHV

239-6
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EHWZHHQGHVLJQGHWDLOVEXWWKHLVVXHLVDFKRLFHEHWZHHQSULPDU\DOWHUQDWLYHV7KH
SURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHVLQWKH6(,612,GRQRWLQYROYHFKRLFHVEHWZHHQGHVLJQ
GHWDLOV
7KH6(,6LVEHLQJZULWWHQEHFDXVHnoneRIWKHRULJLQDODOWHUQDWLYHVDUHUHDVRQDEOH
DQ\PRUH7KH(,6RQO\FRQVLGHUHGFRQVWUXFWLQJD&055LQQHLJKERULQJ
WHFKQLFDODUHDV1RZWKHVFDOHDQGVFRSHRIWKHSURMHFWKDYHPDUNHGO\FKDQJHG
GUDPDWLFDOO\FKDQJLQJWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWDQDO\VLV5HOHYDQWQHZ
HQYLURQPHQWDOLQIRUPDWLRQKDVFRPHWROLJKW1HZFLUFXPVWDQFHVDQGVFLHQWLILF
NQRZOHGJHHURVLYHWRWKHRULJLQDOSXUSRVHDQGQHHGKDYHDSSHDUHG7KHSURMHFW
LWVHOIKDVH[SORGHGLQFRVWDQGOHQJWKHQHGLQVFKHGXOHDVWKHWUXHQDWXUHRIWKH
SURSRVHGVLWHKDVEHFRPHLQWHUQDOL]HG:LWKRXWDFRPSUHKHQVLYHWUHDWPHQWDOO
UHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGWKHLULPSDFWVFDQQRWEHHYDOXDWHG$Q(,6PXVW
³>U@LJRURXVO\H[SORUHDQGREMHFWLYHO\HYDOXDWHDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV´ 
&)56HF ³7KHLQIRUPDWLRQ>LQDQ(,6@PXVWEHRIKLJKTXDOLW\´ 
&)5 7KHUHLVQRWKLQJOHIWRIWKHRULJLQDO(,6WR³VXSSOHPHQW´DQGWKH
DWWHPSWWRGRFDQQRWPHHW1(3$VWDQGDUGV7KHYHU\ZRUG³VXSSOHPHQWDO´
VLJQDOVDQXQEURNHQFRPPLWPHQWWRWKHSURMHFW7RZULWHD³VXSSOHPHQWDO´
DQDO\VLVRIDSURMHFW¶VDOWHUQDWLYHVZKHQoneDOWHUQDWLYHLVWKHVROHVXEMHFWRIVXFK
FRPPLWPHQWUHOHJDWHVWKH6(,6WRposthocSDSHUZRUNFRQWUDU\WR1(3$¶V
LQWHQWLRQDQGUHTXLUHPHQWV

239-8
cont’d

7KHSXUSRVHDQGQHHGRIWKHRULJLQDOSURMHFWUHTXLUHUHH[DPLQDWLRQWRGD\EHFDXVH
RIQHZVFLHQWLILFNQRZOHGJH H[LVWLQJSLWVZLOOIDURXWODVWWKHIDFWRU\WRSURGXFH
WKHP QHZWHFKQLFDOGDWDIURPWKHVWRFNSLOHPDQDJHPHQWSURJUDP VWRFNSLOHFDQ
EHNHSWVDIHVHFXUHDQGUHOLDEOHZLWKRXWSLWSURGXFWLRQLQGHILQLWHO\ QHZ
VWRFNSLOHUHDOLWLHV SRVWVWRFNSLOHFXUUHQWDQGSODQQHGUHGXFWLRQV DQGQHZ
SROLFLHV 135SUHMXGLFHGDJDLQVWSLWSURGXFWLRQUHMHFWLRQRI55: 7KHUHLVQR
VLJQLILFDQWSLWSURGXFWLRQDXWKRUL]HGRUSODQQHG116$LVH[SOLFLWO\DQGIXOO\
FRPPLWWHGWRRQHDOWHUQDWLYHDVWKH\WKHPVHOYHVDQGQXPHURXVVHQLRURIILFLDOV
KDYHVDLG:HUHDGLWRQWKHIURQWSDJHVRIRXUQHZVSDSHUVH[WHQVLYHO\LQWKH
WUDGHSUHVVRQWKH:KLWH+RXVHZHEVLWHDQGLQWKHXSGDWHG³6HFWLRQ
5HSRUW´7KH12,DQGRWKHUPDWHULDOVSURYLGHGVRIDUFRQWDLQWRROLWWOHIDFWXDO
PDWHULDOWRSURYLGHDQ\EDVLVIRULQIRUPHGFRPPHQW7KHVFRSHRIDQDO\VLV
SUHVHQWHGLQWKH2FWREHU1RWLFHRI,QWHQW 12, ZDVIDUWRRQDUURZDQG
FXUVRU\7KHFXUUHQWSXUSRVHDQGQHHGZHUHQRWH[DPLQHG$YHU\QDUURZVXLWH
RIDOWHUQDWLYHVZDVRIIHUHGZLWKRXWDQ\WHFKQLFDOEDFNJURXQGWRHYHQLQGLFDWH
WKHLUSRVVLEOHIHDVLELOLW\7ZRRIWKHWKUHHDOWHUQDWLYHVDUHFOHDUO\LQIHDVLEOHDQG
XQVDIH EXLOGWKHUHMHFWHG&0551)NHHSXVLQJ&05ZLWKRXWXSJUDGHV 

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.



(J-RKQ)OHFN³1XFOHDU6SHQGLQJ3ODQ8S´Albuquerque Journal
KWWSZZZDETMRXUQDOFRPQHZVVWDWHQHZVVWDWHKWP

:KLWH+RXVH³)DFW6KHHW$Q(QGXULQJ&RPPLWPHQWWRWKH861XFOHDU'HWHUUHQW´
KWWSZZZZKLWHKRXVHJRYWKHSUHVVRIILFHIDFWVKHHWHQGXULQJFRPPLWPHQWXVQXFOHDUGHWHUUHQW

:KLWH+RXVH³1RYHPEHU8SGDWHWRWKH1DWLRQDO'HIHQVH$XWKRUL]DWLRQ$FWRI)<6HFWLRQ
5HSRUW1HZ67$577UHDW\)UDPHZRUNDQG1XFOHDU)RUFH6WUXFWXUH3ODQV´1RYHPEHUS
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Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group

Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
1RVHFRQGDU\DOWHUQDWLYHVZHUHHYHQPHQWLRQHG³%XVLQHVVFDVH´RU³FDSDFLW\´
DQDO\VHVDUHQHHGHGWRVXSSRUWDIXOOVXLWHRIDOWHUQDWLYHV
116$LVFRQGXFWLQJLWV1(3$SURFHVVVHSDUDWHO\IURPRWKHUGHVLJQIHDVLELOLW\
DQGLPSDFWDQDO\VHVLWLVGRLQJ

1RKHDULQJVLQRWKHUUHOHYDQW116$ORFDWLRQVHYHQWKRXJKDOWHUQDWLYHVPD\
LQYROYHIDFLOLWLHVDWRWKHUVLWHVLQFOXGLQJWKH6DYDQQDK5LYHU6LWH 656 
/DZUHQFH/LYHUPRUH1DWLRQDO/DERUDWRU\ //1/ DQGWKH,GDKR1DWLRQDO
/DERUDWRU\ ,1/ /$1/ZDVFKRVHQDVDSLWSURGXFWLRQVLWHEDVHGRQHVWLPDWH
RIWRWDOFRVWVDIDFWRURIWHQORZHUWKDQWRGD\¶V*LYHQWKHKXJHFRVWLQFUHDVHV
RWKHUVLWHVZKLFKDOUHDG\KDYHDSOXWRQLXPLQIUDVWUXFWXUHKDYHFOHDUO\EHFRPH
UHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVLPSO\LQJDQHHGIRUSURSHUQRWLFHDQGFRPPHQW
RSSRUWXQLWLHV

239-8
cont’d

7KHUHZHUHQRDFWXDOVFRSLQJKHDULQJV3URYLGLQJFRPSXWHUWHUPLQDOVWRW\SH
FRPPHQWVGRQRWFRQVWLWXWHD³KHDULQJ´1HLWKHULVDQLPSURPSWXIRUXP
SURYLGHGZLWKRXWQRWLFHZKHUHRQO\LQIRUPDOQRWHVDUHWDNHQDKHDULQJ
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$QREMHFWLYH1(3$DQDO\VLVRI&0551)DQGLWVDOWHUQDWLYHVLVLPSRVVLEOH
ZLWKRXWFHUWDLQSULRUDFWLRQVE\GHIHQGDQWV
116$DQG'2(KDYHSXEOLFO\H[SUHVVHGWKHLUFRPPLWPHQWWRWKHVLQJOH&055
1)DOWHUQDWLYHFXUUHQWO\EHLQJSXUVXHGEDVHGRQWKH52'DQGWKHLURZQ
FULWLFDOGHFLVLRQSURFHVV$1(3$FRPSOLDQW(,6RU6(,6IRU&0551)
UHTXLUHVWKDWWKH\IRUPDOO\UHVFLQGWKHVH
'HIHQGDQWVPXVWUHVFLQG&ULWLFDO'HFLVLRQ³6HOHFWLRQRI$OWHUQDWLYHV´
'HIHQGDQWVPXVWKDOWIXUWKHULQYHVWPHQWVLQWKH&0551)DOWHUQDWLYHFXUUHQWO\
EHLQJSXUVXHGZKLFKRQO\IXUWKHUHQWUHQFKWKLVDOWHUQDWLYHUHGXFHLWVVFKHGXOH
GLVDGYDQWDJHWRVLPSOHUDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGSUHMXGLFHDQ\IXWXUHGHFLVLRQ1(3$
UHFRJQL]HVQRSRVWGHFLVLRQDO6(,6



7KLVLVVXHZDVDOVRSRLQWHGO\UDLVHGLQVRPHGHWDLOE\WKH3DMDULWR*URXSRIWKH6LHUUD&OXE6XEVHTXHQWWRWKLV
WHVWLPRQ\ZHIRXQGWKHUHOHYDQWQRWLFHOHWWHU


5LFKDUG*HGGHV&0556(,6VFRSLQJFRPPHQWV2FWREHU






Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

7KHQRWLFHPHWKRGVXVHGE\116$IRUWKH6(,6ZHUHLQDGHTXDWH3ODLQWLIIIRU
H[DPSOHGLGQRWUHFHLYHDQ\QRWLFHIURP116$RU'2(PHDQLQJWKDW'2(GLG
QRWXVHLWVPDLOLQJOLVWVRIUHJLRQDORUJDQL]DWLRQVDQGLQGLYLGXDOVORQJLQYROYHGLQ
'2(DIIDLUV>6LF±VHHWKHSUHFHGLQJIRRWQRWH@$OWKRXJK&0551)LVFOHDUO\
DQLVVXHRIQDWLRQDOLPSRUWDQFHDQG'2(PDLQWDLQVQDWLRQDOOLVWVRISDUWLHV
FDWHJRUL]HGE\LQWHUHVWQRHYLGHQFHKDVEHHQSURYLGHGWKDWDQ\VXFKOLVWZDV
XVHG7KHFRJQL]DQWVWDIIPHPEHUVDWWKH1HZ0H[LFR(QYLURQPHQW'HSDUWPHQW
10(' ZKRKDGFRPPHQWHGRQWKH(,6WROGXVWKH\QHYHUVDZDQ\IRUPDO
QRWLFHRIWKLV6(,6

3-447

'HIHQGDQWVPXVWXQGHUWDNHDVHDUFKLQJUHYLHZRIWKHSURMHFW¶VSXUSRVHDQGQHHG
$JUHDWGHDOKDVFKDQJHGIURPVWRFNSLOHVL]H PXFKVPDOOHU WRNQRZQPLQLPXP
SLWOLIH PXFKORQJHU WRFRQILGHQFHLQVWRFNSLOHPDLQWHQDQFHZLWKRXWSLW
UHSODFHPHQW QRZFRPSOHWH ,Q'2(VDLG&055ZDVXQUHDVRQDEOH,Q
&0551)SODQVGLGQRWLQFOXGHD+D]DUG&DWHJRU\,,VWUXFWXUH,Q
&0551)SODQVKDGVRPHVTIWRIQXFOHDUODERUDWRU\VSDFH$IHZ
\HDUVODWHU&0551)SODQVKDGDERXWVTIWRIQXFOHDUODERUDWRU\VSDFH
&OHDUO\'2(DQG116$KDYHKHOGPDQ\GLIIHUHQWFRQFHSWVRIZKDWLVHVVHQWLDOLQ
WKHODVW\HDUV

239-9

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. Following issuance of the 2003 CMRR EIS,
NNSA announced its decision to construct the two-building CMRR in TA-55.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller,
more efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2008c) in 2008. NNSA
announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium, uranium,
and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including the
decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of
the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons
stockpile can continue to be managed safely. As stated by the commentor,
NNSA is not planning to revisit that decision in the SEIS. The CMRR-NF SEIS
specifically addresses changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional
seismic information and safety requirements. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations
and implementing procedures (40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b),
respectively) require preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes
in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. The regulations state that an
agency may also prepare a supplement when the agency determines that the
purposes of NEPA will be furthered by doing so. NNSA determined that an SEIS
to the CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based
on additional seismic information.

239-10

Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative
that would abandon the current CMR Building and not proceed with CMRRNF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS). Thus, an alternative of ceasing
CMR operations is not addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The No Action
Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision made following
preparation of the original CMRR EIS in 2003.

239-8
cont’d

$VSUHSDUDWLRQIRUDQ(,6GHIHQGDQWVPXVWFRQGXFWEXVLQHVVFDVHDQDO\VHVRIWKH
FRVWDQGIHDVLELOLW\RIDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVFRQVLGHULQJWKHLQIUDVWUXFWXUHRI
WKHHQWLUHZHDSRQVFRPSOH[DVDSSURSULDWH1RREMHFWLYH(,6FDQEHZULWWHQ
ZLWKRXWWKLV
$IXOOQDWLRQDOVFRSLQJSURFHVVWKDWWDNHVWKHQHZO\FODULILHGSXUSRVHDQGQHHG
DQGQHZEXVLQHVVFDVHDQGIHDVLELOLW\DQDO\VHVLQWRDFFRXQWLVWKHQUHTXLUHG
 $GGLWLRQDOIDWDOGHIHFWVLQWKH6(,6SURFHVVEHFDPHDSSDUHQWZLWKWKHSXEOLFDWLRQRIWKH
'6(,66RPHH[DPSOHV
D 7KHGHFLVLRQWREXLOGWKHSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH WKHYHUVLRQRI&0551)
RIZKDWHYHUGHVLJQYDULDWLRQ LVQRWDFWXDOO\EHLQJUHH[DPLQHG
%HFDXVH116$GHFLGHGLQWKH52'>5HFRUGRI'HFLVLRQ@WREXLOG&055±DVD
QHFHVVDU\VWHSLQPDLQWDLQLQJFULWLFDODQDO\WLFDOFKHPLVWU\>$&@DQGPDWHULDOV
FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ>0&@FDSDELOLWLHVDW/$1/±WKH6(,6LVQRWLQWHQGHGWRUHYLVLWWKDW
GHFLVLRQ

239-9

$6(,6LVDQ(,6DQGPXVWH[DPLQHDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ
LQFOXGLQJSULPDU\DOWHUQDWLYHVLHDOWHUQDWLYHVZKLFKGRQRWEXLOGWKHSURMHFW
%RWKWKH+$&DQG116$'HSXW\$GPLQLVWUDWRU'RQ&RRNDSSDUHQWO\EHOLHYH
DOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKH&0551)SURMHFWPD\H[LVWDVQRWHGDERYH
E 7KH'6(,6ODFNVD1R$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYH)LUVWD1R$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYHPHDQV
WDNLQJQRDFWLRQLQFOXGLQJQRWEXLOGLQJWKH&0551)1RVXFKDOWHUQDWLYHLV
HQYLVLRQHG)XUWKHU116$DGPLWVLW¶VERJXVQRDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYH³ZRXOGQRWEH
FRQVWUXFWHG´DQGVRLVQRWDQDOWHUQDWLYHRIanyNLQG
1R$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYH &0551) «%DVHGRQQHZLQIRUPDWLRQOHDUQHG
VLQFHWKH&055&0551)ZRXOGQRWPHHWWKHVWDQGDUGVIRUD
3HUIRUPDQFH&DWHJRU\ 3& >IRRWQRWHRPLWWHG@VWUXFWXUHDVUHTXLUHGWRVDIHO\
FRQGXFWWKHIXOOVXLWHRI116$$&DQG0&ZRUN7KHUHIRUHWKH&055
1)ZRXOGQRWEHFRQVWUXFWHG

239-10

$QG


'6(,66XPPDU\DWY6HHDOVRDW ³«116$LVQRWSODQQLQJWRUHYLVLWHLWKHUWKHQHHGIRUWKH&0551)RU
ORFDWLQJWKHIDFLOLW\DWDQRWKHUVLWH«116$LQWHQGVWRSURFHHGZLWKWKH&0551)SODQQLQJSURFHVV´ 


,ELGDW
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Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group

Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
7KHUHPDLQLQJDOWHUQDWLYHWRFRQVWUXFWWKH&0551)DVLWZDVGHVFULEHG
DQGDQDO\]HGLQWKHCMRR EIS>VLFLWZDVQRWDQDO\]HGWKHUH@DQGLWV
DVVRFLDWHG52'WKHLANL SWEISWKHComplex Transformation SPEIS>VLF
LWZDVQRWDQDO\]HGWKHUH@DQGLWVDVVRFLDWHG52'DQGLQWKLV&0551)6(,6DV
WKH1R$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYHGRHVQRWPHHW116$¶VSXUSRVHDQGQHHGDQGWKXV
ZRXOGQRWEHLPSOHPHQWHG

239-10
cont’d

F 7KH'6(,6GRHVQRWVHULRXVO\FRQVLGHUDQ\SULPDU\SURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYH7KLV
UHSUHVHQWVDVWHSEDFNIURPHYHQWKHVKRUWVXLWHRIDOWHUQDWLYHVSURSRVHGGXULQJWKH
VFRSLQJSURFHVVZKLFKLQFOXGHGDWOHDVWRQHFRORUDEO\UHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYH DORQJ
ZLWKWKH³SUHUHMHFWHG´RQHVRIIHUHGDWWKHWLPHDQGIRUPDOO\UHMHFWHGE\116$LQWKH
'6(,6 

«([WHQVLYH8SJUDGHVWRWKH([LVWLQJ&05%XLOGLQJ«WKLVDFWLRQ
ZDVQRWDQDO\]HGIXUWKHUDVDUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHWRPHHW116$¶V
SXUSRVHDQGQHHGIRUDFWLRQLQWKLV&0551)6(,6
LL 7KH'6(,6FRQVLGHUVKRZHYHUDSDWHQWO\XQVDIHDOWHUQDWLYHZKLFKZRXOGUHO\
XSRQXVHRIWKHH[LVWLQJ&05%XLOGLQJwithoutPDMRUXSJUDGHVDQGWKHQ
SURSHUO\ UHMHFWVWKLVVDPHDOWHUQDWLYH

239-11

239-11

Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original 2003 CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS
(see Volume 1, Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at
a reduced level because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies
a portion of the existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated
with the 60-year-old building (specifically, there is a fault beneath TA-3/CMR
Building). The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would
be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was
determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical and
programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include additional
information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the Existing CMR
Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
additional information.
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As noted in the discussion of the scoping comments in Chapter 1, Section 1.7,
Public Participation, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, there were requests for
changes in the type of document to be prepared, as well as suggestions for
changes in the alternatives and for additional alternatives to be addressed in
the SEIS. In addition, there were requests for the type of impact analyses to
be performed for the SEIS, including for example, climate change and global
warming. NNSA considered all scoping comments and summarized the
comments and their responses in the Draft SEIS; however, not all suggestions
were incorporated into changes to the SEIS.
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As noted in the response to Comment 239-2, the CMRR-NF SEIS specifically
addresses changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based on requirements related
to additional seismic information. Three alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative and an alternative with two options, are analyzed, as described in
Chapter 2 of the SEIS. While the No Action Alternative reflects NNSA’s previous
decision made following preparation of the original CMRR EIS in 2003, NNSA
has stated that this alternative would not be pursued.

239-14

NNSA agrees that both water and electrical usage would increase as addressed
in the SEIS. Water usage estimates related to the proposed CMRR-NF are
included in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.3 and 4.3.3. As discussed in these sections,
the proposed CMRR-NF is expected to use up to about 5 million gallons
(19 million liters) of water per year to support construction of the CMRR-NF.
If built, the CMRR-NF, combined with RLUOB, would use up to 16 million
gallons (61 million liters) of water per year to support facility operations. When
the CMRR-NF requirements are combined with other LANL site-wide projected
water requirements, the projected requirements would remain within the LANL’s
water rights. Please refer to Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this
CRD for more information. The CMRR project peak electrical demand estimate
of 26 megawatts, when combined with the projected site wide peak demand, is
estimated to use all of the available (surplus) capacity at the site. However, actual
peak demand for LANL has been below projected levels in the past and well
within site capacities.

239-15

Comment noted.
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All comments received by NNSA, including late comments, were considered in
developing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group

Commentor No. 239 (cont’d): Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
LQWHUYLHZVZLWKMRXUQDOLVWVVHHNLQJSHUVSHFWLYHVRQWKH/DV&RQFKDV)LUH7KLVILUHKDVVKXW
GRZQ/$1/DQGWKH116$/RV$ODPRV6LWH2IILFH /$62 IRUWKHSDVWWZRGD\VDQGKDV
RFFDVLRQHGWKHHYDFXDWLRQRIWKH/RV$ODPRVWRZQVLWHDVDZKROH:HDQWLFLSDWHILOLQJ
IXUWKHUFRPPHQWVODWHUWKLVZHHN
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From: Ralph Hutchison [orep@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 12:10 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: OREPA comments on CMRR-NF S-EIS

240-1

Comments of the Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
on the National Nuclear Security Administration’s
Supplement Environmental Impact Statement
for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement – Nuclear Facility
at Los Alamos National Laboratory
27 June 2011
Since it was first proposed more than a decade ago, the momentum has built
slowly and inexorably toward the construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement-Nuclear Facility. In the intervening years, reality has rarely
been allowed to intrude on the process, the CMRR has been built, and plans for
the Nuclear Facility have entered the final stages before construction. Now, the
insistence of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board that the National Nuclear
Security Administration address concerns about the seismic stability of the CMRRNF has created a speed-bump; the NNSA is compelled to prepare a Supplement to
the original Environmental Impact Statement.
The CMRR-NF SEIS is an opportunity to examine not only the adequacy of the
seismic design of the facility, but also to answer other questions that changing
circumstances have posed since the 2003 CMRR-EIS. The original economic
analysis supporting the CMRR is no longer valid as construction cost estimates
have rocketed into the stratosphere and pressures on the US budget have forced
draconian cuts in many programs; the “purpose and need” for the 80-warhead/
year CMRR has been eclipsed by the START Treaty and the commitment of the
president to pursue a world free of nuclear weapons; the disaster in Fukushima,
Japan, compels a fundamental reassessment of the adequacy of current design
assumptions; even the wildfires threatening Los Alamos National Lab at the
moment (for the second time in little more than a decade) raise the most basic of
questions—if the CMRR-NF is as crucial to national security as NNSA asserts, is it
wise to build it in an area that faces evacuation and closure at the whim of nature?
The commitment of the United States to reduce its nuclear arsenal under the
START Treaty, and the pursuit of further deep cuts, undermines the NNSA’s
assertion that the United States needs an 80-warhead/year production capacity
for plutonium pits. An independent review by the JASON determines the current
US stock of pits is reliable for at least 45 years, likely much longer. The only
conceivable rationale for an 80-warhead/year capacity is a determination to

240-1

240-2

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions issued through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 240: Ralph Hutchison, Coordinator
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

Commentor No. 240 (cont’d): Ralph Hutchison, Coordinator
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

240-2
cont’d

In the current economic climate, it defies reason to imagine the United States
should invest more than $10 billion on an oversized CMRR-NF and UPF without a
compelling case for the mission of the two facilities. A more reasonable alternative
is to prepare a detailed assessment for upgrading current facilities in place—both
at Los Alamos and Oak Ridge, the NNSA has the capacity to meet all mission
requirements for stockpile surveillance and maintenance during the build-down to
zero; existing facilities can be upgraded to meet environmental, safety and health
requirements at a fraction of the cost of new facilities.

240-3

The Supplemental EIS is not the appropriate vehicle for revisiting such fundamental
questions—it requires a new EIS, one that takes as its starting point the reality
of 2011 instead of the reality of 1998. Outside of the communities that stand to
receive a direct financial benefit from the construction of the CMRR-NF and the
UPF, no reasonable person believes the US can afford everything in 2011 it could
in 1998; public support for the nuclear stockpile has also declined significantly;
old war-horses and defense hawks—Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, William
Perry and Sam Nunn have declared the US must take concrete steps toward the
abolition of nuclear weapons; the disaster in Fukushima, now recognized as worse
even than Chernobyl, has demonstrated the stakes are greater than we like to
think—not only are the lives of workers and the public at risk, but the earth and the
oceans are at risk—land around Fukushima is poisoned, no longer able to provide
food and water to sustain life.

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.

240-4

How have the planners of the CMRR-NF accommodated this changing reality?
They have pushed on as though nothing has changed, ignoring public comments
that question the need for a new nuclear weapons production facility, maintaining
the “need” for a grossly oversized facility, and bloating the budget with a straight
face even as the public insists we can no longer act like teenagers who don’t have
to buy the gas that fuels their travels.
It is simply not true that there is no price to pay for this overreach. The CMRR-NF,
underdesigned (like Fukushima) to withstand natural phenomena, may well fail.
Its mere construction will undermine US efforts to constrain nuclear proliferation—

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

240-1
cont’d

The CMR building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission, including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and production, but they are not tied to any specific pit production level. As
indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does
not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. But there are fundamental differences between
the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. But, the type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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maintain full-scale capacity to produce new nuclear weapons. This would not
only violate the spirit of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and send a perilously
provocative message to the rest of the world, it would make a liar of our president
and contradict the nuclear policy of the country. (It is not merely coincidence that
the NNSA’s proposed Uranium Processing Facility also has an 80-warhead/year
throughput capacity.)

why should Iran listen to a word we say when we are brazenly ignoring our
commitment under the 41 year-old nonproliferation treaty (reinforced by the 1996
opinion of the International Court of Justice that “there exists an obligation” on the
part of nuclear weapons states to meet their 1970 NPT obligation)? Construction of
the CMRR-NF will spend money that could be spent on environmental restoration
of weapons communities, or new schools, housing, education, job training or a
hundred other programs that are productive rather than destructive.
All this is to say the S-EIS fails to meet the NNSA’s obligation to fully examine
the impacts of its decision to proceed with a new bomb plant on “the whole of the
human environment,” and to consider all reasonable alternatives in developing
its path forward. If the mission requirements of the Stockpile Stewardship
program can be met at significantly less cost by upgrades to existing facilities, this
alternative is not only reasonable, but should be compelling.

President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to
be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.

240-2
cont’d
240-5

240–2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision (20 pits per year) was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). Current operations at LANL
do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other nonproliferation treaties to
which the United States is a signatory, nor would the operations that would be
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance,
of this CRD for more information.

240-3

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller,
more efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2008b) in 2008. NNSA
announced its decisions, which were based on a number of considerations
including cost, in two Records of Decision published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644 and 77656). The first ROD addresses
operations involving plutonium, uranium, and the assembly and disassembly
of nuclear weapons, and includes the decision to construct and operate the
CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions of the existing CMR Building.
Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the
analytical chemistry and materials characterization work needed to ensure that
the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed safely.

240-4
cont’d

Submitted by
Ralph Hutchison, coordinator
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS. The
existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level because of seismic issues
(for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building)
and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old building. The renovations
needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would be extensive. This
alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be
a reasonable alternative for a number of technical and programmatic reasons.
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Commentor No. 240 (cont’d): Ralph Hutchison, Coordinator
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

Commentor No. 240 (cont’d): Ralph Hutchison, Coordinator
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Chapter 2, Section 2.7 has been expanded to include additional information on
why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the existing CMR Building.
NNSA has determined that the CMRR-NF SEIS meets NEPA’s obligations to fully
examine the impacts of the proposed action. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD for more information.

240-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, and housing) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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241-1
Public Comments of Robert H. Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) about the DOE 2011 draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area-55 (TA-55)

To:

John Tegtmeier, Document Manager

From:

Robert H. Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, rhgilkeson@aol.com

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA
was fully aware of the updated seismic hazards analysis of the LANL region
(LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007 preliminary seismic hazards
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a
design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are included in
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of the CMRRNF SEIS).

Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS)
jarends@nuclearactive.org ccns@nuclearactive.org
Date:

June 28, 2011

Re:

Insufficient, Incorrect and Misrepresented Seismic Information for Design
Basis Earthquakes for Proposed CMRR-NF – Requirement for DOE to
Retract DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF

ISSUE 1. There is a requirement for the Department of Energy (DOE) to retract the DOE
2011 draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2011 draft SEIS) for the
proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF)
at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area-55 (TA-55) because of
the inadequate and incomplete analysis provided based on the following facts:

241-1

1.A. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS greatly underestimates the seismic hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF. This is because the LANL 2007 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis (PSHA) Report incorrectly calculated simultaneous earthquakes to produce a
greater seismic hazard than multiple synchronous earthquakes. The greater ground
motions from synchronous earthquakes produce a much greater seismic hazard than
from simultaneous earthquakes. This issue is discussed beginning on page 22.

241-2

1.B. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresents the LANL 2007 PSHA Report as “a
comprehensive update to the LANL seismic hazards analysis.” In reality, the LANL 2007
PSHA is inadequate and incomplete to provide the “design basis earthquakes” for the
proposed CMRR-NF or for the assessment of the seismic hazard at the location of any
existing or proposed critical facilities on the 40-square mile LANL Site. This issue is
discussed throughout this report and specifically on page 26.

241-3

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS did not consider the increasing seismic hazard at the
CMRR-NF that was described in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report and in Lewis et al., 2009
because the youthful Pajarito Fault System (PFS) is growing with an increase in danger
for powerful ground-rupturing earthquakes at the location of the proposed CMRR- NF
and at other critical locations at the LANL Site. This issue is discussed throughout this
report and specifically in the section beginning on page 11 titled “Background for the
neoseismic setting of the growing PFS.”

241-4

- The LANL 2007 PSHA did not have the necessary data to calculate the growing power
of the neoseismic PFS. A comprehensive field investigation is necessary to acquire the
data to evaluate the increasing seismic hazard (see Section 1 B beginning on page 26).
Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns and technical comments regarding
seismic issues related to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. In addition to all the
following responses, refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information and to sections of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS where
revisions were made to text in response to comments as noted in the specific
response that follows each comment below.

241-2

The PSHA (LANL 2007) included both simultaneous and synchronous
earthquake rupture models in calculating design-basis ground motions for TA-55.
Simultaneous ruptures were slightly favored in the model with a weight of 0.6
because this is the standard model used in PSHA practice, and displacement data
for the Pajarito fault system suggest this type of rupture occurred in the past.
However, synchronous ruptures were also included in the analysis with a weight
of 0.4.
The PSHA did not calculate higher hazard for the simultaneous rupture, but the
PSHA did estimate slightly higher maximum magnitudes for the simultaneous
rupture model. Preferred maximum magnitudes for both simultaneous and
synchronous ruptures were estimated using the same general approach, which has
a sound technical basis, as discussed in the response to comment 241-15 (below).
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241-5

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA do not provide a design for the
proposed CMRR-NF that can be certified as safe for workers and the public, nor for the
storage of six metric tons (13,228 pounds) of plutonium.

241-6

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA incorrectly calculate
simultaneous earthquakes to produce a greater seismic hazard than multiple surfacerupturing synchronous earthquakes. This important mistake is Issue 1.A on page 22.

241-2
cont’d

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS underestimate the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRRNF because a low and incorrect value of 0.3g was used for the vertical peak ground
acceleration (PGA). The value presented in the LANL 2007 PSHA for the vertical PGA
was 100% greater at 0.6g. (see pages 32-33).

241-7

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA do not provide the required
knowledge of the seven key parameters (location, geometry, sense of slip, maximum
magnitude, recurrence, and kappa) described in the LANL 2007 PSHA (see page 26).

241-8

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA do not provide the “robust
kinematic model” as described in the LANL report LA-UR-06-2158, entitled “Fault
interaction and along-strike variation in throw in the Pajarito fault system, Rio Grande rift,
New Mexico” in the June, 2009 issue of Geosphere by Lewis et al., 2009 (see page 28).

241-9

For both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures, maximum magnitudes
were estimated in the PSHA based on surface rupture lengths and available
displacement data, as appropriate to the particular rupture scenario. The main
difference between the simultaneous and synchronous ruptures is that all of the
moment (energy) is released in one event in the simultaneous model, versus
the moment being split into two slightly smaller synchronous subevents on
different segments of the Pajarito fault system, in the synchronous model.
Thus, the slightly smaller magnitudes for the synchronous ruptures are a
direct result of splitting the fault rupture into two portions for this model. In
addition, the 10 percent difference in the total moment release between the two
models primarily results from the different geometries used and the fact that
displacements do not scale the same as surface rupture lengths in the empirical
relations. Finally, as discussed in the response to comment 241-15 (below),
maximum magnitudes for both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures were
calculated correctly using techniques that meet SSHAC and DOE guidelines.
The calculated results were checked and thoroughly peer reviewed.

1.C. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresents the lack of detailed field investigations for
accurate knowledge of the distance from the proposed CMRR-NF to the Guaje Mountain
Fault (GMF). The essential need for detailed field mapping for the southern boundary of
the GMF is described in the LANL report by Lewis et al., 2009 (see page 33).
1.D. The LANL scientists disagree on the locations of active faults close to the proposed
CMRR-NF. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS does not provide the evidence from field mapping
of intense fractures in the Bandelier Tuff along Pajarito Road and in Mortandad Canyon
in the LANL report LA-UR-04-8337 by Wohletz, 2004 that indicate active faults are
located 800 ft west, 1600 ft north and 2500 ft east of the CMRR-NF (see page 34)..

As a result of comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to improve
the discussion of faulting and seismic hazards at LANL. See the responses to
comments 241-4 and 241-15 for more information on maximum magnitude
earthquakes and seismic analogs.

241-10

ISSUE 2. There is a requirement to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS because of the
following facts:

241-3

2.A. There was knowledge from 1992 of the weak layer of poorly welded volcanic tuff
below the proposed CMRR-NF (LANL 1995 PSHA Report) and knowledge from outcrop
mapping in 1990 (Vaniman and Wohletz,1990) that an active fault was located within
800 feet west of the location of the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. The knowledge
of the high seismic hazard because of the weak geologic layer and the close location of
an active fault was not considered in the original design and cost estimates for the
proposed CMRR-NF in the DOE 2003 Environmental Impact Statement.
2.B. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS does not provide the final design and estimated cost of
the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. (see page 38).
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241-11

Neither the LANL PSHA Peer Review Panel nor DNFSB found the 2007
and 2009 LANL PSHAs to be “inadequate and incomplete,” as indicated in
the comment. The purpose of the 2007 LANL PSHA update (LANL 2007),
which was followed by another update in 2009 (LANL 2009), was to assess
the earthquake ground-shaking hazard at LANL and based on that hazard,
develop site-specific design-basis earthquake ground motions for several LANL
sites, including the CMRR-NF. Both PSHAs were performed following the
guidelines established by SSHAC (1997) for PSHAs, particularly with regard to
the incorporation of uncertainty. DOE, NRC, and the Electric Power Research
Institute (EPRI) sponsored the development of the SSHAC guidelines. The goal

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

- The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA do not provide the acquisition of
site-specific data and subsequent analysis to ensure that ground motions for design
basis earthquakes at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF are based on accurate
scientific knowledge (see Issues 1.A and 1.B beginning on page 22)..

It is somewhat counterintuitive that the slightly bigger simultaneous earthquake
can result in a lower ground motion hazard, but the two synchronous earthquakes
result in higher ground motions for nearby sites, particularly when the site is
located between the rupturing fault segments, because energy is coming from two
sources.

2.C. The two designs being considered for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 are
based on ground motions from simultaneous earthquakes and not on the larger ground
motions from multiple ground-rupturing synchronous earthquakes, which have occurred.
(see page 22).

241-2
cont’d

2.D. The two designs being considered for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 do
not consider that the GMF may extend south to a location close to the proposed facility.
(see pages 33-34).

241-10
cont’d

2.E. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS contains much incorrect information that misrepresents
and downplays the large and poorly understood seismic hazard at the LANL location for
the proposed CMRR-NF and at the location of other critical facilities at the LANL Site.
This fact is presented throughout this report.

241-1
cont’d

2.F. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA place too much reliance on
expert judgment couched in the “Poisson Assumption” instead of the acquisition of sitespecific data and subsequent analysis to ensure that ground motions for design basis
earthquakes are based on accurate scientific knowledge. The 2009 LANL report by
Lewis et al., describes the need for a comprehensive kinematic study of the PFS in the
geologic setting of LANL TA-55 and also over the entire region of the PFS. The
knowledge of the kinematics of the entire fault system is necessary to assess the
seismic hazard at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF and for other critical facilities
at LANL TA-55 and at other LANL locations. This fact is presented throughout this
report.

241-12

ISSUE 3. We have not received written answers to the questions we presented to the
DNFSB in April 2009 about the many deficiencies in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report. We
have discovered many new deficiencies in our preparation of this report. The sparse
data and conclusions based on the Poisson Assumption in the deficient LANL 2007
PSHA Report were used as the basis for the highly flawed and unacceptable seismic
design of the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. Our review of LANL and DOE
reports show that the DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA Report do not
meet the DNFSB requirements described below on page 63 in the DNFSB TWENTYFIRST ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS:
4.10 Seismic Hazard Analysis
The Board pursued its ongoing review of DOE site characterization and
seismic hazard studies across the DOE complex. The Board continues to
stress to DOE the importance of adequate review, including independent
peer review, of both the acquisition of site-specific data and subsequent
analysis to ensure that ground motions for design basis earthquakes are
based on accurate scientific knowledge.
There is a need for independent peer review of the data acquisition and subsequent
analysis processes at LANL; especially because of the disagreement among LANL
scientists on the locations of active faults at the proposed CMRR-NF.

Introduction. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS discusses the interaction with the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) for review of the two Options within the
Modified Construction Alternative. They are the “Shallow” and “Deep” Options. The
DNFSB is required by law to review the design and construction of defense nuclear
facilities in order to ensure protection of workers and the general public. These facilities
must be designed and constructed in a manner that supports safe and efficient
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241-3
cont’d

of any PSHA is to develop inputs that represent the composite distribution of
the informed technical community. SSHAC recognizes that PSHA inputs can
be subject to considerable uncertainties due to incomplete data and scientific
understanding, as well as from process variability. In particular, when developing
the inputs for PSHA, it is recognized that there is always incomplete knowledge
because that is the nature of trying to characterize a complex natural process.
However, by performing PSHAs in a manner consistent with the SSHAC
guidelines, particularly with regards to the incorporation of the range of different
interpretations and scientific uncertainties, the results should be robust and stable.
Participatory peer review is also an essential element of a successful PSHA and
in the case of the LANL PSHAs, an internationally recognized expert panel was
engaged. In addition, DNFSB was involved in the 2007 and 2009 studies and
provided commentary on the process.
241-4

In the 1995 PSHA, the peak horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) associated
with an annual frequency of exceedance of 4 × 10-4 was reported to be about
0.33 g for TA-55. In the 2007 PSHA, the PGA at the same annual frequency of
exceedance was reported to be 0.52 g. An increase in the slip rates on the Pajarito
fault system, in addition to other factors, likely contributed to the increased
seismic hazard. The 2007 and 2009 PSHAs represent the best knowledge to date
on the seismic hazard at LANL, with the uncertainties appropriately incorporated.
The results of this evaluation have been included in the design of the CMRR-NF
and, as such, incorporated in the cost estimate.
The seismic hazard at LANL, defined as the likelihood of exceeding some level
of ground motion in any given year, is considered static over the design lifetimes
of critical facilities, including the planned CMRR Facility. What does change,
however, is the estimate of the actual seismic hazard.
The change in seismic hazard at LANL is due in large part to new evidence in the
activity of the Pajarito fault system, new ground motion prediction equations, and
the consideration of temporal clustering in the Pajarito fault system. Considering
this new evidence, the estimate of the horizontal PGA associated with an annual
frequency of exceedance changed from about 0.33 g in 1995 to about 0.52 g in
2007. However, as new evidence becomes available, NNSA’s estimate of the
seismic hazard may change slightly, although the hazard estimates are expected
to remain fairly stable. For example, the best estimate of the horizontal PGA
associated with an annual frequency of exceedance of 4 × 10-4 decreased from
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0.52 g in 2007 to 0.47 g in 2009 (LANL 2009). This change was in part due to
the availability of a new and improved set of ground motion prediction equations.
operations. These statutory requirements are described in the DNFSB Twenty-first
Report to Congress as follows:

241-5

4.6 Los Alamos National Laboratory Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement Project. The Board continued its review of the
design of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Project.
The Board continued to follow closely the seismic design of the project’s
nuclear facility. During the past year, the project has developed a detailed
model to assess the complex structural behavior of this facility. The
development of this model is a step forward that should ultimately lead to
an adequate seismic design. The Board has worked with the project to
ensure that seismic design inputs for this deeply embedded facility are
properly defined [Emphasis Supplied]. The Board will review the seismic
analysis calculations once they are complete (p.61).

241-3
cont’d

Discussion of Findings From Our Review. Our review of information presented in
several reports by DOE and LANL has determined that DOE does not have the required
knowledge of the seismic hazard at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF to meet the
mission of the DNFSB “to ensure that seismic design inputs for this deeply embedded
facility are properly defined.” The information we present in this report shows that the
DOE 2011 draft SEIS and the LANL 2007 PSHA Report have not acquired the sitespecific data and subsequent analysis to ensure that ground motions for design basis
earthquakes at the proposed CMRR-NF are based on accurate scientific knowledge.
The seismic hazard calculations that are being used for the design of the proposed
CMRR-NF are not supported by accurate scientific knowledge on the seismic setting in
the vicinity of the proposed nuclear facility. An important example is that Section 5 in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report incorrectly calculates that the seismic hazard is greater for
simultaneous ruptures from a single earthquake than from multiple ruptures from
synchronous earthquakes. However, Section 7 in the PSHA Report describes the
reason the physical processes from synchronous surface-rupturing earthquakes produce
a greater seismic hazard as follows on page 7-3:
The hazard is higher for synchronous rupture because the ground
motions will be larger from seismic slip involving two subevents versus
more uniform slip in a single albeit larger simultaneous event.
In fact, Figure 7-53 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report calculates that the Mean Peak
Horizontal Acceleration Seismic Hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF is 75% higher for the
synchronous ruptures of multiple earthquakes than for the simultaneous ruptures. The
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241-2
cont’d

The comment indicates that site-specific data on the geometry and sense of
slip of the Pajarito fault system are inadequate because studies have not been
conducted. Dozens of mapping studies of the Pajarito fault system have been
conducted (for example, Gardner and House 1987; Wong et al. 1995; Carter and
Gardner 1995; McCalpin 1997; Lavine et al. 2003), including state-of-the-art,
high-precision mapping in the vicinity of LANL, as discussed in the responses
to comments 241-10 and 241-17 (below). In addition, numerous paleoseismic
trench investigations have been conducted at 17 sites over the past 20 years (for
example, Gardner et al. 1990; Olig et al. 1996; Kelson et al. 1996; LANL 2007;
McCalpin 1998, 1999, 2005). These studies clearly show that the Pajarito
fault system is a series of normal slip faults that form the best studied fault
system in the Rio Grande rift. Admittedly, some parts of the fault have not
been as well studied as others; these tend to be those portions outside of LANL,
especially where access issues are a problem (for example, the Santa Clara
Canyon segment). Additional study of these areas would likely improve our
understanding of the fault and could help reduce uncertainties in the inputs,
but these studies are not a prerequisite to conducting a PSHA or determining
design-basis ground motions at LANL. The uncertainties in regards to fault
geometry, rupture behavior, and sense of slip on the Pajarito fault system were
fully recognized and addressed in the range of inputs to the PSHA. A range
of fault dips was used (±15˚), a component of oblique slip was considered in
calculating slip rates, and two rupture models and various rupture scenarios were
included in the analysis to address remaining uncertainties in the geometry and
sense of slip of the Pajarito fault system.
Finally, comments imply that there are critical data and analyses for the Pajarito
fault system that were published in the Lewis et al. (2009) paper and were
not included in the PSHA update (LANL 2007). Several of the coauthors of
the Lewis et al. (2009) study, including the lead author, were also involved in
developing the seismic source model of the Pajarito fault system for the 2007
PSHA update. All of the data and analyses for the Pajarito fault system published
in the Lewis et al. (2009) study were included or considered in the PSHA update.
The first draft of the Lewis et al. paper was written in 2007 and it took 2 years to
get through the review and publication process.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

4. Nuclear Facilities Design and Infrastructure
The Board’s strategic performance goal for this area is to ensure that new
defense nuclear facilities and major modifications to existing facilities are
designed and constructed in a manner providing adequate protection of
the health and safety of the workers and the public. The Board is required
by statute to review the design and construction of defense nuclear
facilities, which must be designed and constructed in a manner that
supports safe and efficient operations. The Board has made a concerted
effort to ensure that its review of new design projects focuses on early
recognition and resolution of safety issues, and that new DOE facilities
are being constructed to acceptable industry codes and standards (p. 55).

241-6

The draft SEIS and PSHA are not intended to be used as design-level documents.
The PSHA represents the best knowledge to date on the seismic hazard at LANL,
with the uncertainties appropriately incorporated. The results of the PSHA
and site-specific geotechnical reports referenced in the geology discussions in
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, and Chapter 4, Section 4.5 (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b,
2010a, 2010b), have been included in the preliminary design of the CMRR-NF,
which, per DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the
Acquisition of Capital Assets, will be finalized subsequent to completion of the
SEIS.

241-7

Based on an apparent typographical error in the 2007 PSHA Executive Summary,
the vertical peak ground acceleration for the CMRR-NF was incorrectly cited
as 0.3 g instead of 0.6 g in the SEIS. This error has been corrected. This
typographical error in the Executive Summary of the PSHA is not reflective of
information presented elsewhere in the PSHA and was not used in the design of
the proposed CMRR-NF; 0.6 g was used in the design.

241-8

While the PSHA study acknowledges that additional data in these areas would
provide a more complete understanding of the seismic hazard at LANL, NNSA
believes there was sufficient information to complete the study. The uncertainties
associated with these areas have been adequately captured and bounded by the
results of the study.

241-9

A kinematic fault interaction model for the Pajarito fault system, envisioned by
Lewis et al. (2009), can be useful to test whether hypothetical linked rupture
scenarios are physically plausible, and to understand possible coseismic static
stress changes (normal and shear) to nearby fault segments, produced by slip on
principal segments within the Pajarito fault system. The inputs to the kinematic
fault interaction model require a significant number of assumptions, including
the state of stress of all fault segments prior to the earthquake, and a model of
the stress release of the earthquake. It is possible that, by incorporating the
2007 LANL PSHA fault scenarios and related uncertainties, insights could be
developed on these fault interactions. This idea is a natural follow-on of the
scenario model development of the LANL 2007 PSHA; however, none of the
experts engaged in the LANL 2007 PSHA argued that that such a model would
reduce uncertainties in the computed hazard. Additionally, the recommendations
for future studies presented in Section 10 of the LANL 2007 PSHA do not
specifically include development of a kinematic fault interaction model of the
Pajarito fault system, although such a study could help refine seismic source

calculations in Figure 7-53 were for a return period of 2,500 years for multiple surfacerupturing earthquakes in the PFS. Figure 7-53 is on page 24 in this report.
Nevertheless, Section 5.1.2.4 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report incorrectly estimated the
maximum Magnitude M for earthquakes at the proposed CMRR NF to be approximately
10% smaller for synchronous earthquakes than for simultaneous earthquakes on page
5-18 as follows:
We estimated maximum magnitudes for both subevents of the synchronous
ruptures using the same approach and these are consistently slightly smaller
than for the simultaneous ruptures (Table 5-11), but the sum of the moment
for the two subevents is within 10% of the moment for the simultaneous
rupture of the same rupture scenario.
•

The incorrect low values for synchronous ruptures at the proposed CMRR-NF is a
serious mistake that requires DOE to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS because the
design basis earthquakes used for the design of the proposed CMRR-NF were not
based on accurate knowledge of the seismic hazard.

•

An important fact is that the calculations of earthquake ground motions in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report and in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS are incorrect and can
not ensure the proposed CMRR-NF will survive a design basis earthquake
without significant structural damage with potential for release of the large
inventory of six metric tons (13,228 pounds) of plutonium to be stored at the
proposed nuclear facility.

241-2
cont’d

The reports we reviewed show there is unacceptable poor knowledge of the locations of
active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF. We discovered that there is
disagreement among the LANL scientists on the locations of the two key faults: 1). the
Rendija Canyon Fault (RCF) and 2). the Guaje Mountain Fault (GMF). The ground
based motions for the design of the proposed CMRR-NF were based on mapping of
faults that show the RCF was located a lateral distance of 3000 feet west of the
proposed CMRR-NF and an assumption that the termination of the GMF was 2  miles
north of the location of the proposed CMRR-NF.
However, a very important discovery in our review is that a LANL report (Lewis et al.,
2009) shows that the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team have a concern that the
southern boundary of the GMF may be close to the proposed CMRR-NF. The distant
and probably incorrect location of the GMF used to assess the seismic hazard for the
proposed CMRR-NF is displayed on Figure 5-4 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report (Figure
1 below in this report) and on Figure 3-5 in the 2011 draft SEIS (Figure 2 below in this
report). The pertinent excerpts from Lewis et al., 2009 follow:
The southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF are not well
characterized (p. 257).
Conclusions. . . The southern end of the GMF has not been mapped in
detail, but its southern termination is likely to be similar to that of the
Rendija Canyon fault (p. 268).
We discovered there is disagreement among the LANL scientists on the locations of
active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF. A 2004 LANL report by Kenneth H.
Wohletz (LA-UR-04-8337) indicates that active faults are located 800 ft west, 1600 ft
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north and 2500 ft east of the proposed CMRR-NF based on zones of intense fractures in
outcrops along Pajarito Road west and south of TA-55 and in Mortandad Canyon north
of TA-55. The close location of active faults in Wohletz (2004) greatly increases the
seismic hazard for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55.
The fault locations that were used in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report and the DOE 2011
draft SEIS are displayed below on Figures 1 and 2. For comparison, the locations of the
zones of intense fractures as evidence of active faults in the LANL report by Wohletz
(2004) are displayed below on Figure 3.

In Summary, the reports we reviewed show the assessment of the seismic hazard at
the proposed CMRR-NF in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS and in the LANL 2007 PSHA is
unacceptable because it does not meet the mandate of the DNFSB. In addition, the
assessment does not recognize the large ground motions from synchronistic surfaceruptures of multiple earthquakes and is based on 1). incomplete knowledge of the
locations of key faults, 2). incomplete knowledge of key parameters, 3). expert
judgment of sparse data and assumed values for many key parameters instead of
accurate scientific knowledge, and 4). the calculations of seismic hazard, as a result, are
all incorrect and without technical basis.

See the response to comment 241-10 (below) with respect to location of nearest
active faults.

241-10
cont’d
241-10

241-13

Lewis et al. (2009) states that the southern extent and amount of displacement on
the Guaje Mountain fault are not well constrained. Detailed geologic mapping
of the area between the mapped southern termination of the Guaje Mountain
fault and the northern side of Los Alamos Canyon has not yet been undertaken.
That said, studies have completed detailed geologic mapping of LANL from
Los Alamos Canyon to the north to Pajarito Canyon to the south, and from the
Pajarito fault escarpment to the west to TA-46 to the east (for example, Gardner
et al. 1999; Lavine et al. 2003). These studies carefully looked for the presence
or absence of surface faulting associated with the Rendija Canyon and Guaje
Mountain faults within LANL property. Geologic mapping at LANL to identify
surface faulting is summarized by Animation 1 in Lewis et al. (2009).
Lewis et al. (2009) shows that the Rendija Canyon fault trends southward to Los
Alamos Canyon, then splays southwesterly into a broad zone of deformation in
LANL’s TA-3. Surface faulting from the Rendija Canyon fault was not identified
due south of Los Alamos Canyon, including at TA-55. The surface expression of
the Guaje Mountain fault is not visible south of Pueblo Canyon, including within
LANL property.
Using the data presented in Lewis et al. (2009), as a comprehensive,
peer-reviewed report and map of the Pajarito fault system, the following can be
stated with respect to distances from the center of the proposed CMRR-NF:
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•

The nearest geologic structure with lateral continuity is associated with
the Rendija Canyon fault, located approximately 3,300 feet (1,000 meters)
west-northwest of the center of the proposed CMRR-NF. This geologic
structure is located within the “horsetail” splay of the Rendija Canyon
fault, in the western portion of TA-64, exhibits 3 feet (1 meter) of
down-to-the-west displacement, and has a mapped length of approximately
100 feet (30 meters).

•

The location at the north side of Los Alamos Canyon, where the Rendija
Canyon fault changes its trend from southerly to southwesterly, is located

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The reports we reviewed describe an ongoing increase in the seismic activity in the
network of many faults and associated folds in the very complex youthful PFS in the
region of LANL. The reasons for the ongoing increase in seismic activity are described
in an important report by scientists on the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team (Lewis
et al., 2009). Our report includes much information from Lewis et al., 2009. The PFS
may now cause powerful ground-rupturing earthquakes with a Richter magnitude
possibly greater than 7.5. A much lower Richter magnitude of 7.27 was used to assess
the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF. The potential for even more powerful
ground-rupturing earthquakes will increase in the future along with a decrease in the
time between the ground-rupturing earthquakes (LANL 2007 PSHA; Lewis et al., 2009).

parameters. It is nevertheless prudent to consider such interactive fault models
(kinematic and dynamic) in the future for possible application to the Pajarito fault
system.

approximately 6,250 feet (1,910 meters) north of the center of the proposed
CMRR-NF.
Figure 1. Map of the Pajarito Fault System and Embudo Fault System – Southwestern
Section in Northern New Mexico. Source: Figure 5-4 in LANL 2007 PSHA Report.

•

The mapped southern termination of the Guaje Mountain fault, north
of Pueblo Canyon, within the Los Alamos townsite, is approximately
13,000 feet (4,000 meters) north-northeast of the center of the proposed
CMRR-NF.

These data presented above, which are consistent with those provided in
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, correspond to data used to calculate
design-basis earthquake ground motions for the CMRR-NF.

241-10
cont’d
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It is important to note that precise locations of the strands of the Pajarito
fault system, with respect to the CMRR-NF, are not needed for estimating
the ground-shaking hazard at the site. The ground motion prediction models
“flatten” out at short distances, less than a few kilometers for large magnitude
earthquakes (magnitude > 6.5), so the hazard is not sensitive to uncertainties in
faults locations of hundreds of meters. Precise fault locations are needed for
assessing the hazard from surface fault rupture, but as further described below in
the responses to comments 241-14 and 241-17, the potential for surface faulting
at the CMRR-NF is considered very low.
The fault shown 800 feet (240 meters) west of the proposed CMRR-NF, by
Vaniman and Wohletz (1990) and Wohletz (2004), is an inferred fault, meaning
that the fault is interpreted to be present at some depth below the location at
which it is mapped; however, no evidence for surface-rupturing faults was found
along that mapped trace. The work of Vaniman and Wohletz helped spur the
LANL Seismic Hazards Program to conduct detailed, site-specific studies around
TA-55 (for example, Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008) to determine the presence
or absence of surface-rupturing faults, using detailed investigative methods.
These methods included conventional geologic mapping at 1:1,200 scale,
high-precision total station geologic mapping of Bandelier Tuff subunit contacts
to identify faults, and large-scale trenching investigations at the site of the
proposed CMRR-NF. Gardner et al. (1998, 1999) identified no faults or offsets
along geologic contacts suggesting the presence of a fault at TA-55. Although
Gardner et al. (2008) did observe some fractures and small faults confined within
units of the tuff, they concluded that fractures and faults exposed at the proposed
CMRR site formed very shortly after emplacement of the tuff, 1.26 million years
ago, as a result of cooling and compaction, and the structures identified at the
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Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)
proposed CMRR-NF site pose no independent seismic surface rupture hazard.
No evidence for active faulting was identified by Gardner et al. (1998, 1999,
2008) near the proposed CMRR-NF, as inferred by the early study of Vaniman
and Wohletz (1990) and Wohletz (2004).

Figure 2. Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area.
Source: Figure 3-5 in the DOE 2011 SEIS for locating the proposed CMRR
Nuclear Facility at LANL TA-55.

241-11

Per DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of
Capital Assets, final or detailed design cannot be started until the NEPA document
(Final SEIS in this case) has been completed, so as not to prejudice the outcome,
or restrict or narrow the range of alternatives to be considered. The cost to build
and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making
its decision.

241-12

The Poisson model or process that is used in the LANL 2007 PSHA report is a
state-of-practice model for the recurrence of earthquakes in a PSHA (SSHAC
1997). As described by SSHAC (1997), this model is fundamental to earthquake
hazard assessment and is found to correctly model the random occurrence of
earthquakes, excluding dependent events such as foreshocks and aftershocks
of large earthquakes. In some instances, time-dependent models may also
be incorporated in a PSHA (SSHAC 997); however, the paleoseismic data
(information on ancient seismic events) for the Pajarito fault system are not
adequate at this time to develop a time-dependent model for the LANL PSHA.
Future additional geologic investigations may reduce slip rate uncertainty, but are
not likely to impact the application of the Poisson earthquake recurrence model.

241-13

There is no geologic or seismologic evidence that the rate of occurrence of
surface-faulting earthquakes (magnitude > 6.5) is increasing along the Pajarito
fault system. Paleoseismic investigations indicate that three large earthquakes
ruptured along the Pajarito fault system during the Holocene period (past
11,000 years), suggesting that this recent activity may represent a temporal
cluster in the long-term behavior of the fault (LANL 2007; Lewis et al. 2009).
However, this possible pattern in the activity rate of the Pajarito fault system has

241-10
cont’d
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The work of Lewis et al. (2009) is a comprehensive, peer-reviewed report and
map on the Pajarito fault system. Using data presented in Lewis et al. (2009), the
nearest laterally continuous, surface-rupturing fault to the proposed CMRR-NF
is located approximately 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) to the west-northwest,
in the western portion of TA-64, with 3 feet (1 meter) of down-to-the-west
displacement.

been incorporated into the PSHA (LANL 2007). There is also no geologic or
seismologic evidence that would suggest that the maximum potential earthquake
along the Pajarito fault system is increasing in size. The maximum earthquake
for the Pajarito fault system has been estimated for the PSHA based on observed
fault displacements from past earthquakes and rupture dimensions of the potential
fault rupture. Over the lifetime of the CMRR Facility and much longer, that is,
thousands of years, the level of seismic hazard at the CMRR site is not expected
to change because there are not expected to be changes in the maximum potential
earthquake and activity rates of the Pajarito fault system. The general behavior of
the Pajarito fault system is not expected to change over the time scale of the next
century. Also see the response to Comment 241-15 (below) for more information
on the maximum magnitude earthquake that could occur near LANL.

Figure 3. Map in 2004 LANL Report by Wohletz showing proposed location of Rendija
Canyon Fault along the western boundary of LANL TA-55 and Guaje Mountain
Fault 2500 feet east of the eastern boundary of TA-55.
Source: Figure 14 in Wohletz, 2004 (LA-UR-04-8337).

241-10
cont’d

Scale 0--------------------1950 feet

------------ dashed black lines show trend of inferred faults
Brown patches along dashed black lines are intense fracture zones
Circled numbers 1 to 6 have no relation to intense fracture zones.
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Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

•

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. Our review of DOE and LANL reports
discovered that the DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresents the overall incomplete and
incorrect knowledge of the seismic hazard at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF
and at the other LANL critical facilities. We estimate the field studies to acquire the
required data and subsequent analysis to provide accurate knowledge of the seismic
hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF and the other LANL critical facilities will require
between ten and twenty years if the required funding is provided.

241-8
cont’d

- The reports that we have reviewed include the following:
- DNFSB 21st Report to Congress Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB)
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TWENTY-FIRST ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS – FEBRUARY 2011
- DOE 2011 draft SEIS Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For The
Nuclear Facility Portion Of The Chemistry And Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project At Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
DOE/EIS-0350-S1 April 2011
- Gardner et al., 2008 “Fault Geology and Structure of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory, New
Mexico” by Jamie N. Gardner, Emily S. Schultz-Fellenz, Florie A. Caporuscio, Claudia J.
Lewis, Richard E. Kelley and Mary K. Greene. LA-14378, Issued: October 2008.
- Kleinfelder 2007 Geotechnical Report Geotechnical Engineering Report Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) Project Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Kleinfelder Project No. 19435, Rev 0.
- Lavine et al., 2005 “Evaluation of Faulting at the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Facility Replacement (CMRR) Site Based on Examination of Core from Geotechnical
Drilling Studies, TA-55, Los Alamos National Laboratory” by Alexis Lavine, Jamie N.
Gardner and Emily N. Schultz LA-14170 Issued: January 2005
- LANL 2007 PSHA Report Wong, I., Silva, W., Olig, S., Dover, M., Gregor, N.,
Gardner, J., Lewis, C., Terra, F., Zachariasen, J., Stokoe, K., Thomas, P., and
Upadhyaya, S., 2007, Update of the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and
development of seismic design ground motions at the Los Alamos National Laboratory:
Oakland, California, URS Corporation, 1 volume.
- LANL 1995 PSHA Report Wong, I., Kelson, K., Olig, S., Kolbe, T., Hemphill-Haley,
M., Bott, J., Green, R., Kanakari, H., Sawyer, J., Silva, W., Stark, C., Haraden, C.,
Fenton, C., Unruh, J., Gardner, J., Reneau, S., and House, L., 1995, Seismic hazards
evaluation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory: Oakland, California, Woodward-Clyde
Federal Services, 3 volumes.
- Lewis et al., 2009 “Fault interaction and along-strike variation in throw in the Pajarito
fault system, Rio Grande rift, New Mexico” in the June, 2009 issue of Geosphere by
Claudia J. Lewis, Jamie N. Gardner, Emily S. Schultz-Fellenz, Alexis Lavine, Steven L.
Reneau - Los Alamos National Laboratory, EES-16, MS D452, Los Alamos, New Mexico
87545, USA and Susan Olig - URS Corporation, 1333 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland,
California 94612, USA, LA-UR-06-2158.
- Vaniman, D. and Wohletz, K., 1990, “Results of Geological Mapping and Fracture
Studies: TA-55 Area”, Unpublished Memo Report, Report EES1-SH90-17, Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM.
- Wohletz, K.H., 2004 “Tuff Fracture Characterization Along Mortandad Canyon
Between OU-1114 and OU-1129”, Report LA-UR-04-8337, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM (as cited in Kleinfelder 2007 Geotechnical Report)

241-14
Background for the neoseismic setting of the growing PFS. LANL is located within
the Rio Grande Rift, an intracontinental Neogene structural feature that dominates the
seismotectonic setting of the LANL region. It is a continental rift system characterized by
basin subsidence. A published paper by scientists on the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team (Lewis et al., 2009) describes the physical setting of the PFS as follows
on page 252:
The seismically active Pajarito fault system (PFS) of northern New
Mexico, United States, is a complex zone of deformation made up of
many laterally discontinuous faults and associated folds and fractures that
interact in ways that have important implications for seismic hazards.
The PFS [See Figures 1 and 2 on pages 7 and 8] is tectonically active,
comprising the active bounding faults of the Española basin of the Rio
Grande rift, and is the subject of ongoing paleoseismic investigations.
Evidence for fault interaction, and the presence of prominent bends in the
Pajarito fault system, imply structural control of paleoseismicity and
neoseismicity and suggest the potential for stress concentrations and
earthquake triggering in complex linking fault systems.
Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard analysis,
a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking.

241-9
cont’d

The above statement that “a robust kinematic model of the PFS is lacking” describes an
important deficiency in the current knowledge of the seismic hazard at the location for
the proposed CMRR-NF and at other critical facilities at the LANL Site. The need for a
robust kinematic model of the PFS is described throughout this report. The LANL 2007
PSHA Report describes the lack of the data required for a kinematic model on page 28
in this report.

In the photograph of the fault scarp that formed during the 1954 Dixie Valley
earthquake the vertical free face that offsets the alluvial fan surface is indeed
a fresh surface rupture that occurred during the 1954 earthquake. The surface
rupture occurred on a pre-existing late Quaternary fault (Caskey et al. 2004).
This is not to say that new faults cannot form. However, they are much less
likely than reactivation of pre-existing faults.

Figure 1 above on page 7 shows the network of fault segments in the PFS where the
LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team recommends a robust kinematic model. Our
review shows that the knowledge required for a robust kinematic model does not exist.
Accurate knowledge is necessary of 1), the locations of the discrete faults, 2). the
geometry in the subsurface of the discrete faults, and 3). the potential linkage among the
discrete faults for purposes of seismic hazard analysis at the location of the proposed
CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 and at other LANL critical facilities. The location of the
proposed CMRR-NF is displayed above on Figure 2.
Comparison of Figures 2 and 3 shows that there is disagreement between the LANL
scientists on the location of active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA55. The fault locations of Figure 2 are based on mapping of fault displacements from
field investigations by LANL scientists on the Seismic Hazards Geology Team. The fault
locations on Figure 3 are based on mapping of intense zones of fracturing in field
investigations by LANL scientist Kenneth H. Wohletz (Wohletz, 2004). Some of the
intense zones of fracturing are associated with large displacement faults. However,
faults are not identified in the upper part of the Bandelier Tuff for the intense zones of
fracturing on Figure 3 that are located close to the proposed CMRR-NF. The issue of
the zones of intense fracturing mapped by Wohletz is Issue 1.D on page 34.
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Early seismic reflection studies by Dransfield and Gardner (1985) found evidence
of the Rendija Canyon and Guaje Mountain faults below the ground surface,
south of respective mapped surficial traces. This work prompted the creation
of the LANL Seismic Hazards Program to investigate whether these deep faults
were found at the ground surface. Geophysical studies using new investigative
technologies have not been undertaken since the Dransfield and Gardner
(1985) study. The fracture zones mapped by Vaniman and Wohletz (1990) and
Wohletz (2004) triggered further detailed geologic studies in TA-55 to determine
the presence or absence of surface-rupturing faults, using high-precision
geologic mapping. No surface faults were found at TA-55, and the zones of
higher-density fracturing were found not to correlate to regions of surface faulting
(Reneau et al. 1995; Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008). While Lewis et al. (2009)
describe portions of the Pajarito fault system as buried faults, these descriptions
refer to the trace of the main fault. Lewis et al. (2009) recognized that the main
Pajarito fault is a discrete fault plane at depth, which manifests itself at the
ground surface as a broad, diffuse zone of small faults. The surficial faults record
paleoseismic activity on the Pajarito fault system, as described in several reports
(for example, Reneau et al. 2002; Gardner et al. 2003; McCalpin 2005).

241-14

In addition, the comment asserts that fractures found in dacite in deep boreholes
at the site of the proposed CMRR-NF “[are] an indication that active faults may
be present in the dacite below the location of the proposed CMRR-NF.” Deep
geotechnical borings were drilled at TA-55 to characterize the complete geologic
column down to the basement bedrock level. These borings were completed
for geotechnical characterization of the subsurface and not for the purpose
of identifying the presence or absence of deep faults. Three boring locations
were initially identified; however, only two borings were deemed necessary to
provide corroborative characterization of the deeper portions of the geologic
column. The third boring was identified as an alternative and would have been
drilled only if the currently planned site at TA-55 were deemed not viable.
Borehole DSC-1B was drilled to a depth of 741 feet below ground surface
(226 meters), while borehole DSC-2A reached a total depth of 550 feet below
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Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The zones of intense fractures mapped in
Wohletz (2004) cannot be ignored. They may be evidence of active faults which are
buried in the subsurface close to the location of the proposed CMRR-NF. The discussion
in Lewis et al., 2009 is that active faults may be buried within the Bandelier Tuff and are
propagating upward. The buried active faults may produce ground-surface ruptures
during future earthquakes (see discussion on page 37 in this report).Also, see the
discussion of the 1954 Dixie Valley – Fairview Peak Area Earthquakes on pages 15-16
and the picture of a fault scarp formed by the 1954 earthquake.

241-14
cont’d

Kleinfelder (2007a) states that the sampled portion of the Cerros del Rio basalt
and Tschicoma Formation dacite was highly fractured and vesicular. Fracturing
and vesiculation are common features of chilled upper portions of relatively
harder volcanic flows (Fink and Anderson 2000), and such features are expected
in the upper 40 to 50 feet (12 to 15 meters) of a dacite flow that is hundreds
of feet thick, such as the Tschicoma Formation dacite below the proposed
CMRR-NF.

The youthful status of the PFS is because of the powerful volcanic activity in the vicinity
of LANL beginning 16.5 million years ago to form the Jemez Mountains. The volcanic
activity is described on page 3-20 in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS as follows:
Volcanic activity began forming the Jemez Mountains approximately 16.5
million years ago and continued sporadically to the most recent eruptions
that produced the El Cajete [Ash] Fall, about 50,000 to 60,000 years ago
(Reneau et al. 1996). Future volcanic activity in the Jemez Mountains is
likely, but recurrence intervals have not been firmly established (DOE
2003b). The unusually low amount of seismic activity in the Jemez
Mountains has been reinterpreted to indicate that seismic signals of
magma movement are partially absorbed deep in the subsurface, due to
elevated temperatures and high heat flow (LANL 2004). The significance
of this to LANL is that magma movement indicates that the Jemez
Mountains continue to be a zone of potential volcanic activity.
The Pleistocene age Bandelier Tuff forms the near surface bedrock at LANL. The
Bandelier Tuff consists of two members that were erupted as a series of ash flows
during enormous caldera-forming volcanic events 1.61 million years ago (Otowi
Member) and 1.25 million years ago (Tshirege Member). The volcanic eruptions that
deposited the Bandelier Tuff are estimated at a total volume of rhyolitic ash flow tuffs of
650 cubic kilometers (dense rock equivalent) (see page 253 in Lewis et al., 2009). The
large eruptions created the Pajarito Plateau. The young age and large areal extent of
the Bandelier Tuff is an important factor for the youthful properties of the network of
faults in the PFS.
Figure 4 below is cross-section D-E’ on page 263 in Lewis et al., 2009 that illustrates the
large number of faults in the PFS that have propagated upward through the Bandelier
Tuff. The enlarged view of the western part of cross-section D-E’ shows three parallel
faults where two of the faults do not propogate upward through the Bandelier Tuff. The
two faults have been inactive for the past 1.25 million years.

3-467

Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 12

241-13
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The necessary field investigations to determine the presence of active faults buried in
the Bandelier Tuff at the locations of the intense fractures close to the proposed location
of the CMRR-NF have not been performed. Without the field investigations, DOE is
required to assume that the locations of the intense fractures on Figure 3 identify the
locations of active faults and calculate the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF
accordingly.

ground surface (168 meters). The geologic formations that are most relevant to
TA-55 are those that would influence seismic ground response and foundation
performance. Seismic ground response, as determined by these two deep seismic
characterization borings, is affected by the relatively high seismic wave velocity
of the basement rocks, consisting of the Cerros del Rio basalt and Tschicoma
Formation dacite (both of which are relatively hard volcanic rocks), and the much
lower seismic wave velocities of the overlying, softer Bandelier Tuff. From
data provided by Kleinfelder (2007a), DSC-1B was the only deep borehole to
penetrate into the Tschicoma Formation dacite. In addition, the presence of the
relatively soft Qbt3L between two stiffer units, Qbt3U and Qbt2, is important
with respect to the seismic ground response of the site (Kleinfelder 2007a).

241-15
Figure 4. West to East Cross-Section D-E’ on page 263 in Lewis et al., 2009.

Note. The vertical arrows show the side of the discrete faults where displacement is
downward. 15mDTE means the vertical displacement is 15 meters (49 feet) downward
to the east.

241-13
cont’d

An additional important factor is that the youthful PFS is currently at a growth stage
where the interaction between the primary Pajarito Fault (PF or PAF) and the subsidiary
Rendija Canyon Fault (RCF) and Guaje Mountain Fault (GMF) often results in multiple
ground-breaking ruptures from two of the three faults (Lewis et al., 2009). The powerful
multiple surface-rupturing earthquakes are described on page 3-25 in the DOE 2011
draft SEIS as follows:
New paleoseismic data argue for three Holocene (past 11,000 years) surfacerupturing earthquakes, including an earthquake on the Pajarito Fault,
approximately 1,400 years ago; an earthquake on the Pajarito Fault
approximately 5,000 to 6,000 years ago, which is consistent with an event
during the same general time frame on the Guaje Mountain Fault; and a third
earthquake on both the Pajarito and the Rendija Canyon Faults, approximately
9,000 years ago. This paleoseismic event chronology demonstrates that the
Pajarito Fault often ruptures alone, but sometimes ruptures either with the
Rendija Canyon Fault or Guaje Mountain Fault. When this occurs, the resultant
seismic moment and, therefore, the earthquake magnitude are larger than
when the main Pajarito Fault ruptures alone. Given the evidence for youthful
movement on the Pajarito Fault system, future ruptures should be expected.
This fault system is capable of producing earthquakes up to Richter magnitude
6.5 to 7.0 (LANL 2007a; Lewis et al., 2009) [Emphasis Supplied].
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The above statement in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS
that “This fault system is capable of producing earthquakes up to Richter magnitude 6.5
to 7.0 (LANL 2007a; Lewis et al., 2009)” is incorrect because the historic earthquakes on
Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 13

241-15

NNSA has revised Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, which incorrectly
stated the maximum earthquake of the Pajarito fault system as Richter magnitude
6.5 to 7.0. These incorrect maximum earthquake magnitudes stated in the draft
SEIS are not reflective of information presented in the PSHA and were not used
in the design-basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF.
Richter magnitudes (ML) can differ from moment magnitudes (Mw), especially at
large magnitudes. Therefore, to make a direct “apples to apples” comparison, the
magnitude values should be compared using the same scale. All magnitudes used
in the LANL PSHA were in terms of Mw, not ML, based on the latest geologic
data, including those published in Lewis et al. (2009) and documented in the
PSHA update (LANL 2007), expected maximum magnitudes for the various
rupture scenarios of the Pajarito fault system range from Mw 6.5 to 7.3, and
these were input as preferred values with a weight of 0.6 in the analysis. The
expected magnitudes were calculated using well-established and widely accepted
empirical relations (Wells and Coppersmith 1994). Results were checked and
peer-reviewed by an internationally recognized Participatory Peer Review Panel
during the PSHA update (LANL 2007). Additional uncertainties of ±0.3 moment
magnitude (with a weight of 0.2 each) were included so that the Mw inputs into
the PSHA were as large as 7.6, depending on the rupture scenario (LANL 2007).
The estimated size of the 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake is Mw 7.3, whereas the
1983 Borah Peak earthquake was smaller, at Mw 6.8 (Doser and Smith 1985).
Thus, the range of maximum magnitudes used to calculate design-basis ground
motions for the CMRR-NF incorporates the magnitudes of historic earthquakes
that might be considered analogues for rupture of the Pajarito fault system.
The statement in the 1997 SSHAC guidelines “in cases where the maximum
historical earthquake has not been assessed to be equivalent to the maximum
possible earthquake, past practice has included adding an increment of one-half
magnitude unit or one intensity unit to the maximum historical earthquake” is
for area sources, not active faults. This statement also refers to “past practice.”
Current practice for estimating the maximum magnitude for an area source
is based on evaluating the maximum earthquake in analogue seismotectonic
regions. For an active fault, SSHAC (1997) describes two general approaches:
constraints provided by historical seismicity and estimates of maximum rupture
dimensions. Given the lack of significant historical seismicity on the Pajarito
fault system, the latter approach has been used to estimate the maximum
earthquake in addition to fault displacements from paleoseismic investigations.
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fault analogs that are described in LANL 2007a (the LANL 2007 PSHA Report) and in
Lewis et al., 2009 show that the PFS is now capable of producing ground-rupturing
earthquakes up to Richter magnitude 7.5. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report and Lewis et
al., 2009 describe the young and growing PFS may be capable of producing even more
powerful ground-rupturing earthquakes during the operating life of the proposed CMRRNF. The knowledge of the PFS that was presented in the LANL 2007 PSHA and in the
DOE 2011 draft SEIS is not adequate to accurately calculate the Richter magnitude
power of the PFS at this time or the increase in the Richter magnitude power that may
occur over the operating life of the proposed CMRR-NF.

1959 Hebgen Lake Earthquake 7.3 – 7.5 Richter Magnitude. The LANL 2007 PSHA
Report on page 5-17 describes the collapsed Yellowstone caldera and the network of
faults that are responsible for the 7.3 – 7.5 Richter magnitude Hebgen Lake earthquake
as an analog for the Valles Caldera and PFS as follows:
Another example of a synchronous rupture that is a possible analog for
the PFS is the M 7.3 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake [Emphasis
Supplied], which involved multiple discrete faults and two subevents: a
mb 6.3 event followed 5 seconds later by a mb 7.0 event (Doser, 1985).
This is a good possible analog for the PFS because 1) it occurred in a
region adjacent to a Quaternary caldera, as does the PFS; 2) it clearly
involved multiple overlapping but distinct faults (rupture segments) with
complex geometries, including opposing dips like the PFS; 3) it was
dominantly extensional; and, 4) it had large displacements [23 feet], as is
suggested for the PFS [Emphasis Supplied].
The 7.3 – 7.5 Richter magnitude of the Hebgen Lake earthquake is described as follows
in the U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2005-3024 issued in 2005:
The Hebgen earthquake of August 17, 1959 occurred at 11:37 p.m.
Mountain Standard Time. The earthquake had a Richter magnitude of
7.3 – 7.5.
The 23 ft maximum displacement on fault scarps from the 1959 Hebgen Lake
earthquake was described in the U.S Geological Survey Earthquake Information Bulletin,
Volume 6, Number 4, July - August, 1974, by Carl A. von Hake:
Major new fault scarps were formed along existing normal faults northeast of
Hebgen Lake. A maximum vertical displacement of 7 meters (23 feet) was
observed near Red Canyon Creek.
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In fact, the historical information on earthquake analogs presented in Lewis et al., 2009
and in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report describe the 50-km (30 mile) long Pajarito Fault
System (PFS) at LANL is now capable of producing ground-rupturing earthquakes up to
a 7.5 Richter magnitude. The two reports cite analog examples for the PFS, including
the 7.3 – 7.5 Richter magnitude 1959 Hebgen earthquake in Montana; the 7.3 Richter
magnitude 1983 Borah Peak earthquake in Idaho; and the pair of 7.1 and 6.8 Richter
magnitude earthquakes in the Dixie Valley – Fairview Peak Area of Nevada. We detail
these 6.8 to 7.5 Richter magnitude earthquakes below:

1983 Borah Peak, Idaho Earthquake – 7.3 Richter Magnitude. The LANL 2009 report
by Lewis et al., describes the 1983 Borah Peak earthquake in Idaho as an analog for the
PFS at LANL as follows on page 267:
A possible analog for the convex bend near St. Peter’s Dome on the Pajarito
Fault is the Borah Peak horst in Idaho, which is at the convex intersection of
two normal fault segments, one of which (the Lost River fault) ruptured in the
Borah Peak earthquake (Susong et al., 1990). The intersection zone at the
Borah Peak horst is thought to have influenced earthquake nucleation and
arrest for millions of years (Susong et al., 1990).
The 7.3 Richter magnitude of the Borah Peak earthquake was described in a paper in a
refereed journal – “The Borah Peak, Idaho Earthquake of October 28, 1983 – Summary”
by Lawrence D. Reavely, in Earthquake Spectra 2, pp. 1-9 (1985):
The Borah Peak, Idaho earthquake of October 28, 1983 occurred at 8:07
a.m. Mountain Daylight Time. This earthquake which had a Richter
magnitude of 7.3, was the largest earthquake to occur in recorded history
(since 1872).
The 7.3 Richter magnitude of the Borah Peak earthquake was also described in
a paper in the peer reviewed Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America;
June 1987; v. 77; no. 3; p. 739-770 – “Surface faulting accompanying the Borah
Peak earthquake and segmentation of the lost river fault, central Idaho” by
Anthony J. Crone, Michael N. Machette, Manuel G. Bonilla, James J.
Lienkaemper, Kenneth L. Pierce, William E. Scott and Robert C. Bucknam
(Crone et al., 1987). The excerpt below is from the abstract of Crone et al.,
(1987);
On the morning of 28 October 1983, the Ms 7.3 Borah Peak earthquake
struck central Idaho and formed a Y-shaped zone of surface faults that is
divided into a southern, a western, and a northern section. The total
length of the surface faults is 36.4 ± 3.1 km, and the maximum net throw
is 2.5 to 2.7 m. The near-surface net slip direction, determined from the
rakes of striations in colluvium, averaged 0.17 m of sinistral slip for 1.00 m
of dip slip.
1954 Dixie Valley - Fairview Peak Area, Nevada Earthquakes – 7.2 and 6.8 Richter
Magnitude. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report on page 5-17 describes the two earthquakes
in the Dixie Valley – Fairview Peak Area as follows:
- We found it surprising that the 16 December 1954 Dixie-Valley Fairview
Peak rupture was not a synchronous rupture because the two events (MS
7.2 and MS 6.8) were too far apart in time (four minutes) for strong ground
motions to constructively interfere at local sites. So this sequence would be
considered to have involved a triggered, but separate, second event.
The following description of the Dixie Valley – Fair View Peaks Earthquakes is abridged
from Seismicity of the United States, 1568-1989 (Revised), by Carl W. Stover and Jerry
L. Coffman, U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1527, 1993:

- Note: Because damage from the two earthquakes cannot be separated,
they are treated as one event. . . The population was sparse in the epicentral
region of this earthquake, and few man-made structures existed. Damage to
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structures, therefore, was minor despite the geologic and seismographic
evidence of a major earthquake. . .The earthquake was accompanied by
offsets along many faults in the four main zones of a north-trending belt 96
kilometers long by 32 kilometers wide (58 miles long by 19 miles wide). Minor
geologic effects included changes in the flow of springs and wells, formation of
craters and water fountains, landslips and landslides, mudflows, and rockfalls.
- The fault displacements mainly were along normal faults in the following
areas: (1) west of Dixie Valley, (2) southeast of Dixie Valley, (3) east of Fairview
Peak, and (4) east of Stingaree Valley. The maximum strike-slip component
was 3.6 meters (12 feet) of right-lateral movement at Fairview Peak, and the
maximum vertical-slip component was 3.6 meters (12 feet) at Bell Flat.

241-15
cont’d
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The above photo shows a cabin sitting at an
angle on the down-thrown side of the new fault scarp. The outhouse for the cabin is
toppled over and is located west of the cabin on top of the fault scarp near the edge of
the scarp. The man studying the fault scarp at a location between the outhouse and the
cabin indicates the vertical displacement on the fault is approximately eight feet. The
above photo provides evidence that this is a new fault scarp because it is common
sense that the cabin was built on flat land and a previous fault scarp was not present
between the path from the cabin to the outhouse. The above photo is evidence that
earthquakes may produce new faults across landscapes where there is no evidence of
historic fault scarps. The vertical fault scarp in the above picture shows that the bedrock
is very hard and resistant to erosion. Therefore, there would have been a remnant of an
earlier fault scarp on the landscape and between the cabin and outhouse but it is
common sense that the outhouse was on a flat path from the cabin.
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Below is a photograph of the fault scarp from the December 16, 1954 Dixie Valley
earthquake. Cover Photo “Earthquakes in Nevada and How to Survive Them” – Nevada
Bureau of Mines and Geology Special Publication E-16, Seventh Edition, January 2010

The maximum Richter Magnitude of 7.5 for the analogous 1959 Hebgen Lake
Earthquake was not considered in the design basis earthquakes for the proposed
CMRR-NF. The identification of historical earthquakes that are analogs to the PFS is
important for knowledge of the potential magnitude of ground-rupturing earthquakes that
may occur at LANL. The incorrect statement on page 3-25 in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS
that “This fault system is capable of producing earthquakes up to Richter magnitude 6.5
to 7.0” is not a small matter. This is because the recent historical earthquakes on fault
networks that are analogs to the PFS have produced powerful ground-rupturing
earthquakes up to a Richter magnitude of 7.5.
An example of an historic earthquake that is an analog to the PFS is the discussion
above on page 14 of the synchronous ruptures from the1959 7.5 Richter magnitude
Hebgen Lake Earthquake. A 7.5 Richter magnitude earthquake is about 31 times
more powerful than a 6.5 magnitude earthquake. The energy of earthquakes is
explained in a 1989 United States Geological Survey Earthquake Hazards Program
publication http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/topics/richter.php as follows:
The Richter magnitude of an earthquake is determined from the logarithm of
the amplitude of waves recorded by seismographs. Adjustments are
included for the variation in the distance between the various seismographs
and the epicenter of the earthquakes. On the Richter Scale, magnitude is
expressed in whole numbers and decimal fractions. For example, a
magnitude 5.3 might be computed for a moderate earthquake, and a strong
earthquake might be rated as magnitude 6.3. Because of the logarithmic
basis of the scale, each whole number increase in magnitude represents a
tenfold increase in measured amplitude; as an estimate of energy, each
whole number step in the magnitude scale corresponds to the release of
about 31 times more energy than the amount associated with the preceding
whole number value [Emphasis Supplied].

241-15
cont’d
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Earthquakes with magnitude of about 2.0 or less are usually called
microearthquakes; they are not commonly felt by people and are generally
recorded only on local seismographs. Events with magnitudes of about 4.5
or greater - there are several thousand such shocks annually - are strong
enough to be recorded by sensitive seismographs all over the world. Great
earthquakes, such as the 1964 Good Friday earthquake in Alaska, have
magnitudes of 8.0 or higher. On the average, one earthquake of such size
occurs somewhere in the world each year. The Richter Scale has no upper
limit. Recently, another scale called the moment magnitude scale has been
devised for more precise study of great earthquakes.
The 2007 LANL PSHA Report and the LANL report by Lewis et al., (2009) describe
the growing power and increasing seismic hazard for the youthful PFS. The 2007
LANL PSHA Report describes an important comparison between the data presented in
the 1995 and 2007 PSHA Reports as evidence of the large increase in the power of the
youthful PFS and an increase in the seismic hazard from large ground-rupturing
earthquakes is expected to continue during the operating life of the proposed CMRR-NF
at LANL TA-55. From page 9-6 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report:
In the 1995 study, recurrence intervals were not used for most of the 26
rupture scenarios due to the lack of recurrence interval data. The weightedmean recurrence interval was 32,000 years when they were used and the
weighted-mean slip rate for most of the rupture scenarios was 0.182 mm/yr.
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In comparison, the weighted-mean recurrence for Rupture Model C, the
strongly favored (weighted 0.85) model in this study is 8,400 years and the
weighted-mean slip rate is 0.211 mm/yr (Figure 5-8). Sensitivity studies
show that these higher rates have a significant impact on the hazard
(Section 7.2.2) and so we know that increased rates on the PFS likely
contributed measurably to the increase in hazard for this study, but we
cannot specify exactly how much [Emphasis Supplied].

The seismically active Pajarito fault system (PFS) of northern New Mexico,
United States, is a complex zone of deformation made up of many laterally
discontinuous faults and associated folds and fractures that interact in
ways that have important implications for seismic hazards (p. 252).
Fault interaction has significant implications for seismic hazards. The
probability of an earthquake rupture propagating from one fault to another
increases with the degree of stress interaction between the faults (p. 265).
Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard analysis,
a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking (p. 252).
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The DOE proposal to construct the $6 Billion
CMRR-NF at LANL is unacceptable because the seismic hazard is not known but has
been underestimated and incorrectly calculated at the present time. In addition, the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report and Lewis et al., (2009) describe the PFS as increasing in
power for higher magnitude earthquakes into the future at a rate that can not be
calculated with current knowledge.
Further, the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF is based on the
incorrect calculations in the deficient 2007 PSHA; not for the increasing and accelerating
seismic hazard in the future to 2073, the end of the operating life of the proposed
CMRR-NF. DOE is required to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS and not submit a new
draft SEIS until the comprehensive field investigations have been performed to provide
accurate knowledge of the seismic hazard. After all, the DOE 2011 draft SEIS
misrepresented the LANL 2007 PSHA Report as a “comprehensive update to the LANL
seismic hazards analysis” (See discussion beginning on page 26 in this report).
From page 5-20 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report:
Interestingly, the scaling factor needed to adjust segment slip rates in
order to achieve preferred target recurrence intervals is 2.11 (see
footnote 6 of Table 5-14), which is essentially the same factor between
the long term slip rate (0.1 mm/yr) and the weighted mean for the slip rate
distribution derived from the RGR [Rio Grande Rift] analysis (cf., slip rate
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The authors of the LANL 2007 PSHA Report
acknowledge that the growing power of the PFS has caused an increase in the seismic
hazard at LANL and the seismic hazard on the youthful PFS is continuing to increase
into the future. Very importantly, the authors acknowledge they have not performed the
field investigations to collect the data necessary to calculate the increase in the seismic
hazard from the ongoing increase in slippage rates from the ongoing formation of
unpredictable linkages between the discrete fault segments in the neoseismic PFS. The
dynamics of the youthful and growing PFS are described as follows in the 2009 report by
the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team (Lewis et al., 2009):

branch for Rupture Model C on Figure 5-8). Thus, the moment balancing
approach is implying that the late Quaternary rates are about twice as fast
as the long-term Quaternary rates (and the Holocene rates are about 8 to
10 times faster than the Quaternary rates). We already knew this from the
paleoseismic data, but it is reassuring to see that our moment-balanced
rates for Rupture Model B are consistent with our slip rates assigned to
Rupture Model C [Emphasis Supplied].
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. Multiple lines of evidence confirm that the slip
rates on the youthful PFS are increasing by a large amount and this proves the groundrupturing power of future earthquakes is increasing by a large amount. The acceleration
in the slip rates is direct evidence of a large and continuing increase into the future in the
danger of the PFS for large ground-rupturing earthquakes with a Richter magnitude
greater than 7.5 as described below on page ES-4 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report:

241-13
cont’d

The new [2007] PSHA shows that the horizontal surface PGA [peak ground
acceleration] values are about 0.5 g at a return period of 2,500 years. The
1995 horizontal PGA values for a return period of 2,500 years are about
0.33 g. The estimated hazard has increased significantly (including other
spectral values) from the 1995 study due to the increased ground motions
from the site-specific stochastic attenuation relationships and increase in
the activity rate of the PFS. The site response effects as modeled in this
study with the newer site geotechnical data appears to amplify ground
motions more than in the 1995 analysis [Emphasis Supplied]. Other factors
could be the increased epistemic uncertainty incorporated into the
empirical attenuation relationships and in the characterization of the PFS.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The increase in horizontal surface peak ground
acceleration (PGA) values from 0.3g to 0.5g from the 1995 PSHA to the 2007 PSHA is
an increase of greater than 50% for the active PFS at the location of LANL TA-55 over a
short period of time. A very important issue is that the actual value of the horizontal
PGA for the proposed CMRR-NF is much greater than 0.5g because the calculations in
the 2007 PSHA Report are incorrect for the large ground motions from multiple groundrupturing synchronous earthquakes. The design of the proposed CMRR-NF was based
on the much smaller ground motions from simultaneous ruptures from a single
earthquake. This issue is discussed on page 22 in this report.
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The poor knowledge of the seismic hazard in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS and in the LANL
2007 PSHA Report increases the risk for the storage of six metric tons (13,230 pounds)
of plutonium at LANL in the proposed CMRR-NF at TA-55 and also increases risk for
continuing operations with special nuclear materials at existing facilities at the LANL site.
From page 9-6 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report:
In Table 9-4 [Note: Table 9-4 is below], we compare the PGAs from this
study with the values from the 1995 study (Wong et al., 1995) for the
return periods of 1000, 2500, and 10,000 years. As shown in the table,
the estimated probabilistic hazard has increased significantly (including
other spectral values). The percentage increase gets larger with return
period due to differences in slope of the hazard curves (Figure 9-348).
For example, at a 1,000-year return period, the increase from the 1995
PGA values to the current study is about 29%. At 10,000 years, the
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increase is 84% (Table 9-4). This increase may be due to a number of
factors including the increase in the activity rate of the PFS [Emphasis
Supplied].

241-4
cont’d

In addition, all of the PGA values in Table 9-4 are on “shaky ground” without technical
basis because of the overall poor scientific knowledge of the seismic hazard at LANL.
The PGA values in Table 9-4 are incorrect and too low for the synchronous multiplesegment ruptures of the PFS and also underestimate and cannot calculate the future
increase in the PGAs as demonstrated by the following statement in the LANL 2007
PSHA on page 9-6 about the increased rates of slip over time for the PFS:
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Sensitivity studies show that these higher [slip and recurrence] rates have
a significant impact on the hazard (Section 7.2.2) and so we know that
increased [slip and recurrence] rates on the PFS likely contributed
measurably to the increase in hazard for this study, but we cannot specify
exactly how much.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The above statement shows that the PGA values
in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report are not accurate for the ongoing increase in slip rates.
The poor knowledge of the increase in the slip rates that will occur into the future will
increase the seismic hazard at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF by a large but
unknown amount. Another important factor is the poor knowledge of the locations and
geometry of faults that produce ground motions at the location of the proposed CMRRNF. The uncertainty about the location of faults and the increasing slip rates was not
considered in the escalating cost for the proposed CMRR-NF from an original estimate
of $350 Million to a current estimate approaching $6 Billion. Constructing the proposed
$6 Billion CMRR-NF without accurate knowledge of the seismic hazard at the present
time nor over the 50-year life of the proposed nuclear facility is unacceptable.
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Another important issue is that the design of the proposed CMRR-NF was based on the
Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration (PGA) values for a return period of 2500 years.
However, Table 9-4 shows a 98% increase of the PGA from 0.52g to 1.03g at the
location of the proposed CMRR-NF for a return period of 10,000 years. A 10,000 year
return period earthquake may occur during the operating life of the proposed CMRR-NF.

The DOE used the Poisson Assumption to determine the seismic hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 instead of performing the necessary field
investigations to acquire accurate knowledge for assessment of the seismic
hazard. Unfortunately, the great uncertainty in the assessment of the seismic hazard at
the LANL Site is an accepted practice as shown by the following statement on page 2-1
in the 2007 LANL PSHA Report:
2.1 METHODOLOGY
The seismic hazard approach used in this study follows a methodology
developed principally by Cornell (1968). The production of earthquakes
by an identified fault or other seismic source zone is assumed to be a
Poisson process. The Poisson assumption is widely used and is
reasonable in regions where data are sparse and only provide an
estimate of average recurrence rate (Cornell, 1968).

241-12
cont’d

The reliance on expert judgment to determine the seismic hazard at LANL because the
applicable data were sparse is described on page 5-1 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report
as follows:
Specific earthquake parameters needed for the seismic source
characterization are fault location, geometry, sense of slip, Mmax
[maximum magnitude], and earthquake recurrence rate [Emphasis
Supplied]. Uncertainties in these seismic source parameters are
sometimes large and include (1) those arising from lack of knowledge
(epistemic uncertainties) and (2) those due to inherent variability in the
earthquake process (aleatory uncertainties). The second type of
uncertainty was handled by integration in the hazard calculations (Section
2); the first [i.e., the epistemic uncertainty], by use of a logic-tree approach.
. . In the current state of practice for PSHA, and as was done in this study,
logic tree parameters are primarily assigned using expert judgment on the
basis of applicable data, which are often sparse. [Emphasis supplied].

241-16
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. Our review of the LANL 2007 PSHA Report,
Lewis et al., 2009, the 2007 geotechnical report by Kleinfelder (LANL Report LA-UR-1008118) and the DOE 2011 draft SEIS, show an excessive and unacceptable use of
expert judgment based on assumed values for key parameters in lieu of obtaining the
specific earthquake parameters required for seismic source characterization.
One example is that a robust kinematic model of the PFS is lacking (see excerpt from
Lewis et al., 2009 above on page 18). A very important example is the lack of
knowledge of the distance from the proposed CMRR-NF to the Guaje Mountain Fault
(GMF) because the detailed field mapping has not been performed. The poor
knowledge of the location of the GMF is a concern of the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team but is not disclosed in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. This issue is discussed
below in Issue 1.B beginning on page 26.
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NNSA disagrees that the seismic hazard analysis relied on excessive and
unacceptable use of expert judgement. SSHAC (1997) has developed the
framework for incorporating the uncertainties associated with the range
of interpretations for a set of observations and the uncertainties in specific
parameters that would be encountered in any state-of-practice PSHA.
SSHAC (1997) points out that differences of legitimate scientific interpretations
occur on many if not all key inputs to a modern PSHA. The purpose of
the SSHAC process is to capture the center, body, and range of expert
interpretations (or more currently the defensible technical judgment) in a hazard
assessment. Because the LANL 2007 PSHA followed the SSHAC (1997)
process, it accommodated the interpretations of a large number of nationally
and internationally known experts and reviewers who considered a large
quantity of geological, seismological, geophysical, and geotechnical data and
interpretations. Extensive use was made of logic trees to accommodate the range
of interpretations and uncertainty in nearly all key parameters incorporated in
the PSHA. As explained in the LANL 2007 PSHA, the logic trees represent
uncertainty that can by definition always be reduced with additional data. DOE
incorporates this uncertainty in facility design by requiring that the mean, rather
than the median, hazard exceedance be used in design. Additional data collection
and analysis could reduce the mean hazard for the CMRR site.
The use of logic trees also permits the exploration of hazard sensitivities to
various key parameters and the LANL 2007 PSHA report illustrates many
of those sensitivities (LANL 2007). A PSHA that makes limited use of logic
trees, ignoring alternate interpretations of data and expert judgment, may have
less overall hazard uncertainty, but would be criticized for failing to follow the
SSHAC (1997) process.
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Issue 1.A. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS greatly underestimates the seismic hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF. This is because the LANL 2007 PSHA Report incorrectly
calculated simultaneous earthquakes to produce a greater seismic hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF than multiple surface-rupturing synchronous earthquakes. In this
section, we describe the contradictory findings and conclusions in the LANL 2007 PSHA
Report concerning the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF from multiple
synchronous versus simultaneous surface-rupturing earthquakes of the PFS. The
requirement for accurate knowledge of the size of ground motions from synchronous and
simultaneous ruptures of the multiple-segment PFS is described in the LANL 2007
PSHA Report as follows:

The LANL report by Lewis et al., 2009 presents new paleoseismic data from field studies
that argue for three Holocene surface-rupturing earthquakes with two of the Holocene
earthquakes as multiple surface ruptures. The pertinent excerpt follows:

241-2
cont’d

One [surface-rupturing earthquake] ca. 1.4 thousand calendar years ago
(1.4 cal ka) on the Pajarito fault, a second 6.5–5.2 ka ago on the Pajarito
fault that is consistent with an event 6.5–4.2 ka ago on the Guaje
Mountain fault, and a third ca. 9 ka ago on both the Pajarito and the
Rendija Canyon faults. This paleoseismic event chronology demonstrates
that the Pajarito fault often ruptures alone, but sometimes ruptures either
with the Rendija Canyon or the Guaje Mountain fault. When this occurs,
the resultant seismic moment and therefore the earthquake magnitude
are larger than when the main Pajarito fault ruptures alone (p. 252).
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The LANL 2007 PSHA Report recognized the potential for the future surface-rupturing
earthquakes to include an increase in simultaneous and synchronous ruptures of the
PFS with either the RCF or the GMF as follows:
However, the paleoseismic record also strongly supports coseismic
rupture of the PAF and RC and the PAF and GM during the Holocene,
which indicates to us that this linkage, however new, will likely continue in
future earthquake ruptures (p. 5-12).
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report and the report by
Lewis et al., 2009 describe the importance for accurate knowledge of the location and
distance of active faults from the proposed CMRR-NF. The closest distance is not
known because the necessary detailed field investigations have not been performed.
The DOE 2011 draft SEIS does not consider 1). the conclusion in the LANL report by
Lewis et al., 2009 that detailed field mapping is needed to determine the distance
separating the GMF from the proposed CMRR-NF nor 2). the detailed mapping of
intense fractures in the LANL Report by Wohletz, (2004) that indicate active faults are
located 800 ft west, 1600 ft north and 2500 ft east of the proposed CMRR-NF.
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5.1.2.3 Types of Multisegment Ruptures. Large earthquakes involving
multiple fault segments can rupture in multiple subevents (synchronous
rupture) rather than in just a single large event (simultaneous rupture) as
is typically assumed and modeled in standard PSHAs. The type of
multisegment rupture (synchronous versus simultaneous) can
significantly impact ground-motion estimates, depending on the location
of the site relative to the slipping fault segments [Emphasis Supplied].
Several critical LANL facilities are located between segments of the PFS,
and so we explicitly considered both simultaneous and synchronous
types of multisegment ruptures for both rupture models of the PFS.

The LANL 2007 PSHA Report on page 5-17 describes the synchronous rupture Richter
magnitude 7.2 Cedar Mountain, Nevada earthquake and the synchronous rupture
Richter magnitude 7.3 – 7.5 Hebgen Lake earthquake in Montana as analogs to the PFS
as follows:
The MS 7.2 1932 Cedar Mountain earthquake included a M 6.8 subevent
followed by a M 6.6 subevent, and it was likely a synchronous rupture.
Another example of a synchronous rupture that is a possible analog for
the PFS is the M 7.3 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake, which involved
multiple discrete faults and two subevents: a mb 6.3 event followed 5
seconds later by a mb 7.0 event (Doser, 1985). This is a good possible
analog for the PFS because 1) it occurred in a region adjacent to a
Quaternary caldera, as does the PFS; 2) it clearly involved multiple
overlapping but distinct faults (rupture segments) with complex
geometries, including opposing dips like the PFS; 3) it was dominantly
extensional; and, 4) it had large displacements, as is suggested for the
PFS. It should be noted however, that larger subevents do not always
occur first and the subevents can be similar in size. Admittedly, our
review here is not comprehensive. Nevertheless, the Hebgen Lake
analog provides useful guidance in defining subevents for synchronous
ruptures on the PFS [Emphasis Supplied].

241-2
cont’d

The LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes the much greater seismic hazard from
synchronous ruptures than simultaneous ruptures on page 7-3 as follows:
7.2.2 Sensitivity to PFS Characterization. . . The hazard at LANL is
dominated by the PFS. To evaluate the sensitivity of the hazard to the
selection of various source-characterization parameters, calculations
were performed giving full weight to specific branches on the PFS logic
tree. The hazard from synchronous versus simultaneous rupture (Section
5.1.1) is shown on Figure 7-53 [Figure 7-53 is on the next page]. The
hazard is higher for synchronous rupture because the ground motions will
be larger from seismic slip involving two subevents versus more uniform
slip in a single albeit larger simultaneous event [Emphasis Supplied].
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Figure 7-53. Comparison of the larger seismic hazard from synchronous versus
simultaneous surface-eruption earthquakes at the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55
Source. Figure 7-53 in LANL 2007 PSHA Report.

Figure 7-53 shows a much higher horizontal ground acceleration of 0.7g for
synchronous ruptures of the PFS at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF compared to
a lower value of 0.4g for simultaneous ruptures of the PFS.
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Figure 7-53 shows that the Mean Peak Horizontal Acceleration Seismic Hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF is 75% higher for the ground-surface ruptures from multiple
synchronous earthquakes in the PFS for a return period of 2,500 years at 0.7g than for
the simultaneous ruptures from a single earthquake for the same return period at a lower
value of 0.4g.
A very serious issue is that Section 5 of the LANL 2007 PSHA Report calculated a
smaller maximum Richter magnitude seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF for the
ruptures from multiple synchronous earthquakes than from the simultaneous ruptures
from a single earthquake as follows:
5.1.2.4 Maximum Magnitudes. . . We calculated preferred magnitudes
for both simultaneous and synchronous ruptures. Weighted meanmaximum magnitudes range from M 6.94 (for RS-a) to M 7.27 (for RS-g
sic RS-e) for simultaneous ruptures. . . We estimated maximum
magnitudes for both subevents of the synchronous ruptures using the
same approach and these are consistently slightly smaller than for the
simultaneous ruptures (Table 5-11), but the sum of the moment for the
two subevents is within 10% of the moment for the simultaneous rupture
of the same rupture scenario.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The lower seismic hazard for simultaneous
ruptures that was calculated in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report are incorrect and greatly
underestimate the ground motions from multiple synchronous earthquakes at the
proposed CMRR-NF as presented above in Table 7-53. The incorrect and low seismic
hazard values in Section 5.1.2.4 for Maximum Magnitudes were used to underestimate
by a large amount the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF. The incorrect values
for maximum magnitudes that were used to calculate the seismic hazard at the
proposed CMRR-NF requires DOE to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS.
The above statement in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report that the maximum moments for
synchronous ruptures is less than but within 10% of the moment for the simultaneous
ruptures misses the important fact that 1). the lower values calculated for the
synchronous ruptures are proof the calculations are incorrect and 2). a 10% change in
Richter maximum moment is a large change in the seismic hazard because a 7.5
Richter magnitude earthquake is about 31 times more powerful than a 6.5 magnitude
earthquake.
The LANL 2007 PSHA Report described the multiple earthquake synchronous ruptures
of the Richter maximum magnitude 7.5 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake as an analog for
synchronous ruptures of the PFS. However, the calculations in the LANL 2007 PSHA
are not correct and underestimate the Maximum Magnitude for synchronous ruptures of
the PFS for the proposed CMRR-NF and also for the existing or proposed critical
facilities at other locations at the 40-square mile LANL Site. Indeed, the knowledge to
calculate the seismic hazard at any existing or proposed LANL facility does not exist at
the present time. The overall poor knowledge of the seismic hazard at LANL is
described in our report with important discussion in the next section.
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Issue 1.B. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresents the LANL 2007 PSHA Report as “a
comprehensive update to the LANL seismic hazards analysis” as follows on page 3-25:

241-3
cont’d

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. Our report presents many reasons the LANL 2007
PSHA Report is incomplete, incorrect and inadequate to provide “design basis
earthquakes” for the proposed CMRR-NF or for the assessment of the seismic hazard at
the location of any existing or proposed critical facilities on the 40-square mile LANL
Site. We describe the overuse of the Poisson Assumption in lieu of accurate data in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report above on page 21.
Seven key parameters for assessment of the seismic hazard at the location of the
proposed CMRR-NF and at other critical facilities at the LANL site are described in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report. Five of the key parameters are listed on page 5-1 in the
LANL 2007 PSHA as follows:
Specific earthquake parameters needed for the seismic source
characterization are 1] fault location, 2] geometry, 3] sense of slip,
4] Mmax [maximum moment], and 5] earthquake recurrence rate.
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The other two key parametes described in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report are 6] Kappa
and 7] seismic properties of the dacite reference rock.
1] Fault Locations. The distance of the GMF away from the location of the proposed
CMRR-NF is not accurately known. The disagreement between LANL scientists on the
distance from the proposed CMRR-NF and the RCF and GMF is described in Issue 1C.
on page 33. Calculation of the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF requires
accurate knowledge of the location of the GMF and its extensions (i.e., fault splays). This
knowledge does not exist at the present time.
The need for detailed field mapping to determine the southern extent of the GMF is
described in the LANL report by Lewis et al., 2009:
The southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF are not well
characterized (p. 257).
Conclusions. . . The southern end of the GMF has not been mapped in
detail, but its southern termination is likely to be similar to that of the
Rendija Canyon fault (p. 268).
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Section 3.5.1.4 Seismicity
A comprehensive update to the LANL seismic hazards analysis was
completed in June 2007 (LANL 2007a). The updated report used morerecent field study data, most notably from the proposed CMRR-NF site,
and the application of the most current seismic analysis methods, in order
to update the seismic source model, ground motion attenuation
relationships, dynamic properties of the subsurface (primarily the Bandelier
Tuff) beneath LANL, as well as the probabilistic seismic hazard, horizontal
and vertical hazards, and design-basis earthquake for LANL. The methods
used in the updated 2007 analysis follow the Senior Seismic Hazard
Advisory Committee’s guidelines for a Level 2 analysis in the most recent
guidance from NRC, “Recommendations for Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis – Guidance on Uncertainty and Use of Experts” (NRC 1997).

Figure 2 shows the numerous fault splays that are mapped at the southern end of the
RCF. The above statement in Lewis et al., 2009 indicates that the LANL Seismic
Hazards Geology Team have a concern that the GMF could extend south to a location
close to the proposed CMRR-NF. Nevertheless, the necessary detailed field mapping
for accurate knowledge of the southern extent of the GMF to determine proximity to the
location of the proposed CMRR-NF has not been performed.
The LANL 2007 PSHA on page 5-17 describes the importance for accurate knowledge
of fault locations to assess the seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF:
In our model of a simultaneous type of multisegment rupture for the PFS,
ground motions are calculated the same as for a single segment source, with
the closest distance to the source being a key factor [Emphasis Supplied].
The design of the proposed CMRR-NF was based on the locations of faults shown on
Figure 2. Accordingly, the distance of the proposed CMRR-NF away from faults was
described in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS as follows on page 3-25:
Detailed geologic mapping in the vicinity of TA-55 indicates that the
proposed CMRR-NF site lies approximately 3,000 feet (910 meters) to the
east of the Rendija Canyon fault zone and 4,000 feet (1,200 meters) to
the east of the Pajarito Fault (see Figure 3–4 [Figure 2 in this report]) and
that no large faults exist at the site.

241-10
cont’d
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. In fact, accurate knowledge of the distance from
the proposed CMRR-NF to the active Guaje Mountain Fault (GMF) does not exist
according to Lewis et al., 2009 and comparison of Figures 2 and 3 shows there is
disagreement among the LANL scientists on the distance from the CMRR-NF to the
active Rendija Canyon Fault (RCF) and to the GMF.
Detailed mapping in trenches excavated at the proposed CMRR-NF has determined that
no large faults are located at the top of the Bandelier Tuff in the foot print for the
foundation of the NF. Nevertheless, the necessary detailed field mapping has not been
performed to determine the distance from the proposed CMRR-NF to the GMF.
The findings from the geologic mapping of fracture traces along Pajarito Road in 1990
(Vaniman and Wohletz, 1990) and in Mortandad Canyon north of the location of the
proposed CMRR-NF (Wohletz, 2004) is that zones of intense fractures are located
immediately west, 1600 ft north and 2500 ft east of the location of the proposed CMRRNF, respectively. The importance of the intense zones of fracturing to the seismic
hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF is an unresolved issue that requires field
investigations.
2] Fault Geometry – Angle, Depth and Interaction. The components of fault geometry
are the angle of dip of the discrete fault into the subsurface, the depth of the discrete
fault into the subsurface and the stress interaction between the network of discrete
faults. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes the lack of knowledge of the fault
geometry as follows on page 5-12:
Figure 5-7 shows views of our 3-D structural model for the PFS. These
views were extracted from an interactive 3-D representation created by
Claudia Lewis in Arcsine using digital elevation data to model the ground
Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 27
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Numerous field investigations followed the work of Vaniman and Wohletz
(1990) to investigate whether surface-rupturing faults related to the Rendija
Canyon and Guaje Mountain faults extended into LANL property. These studies
(including Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008) used techniques of conventional
geologic mapping at 1:1,200 scale, high-precision total station geologic mapping
of Bandelier Tuff subunit contacts, and large-scale trenching investigations
at the site of the proposed CMRR-NF, to identify the presence or absence of
surface-rupturing faults at LANL, from TA-3 to TA-55. These careful field
investigations to locate surface-rupturing faults overlap the fracture zones
investigated by Vaniman and Wohletz (1990) and Wohletz (2004). Gardner et
al. (1998, 1999) identified no faults or offsets along geologic contacts suggesting
the presence of faults at TA-55. Although Gardner et al. (2008) did observe
some fractures and small faults confined within units of the tuff, they concluded
that fractures and faults exposed at the proposed CMRR site formed very shortly
after emplacement of the tuff, 1.26 million years ago, as a result of cooling and
compaction, and the structures identified at the proposed CMRR-NF site pose no
independent seismic surface rupture hazard.
At TA-67 (south of TA-55), geologic mapping and paleoseismic trenching
investigations for a proposed mixed waste disposal facility found small, complex
faults at the site (Reneau et al. 1995). These faults were found to be older than 50
to 60 thousand years (the age of the El Cajete pumice fall), and the investigations
found no correlation between increased fracture density and surficial faulting.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-482

Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

surface, digital fault traces to accurately represent complex geometries,
and assumed fault dips [Emphasis Supplied] (which are within the
ranges used in our seismic source characterization for the PFS, Figure 58). It is noteworthy that the fault dips are the most poorly
constrained part of the model due to the lack of subsurface
structural data [Emphasis Supplied].

Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard
analysis, a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The above statement that “a robust kinematic
model of the [Pajarito] fault system (PFS) is lacking” describes an important deficiency in
the current knowledge of the seismic hazard for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55
and knowledge of the seismic hazard at other critical facilities at the 40-square mile
LANL Site. A robust kinematic model requires accurate knowledge from field studies for
the seven key parameters listed in the LANL 2007 PSHA report.. Nevertheless, the
discussion in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report provided here in our report demonstrates
that accurate knowledge of the key parameters does not exist.
3] Sense of Slip. A robust kinematic model for the PFS requires accurate knowledge of
the geometry of the discrete faults and the sense of slip on the discrete faults. However,
the required data have not been acquired as explained on page 5-11 in the 2007 PSHA
Report:
Very few kinematic data regarding fault-slip direction are available for the
PFS. Slip directions measured on the RC and GM indicate dominantly
normal slip with rakes that are typically between 80° and 90°, but
occasionally range as low as 70° (Karen Carter, personal communication
1994, cited in Wong et al., 1995, Table 7-1, footnote 9). Unfortunately,
slip direction data are lacking on the PAF [Pajarito Area Fault], but with its
similar northerly strike one would expect slip directions similar to the RC
and GM. In contrast, the SCC [Santa Clara Canyon Fault] strikes
northeast and could have a larger component of oblique slip, although
data are lacking to check this hypothesis.
The omission of accurate knowledge of the slip direction for the discrete faults in the
PFS is a serious issue because “sense of slip” is a key parameter for assessment of the
seismic hazard as described on page 5-1 in the LANL 2007 PSHA:
Specific earthquake parameters needed for the seismic source characterization
are fault location, geometry, sense of slip [emphasis supplied], Mmax
[maximum moment], and earthquake recurrence rate. Uncertainties in these
seismic source parameters are sometimes large and include (1) those arising
from lack of knowledge (epistemic uncertainties) and (2) those due to inherent
variability in the earthquake process (aleatory uncertainties). The second type
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The subsurface structural data on fault geometry requires field studies with 1). trenching
investigations, 2). surface geophysical methods, including seismic reflection and
aeromagnetics and 3). drilling coreholes. Nevertheless, the field investigations have not
been performed. The LANL report (Lewis et al., 2009) by the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team recognized an important deficiency in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report is the
lack of knowledge of the fault geometry for the PFS as follows on page 252:

of uncertainty was handled by integration in the hazard calculations (Section 2);
the first [i.e., lack of knowledge], by use of a logic-tree approach. In the latter
procedure, values of the source parameters are represented by the branches of
logic trees with weights that define the distribution of [assumed] values.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The primary fault along the western boundary of
LANL is the Pajarito Area Fault (PAF) [also named the Pajarito Fault (PF)]. The use of
the logic tree approach to determine the important source parameters such as “sense of
slip” for the primary PAF instead of the necessary field work to acquire accurate
knowledge is an important reason for DOE to retract the DOE draft 2011 SEIS for the
proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. The importance of accurate knowledge for the
“sense of slip” on the primary PAF for the seismic hazard at LANL is described on page
5-15 in the LANL 2007 PSHA as follows:
On the basis of the structural and paleoseismic data, all of the rupture
scenarios assumed that the PAF is the primary fault segment and always
ruptures in larger surface-faulting events. In addition, we also assumed
that if the PAF ruptures with the SCC [Santa Clara Canyon Fault], then
either the RC, or GM, or both, must also rupture to transfer the strain
between the PAF and SCC. As a result of these assumptions, our
scenarios all have only one rupture source that always includes the PAF.
Accurate knowledge of the seismic hazard at LANL requires accurate knowledge of the
“sense of slip” for the PAF and the difference in the “sense of slip” between the primary
PAF and the subsidiary RCF and GMF. However, footnote 7 in Table 5-10 in the LANL
2007 PSHA Report shows that “sense of slip” for the PAF were average values
determined from the RCF and GMF displacement probabilities as follows:
Footnote 7. As data are lacking on the EFS/SW [Embudo Fault
System/South-West], SCC and PAF, displacements for RS-e
[Simultaneous Rupture Model Event e] are based on displacement data
from the Guaje Pines Cemetery site along the RC and sites along the
GM. In this case, all values were considered averages and weights were
determined by averaging the RC and GM displacement probabilities.
The methodology used in the LANL 2007 PSHA to calculate the key parameter “sense of
slip” for the important primary PAF is not technically defensible and shows that the LANL
2007 PSHA Report did not acquire the site-specific data necessary for subsequent
analyses. As a result, assumptions and averaging are used for the displacement data
for the ground motions for design basis earthquakes at the proposed CMRR-NF, which
are not based on accurate scientific knowledge. These are examples of why DOE must
retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS.
The important differences in the physical setting of the very deep primary PAF and the
shallow depth for the antithetic RCF and GMF are described on page 265 in Lewis et al.,
2009 as follows:
The short lengths and antithetic dips of the RCF and GMF, and their
location in the step over between the PF and the northern PF, suggest
that they are subsidiary to the larger displacement east-dipping faults.
The paleoseismic data corroborate this. . . As the principal bounding
faults of the Española basin, the PF and northern PF are probably crustalscale faults (dipping at high angle down to the base of the brittle crust;
Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 29

241-5
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-484

Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Baldridge et al., 1995), whereas the RCF and GMF are subsidiary but
important, in that they bridge the gap, in the subsurface at least, between
the main and northern strands of the Pajarito fault.
Fault interaction has significant implications for seismic hazards. The
probability of an earthquake rupture propagating from one fault to another
increases with the degree of stress interaction between the faults [Emphasis
Supplied] (Scholz and Gupta, 2000). When the PF and the RCF rupture
together, the seismic moment and therefore the magnitude should be
substantially larger than when the PF ruptures alone.

241-5
cont’d

4] Mmax [maximum moment] Seismic moment is a measure of the energy
released in an earthquake determined by length of the fault and the area
and amount of slip. The Richter earthquake magnitude scale is a
presentation of seismic moment. The design of the proposed CMRR-NF was
incorrectly based on earthquakes with a maximum moment magnitude for
simultaneous ruptures from a single earthquake in the Richter range of 6.94 to
7.27 (see Table 5-10 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report). Issue 1A. in this report
describes the incorrect calculation of anomalously low maximum moments from
ground-surface ruptures produced from multiple synchronous earthquakes.
Comment from Gilkeson and Arends. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report recognizes the
synchronous 1959 Hebgen Lake Earthquake as an analog to the PFS (see discussion
above on page 23). The maximum earthquake in the synchronous pair of eruptions for
the 1959 Hebgen Lake Earthquake was a Richter magnitude of 7.5. A 7.5 Richter
magnitude earthquake is 31 times more powerful than a 6.5 magnitude earthquake (See
USGS material above on page 17). Accordingly, it is important to use a higher
maximum moment than 7.27 to calculate the seismic hazard for the proposed CMRR-NF
because of the 7.5 Richter magnitude of the analog 1959 Hebgen Lake Earthquake and
the obviously incorrect low values calculated for maximum moment from synchronous
earthquakes in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report. Another concern is the increasing power
of the PFS that may occur during the 50-year operational life of the CMRR-NF and the
operational life of other critical facilities at LANL into the future. An additional important
issue is that there is no technical basis for the values for maximum moment magnitude
that are presented in Table 5-10 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report. This issue is
discussed beginning on page 22 in this report.
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The required knowledge of the stress interactions
between the primary PAF and the subsidiary RCF and GMF does not exist because the
necessary displacement data is lacking for the PAF and also for the SCC [Santa Clara
Canyon Fault]. The important knowledge of the degree of stress interaction between the
primary PAF and the subsidiary RCF and GMF and the SCC was not provided in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report because the field work to measure the degree of stress
interaction has not been performed. The “expert judgment” that was used in the LANL
2007 PSHA Report to assess the stress interactions between the PAF and the
subsidiary faults is obviously incorrect because the displacement data for the primary
PAF were estimated from the median values for the displacement data from the
subsidiary RCF and GMF.

5] Earthquake Recurrence Rate. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report recognized that there
was insufficient knowledge of the earthquake recurrence rate and more field work with
paleoseismic investigations were needed as follows:
The PFS shows compelling evidence for repeated late Quaternary
faulting, but individual rupture patterns are complex and the timing of
some events remains ambiguous (e.g., Gardner et al., in review;
McCalpin, 2005) (p.5-8).
If the late Quaternary record is indeed incomplete, as we believe, then
future paleoseismic investigations will, if anything, increase the number of
surface-faulting events identified on the PFS. We have tried to consider
the potentially incomplete record in developing and weighting rupture
models and recurrence interval distributions for the PFS (p.5-15).
6] Insufficient knowledge or the key parameter kappa. The parameter kappa is
important for site specific ground motions from earthquakes. The LANL 2007 PSHA
Report recognized the need for improvements in the LANL seismograph network to
improve measurement of kappa (see page 39 in this report). The 2007 PSHA used an
assumed value of kappa because the LANL seismograph network did not provide usable
data to calculate kappa.

241-8
cont’d

7] Insufficient knowledge of the seismic properties of the reference rock dacite.
The LANL 2007 PSHA Report used an assumed value for the shear velocity of the
dacite below the proposed CMRR-NF because of the very low value that was measured
in the only borehole that was drilled a short distance into the dacite. This issue is
discussed on pages 36-37 in this report. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report recommended
for LANL to do additional field work to measure the shear velocity of the dacite (see
page 39).

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. In summary, the field investigations have not
been performed to provide the necessary accurate knowledge of the seven key
parameters that are essential to calculate the seismic hazard and design basis
earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. The omission of the required
knowledge of the seven key parameters is a requirement of DOE to retract the DOE
2011 draft SEIS.
The necessary detailed field investigations have not been performed over large
regions of the PFS. A major omission in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report is that there are
large regions where there is poor knowledge of fault locations and fault geometry
because the required detailed field investigations have not been performed. As
described earlier on page 26 the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team recommend
detailed field investigations to determine the distance from the GMF to the proposed
CMRR-NF.
The LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes additional important data gaps north of LANL
where there is a need for high precision mapping for a robust kinematic model of the
PFS as follows:
One key insight is that, although the PAF and SCC segments form the
main western margin of the Espanola basin, there appears to be a large
gap (about 5 km) between presently mapped traces of each segment
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(Figure 5-4). This gap is coincident with a major change in strike of the PFS
from northerly to northeasterly. Additional high-precision mapping should
be done at the southern end of the SCC to confirm this gap (p. 5-10).
More displacement data and more detailed mapping are sorely needed to
better define deformation patterns on the SCC, but landowner access
restrictions have hampered study of the SCC to date (p. 5-11).
In addition, the DOE 2011 draft SEIS describes on page 3-22 that large areas of LANL
have not yet been mapped in detail for seismic hazards as follows:

241-4
cont’d

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF
requires knowledge from a robust kinematic model for the PFS from accurate data in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed CMRR-NF, in the region of the 40-square mile
LANL SITE on Figure 2 and in the region of the PFS on Figure 1. The detailed field
investigations for the required kinematic model of the PFS have not been performed.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Contradictory values for the vertical peak ground acceleration values in the LANL
2007 PSHA Report and the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. Our review of the LANL 2007
PSHA Report discovered that the DOE 2011 draft SEIS used a value for the vertical
PGA of 0.3g for the recurrence interval of 2500 years when the value listed in the table
in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report was 100% greater at 0.6g. From the LANL 2007 PSHA
Report Table ES-1:
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Although project areas TA-3 and TA-55 have been mapped in detail for
the presence of faults, areas showing no faulting on Figure 3–5 do not
necessarily represent an absence or lack of faulting. Large eastern and
southern areas of LANL have not yet been mapped in detail for seismic
hazards. Additionally, faults are only shown in areas where such faults
are exposed or inferred. The end of a fault line on a map does not
necessarily indicate truncation of a fault, but may be indicative of the end
of surface exposure or lack of evidence of a fault at that location. This
scenario is common in urbanized areas or in areas where faults have
been buried by younger sediments. Confirmation of the presence or
absence of a fault at a particular site, that is, at the end of mapped fault
lines, may require further site-specific detailed geologic investigations,
even though mapping may already have occurred at that location.

However, the text of the DOE 2011 draft SEIS shows that the design of the proposed
CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 was based on the incorrect low value of 0.3g for the vertical
PGA. The pertinent excerpt from pages 3-25 to 3-26 in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS
follows:
Probabilistic seismic hazard was calculated for the ground surface at
the existing CMR site within TA-3 and the proposed CMRR-NF project
site within TA-55. Anticipated horizontal surface peak ground
acceleration values at both sites as a result of a large earthquake on
the Pajarito Fault are about 0.52 g (percent of acceleration equal to
gravity) at a return period of 2,500 years. The vertical peak ground
acceleration values are about 0.3 g, also at a return period of 2,500
years (LANL 2007a) [Emphasis Supplied]. Note. LANL 2007a is the
LANL 2007 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA) Report.
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The vertical PGA value in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report to be used for the design of the
proposed CMRR-NF at TA-55 was 0.6g which is 100% larger than the low value of 0.3g
that was incorrectly used for the design according to the above statement in the DOE
draft 2011 SEIS. The use of an incorrect value for the vertical PGA to calculate design
basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF requires DOE to retract the DOE 2011
draft SEIS.

- Issue 1.B. The insufficient knowledge of active faults located close to the
proposed CMRR-NF. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresents the omission of detailed
field mapping north of TA-55 for knowledge of the locations of faults close to the location
of the proposed CMRR-NF in LANL TA-55. From page 3-22 in the DOE 2011 draft
SEIS:
The Pajarito fault system has been mapped in detail in the northern and
western portions of LANL property, as well as in the vicinity of LANL (see
Figure 3-5 [Note. Figure 3-5 is Figure 2 in this report]). This detailed fault
data includes fault mapping from a variety of projects that were performed
using different methods, that is, conventional geologic mapping,
surveying, drilling, and trenching; at different scales, ranging from 1:1,200
to 1:62,500; and at different times, from 1987 to 2004. Portions of the
data include currently unpublished mapping performed by the LANL
Seismic Hazards Geology Team. The fault mapping includes faults and
related structures, such as folds, fissures, and fault zones.
In fact, detailed fault mapping data does not exist over a large region north of the
location of the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 to the southern boundary of the GMF
displayed on Figures 1 and 2. The lack of detailed mapping is described as follows in
Lewis et al., 2009:
The southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF are not well
characterized (p. 257).
Conclusions. . . The southern end of the GMF has not been mapped in
detail, but its southern termination is likely to be similar to that of the
Rendija Canyon fault (p. 268).
Figure 2 shows the numerous fault splays that are mapped at the southern end of the
RCF. The above statement in Lewis et al., 2009 shows that the LANL Seismic Hazards
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Geology Team have a concern that the GMF could extend south to a location close to
the proposed CMRR-NF. The intense fractures mapped north of the proposed CMRRNF in Mortandad Canyon and west of the NF on Figure 3 (Wohletz, 2004) may be
caused by faults that are buried in the Bandelier Tuff that are now propagating up
through the Bandelier Tuff (see discussion on page 37 in this report}. Nevertheless, the
necessary detailed field mapping for accurate knowledge of the southern extent of the
GMF to determine proximity to the location of the proposed CMRR-NF has not been
performed.

- Issue 1.C. The 2011 draft SEIS does not provide the evidence from the field mapping
of fractures along Pajarito Road (Vaniman and Wohletz, 1990) and in Mortandad
Canyon (Wohletz, 2004) that indicate an active fault is located within 800 ft of the
western side of the proposed CMRR-NF (shown as the RCF on Figure 3) and the active
GMF is located approximately 2,500 feet east of the eastern side of the proposed
CMRR-NF.
An important fact is the misrepresentation in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS that detailed field
mapping has determined that there are no faults located close to the proposed CMRRNF. The mapping of zones of intense fractures (Vaniman and Wohletz, 2000 and
Wohletz 2004) and the statement above on page 33 from Lewis et al., 2009 shows that
the necessary detailed field investigation for accurate knowledge of active faults west,
north and east of the proposed CMRR-NF have not been performed. A very serious
omission in both the LANL 2007 PSHA and the DOE 2011 draft SEIS is the need for
detailed field investigations to provide accurate knowledge of active faults in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed CMRR-NF. The LANL Seismic Hazards Geology
Team ( Lewis et al., 2009) have recommended detailed field mapping to determine the
location of the GMF north of the proposed CMRR-NF.
The incorrect statement on page 3-25 in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS that there is no
evidence of faults at or near the location of the proposed NF is as follows:
In contrast to TA-3, TA-55 is located within an area of relatively simple
structure, where no surficial fault deformation has been documented (see
Figures 3–4 and 3–5 [Figures 1 and 2 in this report]). Detailed geologic
mapping in the vicinity of TA-55 indicates that the proposed CMRR-NF
site lies approximately 3,000 feet (910 meters) to the east of the Rendija
Canyon fault zone and 4,000 feet (1,200 meters) to the east of the
Pajarito Fault (see Figure 3–4 [Figure 2 in this report]) and that no large
faults exist at the site. Local faults observed in an excavation at the
CMRR-NF site originated from fumarolic activity and were created during
cooling and compaction of the volcanic tuff, rather than as a result of
movement along the Pajarito fault system.
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The field studies in the area of the proposed
CMRR-NF at TA-55 and especially to the north of the NF to determine the southward
extension of the GMF have not been performed. The required field studies should be
performed with the results reviewed by an independent team of experts. In addition all of
the published and unpublished mapping performed by the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team should be reviewed by an independent expert team and made available
to all reviewers of the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. For these reasons and others detailed in
this report, therefore, DOE is required to retract the 2011 draft SEIS.

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The above statement that there is no evidence of
the PFS close to the location for the proposed CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55 is incorrect
based on the results of 1). field mapping of fractures along Pajarito Road, 2). field
mapping of fractures in Mortandad Canyon north of TA-55 and 3). field mapping of
fractures in the trenches at the proposed location of the CMRR-NF at LANL TA-55. The
findings from the field investigations are described in the May 25, 2007 Geotechnical
Report by Kleinfelder that is referenced in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. The pertinent
excerpts from the 2007 Kleinfelder Geotechnical Report (LANL Report LA-UR-10-08118)
follow. From page 42 in the 2007 Kleinfelder Geotechnical Report
Recent fracture mapping by LANL (Wohletz, 2004) in the north wall of
Mortandad Canyon north of the CMRR site documented fracture clusters
that were interpreted as southward extensions of the RCF and GMF,
passing south-southwest along the west boundary of TA-55 and through
TA-63 to the west and east of CMRR, respectively [Note. The locations of
the RCF and GMF east and west of the proposed CMRR NF are shown
on Figure 3]. This interpretation is consistent with studies by Vaniman and
Wohletz, 1990, which found fracture clusters in Unit 3/Unit 4 along the
TA-48/TA-55 boundary north and south of Pajarito Road. From these
studies, it appears that the structural disturbance manifested as dense
fracturing, lying 800-1000 ft west of the west edge of CMRR, is the
southern extension of the RCF zone with net vertical displacement (down
drop to the east) of 11.3 meters (m) (37 ft) [Emphasis Supplied].
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. Detailed field mapping described in Lavine et al.
(2005) determined that faults were not present in the zone of intense zone of fracturing
800-1000 ft west of the proposed CMRR-NF. Detailed field mapping in the zone of
intense fracturing north of the proposed CMRR-NF in Mortandad Canyon also did not
identify any faults but it is possible that small-vertical-displacement faults [<1 ft (30 cm)
vertical displacement] may not have been recognized.
From page 42-43 in the 2007 Kleinfelder Geotechnical Report:
Mapping of fractures (Wohletz, 2004) in Unit 3 in Mortandad Canyon
north and northeast of TA-55 documented two dominant, conjugate
fracture sets with 1) mean strikes of N22W with steep dips to the
south and 2) mean strikes of N82E with dips to mostly north and dips
not as steep. The N82E set is the more prominent of the two. This
conjugate fracture orientation suggests a principal horizontal stress in
the N15E direction. A minor set striking N50W was also documented.
From page 43 in the 2007 Kleinfelder Geotechnical Report:
As part of its site investigations, KA excavated test trenches within the
CMRR site. Most of the trenches were excavated into fill or Qbt4; two were
excavated into Qbt3U. Fractures mapped in test trenches are plotted on
Figures B-2 through B-7 in Appendix B of the GDR [Kleinfelder 2007
Geotechnical Data Report]. These figures show some clustering of very
steep (81-90°) fractures dipping toward the northeast (Set A) and some
lesser clustering of 71-80° fractures toward the northwest (Set B).
Otherwise, fracture directions appear to be randomly distributed. These two
sets do not match up with the conjugate clusters mapped by Wohletz, but
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some of the other, apparently random fractures mapped in the CMRR
studies could belong to the clusters identified by Wohletz [as evidence of
faulting] [Emphasis Supplied].

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The inclusion of the findings in the 2004 LANL
report by Wohletz in the Kleinfelder 2007 Geotechnical Report but omitted in the DOE
2011 draft SEIS is a serious issue. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS did not mention the
random fractures mapped in the CMRR-NF studies that were possibly from the PFS.
Instead, the draft SEIS described the trenching studies at the CMRR-NF as follows on
page 3-25:

241-10
cont’d

The findings of 1). a principal horizontal stress in the geologic setting north of the CMRRNF, 2). zones of intense fractures possibly related to the PFS in outcrops along Pajarito
Road south and west of TA-55, 3). zones of intense fractures possibly related to the PFS
in Mortandad Canyon north and northeast of the CMRR-NF and 4). fractures possibly
from the PFS in the trenching studies at the location of the CMRR-NF are all an
indication that active faults may be close to the location for the proposed CMRR-NF.
The misrepresentation in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS that detailed mapping determined
there to be no active faults close to the location of the proposed CMRR-NF is a serious
issue. There is an immediate need to do the detailed field mapping and drilling
investigations in the large 2  mile region on Figure 2 between the mapped southern
end of the GMF and the location of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Detailed mapping for faults in trenches in the footprint of the proposed CMRR-NF
is not sufficient to identify active faults at depth in the Bandelier Tuff. The
Bandelier Tuff Tshirege Member was deposited 1.25 million years ago over a landscape
where active faults in the PFS date from 16.5 million years ago. The mapping in
trenches cut into the top of the Tshirege Member of the Bandelier Tuff is not sufficient to
determine that active faults are not present in the subsurface close to and possibly below
the location of the proposed CMRR-NF. One requirement is to investigate faulting in the
dacite below the CMRR-NF and the propagation of faults upward from the dacite through
the Bandelier Tuff The extensive fracturing that was discovered in the only borehole
drilled into the dacite below the CMRR-NF is an indication that active faults may be
present in the dacite below the location of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Borehole DSC-1B was the only borehole drilled into the dacite below the location of the
proposed CMRR-NF. The Kleinfelder 2007 Geotechnical Report describes the dacite in
borehole DSC-1B as follows:
The basement rock of this site was encountered in boring DSC-1B at a
depth of about 697.5 ft (El 6597.5) and consists of Tschicoma dacitic lava
(dacite). At least three distinct flows were identified in the 43.5 ft of
basement rock penetrated at the bottom of boring DSC-1B, but the total
thickness is probably several hundred feet. The upper boundary is heavily
fractured and vesicular, which reduces the overall rock mass stiffness.

3-491

Gilkeson and CCNS Comments about DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF * June 28, 2011 * Page 36

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

241-14
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Local faults observed in an excavation at the CMRR-NF site originated from
fumarolic activity and were created during cooling and compaction of the volcanic
tuff, rather than as a result of movement along the Pajarito fault system.

The Kleinfelder 2007 Geotechnical Report describes the video log in borehole DSC-1B
as follows:
Through the dacite the borehole wall was very blocky and irregular,
retaining a cylindrical shape in only a few locations to 733 ft, where
slough had backfilled the hole. The over break through the dacite
appeared to be at least one borehole diameter beyond the borehole wall.
The low shear velocity (Vs) of 2,950 ft/sec measured in the upper 25 ft of dacite in
borehole DSC-1B is also evidence the dacite below the proposed CMRR-NF is highly
fractured possibly because of faulting.
The LANL report by Lewis et al., 2009 described locations where the active PF is buried
below land surface. One example is the description of the Anchor Ranch Fault, which is
part of the active portion of the PF, on pages 261 and 264 as follows:

241-18

Maximum throw of 55 m down to the east occurs on the Anchor Ranch
fault (the largely buried main fault in this sector) [Emphasis Supplied],
but associated deformation extends into the footwall block 2000 m to the
west of the Anchor Ranch fault and into the hanging-wall block 2000 m
to the east (p. 261).
As the Anchor Ranch fault propagated upward, breaking the surface
between Water and Los Alamos Canyons, growth of the fold
presumably ceased (p. 264).

241-14
cont’d

Another example of the buried PF is on page 267 in Lewis et al., 2009:
In the 1981 Gulf of Corinth [central Greece] earthquake series, warping of
the surface between two normal faults resulted in strike-parallel extension
and discontinuous surface fissures between the two main surface
ruptures (e.g., Jackson, 1982; Vita-Finzi and King, 1985). As is the case
with the PF and northern PF, the main Corinth fault failed to reach the
surface across the bend, even though it may be a continuous structure in
the subsurface [Emphasis Supplied].
The conceptual model of the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team is that the
youthful PFS is continuing to propogate upward through the Bandelier Tuff to the
present time as follows on page 265:
Based on its probable interaction with the RCF and GMF, the PF may no
longer propagate northward, although it may continue to propagate
upward through the Bandelier Tuff. Rather, the PF, RCF and GMF are
slowly accumulating displacement in the zone of overlap between the
faults, and thus gradually filling in the local displacement deficit relative to
the system as a whole (Fig. 5). This is a fault system of short segments
that have just recently linked together; the near-surface displacement
asymmetries have not yet evened out.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The DOE does not have accurate
knowledge of the seismic hazard at the location for the proposed CMRR-NF
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Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The updated seismic hazard analyses (LANL 2007, 2009)
provide a better understanding of the ground motion and seismic behavior of
various geological material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports
provide additional detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed
CMRR-NF building site. This information translated into design changes related
to the structural requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under
way and will continue to evolve. The revised design is reflected in the revised
cost estimates. Per DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for
the Acquisition of Capital Assets, final or detailed design cannot be started until
the NEPA document (Final SEIS in this case) has been completed, so as not
to prejudice the outcome, or restrict or narrow the range of alternatives to be
considered.
Site specific geotechnical investigations have been completed for the proposed
CMRR-NF project site for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep
Excavation Option and recommendations issued related to the design of the
CMRR-NF (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). Such recommendations
take into consideration potential sinking, including seismically induced and
non-seismically induced settlement, and lateral shifting of the foundation. The
CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to include this information. Refer to Section
2.6, Seismic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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at LANL TA-55. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS increases the estimated cost for
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF because of 1). the new knowledge about
the weak layer of volcanic ash below TA-55 and 2). the large increase in the
horizontal Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report.
Because of these factors, the estimated cost of the proposed CMRR-NF has
increased 20 times from $350 million to greater than $6 billion. The DOE 2011
draft SEIS does not provide a final estimated cost because there are two options
for the design of the CMRR-NF and the final design and final estimated cost was
not provided at the time the DOE 2011 draft SEIS was issued for public
comment. From pages 2-14 and 2-15 of the DOE 2011 draft SEIS:

241-18
cont’d

The Deep Excavation Option design is more mature, having undergone
technical review by NNSA, NNSA’s contractors, and the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board. At this time there is more uncertainty with the
design for the Shallow Construction Option. The Shallow Construction
Option design needs to reach the same level of design maturity and be
subjected to the same level of technical review as the Deep Construction
Option so the two options can be evaluated on the same basis; this
process is currently ongoing.
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NNSA does not agree with the commentors conclusion about the safety of
facilities at LANL that handle special nuclear materials. NNSA believes that
sufficient geologic and seismic information is available to enable NNSA to design
a CMRR-NF that can be safely operated. See the 2008 LANL SWEIS for more
information on the operation of other facilities at LANL.

Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS misrepresented and
underestimated the seismic hazard at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF 1).
because of the incorrect calculations in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report, 2). the inadequate
and incomplete collection of data for the seven key parameters listed in Section 1.B, and
3). the insufficient knowledge of the location of active faults close to the proposed
CMRR-NF and the lack of a robust kinematic model for the PFS. The required
knowledge of the seismic hazard does not exist. However, the current knowledge of the
seismic hazard is adequate for the decision that the shallow option “which would act in a
raft-like fashion to allow the building to ‘float’ over the poorly welded tuff layer” is not a
safe design.

241-20
241-8
cont’d

NNSA has considered the recommendations made in the 2007 PSHA and is
addressing the recommendations in a prioritized manner, as resources are
available. For example, NNSA has incorporated the Next Generation of
Attenuation relationships in the seismic hazard for the CMRR-NF and TA-55, as
documented in the 2009 update to the PSHA.

In addition, the current knowledge of the poorly characterized seismic hazard is
adequate for the decision that the LANL site is not acceptable for major operations in the
DOE Program for modernization of nuclear weapons, for storage of six metric tons
(13,228 pounds) of plutonium or for ongoing operations at the LANL site with special
nuclear materials.

241-19

Section 10 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report provides six recommendations for future
studies to improve knowledge about the seismic risk. Section 10 is provided below with
our Questions LANL 2007 PSHA A through LANL 2007 PSHA F about the current status
of the studies. Please provide answers to our specific Questions LANL 2007 PSHA A

241-20
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The goal of any PSHA is to develop inputs that represent the composite
distribution of the informed technical community. SSHAC recognizes that PSHA
inputs can be subject to considerable uncertainties due to incomplete data and
scientific understanding, as well as from process variability. In particular, when
developing the inputs for PSHA, it is recognized that there is always incomplete
knowledge because that is the nature of trying to characterize a complex natural
process. However, by performing PSHAs in a manner consistent with the SSHAC
guidelines, particularly with regards to the incorporation of the range of different
interpretations and scientific uncertainties, the results should be robust and stable.
NNSA believes that sufficient geologic and seismic information is available to
enable NNSA to design a CMRR-NF that can be safely operated.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Two options are being considered for construction of the Modified CMRRNF. The Deep Excavation Option would involve excavating through a
layer of poorly welded tuff, then partially backfilling the excavation with a
low-slump concrete. The 10-foot-thick (3-meter-thick) concrete basemat
on which the building foundation would rest would be constructed on top
of the concrete backfill. The Shallow Excavation Option would avoid the
poorly welded tuff layer by constructing the basemat well above that layer
in the overlying stable geologic layer, which would act in a raft-like fashion
to allow the building to “float” over the poorly welded tuff layer.

through LANL 2007 PSHA F in your Response to Comments for the DOE 2011 draft
SEIS for the CMRR-NF about the progress to implement the six recommendations.

SECTION TEN Recommendations for Future Studies
Based on the studies completed to date, the following are recommendations for future
investigations. The results of such studies will aid in refining specific seismic source and
site parameters, which have been incorporated into the PSHA, and reduce their
associated uncertainties.
•

Recalculate the hazard using the NGA [Next Generation of Attenuation] ground
motion attenuation relationships. Four relationships are now available for use and
they display significant differences with the earlier generation of relationships, i.e.,
the ones used in the current study (Section 6.1). It would be prudent to evaluate the
impact of these new relationships on the LANL hazard after they have had time to be
fully vetted.

- LANL 2007 PSHA A. What is the status on vetting the new NGA ground motion
attenuation relationships?
•

Conduct additional detailed/high-precision mapping and displacement
measurements along the SCC [Santa Clara Canyon] segment of the PFS [Pajarito
Fault System], similar to what has been done on the PAF [Pajarito Area Fault]
segment of the PFS. The purpose of this would be threefold: (1) better define fault
trace geometry for the SCC and verify the gap between the PAF and SCC; (2) better
define long-term displacements and slip rates for the SCC; and (3) identify potential
paleoseismic trenching sites.

- LANL 2007 PSHA B. What is the status of the performance of additional detailed high
precision mapping and displacement measurements along the Santa Clara Canyon and
the Pajarito Area Fault segment of the Pajarito Fault System?
•

Conduct paleoseismic trenching studies of the SCC to determine the timing and size
of prehistoric surface-faulting earthquakes. This will help better define rupture
models and scenarios for the PFS. It may also help better determine maximum
magnitudes and recurrence intervals for rupture scenarios.

- LANL 2007 PSHA C. What is the status of the performance of new paleoseismic
trenching studies of the Santa Clara Canyon and also new paleoseismic trenching
studies of the Pajarito Area Fault segment of the Pajarito Fault System?
•

Reevaluate the entire dataset for the RGR [Rio Grande Rift] fault slip rate analysis
using only data for complete seismic cycles and more complete documentation of
long-term data (both displacements and applicable time periods). This more robust
analysis will likely reduce slip rate uncertainties and result in a more symmetric RGR
slip rate distribution.

- LANL 2007 PSHA D. What is the status of the reevaluation of the entire dataset for the
Rio Grande Rift?
•

Conduct additional studies to better constrain kappa. Kappa is a key parameter in
assessing the hazard at LANL (Section 6.2). Focused efforts should be made to
evaluate kappa using data from the LANL seismographic network. Improvements in
the network may be necessary to improve data quality [emphasis added].

- LANL 2007 PSHA E. The 1995 Seismic Hazard Report described the failure of LANL
to install and operate a seismographic network to provide data for the calculation of
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Kappa. The poor performance of LANL to install and operate the required seismographic
network was also the finding of the 2007 PSHA Report. The 2007 PSHA Report and the
DOE 2011 draft SEIS used an uncertain assumed value for Kappa. What is the current
status for the LANL seismographic network to provide high quality data for the
calculation of Kappa?
•

Conduct VS measurements of dacite. There is no reliable VS data for the dacite
(Section 4.2.3) and thus velocity data would confirm the value used in this study.
Measuring the velocity of the dacite beneath the laboratory requires deep boreholes
and so although not ideal, shallow velocity surveys where the rock outcrops is
probably the only economical alternative.

241-20
cont’d

Below are Questions DOE 2011 draft SEIS A through DOE 2011 draft SEIS U based on
our findings in this report. Again, please provide answers to our specific Questions DOE
2011 draft SEIS A through DOE 2011 draft SEIS U in your Response to Comments for
the DOE 2011 draft SEIS for the CMRR-NF.
There is insufficient acquisition of site-specific data and subsequent analysis of seven
key parameters to ensure that ground motions for design-basis earthquakes at the
proposed CMRR-NF are based on accurate scientific knowledge. The seven key
parameters required for seismic source characterization were identified in the LANL
2007 PSHA report. They are 1] fault location, 2] geometry, 3] sense of slip, 4] Mmax
[maximum moment], 5] earthquake recurrence rate, 6] kappa, and 7] shear velocity of
the dacite.

241-8
cont’d
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1] Fault Locations. There is a need for detailed field mapping to determine the
location relationship between the GMF and the proposed CMRR-NF. The concern of the
LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team follows as described in Lewis et al., (2009):
The southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF are not well
characterized (p. 257).
Conclusions. . . The southern end of the GMF has not been mapped in
detail, but its southern termination is likely to be similar to that of the
Rendija Canyon fault (p. 268).

241-10
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS A. Should the necessary field investigations be performed to
determine the southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF as this
knowledge is important for the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
2] Fault Geometry – Dip Angle and Depth. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes
the lack of knowledge of the fault geometry as follows on page 5-12:
It is noteworthy that the fault dips are the most poorly constrained
part of the model due to the lack of subsurface structural data
[Emphasis Supplied].
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- LANL 2007 PSHA F. What is the status of LANL/DOE operations to measure the
shear velocity of the “reference rock datum” in testholes at many locations site-wide and
specifically at the location of the new CMRR Building? The complex change in the
“reference rock datum” at LANL requires shear velocity measurements in many testholes
drilled deep into the reference rock.

DOE 2011 draft SEIS B. Should the necessary field investigations be performed to
determine the fault geometry, including fault dip and depth, as this knowledge is
important for the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
3] Sense of Slip. The required fault-slip direction data have not been acquired as
explained on page 5-11 in the 2007 PSHA Report:
Very few kinematic data regarding fault-slip direction are available for the
PFS. … Unfortunately, slip direction data are lacking on the [primary]
PAF [Pajarito Area Fault].

241-5
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS C. Should the necessary field investigations be performed to
determine the fault-slip directions for the primary PAF, and the subsidiary GMF, RCF
and SCC (Santa Clara Canyon Fault) as this knowledge is important for the design basis
earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
4] Mmax [maximum moment] The LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes the larger
maximum moment and greater seismic hazard from synchronous ruptures than
simultaneous ruptures on page 7-3 as follows:
The hazard is higher for synchronous rupture because the ground
motions will be larger from seismic slip involving two subevents versus
more uniform slip in a single albeit larger simultaneous event.
A very serious issue is that Section 5 of the LANL 2007 PSHA Report calculated a
smaller maximum Richter magnitude seismic hazard at the proposed CMRR-NF for the
ruptures from multiple synchronous earthquakes than from the simultaneous ruptures
from a single earthquake as follows:
5.1.2.4 Maximum Magnitudes. . . We calculated preferred magnitudes
for both simultaneous and synchronous ruptures. Weighted meanmaximum magnitudes range from M 6.94 (for RS-a) to M 7.27 (for RS-g
sic RS-e) for simultaneous ruptures. . . We estimated maximum
magnitudes for both subevents of the synchronous ruptures using the
same approach and these are consistently slightly smaller than for the
simultaneous ruptures (Table 5-11), but the sum of the moment for the
two subevents is within 10% of the moment for the simultaneous rupture
of the same rupture scenario.
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DOE 2011 draft SEIS D. Should the necessary field investigations be performed to
correctly calculate the maximum moment for synchronous and simultaneous ruptures of
the PFS, including the primary PAF and the subsidiary GMF and RCF, as this
knowledge is important for the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
5] Earthquake Recurrence Rate. The LANL 2007 PSHA Report recognized that there
was insufficient knowledge of the earthquake recurrence rate and more field work with
paleoseismic investigations were needed as follows:
If the late Quaternary record is indeed incomplete, as we believe, then
future paleoseismic investigations will, if anything, increase the number of
surface-faulting events identified on the PFS. We have tried to consider
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the potentially incomplete record in developing and weighting rupture
models and recurrence interval distributions for the PFS (p.5-15).
DOE 2011 draft SEIS E. Should the necessary paleoseismic investigations be
performed to correctly understand the late Quaternary record of the earthquake
recurrence rate as this knowledge is important for the design basis earthquakes for the
proposed CMRR-NF?

241-13
cont’d

6] Insufficient knowledge or the key parameter kappa. Section 10
“Recommendations” of the LANL 2007 PSHA used an assumed value of kappa because
the LANL seismograph network did not provide usable data to calculate kappa.

241-8
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS F. What is the current status for the LANL seismographic network
to provide high quality data for the calculation of kappa as this knowledge is important
for the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
7] Insufficient knowledge of the seismic properties of the reference rock dacite.
The LANL 2007 PSHA Report used an assumed value for the shear velocity of the
dacite below the proposed CMRR-NF because of the very low value that was measured
in the only borehole that was drilled a short distance into the dacite. The LANL 2007
PSHA Report recommended for LANL to do additional field work to measure the shear
velocity of the dacite (see page 39 of this report). The complex change in the “reference
rock datum” at LANL requires shear velocity measurements in many testholes drilled
deep into the reference rock.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

DOE 2011 draft SEIS G. What is the status of LANL operations to measure the shear
velocity of the “reference rock datum” in testholes at many locations site-wide and
specifically at the location of the proposed CMRR-NF?
The LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team recognized the need for a robust kinematic
model for the PFS in Lewis et al., (2009) as follows:
Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard analysis,
a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking (p. 252).
DOE 2011 draft SEIS H. Is a robust kinematic model necessary for knowledge important
for the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS I. If so, does development of the robust kinematic model require
field investigations of the seven key parameters listed in Questions DOE 2011 draft
SEIS A through DOE 2011 draft SEIS G above?
There is disagreement among the LANL scientists about the zones of intense fractures
as evidence of active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF location; 800 ft to the west,
1,600 ft to the north, and 2,500 ft to the east.
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cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Conduct additional studies to better constrain kappa. Kappa is a key
parameter in assessing the hazard at LANL (Section 6.2). Focused efforts
should be made to evaluate kappa using data from the LANL
seismographic network. Improvements in the network may be necessary
to improve data quality [Emphasis Supplied].

There is a need for independent peer review of the data acquisition and subsequent
analysis processes at LANL; especially because of the disagreement among LANL
scientists on the locations of active faults at the proposed CMRR-NF. The DNSFB
addressed this issue on page 63 in the DNFSB TWENTY-FIRST ANNUAL REPORT TO
CONGRESS:
4.10 Seismic Hazard Analysis
The Board continues to stress to DOE the importance of adequate
review, including independent peer review, of both the acquisition of sitespecific data and subsequent analysis to ensure that ground motions for
design basis earthquakes are based on accurate scientific knowledge.
DOE 2011 draft SEIS J. Is the disagreement among the LANL scientists an issue that
requires independent peer review of the data and subsequent analysis of Wohletz
(2004) to ensure that design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF are based
on accurate scientific knowledge?

241-3
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS K. If not, why?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS L. Should an independent peer review be done at the zones of
intense fractures identified by Wohletz (2004) (Fig. 3 in this report)?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS M. If not, why?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS N. Do the zones of intense fractures identify active faults close to
the proposed CMRR-NF?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS O. If not, why?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS P. Should the zones of intense fractures be used as locations of
active faults (Fig. 3 in this report) for design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRRNF?
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241-10
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS Q. If not, why?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS R. Should the design work for the proposed CMRR-NF be halted
because the accurate scientific knowledge of the seven key parameters listed above in
Questions DOE 2011 draft SEIS A through DOE 2011 draft SEIS G are not provided to
calculate the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?

241-8
cont’d

DOE 2011 draft SEIS S. If not, why?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS T. Should the design work for the proposed CMRR-NF be halted
because the necessary robust kinematic model is not provided for knowledge of the
seismic hazard to calculate the design basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF?
DOE 2011 draft SEIS U. If not, why?
We look forward to your responses.
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Commentor No. 241 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Commentor No. 242: Mary Beth Moore
From: Mary Beth Moore [marybethmooresc@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4:14 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Chemistry and Metallugy Research Replacement

Dear Mr. Tiegtmeir,

Sincerely Mary Beth Moore, SC

242-1

242-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding a request for a plutonium infrastructure study, the proposal to construct
a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium
and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years.
In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutoniumrelated requirements across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD
that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose
and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support
of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the
existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support
over the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have
been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am deeply alarmed at the proposed Chemistry and Metallugy Reseacrch
Replacement Project. The CMRR project should be canceled, a study of LANL’s
plutonium infrastructure should be required - including existing and future capability
needs, and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading safety features at the
existing CMR must be determined. We do not want a diseaster like the one Japan
has just suffered. Let’s opt for life. Think of your children and grand children.
Cancell the project now.

From: Terry Thompson (575) 751-4343 [terryt@taosnet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 6:27 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: Senator@tomudall.senate.gov; NM03BLIMA@mail.house.gov
Subject: Comments about the Draft CMRRNF SEIS

243-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos. In
making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the size
of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of a
previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster
session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made presentations
describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited
to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at
the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number
of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available
throughout the public comment period.

243-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

243-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new EIS after the design is complete.
NEPA documentation is typically performed while the design of a project is still
underway. There is enough design information available to perform a NEPA
analysis for the CMRR-NF project. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined
that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed action. In
making this determination, NNSA was fully aware of the updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the
Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes
related to the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building would be able

This email is for Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRRNF SEIS Document Manager, NNSA
Los Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Road, TA 3 Building 1410, Los Alamos,
New Mexico, 87544; and any others accepting comments from residents of the
affected area.
Recently I attended a meeting in Taos, NM, about the proposed project. It felt more
like a “this is what we are doing” pitch than an opportunity for the residents of Taos
to examine, debate, and register their concerns about this project.
My family and I are very concerned about the proposed plutonium pit production
complex at Los Alamos. We feel that a complete, new EIS should be required
for this potentially very harmful expansion. The location is seismically active, and
after the horrible environmental disaster affecting nuclear power plants in Japan,
we know that our current scientific knowledge about the safety of such a project
in a seismic zone is woefully inadequate. The proposed Supplemental EIS is not
good enough to support building such a facility in a seismic zone that is not well
understood. Furthermore, the building’s design is not final, so any environmental
studies should not be begun until the design is final. I can’t imagine the government
thinking it is a logical approach after 8 years has passed since the original EIS to
not require a completely new EIS based on the extent of changes in design and
pertinent known information available today.
We need to continue addressing the existing problems of clean-up at LANL, not
begin new contamination and highly hazardous activities there. The American
people are tired of living under the threat of nuclear warfare, terrorism, facility
accidents, transport accidents, and economic downturns caused, in part, by
the huge expense of waging several long-lasting wars in a number of countries
overseas. We do not need more ramp-ups to war that cost billions of dollars and
present unforeseen problems. We do not need 80 new plutonium pits (bomb
triggers) a year. We need to respect our nonproliferation treaties and goals.
We do not need (and we strongly oppose) more environmental degradation caused
by making war weapons, especially nuclear bombs. Los Alamos does not need an
economic boost; but other parts of New Mexico do need environmentally friendly
industries that aim to put this country and state back into prosperity--a peaceoriented prosperity. Let’s stop the war machine and begin to address cleaning

243-1
243-2

243-3

243-4
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Commentor No. 243: Terry Thompson

Commentor No. 243 (cont’d): Terry Thompson
up the messes that we have and building self-sustaining energy industries such
as wind power and solar power facilities. We live in a beautiful part of a beautiful
state with a fascinating history and culture; let’s not turn it into a wasteland unfit
for life--just to keep our military machine expanding. Please listen and respect our
point of view. Begin with a brand-new complete EIS that applies the most current
knowledge to all of the proposed, final-design features of this project.

to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are
included in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.

243-4
cont’d

Sincerely,
Terry Thompson
HCR 74 Box 22273
El Prado, NM 87529

243-4

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5, identifies
the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not include
decisions on LANL legacy waste cleanup. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence
of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD. There are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant or Chernobyl) and activities at LANL. The type of
radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant
requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear
fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems.
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Regarding cost and the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF
SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the
proposed CMRR-NF.
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Commentor No. 243 (cont’d): Terry Thompson

Commentor No. 244: Laura Jolly
From: laura jolly [laura.jolly@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2011 9:21 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: We cannot afford more nuclear development, healthwise

I just heard about the new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory.
This cannot go forward.
It is time to focus on cleaning up what is already existing as th ewaste at Los
Alamos Lab. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant
that would only add to the pollution.

Yes, this is about “national security”...But we want to work with those issues from
another perspective. More weapons, more bomb factories, more waste, more
expansion of the military is NOT the way to go.
Thank you for listening to my humble opinion. We desparately need a new direction
to move in.
laura jolly
1963 kiva
santa fe, NM 87505

244-1

244-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5, identifies
the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not include
decisions on LANL legacy waste cleanup. However, NNSA intends to continue
implementing those actions necessary to clean up legacy waste sites at LANL
regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

We who live here in NM right under this fire at Los Alamos understand that humans
are NOT expendable...
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From: hobart & paki wright [hopakco@fairpoint.net]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 12:45 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: no plutonium bomb factory at Los Alamos!

Dear Sirs,
In view of the horrendous fire now burning all around Los Alamos, with no end in
sight, it is the height of madness to envision putting a NEW plutonium bomb factory
there, this is just bat s--t crazy to even contemplate.
Yours for a cancer-free future,
Paki Wright, Crestone, CO

245-1

245-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding cost and the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 245: Paki Wright

Commentor No. 246: Pamela Biery
From: Pamela Biery [pamela@pamelab.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 2:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: no nukes please

Please do not increase the dangerous use of hazardous nuclear materials in New
Mexico, or anywhere we cannot absolutely control (translate: not on Earth).
Thank you-

Twitter:
http://twitter.com/Pbers
Blog:
http://www.pamelab.com/blog.html
LinkedIn:
http://www.linkedin.com/in/pamelabiery

246-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the use of hazardous nuclear
materials. As noted in Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD, NNSA must continue to operate
nuclear facilities such as the existing CMR Building at LANL in order to meet its
national security obligations.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Pamela Biery
xxx.xxx.xxxx
www.pamelab.com

246-1
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From: Lea Bradovich [leab@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 2:32 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Bomb Factory in Los Alamos

247-1

Dear Public Servants at the DOE,
As I write this from Santa Fe, NM, the air is smoky, visibility is low, all of the
windows are closed and the air cleaner is humming. A monster forest fire is once
again threatening LANL, creating a sense of dread in Northern New Mexico. Santa
Feans are shaking their heads in dismay. 11 years after the last fire LANL is still
storing plutonium contaminated wastes in tents. TENTS!
Nobody knows what is burning up there. The forests are stressed because of
the drought, which is predicted to last 60 years.
Yet plans are being made to expand nuclear warhead (plutonium pit) production
at LANL. The new plant will take vast amounts of our scarce water. It will be
located in the remote, forested mountains of our beautiful state in an area prone to
catastrophic forest fires.
This is also an area of seismic and volcanic activity.
It’s a bad idea. Please re-think this poorly conceived plan.
Sincerely,
Lea Bradovich
Sant Fe, NM

247-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the CMRR-NF project should be
stopped and re-evaluated. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011
and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around
LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests
are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce
the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of
a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS,
Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
were not included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires
because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are
surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation
are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result
in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C
of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources). The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a
wildfire on the domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested
canyon area to within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage
domes, but none were burned and there were no radiological releases from the
domes. The Las Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not
get within 2 miles (3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has
been conducted since the Cerro Grande fire, both to the vegetation surrounding
TA-54 and within the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have been
replaced with metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste storage
dome fire occurring as a result of a site wildfire. Furthermore, NNSA has an
active program to remove the waste stored at Area G and ship it to WIPP for
disposal.
The CMRR-NF would be designed using information from the most recent
studies and understanding of seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009);
it would continue to function safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake.
See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity in the
LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
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Commentor No. 247: Lea Bradovich

Commentor No. 247 (cont’d): Lea Bradovich
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.2 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). Based on the report, future planning will be
performed to consider CMRR-NF structural requirements for ash-loading.

LANL approaches sustainability on a site-wide basis, knowing that new facilities
will require the use of limited resources. New projects such as the proposed
CMRR-NF are constructed in a manner that improves the efficiency of energy
and water use site wide. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4–17, and
discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and
the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL
is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for
more information on water resources at LANL.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

3-507

From: Haber.Jim [haber.jim@gmail.com] on behalf of Jim at NDE [jim@
nevadadesertexperience.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 7:15 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on CMRR-NF SEIS

Mr. John Tegtmeier
CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
By e-mail to NEPALASO@doeal.gov
The CMRR-NF has many problems, some of which are environmental, and others
that have to do with geo-political nuclear issues. Nothing having to do with nuclear
power or nuclear weapons can be good or worthwhile vis a vis the environment.
There is no justification for building CMRR-NF, so any environmental issues aren’t
worth it.
It seems like a lot of work, so much that a full, new EIS should be made, not just
updating the old one. The fires currently licking at Los Alamos further the need for
a fuller review of any new work to be done there, and necessitating a review of
proposed and existing EIS to see how it’s good or not.
Respectfully,
Jim Haber, Coordinator
Nevada Desert Experience
1420 W. Bartlett Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89106
xxx-xxx-xxxx
jim@NevadaDesertExperience.org
-Check out http://NevadaDesertExperience.org for NDE action updates and news
about the Nevada Test Site and Creech Air Force Base’s Predator and Reaper,
“hunter-killer,” remotely piloted systems. Get our newsletter, Desert Voices, and
even make a donation on-line there too. Thanks.

248-1

248-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear power, nuclear weapons,
and the construction and operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. A key
purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions
as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and
reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and
the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 248: Jim Haber, Coordinator
Nevada Desert Experience

Commentor No. 249: Ryan Potoff
From: Ryan Potoff [rpotoff@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 4:47 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant, Earthquake Zone by 6/28

Dear Department of Energy,

Sincerely,
Ryan Potoff
Ryan Potoff
56 Pine Plain Rd.
Wellesley, MA 02481

249-1

249-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Please consider my message as this is how I truly feel and know of many others
who feel this way, as well. I am deeply concerned about the construction of the
new CMRR plutonium reprocessing and storage facility in New Mexico. Plutonium
is the most toxic substance on earth and this facility store six tons of it. Also, there
are many other important causes, such as education and environmental protection,
to spend the $6 billion dollars on, rather than weapons that kill people. Please
reconsider the construction of this facility, which will pose a greater threat than it will
ever reduce.

3-509

From: alfred cavallo [cavallo-harper@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:57 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant, Earthquake Zone by 6/28

Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium reprocessing
and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons of the most highly toxic
substance on Earth, plutonium, and will be able to produce 20-80 new nuclear
weapons each year.
First of all, the costs have ballooned by 1000%, from $600 million to $6 billion.
Most importantly, this facility can be used to negate President Obama’s pledge to
end nuclear weapons.
How can we criticize Iran and North Korea for their nuclear weapons programs
when the US builds a new nuclear weapons factory? This is going one step
forward, 3 steps backwards.
Sincerely,
alfred cavallo
princeton, NJ

250-1

250-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the construction and operation
of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Commentor No. 250: Alfred Cavallo

Commentor No. 251: Joan Broadfield
From: Joan Broadfield [broadfieldje@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 11:11 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant, Earthquake Zone by 6/28

Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium reprocessing
and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons of the most highly toxic
substance on Earth, plutonium, at the government’s facility. Second, the costs have
ballooned by 1000%, from $600 million to $6 billion.

Sincerely,
Joan Broadfield
2430 Lindsay St
Chester
Chester PA 19013, PA 19013

251-1

251-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Finally, this facility can be used to reverse the program, from President Obama’s
pledge to end nuclear weapons, to produce as many as 80 nukes each year. This
is going one step forward, 3 steps back, with plutonium—the most deadly, toxic
substance in the world.
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From: Rachael Montag [mgminsurance@embarqmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:46 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Los Alamos Nuclear Expansion Opinion

To Whom It May Concern,
Our nation’s resources should not in any way at this time be put to such wasteful
use as to expand our nuclear weapons capabilities. This is absurd behavior in
times where our own people are hungry, homeless and unemployed. What is the
use in investing in facilities like these when they pose such and extreme risk to
their surrounding population let alone the risk of major contamination to the nation?
The current fire that is threatening this plant is prime example of this. Where are
the safety measures that should be in place from the last fire?? It is unacceptable
that the fire has reach the proximity that it already has to the nuclear lab. There
are far better options to provide protection from foreign threats that are safer for our
nations people. It is time we use our heads and thoroughly assess the situation
before we cause any more harm to our nation.
Sincerely,
Rachael Montag

252-1

252-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 252: Rachael Montag

Commentor No. 253: Lily Jacobs
253-1

$VDFLWL]HQ,DPJLYHQWKH³RSSRUWXQLW\´WRFRPPHQWRQP\JRYHUQPHQWVSODQWR
FRQVWUXFWDKXJHIDFLOLW\IRUWKHGHVLJQPDQXIDFWXUHDQGVWRUDJHRIQXFOHDUERPEVMXVW
PLOHVIURPP\KRPHDQGMXVWRIDPLOHIURPDIDXOWOLQH,DPVXSSRVHGWRWHOO
P\JRYHUQPHQWLIWKLVLVRULVQRWDJRRGLGHD,QWKHLQWHUHVWRIJRRGJRYHUQDQFHWKLV
IDFWDORQHVKRXOGEHDGHDOEUHDNHUIRUWKH&055'XHWRSDVWYROFDQLFDFWLYLW\LQWKH
SURSRVHGFRQVWUXFWLRQVLWHWKHWXIIOD\HURIVRLOFRQWDLQVDKLJKFRQFHQWUDWLRQRIYROFDQLF
DVKDQGWKHUHIRUHLVXQVWDEOH7KHFRVWVDYLQJVRFDOOHG6KDOORZ2SWLRQLVXQSURYHQ
6HLVPLFLQYHVWLJDWLRQVDUHFXUUHQWO\LQSURFHVVDWWKHODE8QWLOWKHVHLQYHVWLJDWLRQVFDQEH
FRPSOHWHGQRGHFLVLRQWRJRIRUZDUGVKRXOGEHPDGH

%HVLGHVWKHLQVDQLW\RIEXLOGWKLVQXFOHDUIDFLOLW\RIDPLOHIURPDNQRZQIDXOWOLQH
WKHUHLVDWRWDOODFNRIQHHGIRUDQHZJHQHUDWLRQRIQXFOHDUZHDSRQV2XUFXUUHQWDUVHQDO
RIQXFOHDUZDUKHDGVLVPRUHWKHQHQRXJKRIDGHWHUUHQWDQGLVPRUHWKDQDGHTXDWHWRJHW
WKHMREGRQHLIWKHQHHGVKRXOGHYHUDULVH2XUQDWLRQKDVEHHQJHWWLQJDORQJZLWKFUHDWLQJ
DSSUR[LPDWHO\QHHGOHVVSLWVSHU\HDU:K\H[SDQGWKDWSURGXFWLRQFDSDFLW\E\IRXU
WLPHVZLWKWKLVQHZ1)ZKHQRXUQDWLRQLVVXSSRVHGO\VHHNLQJDIXWXUHZRUOGIUHHIURP
QXFOHDUZHDSRQV"([SDQGLQJ86FDSDFLW\ZRXOGFHUWDLQO\EUHHGGLVWUXVWDQGFRPSURPLVH
RXUHIIRUWVIRUQXFOHDUQRQSUROLIHUDWLRQDQGQXFOHDUDUPVUHGXFWLRQ

$QRWKHUUHDVRQQRWWRJRIRUZDUGZLWKWKLVSURMHFWLVWKDWRXUQDWLRQVLPSO\FDQ¶WDIIRUG
WRUHEXLOGDSOXWRQLXPSLWSURGXFWLRQFRPSOH[DWWKLVWLPH,QZKHQ/$1/ILUVW
SURSRVHGEXLOGLQJWKH&055RXUFRXQWU\QHYHUSHUFHLYHGWKDWZHZRXOGEHLQWKH
ILQDQFLDOPHVVWKDWZHILQGRXUVHOYHVLQWRGD\,QWKHHVWLPDWHGFRVWWREXLOGWKLV
QXFOHDUIDFLOLW\ZDVHVWLPDWHGWREHPLOOLRQ:LWKDFXUUHQWHVWLPDWHGSULFHWDJRI
ELOOLRQWRXSJUDGHWKHH[LVWLQJIDFLOLW\ZHQHHGWRSXWWKHEUDNHVRQ7KLVLQYHVWPHQW
ZLOOORFNLQ/RV$ODPRV¶IXWXUHWRWKHKRSHIXOO\VKULQNLQJEXVLQHVVRIQXFOHDUZHDSRQV
UHVHDUFKDQGSURGXFWLRQ7KHUHDUHPXFKPRUHVWUDWHJLFXVHVRIRXUQDWLRQVVFLHQWLILFDQG
FUHDWLYHUHVRXUFHV,IZHZDQWWRJHWVHULRXVDERXWVSHQGLQJFXWVGHIXQGLQJWKH&055
ZRXOGEHDJRRGSODFHWRVWDUW

253-1

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

253-2
253-2

253-3

253-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
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Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazards
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

&RPPHQWVRQWKH&0556(,6
,IHHOYHU\XSVHWDQGDIUDLGDWWKHPRPHQWDV,ZDWFKWKLV
WHUULEOHILUHIURPP\ZLQGRZEXUQLQJDURXQG/$1/,MXVWFDQQRW
XQGHUVWDQGZK\ZHQHHGWRPDNHPRUHZHDSRQVDQGZK\WKLV
IDFLOLW\LVVRREYLRXVO\XQVDIHVRQHDUDODUJHSRSXODWLRQ
,GRQWXQGHUVWDQGKRZDQHZSURMHFWFDQEHVWDUWHGWKHUHZKHQ
FOHDQXSIURPWKHSDVWKDVQRWHYHQEHHQFRPSOHWHG
:HKDYHQRLGHDZKDWLVEHLQJEXUQHGLQWKHDLUDVWKLVILUHEOD]HV
DQGZHKDYHQRZD\WRSURWHFWRXUVHOYHVDQGDUHQRWHYHQEHLQJ
WROGKRZWRSURWHFWRXUVHOYHVLWLVXQDFFHSWDEOH




NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and the construction
and operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued
operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress
and the President, which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons
stockpile. Work performed in the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF
supports this effort. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.


$V,DPJHWWLQJUHDG\WRVXEPLWWKHVHFRPPHQWVRQWKLVSURSRVHG&0551XFOHDU
)DFLOLW\/RV$ODPRV1DWLRQDO/DERUDWRU\LVRQFHDJDLQWKUHDWHQHGE\DPDVVLYHRXW
RIFRQWUROZLOGILUHWKDWDOUHDG\H[FHHGVWKH&HUUR*UDQGH)LUHRI\HDUVDJR/RV
$ODPRVWRGD\LVXQGHUDVWDWHRIHPHUJHQF\DQGPDQGDWRU\HYDFXDWLRQ7KH/DERUDWRU\
LVVXUURXQGHGE\GHQVHVWHHSDQGGLVWUHVVHG3RQGHURVDIRUHVWV:HNQRZYHU\ZHOO
WKDWWKHVHIRUHVWVFDQHDVLO\SURSDJDWHFDWDVWURSKLFFURZQILUHVWKDWDUHYHU\GLIILFXOWWR
FRQWDLQ$GGLQWKHOLNHOLKRRGRISURORQJHGGURXJKWORZKXPLGLW\DQGXQSUHGLFWDEOH
ZLQGVDQGWKHULVNVRIH[SDQGHGSOXWRQLXPSLWSURGXFWLRQDW/$1/ZLOORQO\EHFRPH
PRUHULVN\LQWKHHQVXLQJ\HDUV:DWHULQWKHVHPRXQWDLQVRIWKH6RXWKZHVWLVDOZD\V
SUHFLRXVDQGRIWHQLQVKRUWVXSSO\7KLVDUJXDEO\XQQHFHVVDU\IDFLOLW\LVVODWHGWR
FRQVXPHPLOOLRQJDOORQVRIZDWHUSHU\HDU

:KLOHWKH&0556(,6FRQVLGHUVWKHWKUHDWRIDVLWHZLGHILUHDWWKH/DELWRQO\
DGGUHVVHVILUHVWKDWDUHVHLVPLFDOO\LQGXFHGRUWKDWEHJLQZLWKLQWKH1XFOHDU)DFLOLW\
LWVHOI7KHWKUHDWRIZLOGILUHOLNHZHDUHH[SHULHQFLQJWRGD\LVQRWFRPSUHKHQVLYHO\
FRQVLGHUHGQRUGRHVWKLVGRFXPHQWDGGUHVVWKH/DE¶VDELOLW\WRUHVSRQGLQWKHHYHQWRI
PDVVHYDFXDWLRQVDQGWKHORVVRIWKHSRZHUJULG$FRPSOHWHDQDO\VLVRIWKLVYHU\UHDO
WKUHDWQHHGVWREHXQGHUWDNHQEHIRUHWKHUHLVDQRWKHUZLOGILUH 
:LWK5HVSHFW

/LO\-DFREV
%/ODQRVW
6DQWD)H
10



earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring
at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed information
and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This information
translated into design changes related to the structural requirements for the
proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the building
would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major damage.
The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue to evolve.
There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building designs are
rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.

253-5

253-6

253-5
cont’d

253-3

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this
CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

253-4

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision.

253-5

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated
in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
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Commentor No. 253 (cont’d): Lily Jacobs

Commentor No. 253 (cont’d): Lily Jacobs

253-6

As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in
Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the
projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL
is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year. LANL approaches sustainability on a site-wide basis, knowing
that new facilities will require the use of limited resources. New projects such
as the proposed CMRR-NF are constructed in a manner that improves the
efficiency of energy and water use site wide. See Section 2.10, Water Resources
and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of
the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources).
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Supplemental CMRR Comments

254-1

My daughter and her husband, my son and his wife and two young children
live on our family farm in Dixon, directly downwind from Las Alamos.
Yesterday, due to fire and smoke from a fire near the lab, my daughter-inlaw and their children left for Albuquerque; my daughter and her husband
stayed.

The EPA, NMED and LANL staffs have each obtained samples of ash from the
Las Conchas fire and test results have not identified levels of radioactivity above
background level expectations. This fire did not burn over areas of LANL where
legacy waste resulted in soil contamination.
NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and progress
on implementing those efforts is not linked to decisions on construction of the
proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

We do not know whether or not the ash that fell on both family’s gardens is
radioactive. We know that the trees that grow in the canyons where legacy
waste was dumped carry some radioactivity; we also know that the clean up
of the legacy waste has never been a priority for the labs. We keep reading
articles that say all the waste at Los Alamos is safely contained but we know
differently. We know that the transuranic waste at Area G is stored in tents;
we have done our best to change this practice but it seems to be a matter of
money; it would cost too much, according to officials, to build a bunker to
store these thousands of barrels of mixed chemical and radioactive wastes
safely. The fire is not contained, the labs and all who live downwind from
them are not out of danger yet.

254-1

Though there is not money for cleanup or safe containment at the Labs,
there is now a six billion dollar bomb-making building proposed for the labs,
the CMRR building, to be built close to an earth quake fault. While we can
not conceive of an enemy that could not be destroyed by the existing 1,000
plus nuclear bombs already in our country’s possession, most of which are
being stored in Albuquerque, we also know from the Jason Group report that
those nuclear bombs will remain reliable for 100 years. ( The Jason Group
includes members of the prestigious National Academy of Sciences.).

254-2

It is difficult to believe in a government that would choose to put six billion
dollars into an unneeded building while consistently refusing to do what
needs to be done at the Labs to protect those of us who live close to the
Labs. We remember that President Eisenhower warned us about the
Military Industrial Complex, that it was powerful and could easily over
influence government decisions. It seems to us that that is what has
happened; the nuclear industry must go on, must expand because too many
very powerful corporations depend on it, not because more nuclear bombs
offer any defense advantage.

254-3

The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a wildfire on the
domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested canyon area to
within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage domes, but none
were burned and there were no radiological releases from the domes. The Las
Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not get within 2 miles
(3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has been conducted
since the Cerro Grande fire, both to the vegetation surrounding TA-54 and within
the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have been replaced with
metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste storage dome fire
occurring as a result of a site wildfire.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 254: Janet Greenwald, Co-coordinator,
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping

Commentor No. 254 (cont’d): Janet Greenwald, Co-coordinator,
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping
The CMRR building has become, for us who live close to the labs, a symbol
of corruption in government. What we would like is some proof from you
and all those who are in power that the good of the citizens of this country,
not greed, is what is uppermost in your minds as you make your plans.

254-2
254-1
cont’d

Sincerely,

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
254-3

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Janet Greenwald
Co-coordinator, Citizens for
Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping (CARD)
202 Harvard SE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106

NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability
for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue to
evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006a). Refer to Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

3-517

From: Kathi Mottram [lindlv@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 7:00 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR is not the answer

255-1

I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory. Here are several reasons I believe it is not in the interest of any U.S.
citizen to have this facility built:
Cost
Earthquake vulnerability
Fires
Productions of known carcinogens
and most importantly,
the stockpiling of dangerous carcinogenic waste which has to be “stored” for an
undetermined amount of time in a place immune to natural or manmade disaters.
Is there such a place?
Is this how we want to proceed with the advancement of the US?
Kathi Mottram
40105 97th st west
leona Valley, CA 93551

255-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of
a new CMRR Facility at LANL. The cost to build and operate the proposed
CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one
aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The CMRR-NF would be designed using information from the most recent
studies and understanding of seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009);
it would continue to function safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake.
See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 255: Kathi Mottram

Commentor No. 255 (cont’d): Kathi Mottram
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-519

From: Scott S. [scottdas68@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 3:58 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Plutonium weapons production at LANL

Congratulations. Your continued operations at LANL have created an even
potentially deadlier health and environmental hazard with the Los Conchas fire. It
appears that Mother Nature may do what decades of protest could not yet we will
all pay a deadly price that may exist for millenia.

256-1

256-1

I suggest an alternate use of that $6 billion: Jobs that would go to 12,000
individuals including from the distressed communities like Santa Clara, Cochiti
and others; $50K a year for each individual for ten years—for forest restoration,
watershed restoration and management, replenish our communities, and give
people back their humanity. Sounded like an excellent plan to me, but instead,
we’re planning to use that money to build nuclear bombs to blow up the planet.
In 2008 Santa Clara Pueblo passed Tribal Resolution No. 08–16 in which the
Pueblo opposes the expansion of plutonium pit production. This was in response
to the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environment Impact
Statement. Along with the one–page resolution we also included 22–page
comments from 256 community members, and some of which were included in
congressional record.Your drive for more weapons production is an addiction
and many of you need to go into rehab. It is heartbreaking that you disregard the
sacred nature of land. You appear to want to make Los Alamos a permanent and
perpetual nuclear bomb factory. It’s the genocide of pueblo people.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to continued operations at LANL.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness
and security; and the LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences
or impacts on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or
intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the SEIS.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

256-2

Scott Shuker
Santa Fe, NM
256-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to build a plutonium pit production
complex at LANL. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRRNF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission,
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
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Commentor No. 256: Scott Shuker

Commentor No. 256 (cont’d): Scott Shuker
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this
CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to
include additional information on the minority and low-income populations
surrounding LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would
be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

3-521

From: Alexis Brown [lamariposa@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 3:58 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: opposition to CMRR Nuclear Facility project

Because of the drought, the massive size of the Las Conchas fire, the fact that the
state has burned nearly 2000 square miles this year alone, and the fact that LANL
is located in a high risk fire zone, I am writing to voice my opposition to the CMRR
Nuclear Facility project.
In addition to the fire danger and the risks associated with that, I am also opposing
this project because the tax dollars can and should be used to HELP society, not
destroy it. $6B can create jobs, help the environment, aid social service non-profits.
I do NOT want my tax dollars paying for this project.
Alexis Brown
Santa Fe, New Mexico

257-1

257-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of
a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of
June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the
area around LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction
Program to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and
potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as facilities that present a significant
risk due to wildfires because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible
materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials
including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are
not expected to result in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed
CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a
discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and
information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2
(Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 257: Alexis Brown

Commentor No. 258: Lauren Heartsill
From: Lauren heartsill [laurenheartsill@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 3:19 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Hi

Dear Sirs,
I would like to protest the proposed Plutonium Production Plant at Los Alamos...we
do not need any more production of these horrible weapons...we have enough!
Lauren Heartsill

258-1

258-1

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and the construction
and operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

3-523

From: annie degen [laanniemala@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 4:22 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: los Alamos

i , for one
want ouut of using nuclear energy.
is it 10% of our energy use??
i would easliy use that much less
as it is i am on very minimal solar
nuclear energy is DANGEROUS
as nature has been trying to tell us
poison for all living beings and the planet as well
i conclude that humans are greedy and insane.
please stop now.
annie degen

259-1

259-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear energy. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 259: Annie Degen

Commentor No. 260: Michelle Victoria-Delon

From: michelle delon [smartlifeways@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 4:28 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comments

As temperatures increase it is becoming increasingly clear that more fires can be
expected. This is one reason this project cannot be allowed to continue. In addition
the lab sits on and near fault lines, which also increase the potential dangers of this
site. I have also read that such a facility will use tremendous amounts of water and
as the entire southwest faces droughts we need all the water just to sustain the
existing communities...there is no extra water in this part of the country for such a
project.

260-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

260-2

The issue of whether or not we need additional nuclear weapons is also something
to be considered. While encouraging the rest of the world to decrease nuclear
arsenals it makes no sense for the US to be rebuilding theirs. This will only
encourage other nations to do the same.

260-3

Another factor is that in these times of economic crises how such expenditures can
be justified is hard to imagine. Teachers are being fired, schools shut down, people
are losing jobs and homes daily and our government wants to spend billions to
build more dangerous weapons. It is time for our government to start paying more
attention to community building and not bomb building. I recognize that these are
policy issues and cannot be decided in such a forum, however they do need to be
considered.

260-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

260-2

3-525

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am writing as a concerned citizen and Santa Fe resident about the proposed
project at LANL that will create a plutonium pit to build nuclear weapons. This plan
is so dangerous for many reasons, one of which we are experiencing right now-a
major fire. Already the fire came quite close to Los Alamos and it is only thanks to
the wind direction that the lab has not faced the fire on its property, and the work of
the fire fighters.

260-1

But as far as this location for this sort of plant it is just far too dangerous. As we
have narrowly escaped this time, at least so far, from the fires devastation at LANL
we may not be so lucky next time.

As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. LANL
approaches sustainability on a site-wide basis, knowing that new facilities
will require the use of limited resources. New projects such as the proposed
CMRR-NF are constructed in a manner that improve the efficiency of energy and
water use site wide. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD
for more information on water resources at LANL.

I thank you for your deep consideration of these comments and those that come
from other concerned citizens.
Kind regards,
Michelle Delon
Michelle Victoria-Delon
Smart Lifeways LLC
www.smartlifeways.com
michelle@smartlifeways.com
twitter: smartlifeways
facebook: SmartLifeways

260-3

President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

260-4

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for information on
the economic impacts as evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

PO Box 9449
Santa Fe, NM 87504
xxx-xxx-xxxx
xxx-xxx-xxxx mobile
SmartLifeways...it’s easier than you think.
P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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Commentor No. 260 (cont’d): Michelle Victoria-Delon

Commentor No. 261: Danae Falliers
From: danae falliers [danae@studiotodo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 5:01 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: warheads in Los Alamos

NO!!!!!!!
Danae Falliers
www.studiotodo.com

261-1

261-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-527

From: Betsy Bauer [betsy@betsybauer.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 5:12 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Plutonium Pit

Hello,
I live in Santa Fe and am definitely against the proposed plutonium pit here in NM.
I am writing for myself, my children and future generations. Please listen to our
words.
Thank you,
Betsy Bauer
Santa Fe, NM

262-1

262-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation
of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 262: Betsy Bauer

Commentor No. 263: Reverie de Escobedo
From: Reverie Escobedo [reveriee2@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 6:43 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop plutonium project

As an informed citizen concerned about my own health and that of my fellow
citizens I am firmly requesting that this project be stopped immediately. I know you
know all of the scientific research and dangers involved, as well as the alternatives
to this work. STOP NOW!

263-1

263-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation
of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.

Regards, Reverie de Escobedo
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-529

From: CenturyLink Customer [skorthuis@centurylink.net]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 6:58 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility Project

Please stop the funding and planning of building the above referenced nuclear
facility-With New Mexico’s water shortage, fires raging to Los Alamos and all
over the state and a 60 year drought (possible) ahead, our country cannot
afford this project in terms of human life and well being and social justice and
the environment-Use this money to install solar panels, wind power, put people
to work, not build more nuclear weapons-They just kill and I think we had done
enough killing in our history-Please stop the madness and invest in our people
and mother earth-Please don’t build this plant-Thanks so much for your time and
attention-Shari Korthuis

264-1

264-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the funding and building of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, health care and alternative sources of energy) and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of
this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 264: Shari Korthuis

Commentor No. 265: Iscah Trujillo
From: Iscah Trujillo [iscah505@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 7:26 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Future Plutonium Pits at LANL

Hello,
I am writing in opposition to the proposed new plutonium pits at LANL.
I am 37 years old, born and raised in New Mexico. Left for ten years and then
came back.

I pray we can find a better way to live together and with our Earth.
Blessings and Love
Iscah Trujillo

265-1

265-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

3-531

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

This is my home, my families home and home to many people I love. I was
pregnant with my daughter during the Cerro Grande fire. She is now ten and once
again, we are breathing smoke from Los Alamos, wondering what toxic effects
it may have on us. I am asking the person reading this to consider what better
options, we as human beings, have for creating a safe world to live in. Is creating
more weapons to kill others with, and in the process, creating more life threatening
by products, really going to create a safe world for you to live in?

From: eva laure liverman [llivman@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 8:08 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: plutonium pit facility - NAY

As a resident of New Mexico I would like to express my opposition to the proposed
plutonium pit facility at LANL, particularly in the light of the Las Conchas fire and
the presence of a fault line in the area. The explicit reasons are manifold and I’m
sure others have expressed it more eloquently and succinctly than I am able to in
this email.
I hope that you take all the concerns expressed from respondents into full
consideration.
Sincerely,
Laure Liverman RN, MSN
125 Mesa Verde St.
Santa Fe, NM 87501

266-1

266-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s remarks of opposition to the CMRR-NF project.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 266: Laure Liverman

Commentor No. 267: Roselynne Broussard
From: Roselynne Broussard [roslynb58@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 8:15 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov

I strongly protest any further development at LANL for storage of any nuclear
waste.

267-1

267-1

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s protest of any further development at
LANL for storage of any nuclear waste. In the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA is not
proposing to store any additional radioactive waste; however, there would be
additional low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, and
transuranic waste generated during operations. There are disposal facilities for
these wastes. See Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

3-533

From: Roselynne Broussard [roslynb58@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 8:18 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov

I AM STRONGLY AGAINST THE PROPOSED PLUTONIUM PIT FOR LANL. NO
MORE ENDANGERING THE LIVES OF NEW MEXICO RESIDENTS AS WELL
AS THE PLANET EARTH.
ROSELYNNE BROUSSARD
NEW MEXICO RESIDENT

268-1

268-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium pit production at LANL.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 268: Roselynne Broussard

Commentor No. 269: Anna Molitor
From: anna molitor [anna.molitor@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 8:19 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposed to the proposed plutonium pit facility at LANL - please extend

comment period due to massive wildfire burning at borders of LANL

269-1

Please extend the comment period so more of us who are sitting in shock,
watching the fires edge closer and closer and crossing the border into LANL, can
have time to be heard in this democracy.

269-2

269-1

Thank you,
Anna Molitor
-“tell me, what is it you plan to do with your one wild and precious life?” ~mary
oliver

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern of the fires near LANL and the concerns of
water resources and usage. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011
and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around
LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests
are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce
the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of
a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS,
Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
were not included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires
because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are
surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation
are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result
in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C
of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources).
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on
current water use and the projected use under Modified CMRR-NF Alternative,
water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million
gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and
Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL.

269-2

3-535

NNSA notes the commentor’s request to extend the public comment period. The
CMRR Project was first analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE/EIS-0350). In
response to the Las Conchas fire, which affected the Los Alamos community,
NNSA extended the public comment period to July 5, 2011. All comments
submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As I sit watching the fires from my window here in Santa Fe, I am shocked and
heartbroken to hear that there is a proposal for increased nuclear activity at LANL.
Every day I put my suitcase in my car as I go to work, wondering if I’m going to
have to leave my beloved home in order to protect my health. With the frequency
of drought in this land, it is absolutely unconscionable that the nuclear activity
increase here. There is more and more danger of fires just like this exteme fire
before us now. We cannot allow this to happen.

From: AstroLogo77@aol.com
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 9:31 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the weapons making at Los Alamos!

To whom it may concern:
One need not come from an Indigenous tribe to read the Sign Language that is
abundantly expressing itself. I remember noticing what spiritual persons might
regard as karmic blowback when after the U.S. launched a war of aggression
against Iraq, on a case that was FIXED for war, that having eviscerated that region
via The Gulf War, our very own Gulf of Mexico seemed targeted by Nature, Herself.
No lesson was learned.
The B.P. oil disaster put human mistakes, and/or hubris on display for all the world
to see, and for all the coastal residents to feel. Dead dolphins are but one of the
trophies in this war on nature, or thoughtless ecocide.
The awful event comprised of both quake and tsunami that hit Japan in March, has
left Fukushima as a gaping wound, emitting radiation that few authorities bother to
measure, whilst few media sources dare to panic the public with facts. We know
that most of the emissions have substantial half-lives and that many of these
atomic particles are correlated to cancer.
Do you know that the spiritual teacher Yogananda gave a talk at the United Nations
back in l949, seeking to explain that violence unleashed by human beings has its
counterpart in disrupting invisible energy-based systems. These vibrations have
much to do with holding the natural world together, i.e. stabilizing its systems. In
spite of so much coming apart, and insurance companies no longer questioning
climate change as the numbers are too strongly holding them to account for all the
wild, unprecedented events that have spend up in frequency, intensity, and severity
very rapidly... where has there been any scaling back in the way of violence?
Martin Luther King wisely stated that a nation that invests more in armaments than
spiritual uplift for its people approaches spiritual death. And that is where the U.S.,
as a nation stands. That so much blood and treasure is wasted on nonsensical
wars, those more likely about resource acquisition than any of the noble precepts
used to “sell” them to The People, when it’s needed at home to fund health care,
affordable housing, public education, a stronger EPA, and programs that enrich and
TRULY protect the citizenry is anything but the indication of National Security.

270-1

270-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities
are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas
in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 270: Susan Rose

Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Susan Rose
First there is a knock on the proverbial door. If it’s not opened (i.e. the message
not received), eventually the door will be blown down. That is what we see with the
fires that cannot BE contained surrounding Los Alamos. This is OBVIOUSLY a sign
to cease and desist! Although there probably is no greater force of hubris than the
U.S. military, incidentally the same machine that Eisenhower warned against in the
speech given when he left office, there ARE higher powers. Nature is now showing
her muscle.

270-1
cont’d

Those who have devoted their careers to the agencies of death, and shown such a
bankruptcy of conscience as to think this type of endeavor is protected by alleged
patriotism know nothing about mercy, compassion, or Universal Law.
If letters from concerned citizens still mean anything, if this is indeed the democracy
our defense department claims to be fighting to protect, then hear my voice and
those of others! It is time to decommission these tools of death on a massive scale,
and instead put the efforts of scientists and military personnel towards designing
cities that can withstand the coming earth changes. It is time to GREEN the nation
and use a variety of technologies that lessen our collective reliance on fossil fuels.
If our thinkers got people to the moon, if they can store incredible amounts of data
on a tiny computer chip, a Manhattan Project style incentive based on developing
energy technologies that go more gentle on this great earth is overdue. Choose life!
Sincerely, Susan Rose

270-2

270-2

Project decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The Native Americans who live downwind have suffered enough from the nuclear
tests facilitated in the l940’s. The uptick in natural disasters makes clear that few
to no places are safe, especially when it comes to the storage of weapons so toxic
that their radioactive emissions will be the “gifts” that keep on giving for many
generations.
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From: Jenny and Bill Davies [mudpies5@spiritone.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 12:52 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility project

To Whom It May Concern,
We are adamantly opposed to this new project to expand plutonium pit production
at LANL. There are so many reasons that this is an inappropriate use of taxpayer
money. We need to be investing in a sustainable future. The CMRR project only
helps seal our fate as a dying species on this planet.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Davies, MD
William Davies, MD

271-1

271-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanding plutonium pit
production at LANL. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRRNF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place
in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 271: Jennifer Davies, MD and
William Davies, MD

Commentor No. 272: Timothy Key Price
From: timothy.key.price [timothy.key.price@valley.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 8:01 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No more nuc-factories in New Mexico

…stop this plan to make New Mexico a permanent nuclear bomb production state.
…imagine a different and more sustainable and just future for all life on earth.
There exists a brighter future for New Mexico, one that is powered by the sun and
the wind—not by nuclear, coal, oil and gas that our Governor Susana Martinez
would like to continue to keep us locked in.
timothy.key.price@valley.net

272-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the funding and building of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, health care and alternative sources of energy) and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of
this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

timothy.key.price

272-1
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From: mary whiteman [mjwhiteman2003@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 8:18 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comments re draft CMRR-NF SEIS

Dear Mr. John Tegtmeier,
Thank you for this opportunity for input of the new building and future one.
I would like to see the lab take a leadership role in the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons and wastes. We do not need ANY new pits or weapons. We have
plenty of old ones and high level intelligence can create ways of utilizing and
revamping what we hare stockpiled already.
In short, (I know you have been reading lots):
Less is best.
- new pits
- generating all sorts of waste
- re potential for contamination of environment, including and especially water.
- re weapons
Increasing responsibility, locally and globally manifested, are what is needed.
Thoughts and actions.
Thank you for this opportunity for input and for sending a delegation to Taos for an
interaction and opportunity for dialog.
Sincerely,
Mary J. Whiteman

273-1

273-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear pits and nuclear weapons.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a
safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD. As
indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does
not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information. The
current CMR does support nonproliferation programs, as would the proposed
CMRR-NF.
Decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
There are established programs at LANL that address radioactive discharges.
LANL has established Pollution Plans that require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices. See Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this
CRD for more information on cleanup of past contamination.
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Commentor No. 273: Mary J. Whiteman

Commentor No. 274: Linda Trageser
From: Shakura [lshakura@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 10:11 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: oppose expanding plutonium projects at LANL that use our precious water

New Mexico, entering a 60 year drought, can not afford to give millions of gallons of
ground water to research or bomb manufacturing.

NNSA notes the commentor’s position on water resources. Based on current
water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water
use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of 542 million gallons
(2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL.

274-2

The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east
of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault
system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR
Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of
active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were
found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically,
facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more
conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities
remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

274-1

What good are bombs to anyone if we don’t have water to live?
In addition, New Mexico is not safe from earthquakes or uncontrollable fires, the
latter which will increase if the ground water is being used.

274-2

Climate change and global warming is real. Put your energy into solving these
serious problems before spending money to cause more problems.

274-3

Thank you,
LInda Trageser
Santa Fe

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
274-3

3-541

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement on funding of climate change and global
warming problems. Funding decisions regarding Federal programs and activities
(for example, global warming) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

274-1

From: kathy smith [kmsnm1@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 2:16 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: comment on CMRR

Why is the government pushing the CMRR Nuclear Facility project in such a
hurried manner? The supplemental EIS must be retracted and the public comment
period must be extended. The Las Conchas Fire has woken us up. We must now
stop the maniacal plan to build the plutonium bomb factory at Los Alamos.
Kathy Smith
Santa Fe, NM

275-1

275-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the publishing of the
CMRR-NF SEIS and the public comment period. As discussed in Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of providing comments on
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the public comment
period. NNSA decided to extend the public comment period by 15 days
through June 28, 2011, and to hold an additional public hearing on Monday,
May 23, 2011, in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, in response to the Las
Conchas fire, which affected the Los Alamos community, NNSA extended the
public comment period to July 5, 2011. All comments submitted to NNSA were
considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA also notes the commentor’s opposition to the building of a new CMRR
Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 275: Kathy Smith

Commentor No. 276: Lynn Pussic
From: Lynn Pussic [pagelayout@uninets.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 3:01 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Oppose CMRR Nuclear Facility

I am strongly opposed to the CMRR Nuclear Facility at Los Alamos National Lab,
nuclear weapons and power plants are destroying people’s lives!!! Resources
should be used for alternative energy sources and peace work.
Sincerely,

276-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the building of a new CMRR Facility
at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD. Funding decisions regarding major
Federal programs (for example, renewable energy) are made by Congress and the
President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Lynn Pussic
Troy, ME

276-1
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From: Suzanne Sheridan [photogo@optonline.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 3:13 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: We the PEOPLE oppose the CMRR Nuclear Facility Project .. are you

277-1

crazy ??? Don’t you love our planet and the people on it

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the publishing of the
CMRR-NF SEIS and the public comment period. The CMRR Project was first
analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE/EIS-0350). As discussed in Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number of means of providing comments on
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available throughout the public comment
period. NNSA decided to extend the public comment period by 15 days
through June 28, 2011, and to hold an additional public hearing on Monday,
May 23, 2011, in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, in response to the Las
Conchas fire, which affected the Los Alamos community, NNSA extended the
public comment period to July, 2011. All comments submitted to NNSA were
considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

Do you love anything but money ?? a Plutonium Bob Factory at Los Alamos... it
does not get more insane than this.
We are American people who love this country, this land and its people, the air we
breathe and mother nature.
Why would you think up an idea so dangerous it is symptomatic of a craziness that
defies words.
This has not been thought through... Nature through LAS CONCHAS fires is trying
to attempt to show us that this idea is so crazy given the propensity for fires in the
area.. even if you did not have barrels of Poison in the canyons.
Who thought that this idea was a good one? Those are the people who should be
institutionalized for being crazy so the rest of us can live. THere is no where else
for us to go but this earth... why not take care of it and the rest of us when there are
so many worthy alternatives to death and the use of plutonium. Just because you
don’t know what else to do with it.
That should have been thought through way before now... and not even a 2nd
grader would think this was a good idea.
Why is the government pushing the CMRR Nuclear Facility project in such a
hurried manner?
The supplemental EIS must be retracted and the public comment period must be
extended.
The Las Conchas Fire has woken us up. We must now stop the maniacal plan to
build the plutonium bomb factory at Los Alamos.
Suzanne Sheridan
Sheridan Photography
277A North Avenue
Carriage House
Westport CT 06880-1325
xxx-xxx-xxxx
photogo@optonline.net
Currently Offering Internships

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the building of a new CMRR Facility
at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.

277-1

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, health care
and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
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Commentor No. 277: Suzanne Sheridan

Commentor No. 277 (cont’d): Suzanne Sheridan
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-545

From: goodkaz@newmexico.com
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 3:41 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposing the CMRR Nuclear Facility project

In the light of the devastating fires that continually threaten LANL; in the light of
recent scientific evidence for greater seismic activity in the Los Alamos area than
initially believed; in the light of continued drought for the area that makes the
estimated 16 million gallons of water needed annually for this project untenable;
in the light of the real needs of the planet for sustainable technologies aimed
at bettering conditions on the planet, it is foolhardy at best but more accurately
completely insane to build this plutonium enrichment facility at LANL whose only
purpose is nuclear bomb production. Please put our tax dollars to beneficial use:
like spearheading an energy revolution into sustainable, non-polluting technologies.
This is what is needed now, not more weapons of mass destruction.
Thank you for your kind consideration of this comment.
Sincerely,
Arifa Goodman
PO Box 303
San Cristobal, NM 87564

278-1

278-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation
of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD.
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission, (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this
CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
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Commentor No. 278: Arifa Goodman

Commentor No. 278 (cont’d): Arifa Goodman
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, health care
and energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and
are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

3-547

From: Mary Saunders [swirlingtheuniverse@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 3:52 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Nuclear activity at Los Alamos

To NEPALASO:
I support reparations for the local tribes who have been affected by nuclear activity
at the Lab.
Keeping these radioactive substances safe is impossible. Please move to lessen
the risks.
Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Mary Saunders
Oregon

279-1

279-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding reparations; however, the
commentor’s concerns are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The
purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives. The analysis includes the potential impacts
from severe accidents at the CMRR-NF, including possible fires.
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Commentor No. 279: Mary Saunders

Commentor No. 280: Sharyn Scull
From: Rodenham@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 4:18 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: We oppose ther CMRR project at Los Alamos

The proposed Los Alamos CMRR project would cost taxpayers billions on an
unsafe project, one that will require far too much water in an area experiencing
deepening droughts, place more plutonium in an area beset by wildfires, and more.
In addition, seismic risks need further assessment, as do construction methods in
the ash layers of the area.
Thanks for your attention to my comments,
Sharyn Scull
902 Birdie Way St Augustine, FL 32080

280-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Funding decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, health care and education) and projects
at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The purpose of the CMRR-NF -SEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
In regards to the ‘safety’ of the project, NNSA must comply with laws and
regulations pertaining to the protection of human health and the environment.
In addition, DOE has its own orders and directives that must be implemented to
protect human health and the environment. The potential impacts of the proposed
project are presented in Chapter 4 of the SEIS.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

3-549

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Please do not let this project go forward.

280-1

proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 280 (cont’d): Sharyn Scull

Commentor No. 281: John Brewster
From: John [jbrewster@uninet.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 4:56 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: NO MORE PLUTONIUM!!!

How can these (expletive deleted) even think about concentrating ever increasing
piles of these ‘underworld poisons’ and weapons unless they are absolutely SICK
IN THE HEAD!!!!!!

281-1

281-1

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Elin Defrin [elindefrin@optonline.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 5:33 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: NO PLUTONIJUM

Please don’t do this.

282-1

282-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 282: Elin Defrin

Commentor No. 283: J.A. “Avery” Wright
From: J.A. “Avery” Wright [jawman@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 6:06 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: I’m an NM citizen opposed to nuclear facilities.

Hello!
Please register my opposition to nuclear facilities here in NM.
Any existing ones ought to be dismantled A.S.A.P., I.M.H.O.
--Avery

283-1

283-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear facilities. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Judith Stone [judithstone40@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 6:12 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Increased plutonium bomb manufacturing

284-1

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

Dear Sirs (As I know Men are the only ones who would have what they think is this
brillant idea),
Thankfully it has come to my attention of your intention to increase plutonium
bomb manufacturing at Las Alamos regardless of whether or not you destroy
native sacred sites, native history, reside on a fault line or even bother to use a
current and updated EIS. Seems you are hell bent on doing this regardless of the
fire danger, regardless of the governments own reports that the fire department is
unable to handle any type of fire at Las Alamos, regardless of areas in Las Alamos
threatened by the current blazes, because I am writing to protest this ill thought of
concept and demand it stops immediately.
You have no business decidng that my children’s future isn’t viable from the
nuclear accident you will surely have-you are already demonstrating your lack of
thoroughness and sloppiness by way you are trying to gain expansion of plutonium
bomb manufacturing. I suppose Japan wasn’t enough to make you stop and ask
the question ...what if? We are assured time and again that this question is asked
and well planned out; until a disaster occurs “that wasn’t though of.” We also have
been shown time and again that companies who rush get burned-BP comes to
mind.
The earth is taking back what she needs to take back and will continue to do so.
She is already spitting up the toxic wastes you have buried within her. They burn
her so she is giving them back and you are aware of this but don’t care. At the
same breath, you seriously ask me to help you (give you tax money) to destroy
my planet? No, I won’t do that and more importantly won’t allow you to either. I am
taking a stand and it is for my planet, for my human race, for my country.
Finally, I must ask the obvious question; how many plutonium bombs do you need
to destroy the planet? You seriously don’t have them stock piled yet? How many
times are you planning on bombing once an area is gone? Are you going to go
back to decimated area and bomb some more because you have to use them all?
I am unwilling to let you gamble my future, my children’s futre, my grandchildren’s
future because you just need to make more bombs. How many programs that are
proposed for cuts would be saved by diverting funds into them from this? I intend to
ask my Colorado representatives the same question.
Sincerely,
Judith Niederquell

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about saving our planet and
protecting the environment and our people.

Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides the environmental impacts analysis,
which evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner commensurate
with the importance of the potential effects on each area. Resource areas
evaluated include land use and visual resources, site infrastructure, air quality
and noise, geology and soils, surface-water and groundwater quality, ecological
resources, cultural and paleontological resources (including the potential impact
to native sites), socioeconomics, human health, environmental justice, waste
management and pollution prevention, and transportation and traffic.
284-1

During the public comment period on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, many
commentors expressed the position that a new environmental impact statement
is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the
appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 284: Judith Niederquell

Commentor No. 284 (cont’d): Judith Niederquell

The commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which occurred recently
in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could happen at LANL
is noted. There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear
reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred
at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

3-555

In summary, NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and
the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

From: annie degen [laanniemala@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 6:14 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: new weapons factory at l.a. n.m.

NO NO NO NO NO NO
THIS IS NOT HELPING THE EARTH OR HER PEOPLES.
ARE HUMANS INSANEFOULING THEIR NESTAND THAT OF THE NEXT
GENERATIONS FOR MILLIONS OF YEARS??
ANNIE

285-1

285-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 285: Annie Degen

Commentor No. 286: Therese
From: Therese [giggle@gigglingsprings.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 6:46 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Project Comment

286-1

Hello,
I just read an article on this project to make plutonium weapons at LANL. I had not
heard anything about this, why is this not in the news more?

Thank you for reading my comment,
Therese
A local resident

286-1

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Seismic issues are addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns,
of this CRD. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the
International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.

3-557

In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity in the
LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

My comment is that I think it is a very bad idea. I am absolutely totally 100%
against this and Am hoping that NM representatives, governor, and lab employees
and officials reconsider this idea. There are so many things your amazing brains
could be used for. Destructive materials are a waste of your intelligence. Use
your amazing resources there for GOOD, not evil! You could do so much to further
clean, safe energy and technology---and THIS is what you decide on? This is
what you want to use the brightest people in our country for? I don’t feel there has
been enough research into the seismic consequences of this either. LANL is near
a volcano that is active underground at this time, and its on earthquake fault lines.
Making things there stable for a 7.0 earthquake is inadequate and dangerous to
everyone in the area, maybe even in the county. For God’s sake, look at what is
happening in Japan due to radioactive materials...and I figure we are not getting all
the information on that either. Please re-consider your plan. It’s a bad one.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the CMRR-NF
project. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). A volcanic eruption during the life of the CMRR-NF
is an unlikely event.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant require a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-558

Commentor No. 286 (cont’d): Therese

Commentor No. 287: Marie Fontana
From: Marie Fontana [ricketyr@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 7:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: I say No to the CMRR plutonium bomb facility

Please use the 6 billion dollars to restore the lands and livlihoods of the people
suffering from the fires.

287-1

287-1

Comment noted.

Marie Fontana
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-559

From: parkslopedoula@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 8:15 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Toxic Dumping and Fires in NM

“Las Conchas Fire Woke Us Up—Let Us Now Stop The Plutonium Bomb Factory!”
This is unconscionable! How can you let them get away with poisoning not only
the land, not only our people, but people and animals all over the world. Someone
must take responsibility for this mess! And prevent more pollution from happening!
It is the responsibility, and the sacred mission of the government to prevent this and
make those responsible pay for the clean up.
Respectfully,
Lisa Cohen

288-1

288-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an
ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 288: Lisa Cohen

Commentor No. 289: Mercedes Lackey
From: Mercedes Lackey [helloelsie@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 8:31 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: I oppose the CMRR Nuclear Facility project

289-1

289-1

2) I oppose the construction of this facility on the grounds that this area is
geologically unstable. No good assessment of earthquake potential has been
done, yet the proposed site is right on top of a caldera.

289-2

3) I oppose the construction of this facility on the grounds that there is not enough
water now for the population of the area, yet it is proposed that millions of gallons
of water be virtually stolen from the existing population in order to meet the needs
of this facility. Where is the population going to get its water from when it is stolen?
Where is the water going to come from to serve existing agricultural and population
needs?

289-3

5) I oppose the construction of this facility on the grounds that the existing stockpile
of nuclear weapons is more than sufficient. No new nuclear weapons need to
be created, when the stockpile that exists is sufficient to rend the entire planet
uninhabitable three times over.

289-4

6) I oppose the construction of this facility on the grounds that, given the austerity
measures being demanded, it is time to cut back on military spending. When
people are dying of treatable illnesses, going hungry, going homeless, and all these
is justified in the name of “austerity measures” it is more than time for the military to
stop spending money like it was nothing.

289-5

Sincerely
Mercedes Lackey
16525 E 470 Rd
Claremore OK 74017

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
289-2

Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD addresses the
commentor’s concerns about seismic hazard.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-561

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

1) I oppose the construction of this facility on the grounds that the fires that have
already closed the Los Alamos facility prove that it is unsafe to build this facility in
fire country. The fires have already overrun many areas of the Los Alamos labs
and closed them. It would be insane to build a plutonium-handling facility in fire
country.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazard analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS).
289-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

289-4

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 289 (cont’d): Mercedes Lackey

Commentor No. 289 (cont’d): Mercedes Lackey
289-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example,
defense, education, healthcare, and housing) and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-563

From: Iris Gersh [igersh@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 8:53 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: I OPPOSE

the CMRR Nuclear Facility project. I also suggest strongly that the 20000 50-gallon
drums of plutonium be stored somewhere else than under tents.
Las Conchas fire has opened our eyes to the dangers of nuclear products, and I
appreciate your reading the public’s comments past the June 28th deadline.
Sincerely,
Iris Gersh

290-1

290-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. These domes store transuranic waste and not plutonium materials. Any
plutonium materials at LANL is required to be stored in very secure locations.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 290: Iris Gersh

Commentor No. 291: Molly Brown
From: Molly Brown [mollyeco@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 9:19 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the Plutonium Bomb facility at Los Alamos

291-1

291-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and to nuclear
power. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government, funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, renewable energy) and projects
at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

There are too many risks for safety--fire because of drought brought on by global
climate change. It isn’t going to go away! It is only going to get worse. Los
Alamos needs to commit its sizable brain power to global climate change and safe
and non-toxic renewable energy (which means non-nuclear). Don’t put the public
at risk and spend our taxpayer money to create weapons of mass destruction.
Wake up!!!!

3-565

From: lia bello [bello@kitcarson.net]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 9:43 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No Nuclear

PLEASE stop any plans to create nuclear weapons in New Mexico!
Lia Bello FNP, CCH
3590 Via Brisa Dr. Santa Fe, NM 87507
xxx-xxx-xxxx
www.homeopathicare.org

292-1

292-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and the
creation of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 292: Lia Bello

Commentor No. 293: Steve Roddy
From: Steve Roddy [sidingwen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 10:33 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No to the CMRR Proect at Los alamos

I oppose construction of the proposed nuclear weapons production facility at Los
Alamos. Tie current massive fire there has demonstrated how vulnerable this area
is to a catastrophic accident. The government must not put the lives and health of
countless people, in NM and neighboring states.
Stop this insane idea! We need fewer nuclear weapons not even more of them!
Steve Roddy
San Francisco
iPad????

293-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Sincerely,

293-1

3-567

From: Persephone Maywald [persephone@diamondsoul.com.au]
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2011 11:06 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Opposed to bomb production site

I wish to be recorded as totally opposed to the building of a plutonium bomb
production site at Los Alamos.
thanks, Persephone Maywald
120 Village Square, Orinda CA 94563

294-1

294-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 294: Persephone Maywald

Commentor No. 295: Dianne Lindsay
From: Dianne and Cordia [cdwood@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 1:54 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: LANL proposed facility

Dear Mr John Tegtmeir,

Thank you Dianne Lindsay
Las Vegas, NM

295-1

295-1

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

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I think we are not using good reasoning to continue with nuclear weapons
development or for that matter, any continued development of nuclear energy. First
Nations Americans have spoken out against trying to harness nuclear energy and
we have not listened. The scope of destruction - death, disease, disruption - is not
worth it. I oppose the plutonium pit proposal at LANL or at any other facility.

3-569

From: Natalie Charles [ncharles@maine.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 8:45 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility project

I am vehemently opposed to building a bomb factory at Los Alamos!!!
Natalie Charles
Maine

296-1

296-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 296: Natalie Charles

Commentor No. 297: Ronnie Ortiz
From: Ronnie Lopez [ronnieois@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 9:24 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov; jtegtmeier@doeal.gov; rsnyder@doeal.gov; ewithers@

doeal.gov; carol.borgstrom@hq.doe.gov; jonathan_epstein@bingaman.senate.
gov; matthew_padilla@tomudall.senate.gov
Hello, I’d say buenas dias to you, but it is far from being good.
As to the proposed facility, CMRR Nuclear Facility, simply: NO! HALT!

What the government has done to our land, air and water since the time of the
origination of the Manhattan Project and it’s on-going similar projects / sites
is nothing short of genocide. Our people will no longer stand by while our
government and it’s factions poison us with little regard. We’re neither stupid
nor lemmings. Our earth, our home, has been desecrated for far too long at our
expense and it must stop immediately. We do not want nuclear anything in New
Mexico at all.
Your LANL house is infested, walls crumble, there are fires hazards, your dishes
are dirty, things are rotting in storage, and you haven’t thrown the trash, much less
wiped your arse.
Viva la revolucion!
Ronnie Ortiz

297-1

297-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

LANL and subsequent sites should and must clean their sites before anything else
is proceeded with - anything at all. If LANL and the government continues with
anything other than cleaning up every and all places such as Acid Canyon, it is
unpatriotic and defiles our human existence.

3-571

From: Marc Choyt [reflective@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 10:00 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Proposed storage facility

298-1

July 3, 2011
To Whom It May Concern:
I strongly oppose the building of a nuclear storage facility in Los Alamos. Given
the current fire and the potential for earthquakes, the containment of plutonium in
the new structure represents a threat to all surrounding communities. The recent
events in Japan also demonstrate that there is no failsafe.
Marc Choyt
912 Baca St.
Santa Fe, NM 87505

298-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD addresses the
commentor’s concerns about the potential for earthquakes. The geologic setting
of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The
location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the
closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system.
A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building.
Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active
surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found
(Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities
are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative
than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in
the event of a large earthquake.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
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Commentor No. 298: Marc Choyt

Commentor No. 298 (cont’d): Marc Choyt
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

3-573

From: Dicron Gordon Meneshian [dicron@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 11:13 AM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Please Do Not Build a Plutonium Factory in Fire Country

To whom it may concern,
Even though I am a resident of the state of Connecticut, I am urging you not to
build a plutonium factory in fire country.
We live a on a very small planet. Everything we do on planet Earth is connected to
everything we have share and enjoy on planet Earth.
The repercussions of your actions have effects around the world.
yours,
Dicron Meneshian
Riverside, CT 06878

299-1

299-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place
in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF, nor would
plutonium production. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 299: Dicron Meneshian

Commentor No. 300: Mary Ross
From: Mary Ross [mary.ross1@myfairpoint.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 12:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Los Alamos Lab CMMR final phase

300-1
300-1

The fires currently burning are proof that we cannot continue to promote nuclear
technology and assume that human error and environmental influences will not
endanger the health of the planet and its inhabitants forevermore.

300-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in
the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF, nor would
plutonium production. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Weapons and warfare are not keeping us safe. They are making us more
vulnerable and creating more enemies. It is time that we are no longer dominated
by those with an assault oriented strategy and we focus on restoring the health of
our own nation. The assault oriented perspective has run rampant and unchecked
for far too long and has endangered the United States and destabilized our
relations globally. Enough.
Mary Ross

300-2

3-575

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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I adamantly oppose the construction of a new radiological facility at Los Alamos
Nuclear laboratory with the intent to increase plutonium production. The facility is
already a liability, not an asset, to the American people and the global community.

From: Peter & Sharron Childs [poc@Asis.Com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 12:29 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov

Sometimes people get sick and are unable to hear the warnings others try to give
them about their behavior. Tragedy can result. But I doubt that you can hear what
I’m trying to say to you. I fully expect you to blithely continue with plans for the
CMRR Nuclear
Facility Project. God help us. Sincerely, Peter O. Childs

301-1

301-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 301: Peter O. Childs

Commentor No. 302: Joy Kincaid
From: Joy Kincaid [agelessturtle@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 2:05 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Fires and Plutonium Bomb Factory

The fires should be a wake-up call to you that we can no longer continue this
insanity!!!! What you do is for money, greed and control , not for the good of our
precious Earth, her resources and her people.
Stop the destruction and help us to leave a planet behind that will support all
peoples (including your family).

302-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Joy

302-1

3-577

From: JABFineman@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 3:00 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: oppose CMRR

I write to oppose this project strongly--I am a psychiatrist/psychoanalyst in New
Mexico--and I am aware of the arguments -pro and con--for this project; perhaps
not in your lifetime or mine will the nuclear threat overwhelm life on this planet-but certainly at some point it will, and we all will have the responsibility for life
extinction.
Jo Ann B/. Fineman MD

303-1

303-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 303: Jo Ann B. Fineman, MD

Commentor No. 304: Karen Husemeyer
From: Karen Boerboom [t33air@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 3:39 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject:

Plans to increase “war materials” at your location in New Mexico, is it really
warranted? If not, I am opposed to what you are doing there. If it is warranted,
would you please send me your reasoning?
Karen Husemeyer

304-1

304-1

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decision regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development
of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.

3-579

From: marguerite Borchers [margieborchers@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 5:15 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: stop the insanity!

How many nuclear bombs does one country need? The Earth has become a
prison from which there is no escape except total destruction.
Margie Borchers
PO Box 2004
Battle Ground, WA 98604

305-1

305-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the development of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 305: Margie Borchers

Commentor No. 306: Charlotte Talberth
From: Charlotte Talberth [char@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 6:24 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comment

I am opposed to the CMRR Nuclear Facilities Project. It seems dangerous and
reckless for us as a country to spend more money going down the nuclear
track. Also as a resident of Santa Fe, I find the case made by watchdog groups
to be compelling, namely that the labs in general are a health and safety risk to
ourselves.

306-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Chapter 4, Sections 4.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the
proposed alternatives.
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Charlotte Talberth, Santa Fe

306-1

3-581

From: lisanne [giasound@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 6:44 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR nuclear facility project

I am writing to oppose the CMRR nuclear facility project .
I live in Santa Fe and we are just going through the biggest fire in our state history
near Los Alomos
We must start to live more with the land if any of us and nature is to survive , the
idea of building new bombs to blow people animals and the planet up to me is
INSANE!! you must consider what you are doing and thinking of , for none of us
will have a future.
sincerely Lisanne Cole

307-1

307-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Commentor No. 307: Lisanne Cole

Commentor No. 308: Barbara Larcom
308-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.

I am submitting my comments about the proposed plutonium bomb factory at
the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). I am TOTALLY and UTTERLY
OPPOSED to this idea. It strikes me as nothing less than insane that it is even
being considered.

308-2

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

The area has been described as “between a super volcano - Valles Caldera to the
west and the Rio Grande River, our main water source to the east, on an active
seismic zone, in a forested wildfire habitat.” (Joni Arends, executive director of
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety)

308-1

You got lucky this time that the wildfire didn’t reach the laboratory. What makes
you think you’ll always be so lucky, when it comes to future wildfires in the area?
And what about seismic activity? Why would you even consider endangering
the lives of the human beings and wildlife in the area? Why would you consider
destroying an important water source, the Rio Grande River?

308-2

In addition, the proposal shows no respect for the desires of the Native Americans
like the Pueblo who have lived in the area for many centuries. They have
expressed their opposition to the proposed bomb factory.

308-3

Finally, why is a bomb factory being proposed at all? There are so many GOOD
ways we could spend the $6 billion that this project would cost. Our country and
its people need jobs, education, healthcare – and instead the proposal is to build a
BOMB FACTORY for the purpose of DESTROYING THE EARTH?

308-4

Barbara Larcom
2743 Maryland Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21218
-“A nation that continues year after year to spend more money on military defense
than on programs of social uplift is approaching spiritual death.”
“Darkness cannot drive out darkness; only light can do that. Hate cannot drive out
hate; only love can do that....The chain reaction of evil--hate begetting hate, wars
producing more wars--must be broken, or we shall be plunged into the dark abyss
of annihilation.”

3-583

Martin Luther King, Jr.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The impacts analysis in the SEIS indicates that there would be minimal impacts
on humans and the environment from normal operations under any of the
alternatives. The analysis indicates that the risk of environmental contamination
is limited to extremely unlikely accident events. There would be essentially
no impact on the Rio Grande; under all three alternatives, there would be no
operational discharges dirctly to the environment. All radioactive liquids would
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From: Barbara Larcom [barbara.larcom@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 10:29 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop the Building of a Plutonium Bomb Factory in Fire Country

be transferred to RLWTF. At RLWTF, the liquids would be treated to meet
discharge criteria and released through a permitted outfall or to a zero liquid
discharge facility. Other liquids would be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant, where they would be treated prior to discharge through a
permitted outfall.
308-3

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the minority and low-income populations surrounding
LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As
indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

308-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 308 (cont’d): Barbara Larcom

Commentor No. 309: Barbara Higgins
From: NEPALASO@doeal.gov on behalf of Barbara Higgins [bach01@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 11:34 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR

I oppose the CMRR Nuclear Facility Project in Los Alamos. You do not need to
continue this cold-war era mentality. Have some Vision!!! Put your brains and
research to work finding a way toward a resource-based economy not toward
supporting the war machine, the raping of the earth and the lack of respect for all
life!

Barbara Higgins

309-1

309-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. See Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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I am a 32 year resident of Santa Fe and am concerned for the welfare of all of
us who live in New Mexico. You are endangering our health and our lives, if you
haven’t destroyed them already. Hopefully this huge fire was a wake up call!
Change course before it is too late! PLEASE!!

3-585

From: Tom Tarter [rostatler@logonisp.com]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 6:45 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: FYI

At 18, I made it through WWII. Now At 87, the state I live in, New Mexico, and my
country is trying to kill me. Pretty stupid and ironic.
-- Tom Tarter, Jr., Roswell.

310-1

310-1

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 310: Tom Tarter, Jr.

Commentor No. 311: Abbe Anderson
From: Abbe Anderson [abbe@abbeanderson.com]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 9:48 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: please oppose the CMRR project

Hello. Due to the wildfires, more plutonium storage is suicidal. Please redirect the
funds into something that can support the people of this beautiful state.
Thank you.

311-1

311-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Comments on the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Analysis (SEIS) for the
(CMRR)
Citizen Action New Mexico
I. The SEIS Fails to Consider Requirements of International Law.
By seeking to proceed with the construction of nuclear weapons at the LANL
CMRR and the modernization of nuclear weapons, the United States is
violating the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). The US is acting contrary to
the Advisory Opinion of July 8, 1996 of the International Court of Justice (ICJ)
regarding the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons. Both Article VI of
the NPT and the Advisory Opinion contain an obligation to negotiate in good-faith for
“general and complete nuclear disarmament.”

312-1

The required cessation of the nuclear arms race applies to all nations, but especially to
the United States, Britain, France, Russia, and China, the five nuclear powers
acknowledged at the outset of the treaty.
The quadrupled production of nuclear bomb cores and the modernization of nuclear
weapons at the LANL CMRR and other national laboratories violates the GOOD-FAITH
NEGOTIATION requirement for disarmament. By continuing construction of the nuclear
weapons infrastructure, the US is acting contrary to the principle of the long term
durability of disarmament measures and disarmament that was approved by the NPT
Review Conference in 2000. The code words for progams of nuclear weapons
expansion have included: “advanced concepts” research, the “reliable

replacement warhead,” and “a more robust nuclear weapon.”
The continued expansion of nuclear weapons development is evidenced by Sandia
National Laboratories ongoing subcritical testing of nuclear weapons through the use of
the Z-Machine.
The actions of the President, the Congress and the national laboratories is to build more
weapons of mass destruction that will have long term planetary environmental
consequences. Prouction or use of nuclear weapons is in opposition to humanitarian
concerns expressed by the International Court of Justice. In consideration of the
violations of the principles of humanitarian law, the Court stated some of the following:

36. [I]t is imperative for the Court to take account of the unique characteristics of
nuclear weapons, and in particular their destructive capacity, their capacity to
cause untold human suffering, and their ability to cause damage to generations to
come.
42. The proportionality principle may thus not in itself exclude the use
of nuclear weapons in self-defence in al1 circumstances. But at the same
time, a use of force that is proportionate under the law of self-defence,
must, in order to be lawful, also meet the requirements of the law applicable
in armed conflict which comprise in particular the principles and
rules of humanitarian law.
78. The cardinal principles contained in the texts constituting the
fabric of humanitarian law are the following. The first is aimed at the protection
1

312-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentors’ concerns about treaty compliance,
international law, pit production, and the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information. Analysis of
the environmental impacts associated with the use of nuclear weapons is beyond
the scope of this SEIS.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-588

Commentor No. 312: Dave McCoy, Director
Citizen Action

Commentor No. 312 (cont’d): Dave McCoy, Director
Citizen Action

The NNSA “legal justifications” for the continued production and modernization of the
nuclear weapons complex at LANL reflect the mindset of a nation that espouses legal
arguments for torture, used two nuclear weapons against civilian populations and
invaded at least 18 other nations.

The dissenting opinion of ICJ Judge Weeramantry argues that the use of nuclear weapons
produces factual consequences of such an inhumane nature as to clash with the basic
principles of humanitarian law. He summarized the effects of the nuclear weapon:

3-589

2

312-1
cont’d
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of the civilian population and civilian objects and establishes the
distinction between combatants and non-combatants; States must never
make civilians the object of attack and must consequently never use
weapons that are incapable of distinguishing between civilian and military
targets. According to the second principle, it is prohibited to cause
unnecessary suffering to combatants: it is accordingly prohibited to use
weapons causing them such harm or uselessly aggravating their suffering.
In application of that second principle, States do not have unlimited freedom of
choice of means in the weapons they use.
The Court would likewise refer, in relation to these principles, to the Martens
Clause, which was first included in the Hague Convention II
with Respect to the Laws and Customs of War on Land of 1899 and
which has proved to be an effective means of addressing the rapid evolution
of military technology. A modern version of that clause is to be
found in Article 1, paragraph 2, of Additional Protocol 1 of 1977, which
reads as follows:
"In cases not covered by this Protocol or by other international
agreements, civilians and combatants remain under the protection
and authority of the principles of international law derived from
established custom, from the principles of humanity and from the
dictates of public conscience."
In conformity with the aforementioned principles, humanitarian law, at a
very early stage, prohibited certain types of weapons either because of
their indiscriminate effect on combatants and civilians or because of the
unnecessary suffering caused to combatants, that is to Say, a harm
greater than that unavoidable to achieve legitimate military objectives. If
an envisaged use of weapons would not meet the requirements of humanitarian
law, a threat to engage in such use would also be contrary to that law .
80. The Nuremberg International Military Tribunal had already found
in 1945 that the humanitarian rules included in the Regulations annexed
to the Hague Convention IV of 1907 "were recognized by al1 civilized
nations and were regarded as being declaratory of the laws and customs
of war" (Trial of the Major War Criminals, 14 November 1945-1 October
1946, Nuremberg, 1947, Vol. 1, p. 254).
86. … “In general, international humanitarian law bears on the threat or
use of nuclear weapons as it does of other weapons.”
Source: immoral://www.icjcij.org/docket/files/95/7495.pdf?PHPSESSID=efe26ca87de1e6ed11fde11cc5e2fc65

(a) Damage to the environment and the ecosystem
(b) Damage to future generations
(c) Damage to civilian populations
(d) The nuclear winter
(e) Loss of life
(f) Medical effects of radiation
(g) Heat and blast
(h) Congenital deformities
(i) Transnational damage

The consequences of US actions internationally will encourage a competition of
worldwide proliferation of nuclear weapons. This increases the reliance on
nuclear weapons for state security policies with the increased risk of accidents
and deliberate use. The US remains on hair-trigger alert status for the use of
nuclear weapons against other nations. Building the CMRR will further
exacerbate world tension.

312-2

312-1
cont’d

President Obama’s “vision” of a nuclear weapons free world is far from the reality
of the actions and vast sums of money that are supporting the nuclear weapons
industry.
II. The SEIS does not meet legal requirements of the Council on Environmental
Quality regulations to provide consideration of alternatives and for the resolution
of siting, safety and waste issues. (10 CFR 1502).
No Safety Analysis Report for the LANL Plutonium Bomb Factory (CMRR) has yet
been issued as is required to be performed at the earliest practicable point in
conceptual or preliminary design.

3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government and concern about cleanup of wastes at LANL. NNSA does
not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional and progress on
implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of
the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited
authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent. Funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

312-3

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that the SEIS does not comply
with CEQ requirements. A Preliminary Documented Safety Analysis has been
developed by the project and an approved Preliminary Safety Validation Report
was issued documenting the NNSA Los Alamos Site Office review of the
Preliminary Documented Safety Analysis. Both documents are the appropriate
level of safety analysis required at this stage in the project lifecycle.

312-1
cont’d

The SEIS does not recognize that the CMRR project is designed for the
construction of weapons of mass destruction. The above devastating
environmental effects from the use of a nuclear weapon produced by LANL
should be under consideration in the SEIS. To limit the environmental effects of
Plutonium pit production only to workers or the surrounding communities near
LANL is to remain blind to the full destructive potential of nuclear weapons on a
worldwide scale.
DOE has contaminated every national laboratory site and surrounding
communities with hazardous waste and radioactivity. The US spends some $35
– 50 Billion dollars a year of taxpayer money to merely maintain the US nuclear
weapons arsenal. This is a theft from every social program in the nation. Rather
than funding the expansion of nuclear weapons programs and generating more
waste, the 6 billion dollars that CMRR will cost should be spent on cleaning up
the existing nuclear waste at LANL. 21,000,000 cu ft of nuclear and hazardous
wastes are already buried at LANL in unlined pits, trenches and shaft wihtout
liners.

312-2

312-3

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, the CMRR-NF SEIS
was prepared in compliance with CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Although
many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of taking no action
at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor constructing a
new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and
need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and
environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would
not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
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of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

The “need” for the CMRR and the “no-build option” are not addressed by the
SEIS. The stated reason is that the policy considerations of President Obama
require that the nation continue modernization of the nuclear weapons complex.
There is a contradiction between the Presidential vision for a nuclear weapons
free world and the expansion of the nuclear weapons complex.

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

The justification for CMRR production of 80 additional plutonium pits is faulty, given that
there are a total of approximately 40,000 plutonium pits in storage and on missiles under
US control.

312-3
cont’d

Alternatives to the proposed action Sec. 1502.14 (d) must include the no-action
no-build alternative. NNSA is incorrect in its rationale for not presenting the no-build
alternative for CMRR. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 1969) 42 U.S.C.A.
4321 to 4370d and the Council on Environmental Quality regulations require detailed
analysis of alternatives that are considered to be the “heart” of an EIS. (§ 4332(C)(iii)
and (v) and CEQ § 1502.14). The "no-build" alternative is always included as a
benchmark against which the impacts of other alternatives are to be compared. NNSA
cannot eliminate the no-action/no-build alternative from discussion. The fact that the nobuild alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the NNSA or the President does
not allow dismissal of the statutory requirement.
The SEIS offers no assurance that the CMRR can be safely constructed to protect
the public and the environment. The chosen site for the CMRR location is above soft
volcanic ash and is a formula for seismic disaster. This is described in greater detail
below. The alternative or mitigation measure has not been considered for placing the
plutonium vault and the water for the fire suppression system at another location.
Workers exposure in the event of an accident has not received consideration.

312-4

Waste disposal operations are not considered in the SEIS. The Liquid Radioactive
Waste Facility, essential to CMRR operations, is at the end of its operational lifetime and
is not designed to withstand the large seismic event that can occur. Deactivation,
decommissioning, decontamination at end of life for the CMRR are not considered in the
SEIS after the proposed 50 years of operation. The amounts of hazardous and
radioactive waste that will be generated and the pathway for disposal are not presented.

312-5

There is no assurance that the CMRR and the related facilities necessary for
operations can comply with the requirements of DOE Orders. DOE O 420.1 and
DOE G-420.1-2 require that structures, systems, and components at DOE facilities be
designed and constructed to withstand the effects of natural phenomena hazards using
a graded approach.
DOE must comply with the federal requirements of Title 10 Part 835 Occupational
Radiation Protection Requirements. The requirements of DOE Order 420.1 and Guides
are to meet compliance with 10 CFR 835. DOE is not incompliance with (1) DOE G
420.1-1, Nonreactor Nuclear Safety Design Criteria and Explosive Safety Criteria Guide
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This CMRR-NF SEIS presents the environmental impacts of alternatives for
construction and operation of the CMRR-NF at LANL. NNSA believes that the
analyses in this CMRR-NF SEIS demonstrate that the CMRR-NF can be safely
constructed and operated.
Site-specific geotechnical investigations have been completed for both the
Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option. A geotechnical
report prepared for the Shallow Excavation Option provides a thorough analysis
that focuses on, among other things, the foundation design and performance,
taking into account the local seismic setting and the underlying stratigraphy,
which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters)
below the depth of the proposed foundation (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b).
The proposed CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed in accordance
with geotechnical recommendations provided in the geotechnical report
(Kleinfelder 2007a). Similarly, the Deep Excavation Option would be completed
in accordance with recommendations resulting from the geotechnical reports
(Kleinfelder 2010a, 2010b). This information translated into design changes
related to the structural requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the
building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a designbasis earthquake without major damage. The results of this evaluation have
been included in the design of the CMRR-NF, which is still under way and will
continue to evolve. See Section 2.6, Seismic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to describe
alternatives that were considered but dismissed as not meeting NNSA’s purpose
and need. The alternative of distributing AC and MC capabilities among multiple
facilities at LANL was considered, but not analyzed as a reasonable alternative.
Because of the quantities of special nuclear material involved, to fully perform
the AC, MC and plutonium research capabilities, facilities would need to be
classified as Hazard Category 2 and Security Category 1. RLUOB was not
intended as a nuclear-qualified space to handle Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Approximately 5000 of those pits are deployable as nuclear weapons. The US
constructed approximately 70,000 nuclear weapons and used two of the weapons over
50 years ago. Nuclear weapons are obsolete and serve no purpose for the taxpayer.
None of the US invasions of at least 18 foreign nations including Iraq and Afghanistan
have required the use of nuclear weapons.

312-4

nuclear material. Thus, NNSA would not operate the building as anything other
than a radiological facility, which would significantly limit the total quantity of
special nuclear materials that could be handled in the building. As a result, AC
and MC operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces could not
be carried out in RLUOB. Using space and capabilities in the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility would interfere with performing work currently being conducted there
and reduce the space available in the building that could be used to conduct
future DOE and NNSA mission support work. Use of other locations at LANL
would introduce new hazards for which the facilities were not designed and
would not conform to the objective of collocating plutonium operations near the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Performing work at a location remote from the TA55 Plutonium Facility would necessitate periodic road closures and heightened
security to enable transport of materials between the facilities. In addition,
other facilities would not have the available space, vaults, and engineered safety
controls and requirements for this type of work.

for use with DOE O 420.1 Facility Safety and (2) DOE G 420.1-2, Guide for the
Mitigation of Natural Phenomena Hazards for DOE Nuclear Facilities and NonNuclear
Facilities, along with additional requirements.
There is an established hierarchy in the set of documents that specify Natural Hazard
Phenomena (NPH) requirements. In this hierarchy, 10 CFR Part 830 Nuclear Safety
Management (for Nuclear Facilities only) has the highest authority followed by DOE
Order 420.1 and the associated Guides DOE G 420.1-1 and DOE G 420.1-2. The four
NPH standards (DOE-STDS-1020, 1021, 1022, 1023) are the last set of documents in
this hierarchy.

312-6
cont’d

No indication is given in the SEIS that the there is recognition or compliance with
Defense Nuclear Facilities Recommendation 2004-2, Active Confinement Systems for
radiological releases. The CMRR is a Hazard Category 2 nuclear facility that must
comply with 2004-2.
http://www.doeal.gov/SWEIS/OtherDocuments/591%20DNFSB%202004%20rec_2004_
02.pdf Whether any such reliable confinement system could even be built to withstand
the event of ground rupture at the CMRR site is not addressed in the SEIS.
Hazard classification. The CMRR is misclassified as a Hazard Category 2 facility. A
Hazard Category 2 facility is defined as a nuclear facility for which a hazard analysis
shows the potential for significant onsite consequences. Hazard classifications are an
“Evaluation of the consequences of unmitigated releases to classify facilities or
operations into the following hazard categories.” [DOE 5480.23]
The CMRR should be classified as Hazard Category 1 because of the potential for an
accident affecting the surrounding communities. Maintaining 13,200 pounds of
plutonium inside the facility given the seismic potential for ground rupture at the site
could lead to significant offsite consequences in the event of a plutonium fire, explosion
or other unforeseen natural disasters. No credit for the fire suppression system should
be taken because it is located in the CMRR where the accident may occur.

312-7
312-5

• Hazard Category 1: Shows the potential for significant offsite consequences. DOE
5480.23 states:
For facilities belonging to Hazard Category 1, for which very substantial limitation
of potential risk must be achieved by safety design, management, and welldisciplined operation, the Safety Analysis Review [SAR] must be particularly
thorough and penetrating. (Emphasis added).
LANL has not produced a thorough and penetrating Safety Analysis Review as
demonstrated by failure to receive safety certification from the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB).
The August 2009 Certification Report Resolution of Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board Concerns for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement
Project (CMRR-RPT-PM-1912, R1) shows that no safety analysis is complete for
the CMRR
(http://www.lanl.gov/orgs/cmrr/publicmeetings/documents/certification_laur0906015.pdf p.3):
“Between January 16 and March 30, 2009, the DNFSB formally transmitted five findings
to NNSA in which they considered resolution a prerequisite to Congressional

5

The accident analysis presented in Appendix C in the CMRR-NF SEIS
considered impacts on workers and the public from a representative set of
accidents, including natural phenomena such as earthquakes. See Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.10.2, Facility Accidents, and Appendix C, Evaluation of Human
Health Impacts from Facility Accidents, of the CMRR-NF SEIS for more
information.

312-6
cont’d

As summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected waste volumes to be generated at the facilities.
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12 provide estimates of and disposal
pathways for all waste types expected to be generated by construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF under each of the alternatives. The impacts
associated with transportation of radioactive and nonradioactive wastes to
offsite treatment or storage facilities have been estimated for all alternatives (see
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13, and 4.4.13, of the CMRR-NF SEIS). It is
expected that waste transportation would occur using trucks using standard types
of containers (for example, drums, boxes) and shipping packages (for example,
TRUPACT II).
RLWTF currently receives liquid radioactive waste generated by the CMR
Building and other LANL facilities, and would receive liquid radioactive waste
generated by the proposed CMRR-NF. The planned replacement for the existing
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RLWTF, subject to the availability of construction funding, is anticipated to
be complete in the same approximate timeframe as the proposed CMRR-NF.
The new facility would be designed to withstand anticipated seismic events per
the latest nuclear facility safety requirements. Until the replacement facility
is available, RLWTF would continue to be maintained and operated under its
NNSA-approved authorization basis.

certification: (1) CMRR Seismic Design; (2) Seismic Design of Active Confinement
Ventilation Systems and Support Systems; (3) Documenting and Maintaining Preliminary
Documented Safety Analysis (PDSA) Safety-Related Functions and Requirements; (4)
Inadequate Identification of Safety-related Controls, Functional Requirements, and
Performance Criteria; and (5) System Design Descriptions Do Not Incorporate
Preliminary Documented Safety Analysis Requirements Adequately.”
The SEIS claim that a Modified CMRR will be able to withstand the design basis
earthquake is without scientific basis. The relationship between the LANL fault structures
and to regional techtonics is not well understood and the design basis earthquake is
unknown. The NNSA will expose the public to Fukushima-sized risks by construction of
the CMRR at the highly risky seismic location of LANL.
The CMRR does not comply with DOE O 420.1A (5/20/02) for nuclear safety, which
provides as follows:
4.1.1 Nuclear Safety
4.1.1.1 General Requirements
Detailed application of these requirements shall be guided by safety analyses
that establish the identification and functions of safety (safety class and
safety significant) Structures, Systems, and Components (SSCs) for a facility
and establish the significance to safety of functions performed by those SSCs.
Safety analyses shall consider facility hazards, natural phenomena hazards,
and external man-induced hazards. Factors such as proximity to nearby
facilities such as airports, pipelines, and barge traffic peculiar to the site
shall also be considered. A safety analysis shall be performed at the
earliest practical point in conceptual or preliminary design, so that required
functional attributes of safety SSCs can be specified in the detailed design.
Safety analyses shall be performed in accordance with Safety Analysis Report
(SAR) guidance for safety analysis, as described in DOE guidance documents.
4.1.1.2 Design Requirements
Nuclear facilities shall be designed with the objective of providing multiple
layers of protection to prevent or mitigate the unintended release of
radioactive materials to the environment. Defense in depth shall include:
siting, minimization of material at risk, the use of conservative design
margins and quality assurance; the use of successive physical barriers for
protection against the release of radioactivity; the provision of multiple
means to ensure critical safety functions (those basic safety functions needed
to control the processes, maintain them in a safe state, and to continue and
mitigate radioactivity associated with the potential for accidents with
significant public radiological impact); the use of equipment and
administrative controls which restrict deviations from normal operations and
provide for recovery from accidents to achieve a safe condition; means to
monitor accident releases required for emergency responses; and the provision
of emergency plans for minimizing the effects of an accident.
Facilities shall be sited and designed in such a manner that gives adequate
protection for the health and safety of the public and for workers, including
those at adjacent facilities, from the effects of potential facility accidents
involving the release of radioactive materials.
Facilities shall be designed to facilitate safe deactivation, decommissioning,
and decontamination at end of life.
Facilities shall be designed to facilitate inspections, testing, maintenance,
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312-6

NNSA takes exception to the commentor’s assertion that the CMRR-NF
and related facilities are not being designed and constructed in accordance
with nuclear safety and design, occupational radiological safety, and natural
phenomena hazards regulations and DOE orders; and that DNFSB safety
concerns have not been resolved. DOE Order 420.1 and its associated guides
are being implemented in the safety analysis and the design of the CMRR-NF.
Based on the safety analysis, safety structures, systems, and components are
being designed to the required rigor in DOE Order 420.1 and DOE-STD-1021,
-1021, -1022, and -1023 considering appropriate natural phenomena hazards.
In 2009, NNSA received a number of safety concerns from DNFSB regarding
the CMRR Project. Some of these concerns questioned the project’s ability
to demonstrate compliance with DOE Order 420.1. After lengthy exchanges,
DNSFB, as well as NNSA, certified to Congress the technical resolution of these
cited concerns. The DOE Order 420.1 concerns and the DNFSB resolution can
be found in the September 4, 2009, report to Congress.
Regulations at 10 CFR Part 835 are implemented as a safety management
program at LANL. 10 CFR Part 835 is used as a design basis for occupational
radiation protection requirements.
The project has been reviewed against DNFSB 2004-02 and was found to be
in compliance. The DNFSB report to Congress dated June 15, 2011, confirms

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.2.2, DD&D of the new CMRR-NF
would be considered at the end of its lifetime, designed to be 50 years. For
either the 2004 CMRR-NF or the Modified CMRR-NF, impacts of DD&D of
the CMRR-NF are expected to be comparable to those of DD&D of the CMR
Building. Although activities involving radioactive materials that would be
performed at the CMRR-NF are similar to those currently performed at the
CMR Building, construction and operation of the CMRR-NF would reflect over
50 years of experience in facility design and operation and contamination control,
with implementation of pollution prevention and waste minimization practices.
An appropriate NEPA analysis would be conducted prior to commencing DD&D.

that no current open issues remain on the project’s safety significant active
confinement systems (DNFSB 2011b).

repair and replacement of safety SSCs as part of an overall reliability,
availability, and maintainability program. The objective is that the facility
can be maintained in a safe state, including during these operations, and in
keeping with the as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) principle for
occupational radiation exposure.

312-7

CMRR is appropriately categorized as a DOE Hazard Category 2 nuclear facility
in accordance with DOE-STD-1027-92. The CMRR-NF hazard analysis as well
as analyses in the CMRR-NF SEIS have verified that the facility does have the
potential for significant onsite consequences but not the offsite consequences that
would categorize it as a DOE Hazard Category 1 nuclear facility.

312-8

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns and technical comments regarding
seismic issues related to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. In addition to the following
responses, refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information. Chapter 3, Section 3.5,
Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to improve the
discussion of faulting and seismic hazards at LANL.

Facilities shall be designed to keep occupational radiation exposure within
statutory limits and incorporate ALARA principles in design, including design
provisions to facilitate decontamination during the operational period.
Facility process systems shall be designed to minimize the production of
wastes and minimize the mixing of radioactive and non radioactive wastes.
Safety SSCs, identified in accordance with this section shall, commensurate
with the importance of the safety functions performed, be designed: (1) so
that they can perform their safety functions when called upon to operate, and
(2) under a quality assurance program that satisfies 10 CFR 830.120.

DOE is not meeting the requirements of DOE Order 5480.28 and the standards
included therein to protect against natural phenomena hazards (NPH).
It is the policy of the Department of Energy to design, construct,
and operate DOE facilities so that workers, the general public,
and the environment are protected from the impacts of natural
phenomena hazards on DOE facilities. DOE NPH mitigation
requirements are consistent with the safety policy and goals of
DOE 5480.1B, DOE 5481.1B, the National Earthquake Hazards
Reduction Program, and Executive Order 12699, for all its
facilities. For nuclear facilities, DOE additionally requires
that, the nuclear safety policy of DOE 5480.23 and Secretary of
Energy Notice (SEN), SEN-35-91, NUCLEAR SAFETY POLICY, of 9-9-91,
be met for NPH mitigation, and that cost effectiveness is
considered. The goals of design, evaluation, and construction for
NPH mitigation Include:
(1) Providing for safe work places;
(2) Protecting against property loss or damage;
(3) Continued operation of essential facilities; and
(4) Protecting public health, property, and the environment
against exposure to hazardous materials.

312-6
cont’d

LANL is not following the requirements of Executive Order 12699. EO 12699
requires that each Federal agency responsible for the design and construction of each
new Federal building shall ensure that the building is designed and constructed in
accord with appropriate seismic design and construction standards.
LANL has done poor quality work in investigating the potential for seismic ground
rupture at the CMRR site. No network of seismometers to gather seismic data is in
place at LANL. Computer models are utilized without gathering actual hard data to
make accuate models.
A. 1992. The SHB-1 borehole at TA-55 was drilled in 1992. The seismic profile
from the borehole was published in Wong et al in 1995. Gardner et al LANL
scientists knew from the velocity profile for Borehole SHB-1 at TA-55 that there were low
shear velocities that greatly increased the seismic hazard at the TA-55 site for a
plutonium processing facility. Rather than recognize the problem, LANL underestimated
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312-8
cont’d

The comment indicates that site-specific seismic data are inadequate because
studies have not been conducted. Dozens of mapping studies of the Pajarito
fault system have been conducted (for example, Gardner and House 1987;
Wong et al. 1995; Carter and Gardner 1995; McCalpin 1997; Lavine et al. 2003),
including state-of-the-art, high-precision mapping in the vicinity of LANL. In
addition, numerous paleoseismic trench investigations have been conducted at 17
sites over the past 20 years (for example, Gardner et al. 1990; Olig et al. 1996;
Kelson et al. 1996; McCalpin 1998, 1999, 2005; LANL 2007). These studies
clearly show that the Pajarito fault system is a series of normal slip faults that
form the best studied fault system in the Rio Grande rift. Admittedly, some parts
of the fault have not been as well studied as others; these tend to be those portions
outside of LANL, especially where access issues are a problem (for example,
the Santa Clara Canyon segment). Additional study of these areas would likely
improve our understanding of the fault and could help reduce uncertainties in
the inputs, but these studies are not a prerequisite to conducting a PSHA or
determining design ground motions at LANL. The uncertainties in regards to
fault geometry, rupture behavior, and sense of slip on the Pajarito fault system
were fully recognized and addressed in the range of inputs to the PSHA. A range
of fault dips was used (±15°), a component of oblique slip was considered in
calculating slip rates, and two rupture models and various rupture scenarios were
included in the analysis to address remaining uncertainties in the geometry and
sense of slip of the Pajarito fault system. All of the data and analyses for the
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Pajarito fault system published in the Lewis et al. (2009) study were included or
considered in the PSHA update.

the CMRR cost to Congress even though LANL knew the initial design was incorrect and
not supported by their own information.
B. From page 4-4 in the 2007 LANL PSHA Report: "Downhole velocity surveys
were carried out by Redpath Geophysics, from 25 through 30 May 1992, in the four
boreholes to measure VS and VP as a function of depth. The resulting velocity
profiles are shown on Figures 4-3 to 4-6. Measured VS and VP values are
tabulated in Figures 4-7 to 4-9 for SHB-1 to SHB-3 in addition to lithologic units. A
detailed discussion of the 1992 borehole program is contained in Wong et al.
(1995)."

1995 Study. According to the 1995 SEISMIC MARGINS ASSESSMENT OF THE
PLUTONIUM PROCESSING FACILITY LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL
LABORATORY by Goen and Salmon (Los Alamos National Laboratory), increased
seismic shaking would be present at TA-55. http://library.lanl.gov/cgibin/getfile?00818722.pdf , p.1 Abstract:

DOE Order 5480.28 [1] requires that existing structures, systems and
components (SSCs) be evaluated to determine their ability to withstand the
effects of natural phenomena hazards. For existing SSCS, 5480.28 requires reevaluation when changes in the understanding of a hazard results in greater
loads. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has reevaluated its seismic
hazard. Results of this study indicate that seismically induced loads will be
significantly greater than those for which the SSCS for the Plutonium Processing
Facility (PF-4) at Technical Area 55 (TA-55) were designed. (Emphasis
supplied).
The Goen study was based on an assumed ground acceleration value of 0.33 g. This
PF-4 building is where the Pu pits will be manufactured. PF-4 does not comply with the
specifications necessary for seismic safety requirements as per the DOE O 5480.28.
This 1995 report was made before the knowledge obtained in the May 2007 URS
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Development of Seismic Design Ground
Motions at the LANL that indicated an increased acceleration value of 0.52 g. Even the
.52 g acceleration is questionable and may be an underestimate because the selection
of the value for Kappa used compromised data. A minimum of three boreholes were
supposed to have been drilled down to the reference rock. Only one borehole was
drilled. The value of the reference rock for determination of kappa is unknown because
the drilling of the one deep borehole did not extend more than 741 ft bgs.
D. The 2007 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis states: “ The preferred range
of maximum earthquakes is from moment magnitude (M) 6.5 to 7.3.” There is no
data from a sitewide network of seismometers to draw that conclusion.
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cont’d

In the 1995 PSHA, the peak horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) associated
with an annual frequency of exceedance of 4 × 10-4 was reported to be about
0.33 g for TA-55. In the 2007 PSHA, the PGA at the same annual frequency of
exceedance was reported to be 0.52 g. An increase in the slip rates on the Pajarito
fault system, in addition to other factors, likely contributed to the increased
seismic hazard. The 2007 and 2009 PSHAs represent the best knowledge to date
on the seismic hazard at LANL, with the uncertainties appropriately incorporated.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

C. Wong, I., Kelson, K., Olig, S., Kolbe, T., Hemphill-Haley, M., Bott, J., Green, R.,
Kanakari, H., Sawyer, J., Silva, W., Stark, C., Haraden, C., Fenton, C., Unruh, J.,
Gardner, J., Reneau, S., and House, L., 1995, Seismic hazard evaluation of the Los
Alamos National Laboratory: unpublished final report prepared for the Los
Alamos National Laboratory and the U.S. Department of Energy, 3 volumes.

In addition, the comment asserts that information from deep boreholes at TA-55
indicates that the seismic hazards are greater than previously reported. Deep
geotechnical borings were drilled at TA-55 to characterize the complete geologic
column down to the basement bedrock level. Three boring locations were
initially identified; however, only two borings were deemed necessary to provide
corroborative characterization of the deeper portions of the geologic column. The
third boring was identified as an alternative and would have been drilled only if
the currently planned site at TA-55 were deemed not viable. Borehole DSC-1B
was drilled to a depth of 741 feet (226 meters) below ground surface, while
borehole DSC-2A reached a total depth of 550 feet (168 meters) below ground
surface. The geologic formations that are most relevant to TA-55 are those that
would influence seismic ground response and foundation performance. Seismic
ground response, as determined by these two deep seismic characterization
borings, is affected by the relatively high seismic wave velocity of the basement
rocks, consisting of the Cerros del Rio basalt and Tschicoma Formation dacite
(both of which are relatively hard volcanic rocks), and the much lower seismic
wave velocities of the overlying, softer Bandelier Tuff. From data provided
by Kleinfelder (2007a), DSC-1B was the only deep borehole to penetrate into
the Tschicoma Formation dacite. In addition, the presence of the relatively
soft Qbt3L between two stiffer units, Qbt3U and Qbt2, is important with
respect to the seismic ground response of the site (Kleinfelder 2007a:29,61).
Kleinfelder (2007a) states that the sampled portion of the Cerros del Rio basalt
and Tschicoma Formation dacite was highly fractured and vesicular. Fracturing
and vesiculation are common features of chilled upper portions of relatively
harder volcanic flows (Fink and Anderson 2000), and such features would
be expected in the upper 40 to 50 feet (12 to 15 meters) of a dacite flow that
is hundreds of feet thick, such as the Tschicoma Formation dacite below the
proposed CMRR-NF.

The results of this evaluation have been included in the design of the CMRR-NF
and, as such, incorporated in the cost estimate.

http://nnsa.energy.gov/sites/default/files/seis/Eval.%20of%20Faulting%20at%20the%20
CMRR%20Site%202005%20LA-14170.pdf

The change in seismic hazard at LANL is due in large part to new evidence in the
activity of the Pajarito fault system, new ground motion prediction equations, and
the consideration of temporal clustering in the Pajarito fault system. Considering
this new evidence, the estimate of the PGA associated with an annual frequency
of exceedance changed from about 0.33 g in 1995 to about 0.52 g in 2007.
However, as new evidence becomes available, NNSA’s estimate of the seismic
hazard may change slightly, although the hazard estimates are expected to remain
fairly stable. For example, the best estimate of the PGA associated with an annual
frequency of exceedance of 4 × 10-4 decreased from 0.52 g in 2007 to 0.47 g in
2009 (LANL 2009). This change was in part due to the availability of a new and
improved set of ground motion prediction equations.

EVALUATION OF FAULTING AT THE CHEMISTRY AND METALLURGY
RESEARCH FACILITY REPLACEMENT (CMRR) SITE BASED ON EXAMINATION
OF CORE FROM GEOTECHNICAL DRILLING STUDIES, TA-55, LOS ALAMOS
NATIONAL LABORATORY by Alexis Lavine, Jamie Gardner, and Emily Schultz, January
2005
Because Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) lies on the active western margin of
the Rio Grande rift (Figure 1), seismic hazards, including the potential for seismic surface
rupture, must be assessed before construction of any new facilities housing nuclear or
other hazardous materials.

‘‘Paleoseismic investigations indicate that there have been three Holocene seismic events
of magnitude 6---7 on the Pajarito fault system.’’
The May 26, 2011 Report Fault interaction and along-strike variation in throw in the
Pajarito fault system, Rio Grande Rift, New Mexico, Lewis, et al., describes fault
interaction and rupturing with the Pajarito Fault (PF) and the Rendijas and Guaje Cyn
faults. That led to PF rupture in 2 of 3 Holocene rupture with one of those faults.
The above faults can rupture simultaneously or synchronously (in rapid sequence).
Synchronous rupture can cause up to 75% more shaking than simultaneous rupture of the
fault system. Although LANL has identified the possibility for synchronous rupture,
LANL’s analysis for the design basis earthquake is limited to consideration of the
simultaneous rupture event.

312-8
cont’d

DOE is not in compliance with Standard 1020-2002 because it is unable to
demonstrate in the SEIS that the CMRR would be able to withstand the ground
motions of the Maximum Considered Earthquake with either the shallow option or
the deep excavation option.
The Department of Energy Standard 1020-2002
In 2002, DOE published a revision to its seismic siting standard, “Natural Phenomena
Hazards Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities” It states:
“This natural phenomena hazard standard...provides criteria for design of new
SSCs (structures, systems and components) and for evaluation, modification, or
upgrade of existing SSCs so that DOE facilities safely withstand the effects of
natural phenomena hazards, such as earthquakes, extreme winds, and flooding.”
Legal Issue: The original EIS plan for the CMRR has become impossible to
construct because it cannot withstand a large seismic event. Can the
CMRR SEIS be used as a supplement or substitute for an EIS that can no longer
be implemented?
The 2011 Supplemental EIS is inadequate to offer a meaningful analysis of
environmental consequences as a justification for continuance of the CMRR project.
10 CFR 1502.9 for Draft, final, and supplemental statements provides

9

312-9

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, incorrectly stated the maximum
earthquake of the Pajarito fault system as Richter magnitude 6.5 to 7.0. This
mistake has been corrected. These incorrect maximum earthquake magnitudes
stated in the draft SEIS are not reflective of information presented in the PSHA
and were not used in the design-basis earthquakes for the proposed CMRR-NF.
Based on the latest geologic data, including that published in Lewis et al. (2009)
and documented in the PSHA update (LANL 2007), expected maximum
magnitudes for the various rupture scenarios of the Pajarito fault system range
from Mw 6.5 to 7.3, and these were input as preferred values with a weight of 0.6
in the analysis. The expected magnitudes were calculated using well-established
and widely accepted empirical relations (Wells and Coppersmith 1994). Results
were checked and peer-reviewed by an internationally recognized Participatory
Peer Review Panel during the PSHA update (LANL 2007). Additional
uncertainties of ±0.3 moment magnitude (with a weight of 0.2 each) were
included so that the Mw inputs into the PSHA were as large as 7.6, depending on
the rupture scenario (LANL 2007). The estimated size of the analogous 1959
Hebgen Lake earthquake is Mw 7.3, whereas the analogous 1983 Borah Peak
earthquake was smaller at Mw 6.8 (Doser and Smith 1985). Thus, the range of
maximum magnitudes used to calculate design ground motions for CMRR-NF
incorporates the magnitudes of historic earthquakes that might be considered
analogues for rupture of the Pajarito fault system.
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(c) Agencies:
Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if:
(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

The SEIS presents alternatives that are not alternatives at all. The alternative of building
the CMRR as originally designed is not possible due to seismic dangers. Continuing use
of the old CMR building is not possible according to the SEIS. The SEIS proclaims the
only alternative left is to build the CMRR-NF. This is accomplished by ignoring: the nobuild alternative, the need for the facility, and the possibility of using non-LANL locations
for the CMRR construction.

312-9
cont’d

The SEIS then presents the shallow or the deep construction options for the CMRR as
the only possible alternative to what was not viable in 2003.
x Neither option is based on a full understanding of the seismic setting at LANL.
x It is unknown whether either proposed construction option would withstand a
powerful seismic event at LANL that could occur from a synchronous seismic
event.
x Neither SEIS excavation option can provide the basis for a complete risk analysis
of the consequences in the event of a severe seismic event that could result in
rupture at the CMRR location.
Thus, neither construction option offers an improvement over the original 2003 EIS
CMRR design. Since it lacks reliable seismic data and knowledge, the SEIS is
incapable of providing a meaningful analysis for discussion of major points of view on
the environmental impacts in relation to other alternatives, e.g., not building the
CMRR at all or building it in a different location.

CONCLUSION
Without a thorough and complete analysis of all the factors related to the proposed
construction of the CMRR, the public will only find out about the inherent dangers of the
CMRR after some unpredicted catastrophic event. The CMRR SEIS must be retracted.
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Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued in 2007 (LANL 2007) and 2009 (LANL 2009). These documents
represent the best knowledge to date on the seismic hazard at LANL, with the
uncertainties appropriately incorporated. In addition, site-specific geotechnical
evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed
(Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The Kleinfelder reports provide
additional detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The finding of the 2011 SEIS is that the original CMRR described in the 2003 EIS cannot
be built. Therefore, the findings of the 2004 EIS do not legally form the basis for the use
of this SEIS. Although the basic purpose for building the CMRR remains from the
original 2003 EIS and 2004 ROD, the CMRR cannot be built as was proposed due to
deficiencies, lack of understanding and dangers inherent in the complex seismic setting
at LANL.

The PSHA (LANL 2007) included both simultaneous and synchronous
earthquake rupture models in calculating design ground motions for TA-55.
Simultaneous ruptures were slightly favored in the model with a weight of 0.6
because this is the standard model used in PSHA practice, and displacement
data for the Pajarito fault system suggests this type of rupture occurred in the
past. However, synchronous ruptures were also included in the analysis with
a weight of 0.4. The PSHA estimated slightly higher maximum magnitudes
for the simultaneous rupture model. Preferred maximum magnitudes for both
simultaneous and synchronous ruptures were estimated using the same general
approach. It is somewhat counterintuitive that the slightly bigger simultaneous
earthquake can result in a lower ground motion hazard, but the two synchronous
earthquakes result in higher ground motions for nearby sites, particularly when
the site is located between the rupturing fault segments, because energy is coming
from two sources. For both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures, maximum
magnitudes were estimated in the PSHA based on surface rupture lengths and
available displacement data, as appropriate to the particular rupture scenario.
The main difference between the simultaneous and synchronous ruptures is that
all of the moment (energy) is released in one event in the simultaneous model,
versus the moment being split into two slightly smaller synchronous subevents on
different segments of the Pajarito fault system, in the synchronous model. Thus,
the slightly smaller magnitudes for the synchronous ruptures are a direct result
of splitting the fault rupture into two portions for this model. In addition, the 10
percent difference in the total moment release between the two models results
from the different geometries used and the fact that displacements do not scale
the same as surface rupture lengths in the empirical relations. Finally, maximum
magnitudes for both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures were performed
using techniques that meet SSHAC (NRC 1997) and DOE guidelines, and were
reviewed and accepted by an external review panel, DOE, and the Defense
Nuclear Facility Safety Board.

NF site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The results of this evaluation have been included in the design of
the CMRR-NF, which is still under way and will continue to evolve.
While the PSHA study acknowledges that additional data would provide a more
complete understanding of the seismic hazard at LANL, NNSA believes there
was sufficient information to complete the study. The uncertainties associated
with these areas have been adequately captured and bounded by the results of the
study.
312-9

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, NNSA determined that
supplement to the 2003 CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Therefore, the alternatives
reflect the different alternatives for construction of the facility. Although many
commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of taking no action at
all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor constructing a
new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and
need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and
environmentally sound manner. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered,
of this CRD for more information.

312-10

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that the CMRR-NF SEIS should
be retracted because of concerns about an unpredicted catastrophic event. As
described in Section 4.3.10.2 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, accident analyses for the
CMRR-NF SEIS indicate that there would be no latent cancer fatalities resulting
from postulated accidents. These scenarios assume that the CMRR-NF would
survive a design-basis earthquake because of the design changes made to meet
seismic requirements. See also Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD
for more information about how accidents that could occur at nuclear reactor
facilities cannot occur at the CMRR and about other possible accidents and
mitigating factors at CMRR-NF.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF and to the production of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction and
operations of the CMRR-NF and to the production of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Additional Public Comments of Robert H. Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) about the DOE 2011 draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS) for the proposed
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF)
at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area-55 (TA-55)
* Draft SEIS does not meet NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Analysis Requirements
* CMRR-NF Not Designed for a Minimum Maximum Magnitude Earthquake of 8.0
To:

From: Robert H. Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, rhgilkeson@aol.com
Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS)
jarends@nuclearactive.org ccns@nuclearactive.org
Date: July 5, 2011
Insufficient, Incorrect and Misrepresented Seismic Information for Design
Basis Earthquakes for Proposed CMRR-NF – Requirement for DOE to
Retract DOE 2011 draft SEIS for CMRR-NF

Introduction: There is a requirement for the Department of Energy (DOE) to retract the
DOE 2011 draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2011 draft SEIS)
for the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility
(CMRR-NF) at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area-55 (TA-55)
because it does not meet the basic purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Further the DOE 2011 draft SEIS provides an inadequate and incomplete
analysis as detailed below.

315-1

The DOE 2011 draft SEIS on page 3-25 misrepresents the methods used in the LANL
2007 Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Analysis (LANL 2007 PSHA Report) to follow the
Senior Seismic Hazard Advisory Committee’s Guidelines for a Level 2 analysis in the
most recent guidance from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),
“Recommendations for Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis – Guidance on Uncertainty
and Use of Experts” (NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report). Please note: The NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report is not available in the electronic reference documents for the DOE
2011 draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
The NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report was a joint project of the NRC, DOE and Electric
Power Research Institute. The Main Report was prepared by the Senior Seismic Hazard
Analysis Committee (SSHAC) comprised of: R. J. Budnitz (Chairman), G. Apostolakis,
D. M. Boore, L. S. Cluff, K. J. Coppersmith, C. A. Cornell, P. A. Morris, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory.
One of the objectives of the NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report:
Because PSHA results can be so important for both engineering design
and public-policy decision-making, a goal of this project is that the PSHA
methodology will ensure the stability of the numerical results for a
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Neither the LANL PSHA Peer Review Panel nor DNFSB found the 2007 and
2009 LANL PSHAs to be “inadequate and incomplete.” The purpose of the
2007 LANL PSHA update (LANL 2007), which was followed by another update
in 2009 (LANL 2009), was to assess the earthquake ground-shaking hazard at
LANL and based on that hazard, develop site-specific design-basis earthquake
ground motions for several LANL sites, including CMRR-NF. Both PSHAs were
performed following the guidelines established by SSHAC (SSHAC 1997) for
PSHAs, particularly with regard to the incorporation of uncertainty. DOE, NRC,
and the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) sponsored the development
of the SSHAC guidelines. The goal of any PSHA is to develop inputs that
represent the composite distribution of the informed technical community.
SSHAC recognizes that PSHA inputs can be subject to considerable uncertainties

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA believes that the CMRR-NF SEIS meets the requirements of NEPA.
Furthermore, NNSA does not believe it is necessary to retract the Draft CMRRNF SEIS or reissue a revised draft SEIS. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA
determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed
action. In making this determination, NNSA was fully aware of the updated
seismic hazards analysis of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009
update to the 2007 preliminary seismic hazards analysis was not publicly
available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has
subsequently been made available to the public and has been incorporated into
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated
an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and
provided a better understanding of the ground motion and probable seismic
behavior of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and
equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. These changes are included in the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2 of the CMRR-NF SEIS).

John Tegtmeier, Document Manager
Roger Snyder, Deputy Site Manager, NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

Re:

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns and technical comments regarding
seismic issues related to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. In addition to all the
following responses, refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information and to sections of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS where
revisions were made to text in response to comments as noted in the specific
response that follows each comment below.

reasonable period of time (five to ten years) or until significant new
technical information presents itself (Section 1.4, p. 4).

due to incomplete data and scientific understanding, as well as from process
variability. In particular, when developing the inputs for PSHA, it is recognized
that there is always incomplete knowledge because that is the nature of trying
to characterize a complex natural process. However, by performing PSHAs in a
manner consistent with the SSHAC guidelines, particularly with regards to the
incorporation of the range of different interpretations and scientific uncertainties,
the results should be robust and stable. Participatory peer review is also an
essential element of a successful PSHA and in the case of the LANL PSHAs, an
internationally recognized expert panel was engaged. In addition, DNFSB was
involved in the 2007 and 2009 studies and provided commentary on the process.

315-2
cont’d

The pertinent excerpt from page 3-25 is pasted below:
The methods used in the updated 2007 analysis [LANL 2007 Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA)] follow the Senior Seismic Hazard
Advisory Committee’s guidelines for a Level 2 analysis in the most recent
guidance from NRC, “Recommendations for Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis – Guidance on Uncertainty and Use of Experts” (NRC 1997).
Based on this analysis, the dominant contributor to seismic risk at LANL
is the Pajarito Fault system, due to its proximity and level of seismic
activity. The main element of the fault system is the Pajarito Fault.
Secondary elements include the Santa Clara Canyon Fault, the Rendija
Canyon Fault, the Guaje Mountain Fault, and the Sawyer Canyon Fault
(DOE 2008a; LANL 2007a).
The locations of the above faults in the vicinity of LANL are shown on Figure 1. Figure 2
shows the locations of mapped faults in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report and in the DOE
2011 draft SEIS. Figure 3 is from a report by LANL scientist Kenneth H. Wohletz
(Wohletz, 2004) which shows the disagreement among LANL scientists on the location
of faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF. The inferred locations of faults on Figure 3 is
determined from detailed field mapping of zones of intense fractures both west, north
and east of the proposed CMRR-NF.
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As a result of comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to improve
the description of faulting and seismic hazards at LANL.
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The fault shown 800 feet (244 meters) west of the proposed CMRR-NF, by
Vaniman and Wohletz (1990) and Wohletz (2004), is an inferred fault, meaning
that the fault is interpreted to be present at some depth below the location at
which it is mapped; however, no evidence for surface-rupturing faults was found
along that mapped trace. The work of Vaniman and Wohletz helped spur the
LANL Seismic Hazards Program to conduct detailed, site-specific studies around
TA-55 (for example, Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008) to determine the presence
or absence of surface-rupturing faults, using detailed investigative methods.
These methods included conventional geologic mapping at 1:1,200 scale,
high-precision total station geologic mapping of Bandelier Tuff subunit contacts
to identify faults, and large-scale trenching investigations at the site of the
proposed CMRR-NF. Gardner et al. (1998, 1999) identified no faults or offsets
along geologic contacts suggesting the presence of a fault at TA-55. Although
Gardner et al. (2008) did observe some fractures and small faults confined within
units of the tuff, they concluded that fractures and faults exposed at the proposed
CMRR site formed very shortly after emplacement of the tuff, 1.26 million years
ago, as a result of cooling and compaction, and the structures identified at the
proposed CMRR-NF site pose no independent seismic surface rupture hazard.
No evidence for active faulting was identified by Gardner et al. (1998, 1999,
2008) near the proposed CMRR-NF, as inferred by early studies of Vaniman and
Wohletz (1990) and Wohletz (2004).
The work of Lewis et al. (2009) is a comprehensive, peer-reviewed report and
map on the Pajarito fault system. Using data presented in Lewis et al. (2009), the
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nearest laterally continuous, surface-rupturing fault to the proposed CMRR-NF
is located approximately 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) to the west-northwest,
in the western portion of TA-64, with 3 feet (1 meter) of down-to-the-west
displacement.
Figure 1. Map of the Pajarito Fault System and Embudo Fault System – Southwestern
Section in Northern New Mexico. Source: Figure 5-4 in LANL 2007 PSHA Report.
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Figure 2. Mapped Faults in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area.
Source: Figure 3-5 in the DOE 2011 SEIS for locating the proposed CMRR
Nuclear Facility at LANL TA-55.
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Figure 3. Map in 2004 LANL Report by Wohletz showing proposed location of Rendija
Canyon Fault along the western boundary of LANL TA-55 and Guaje Mountain
Fault 2500 feet east of the eastern boundary of TA-55.
Source: Figure 14 in Wohletz, 2004 (LA-UR-04-8337)
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Scale 0--------------------1950 feet

- Black X inside rectangle is location of proposed CMRR-NF
- Dashed black lines show trend of inferred faults - - - - - - - - - Brown patches along dashed black lines are zones of intense fractures
- Circled numbers 1 to 6 have no relation to intense fracture zones.
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The LANL 2007 PSHA Report and the DOE 2011 draft SEIS did not use the
demonstrated zones of intense fractures on Figure 3 to identify potential locations for
buried active faults. The fault map in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report (see Figure 2) was
limited to where field studies mapped displacements on faults. However, the NRC 1997
SH Guidance Report in Section 4 on page 54 describes the importance for knowledge of
buried active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF and for other critical LANL facilities
in the following four issue areas:

315-3
cont’d

NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report – Issue 1. Location of buried active faults close to
the proposed CMRR-NF.
At a minimum, the location of fault sources must be identified in map
view. Usually a fault map depicts the line of intersection of faults with the
ground surface. In the case of blind faults that do not intersect the
surface, the location of the shallowest extent of the fault should be
indicated on the fault maps. With the occurrence of the 1983 Coalinga
earthquake and the 1994 Northridge earthquake has come an increasing
recognition of the important contribution that blind or buried faults can
make to seismic hazard.
A brief description of the buried 1983 Coalinga and 1994 Northridge earthquakes in
California follows:

- Description of the 1983 Coalinga Earthquake in the URL listed below
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/states/events/1983_05_02.php
This damaging earthquake [Magnitude 6.4] was caused by an 0.5-meter
uplift of Anticline Ridge northeast of Coalinga, but surface faulting was not
observed. Ground and aerial searches immediately after the earthquake
revealed ground cracks and fissures within about 10 kilometers of the
instrumental epicenter, none of which appeared to represent movement
on deeply rooted fault structures.

315-4

- Description of the 1994 Northridge Earthquake in the URL listed below
http://nisee.berkeley.edu/northridge/
At 4:31 A.M. local time, Monday, January 17, 1994 the Northridge
earthquake struck the San Fernando Valley region of Southern California
with a moment magnitude measured at 6.7 and focal depth of 19 km. The
earthquake was centered 32 km west-northwest of Los Angeles along a
south-dipping, blind thrust fault. Little if any surface faulting was
produced. The earthquake resulted in 57 deaths, more than 5,000
injuries, and structural damage including instances of partial or complete
structural collapse. Estimates of more than $20 billion in property damage
make this earthquake the costliest seismic disaster in U.S. history.
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report requires
DOE to have accurate knowledge of the presence of buried active faults close to the
proposed CMRR-NF. The zones of intense fractures on Figure 3 may indicate buried
active faults close to the location of the proposed CMRR-NF. DOE has not performed
the necessary field investigations with detailed field mapping, drilling of coreholes and
surface geophysics (seismic and aeromagnetics) to determine the presence of buried
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Chapter 3, Section 3.5.3, Faulting, of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides information
about fault locations in relation to the CMRR-NF location at TA-55. This
includes three figures showing the locations of faults near LANL and
the CMRR-NF. No surface faults were found at TA-55, and the zones of
higher-density fracturing were found not to correlate to regions of surface faulting
(Reneau et al. 1995; Gardner et al. 1998, 1999, 2008). Therefore, it is expected
that the CMRR-NF would not be directly affected by surface faulting.
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315-5

active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF. The failure of DOE to characterize buried
active faults close to the proposed CMRR-NF requires DOE to retract the DOE 2011
draft SEIS. In addition, the 2009 report by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team
(Lewis et al., 2009) described the insufficient knowledge of the southern extent of the
Guaje Mountain Fault (GMF) toward the proposed CMRR-NF as follows:

315-3
cont’d

The southern extent and amount of displacement of the GMF are not well
characterized (p. 257).
Conclusions. . . The southern end of the GMF has not been mapped in
detail, but its southern termination is likely to be similar to that of the
Rendija Canyon fault (p. 268).

315-5

Lewis et al. (2009) shows that the Rendija Canyon fault trends southward to Los
Alamos Canyon, then splays southwesterly into a broad zone of deformation in
LANL’s TA-3. Surface faulting from the Rendija Canyon fault was not identified
due south of Los Alamos Canyon, including at TA-55. The surface expression of
the Guaje Mountain fault is not visible south of Pueblo Canyon, including within
LANL property.

“At a minimum, the location of fault sources must be identified in map
view. Usually a fault map depicts the line of intersection of faults with the
ground surface.”
Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The fault map in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS does
not provide accurate knowledge of the location of fault sources close to the proposed
CMRR-NF because the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team describes the need for
detailed field investigations to map the southern boundary of the GMF.
NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report – Issue 2. Accurate knowledge of fault geometry is
required. The NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report describes the requirement for accurate
knowledge of the geometry of the faults as follows:

Using the data presented in Lewis et al. (2009), as a comprehensive,
peer-reviewed report and map of the Pajarito fault system, the following can be
stated with respect to distances from the center of the proposed CMRR-NF:

The need to characterize the three-dimensional geometry of a source is
greatest where the source to-site distance is small. For example, if a
fault is less than 10 km from a site, the direction and amount of dip away
from or toward the site can have a large impact on the source-to-site
distance (p. 54).
However, the LANL 2007 PSHA Report describes the lack of knowledge of the fault
geometry as follows on page 5-12:
Figure 5-7 shows views of our 3-D structural model for the PFS. These
views were extracted from an interactive 3-D representation created by
Claudia Lewis in Arcsine using digital elevation data to model the ground
surface, digital fault traces to accurately represent complex geometries,
and assumed fault dips [Emphasis Supplied] (which are within the
ranges used in our seismic source characterization for the PFS, Figure 58). It is noteworthy that the fault dips are the most poorly
constrained part of the model due to the lack of subsurface
structural data [Emphasis Supplied].

•

the nearest geologic structure with lateral continuity is associated with the
Rendija Canyon fault, located approximately 3,300 feet (1,000 meters)
west-northwest of the center of the proposed CMRR-NF. This geologic
structure is located within the “horsetail” splay of the Rendija Canyon
fault, in the western portion of TA-64, exhibits 3 feet (1 meter) of
down-to-the-west displacement, and has a mapped length of approximately
100 feet (30 meters).

•

the location at the north side of Los Alamos Canyon, where the Rendija
Canyon fault changes its trend from southerly to southwesterly, is located
approximately 6,250 feet (1,900 meters) north of the center of the proposed
CMRR-NF.

•

the mapped southern termination of the Guaje Mountain fault, north
of Pueblo Canyon, within the Los Alamos townsite, is approximately
13,000 feet (3,960 meters) north-northeast of the center of the proposed
CMRR-NF.

315-6

In addition, the LANL report (Lewis et al., 2009) by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology
Team recognized an important deficiency in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report is the lack of
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Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. A southern termination of the GMF “similar to
that of the Rendija Canyon Fault” would locate the GMF close to the proposed CMRRNF. The above excerpt describes the requirement in the NRC 1997 SH Guidance
Report for accurate maps that provide the following:

Lewis et al. (2009) states that the southern extent and amount of displacement on
the Guaje Mountain fault are not well constrained. Detailed geologic mapping
of the area between the mapped southern termination of the Guaje Mountain
fault and the northern side of Los Alamos Canyon has not yet been undertaken.
That said, studies have completed detailed geologic mapping of LANL from
Los Alamos Canyon to the north to Pajarito Canyon to the south, and from
the Pajarito fault escarpment to the west to TA-46 to the east (for example,
Gardner et al. 1999; Lavine et al. 2003). These studies carefully looked for the
presence or absence of surface faulting associated with the Rendija Canyon and
Guaje Mountain faults within LANL property. Geologic mapping at LANL to
identify surface faulting is summarized by Animation 1 in Lewis et al. (2009).
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These data presented above, which are consistent with those provided in
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, correspond to
data used to calculate design-basis earthquake ground motions for the CMRR-NF.
knowledge of the fault geometry for the Pajarito Fault System (PFS) as follows on page
252:
Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard
analysis, a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking.
Summary Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The DOE draft 2011 SEIS and the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report do not provide the knowledge as required in the NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report for the locations of faults and the geometry of faults close to the
proposed CMRR-NF. There is a requirement to retract the DOE 2011draft SEIS and
perform the necessary field studies. These field studies should be conducted and
reviewed by independent peer reviewers as required by the 2005 Office of Management
and Budget.

315-6
cont’d

NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report - Issue 3. Use of analog earthquake sites to
determine the maximum Magnitude (M) of potential earthquakes in the PFS
System. The NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report recommends the use of analog sites to
determine the maximum earthquake magnitude (M) when there is insufficient knowledge
of the dimensions of fault rupture. The above excerpts from Lewis et al., 2009 show that
there is insufficient knowledge of fault rupture dimensions for the PFS and especially for
the GMF in the immediate vicinity of the proposed CMRR-NF. The maximum magnitude
M used as the design basis earthquake for the proposed CMRR-NF was incorrectly
calculated as 7.27 (the reason the 7.27 maximum moment M is incorrect is described in
Issue 1.A. in the June 28, 2011 public comments of Gilkeson and Arends). The
importance to consider the maximum earthquakes for analogous historic earthquakes at
other locations that are tectonically similar to the PFS is described in the NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report as follows:
Other considerations in assessing maximum earthquakes for area
sources are analogies to other sources. The source of interest may be
tectonically similar to another source such that their maximum
earthquakes are also deemed to be similar (p. 58).
From consideration of analog earthquakes, the design basis earthquake for the
proposed CMRR-NF should have been at least maximum magnitude M 7.5 instead of
the incorrect value of M 7.27. This is because the maximum magnitude M 7.5 for the
analogous 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake should have been used. The LANL 2007
PSHA Report described the 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake as an analog for the PFS
and the Valles Caldera as follows:
Another example of a synchronous rupture that is a possible analog for
the PFS is the M 7.3 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake [actually M 7.5, see
below] which involved multiple discrete faults and two subevents: a mb
6.3 event followed 5 seconds later by a mb 7.0 event (Doser, 1985). This
is a good possible analog for the PFS because 1) it occurred in a region
adjacent to a Quaternary caldera, as does the PFS; 2) it clearly involved
multiple overlapping but distinct faults (rupture segments) with complex
geometries, including opposing dips like the PFS; 3) it was dominantly
extensional; and, 4) it had large displacements [23 feet], as is suggested
for the PFS [Emphasis Supplied].
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It is important to note that precise locations of the strands of the Pajarito fault
system, with respect to the CMRR-NF, are not needed for estimating the
ground-shaking hazard at the site. The ground motion prediction models “flatten”
out at short distances, less than a few kilometers for large magnitude earthquakes
(M > 6.5), so the hazard is not sensitive to uncertainties in fault locations of
hundreds of meters. Precise fault locations are needed for assessing the hazard
from surface fault rupture, but the potential for surface faulting at the CMRR-NF
is considered very low.
315-6

315-7

The comment indicates that site-specific data on the geometry and sense of
slip of the Pajarito fault system are inadequate because studies have not been
conducted. Dozens of mapping studies of the Pajarito fault system have been
conducted (for example, Gardner and House 1987; Wong et al. 1995; Carter and
Gardner 1995; McCalpin 1997; Lavine et al. 2003), including state-of-the-art,
high-precision mapping in the vicinity of LANL. In addition, numerous
paleoseismic trench investigations have been conducted at 17 sites over the past
20 years (for example, Gardner et al. 1990; Olig et al. 1996; Kelson et al. 1996;
LANL 2007; McCalpin 1998, 1999, 2005). These studies clearly show that the
Pajarito fault system is a series of normal slip faults that form the best studied
fault system in the Rio Grande rift. Admittedly, some parts of the fault have not
been as well studied as others; these tend to be those portions outside of LANL,
especially where access issues are a problem (for example, the Santa Clara
Canyon segment). Additional study of these areas would likely improve our
understanding of the fault and could help reduce uncertainties in the inputs, but
these studies are not a prerequisite to conducting a PSHA or determining design
ground motions at LANL. The uncertainties in regards to fault geometry, rupture
behavior, and sense of slip on the Pajarito fault system were fully recognized and
addressed in the range of inputs to the PSHA. A range of fault dips was used
(±15˚), a component of oblique slip was considered in calculating slip rates, and
two rupture models and various rupture scenarios were included in the analysis to
address remaining uncertainties in the geometry and sense of slip of the Pajarito
fault system.
In addition, several of the coauthors of the Lewis et al. (2009) study, including
the lead author, were involved in developing the seismic source model of the
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Pajarito fault system for the 2007 PSHA update. All of the data and analyses for
the Pajarito fault system published in the Lewis et al. (2009) study were included
or considered in the PSHA update. The first draft of the Lewis et al. paper was
written in 2007 and it took 2 years to get through the review and publication
process.

The 7.3 – 7.5 Richter magnitude of the Hebgen Lake earthquake is described as follows
in the U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2005-3024 issued in 2005:
The Hebgen earthquake of August 17, 1959 occurred at 11:37 p.m.
Mountain Standard Time. The earthquake had a Richter magnitude of
7.3 – 7.5.
NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report - Issue 4. Because of the record of increasing
activity into the future for the youthful PFS, the NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report
requires the addition of one-half earthquake magnitude unit M or one intensity
unit to the design basis earthquake for the proposed CMRR-NF as follows:

315-7
315-7
cont’d

The NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report requires the design basis earthquake for the
proposed CMRR-NF to be a minimum maximum moment M of 8 (7.5 (Hebgen Lake)
plus .5 (NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report)) rather than the maximum moment of 7.27 that
was used in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. The fact that the youthful PFS is growing and
increasing over time in the potential for more powerful earthquakes is described in the
LANL 2007 PSHA Report as follows:
In the 1995 study, recurrence intervals were not used for most of the 26
rupture scenarios due to the lack of recurrence interval data. The weightedmean recurrence interval was 32,000 years when they were used and the
weighted-mean slip rate for most of the rupture scenarios was 0.182 mm/yr.
In comparison, the weighted-mean recurrence for Rupture Model C, the
strongly favored (weighted 0.85) model in this study is 8,400 years and the
weighted-mean slip rate is 0.211 mm/yr (Figure 5-8). Sensitivity studies
show that these higher rates have a significant impact on the hazard
(Section 7.2.2) and so we know that increased rates on the PFS likely
contributed measurably to the increase in hazard for this study, but we
cannot specify exactly how much [Emphasis Supplied] (p. 9-6).

315-8

Interestingly, the scaling factor needed to adjust segment slip rates in
order to achieve preferred target recurrence intervals is 2.11 (see
footnote 6 of Table 5-14), which is essentially the same factor between
the long term slip rate (0.1 mm/yr) and the weighted mean for the slip rate
distribution derived from the RGR [Rio Grande Rift] analysis (cf., slip rate
branch for Rupture Model C on Figure 5-8). Thus, the moment balancing
approach is implying that the late Quaternary rates are about twice as fast
as the long-term Quaternary rates (and the Holocene rates are about 8 to
10 times faster than the Quaternary rates). We already knew this from the
paleoseismic data, but it is reassuring to see that our moment-balanced
rates for Rupture Model B are consistent with our slip rates assigned to
Rupture Model C [Emphasis Supplied] (p. 5-20).
Summary Comment by Gilkeson and Arends. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS did not
follow the requirements in the NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report to use an appropriate
analog historic earthquake for the maximum moment M and to add one-half magnitude
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Richter magnitudes (ML) can differ from moment magnitudes (Mw), especially at
large magnitudes. Therefore, to make a direct “apples to apples” comparison, the
magnitude values should be compared using the same scale. All magnitudes used
in the LANL PSHA were in terms of Mw, not ML. Based on the latest geologic
data, including those published in Lewis et al. (2009) and documented in the
PSHA update (LANL 2007), expected maximum magnitudes for the various
rupture scenarios of the Pajarito fault system range from Mw 6.5 to 7.3, and
these were input as preferred values with a weight of 0.6 in the analysis. The
expected magnitudes were calculated using well-established and widely accepted
empirical relations (Wells and Coppersmith 1994). Results were checked and
peer-reviewed by an internationally recognized Participatory Peer Review Panel
during the PSHA update (LANL 2009). Additional uncertainties of ±0.3 moment
magnitude (with a weight of 0.2 each) were included so that the Mw inputs into
the PSHA were as large as 7.6, depending on the rupture scenario (LANL 2007).
The estimated size of the 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake is Mw 7.3, whereas the
1983 Borah Peak earthquake was smaller, at Mw 6.8 (Doser and Smith 1985).
Thus, the range of maximum magnitudes used to calculate design ground motions
for the CMRR-NF incorporates the magnitudes of historic earthquakes that might
be considered analogues for rupture of the Pajarito fault system.

3-609

The statement in the 1997 SSHAC guidelines “in cases where the maximum
historical earthquake has not been assessed to be equivalent to the maximum
possible earthquake, past practice has included adding an increment of one-half
magnitude unit or one intensity unit to the maximum historical earthquake” is
for area sources, not active faults. This statement also refers to “past practice.”
Current practice for estimating the maximum magnitude for an area source
is based on evaluating the maximum earthquake in analogue seismotectonic
regions. For an active fault, SSHAC (1997) describes two general approaches:

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

In cases where the maximum historical earthquake has not been
assessed to be equivalent to the maximum possible earthquake, past
practice has included adding an increment of one-half magnitude unit or
one intensity unit to the maximum historical earthquake (p. 57).

The claim that the maximum magnitudes were not correctly calculated in the
2007 PSHA, have no technical basis, or were underestimated, because they
are less than magnitudes for historic analogue earthquakes (for example, 1959
Hebgen Lake and 1983 Borah Peak earthquakes), is not accurate.

unit for the design basis earthquake for the proposed CMRR-NF because the youthful
PFS is growing in power. Accordingly, the NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report required that
the design basis earthquake for the proposed CMRR-NF was a minimum maximum
magnitude M of 8.0 instead of the incorrect maximum magnitude M of 7.27 that was
used in the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. DOE is required to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS
because is does not provide a safe and efficient design for the proposed CMRR-NF and
does not analyze for a minimum maximum magnitude M 8.0 for the design basis
earthquake.

constraints provided by historical seismicity and estimates of maximum rupture
dimensions. Given the lack of significant historical seismicity on the Pajarito fault
system, the latter approach has been used to estimate the maximum earthquake in
addition to fault displacements from paleoseismic investigations.
315-7
cont’d
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There is no geologic or seismologic evidence that the rate of occurrence of
surface-faulting earthquakes (magnitude > 6.5) is increasing along the Pajarito
fault system. Paleoseismic investigations indicate that three large earthquakes
ruptured along the Pajarito fault system during the Holocene period (past
11,000 years), suggesting that this recent activity may represent a temporal
cluster in the long-term behavior of the fault (LANL 2007, Lewis et al. 2009).
However, this possible pattern in the activity rate of the Pajarito fault system has
been incorporated into the PSHA (LANL 2007). There is also no geologic or
seismologic evidence that would suggest that the maximum potential earthquake
along the Pajarito fault system is increasing in size. The maximum earthquake
for the Pajarito fault system has been estimated for the PSHA based on observed
fault displacements from past earthquakes and rupture dimensions of the potential
fault rupture. Over the lifetime of the CMRR Facility and much longer, that is,
thousands of years, the level of seismic hazard at the CMRR site is not expected
to change because there are not expected to be changes in the maximum potential
earthquake and activity rates of the Pajarito fault system. The general behavior of
the Pajarito fault system is not expected to change over the time scale of the next
century.

315-9

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the CMRR-NF SEIS is inadequate
and that a full suite of reasonable alternatives should be evaluated. NNSA
determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for
more information. Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, describes
alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed analysis. These alternatives
are: (1) alternatives locations outside LANL; (2) extensive upgrades to the
existing CMR Building; and (3) moving capabilities to other LANL facilities.
In addition, NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex
into a smaller, more efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation
SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in 2008. This included options for moving CMR to
another location. In the 2008 ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS
(73 FR 77644) NNSA reaffirmed the decision to construct and operate the
CMRR-NF at LANL. For the reasons described in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, these alternatives are not being revisited.

Below are our questions from our review of the NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Guidance
Report 1 through 4. Please provide specific answer to our Questions NRC 1997 Seismic
Hazard Guidance Report 1 through 4 in your Response to Comments for the DOE 2011
draft SEIS for the CMRR-NF. Please do not generalize or group the important issues
raised in these additional comments by Gilkeson and CCNS.
Also, we add the same request not to generalize or group the June 28, 2011 comments
of Robert H. Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, and Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for
Nuclear Safety (CCNS) about the DOE 2011 draft SEIS.

NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Guidance Report Issue 1. The NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report recognizes the importance for the seismic hazard assessment
for the proposed CMRR-NF to include locations of active buried faults. The best
knowledge of active buried faults close to the location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is the detailed field mapping of zones of intense fractures by LANL scientist
Kenneth H. Wohletz (Wohletz, 2004). The zones of intense fractures close to the
proposed CMRR-NF are displayed on Figure 3. The DOE 2011 draft SEIS did
not consider the zones of intense fractures close to the proposed CMRR-NF as a
seismic hazard from active buried faults. Accordingly, should DOE retract the
2011 draft SEIS? If not, why?

315-3
cont’d

NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Guidance Report Issue 2. The NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report recognizes the need for accurate knowledge of the direction
and angle of dip for the discrete faults in the PFS, especially for faults close to
the proposed CMRR-NF. However, the LANL 2007 PSHA Report states, “It is
noteworthy that the fault dips are the most poorly constrained part of the model due to
the lack of subsurface structural data.“ In addition, the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team in Lewis et al., 2009 recognized that “The southern extent and
amount of displacement of the GMF toward the CMRR-NF are not well characterized.”

Accordingly, should DOE retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS? If not, why?
Further, the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team in Lewis et al., 2009
recognized the overall failure for knowledge of the direction and angle of dip of
the entire network of faults in the PFS as follows:
Despite the importance of understanding the geometry of the fault system
and potential linkage among faults for purposes of seismic hazard
analysis, a robust kinematic model of the [Pajarito] fault system is lacking.
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The record shows that DOE does not have the required knowledge of the
geometry of faults in the PFS that is recognized as an important parameter for
calculating the seismic hazard as required by the NRC 1997 SH Guidance
Report. Accordingly, should DOE retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS? If not, why?

315-6
cont’d

The LANL 2007 PSHA Report identified the maximum moment M of 7.5 for the
1959 Hebgen Lake Earthquake as an analog for the PFS. The United States
Geologic Survey http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/topics/richter.php reported a 7.5
magnitude earthquake is approximately seven (7) times more powerful for seismic
hazard than a 7.27 earthquake. Accordingly, should DOE retract the DOE 2011 draft
SEIS because the 1997 NRC Guidance for Seismic Hazard is not followed for the design
of the proposed CMRR-NF? If not, why?

315-7
cont’d

NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Guidance Report Issue 4. The NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report recognizes the need to add one-half magnitude moment M to
the design basis earthquake for the proposed CMRR-NF. This is required
because the youthful PFS is increasing in power for more powerful earthquakes
into the future at a rate that cannot be calculated with current knowledge. The
pertinent excerpt from the NRC 1997 SH Guidance Report is below:
In cases where the maximum historical earthquake has not been
assessed to be equivalent to the maximum possible earthquake, past
practice has included adding an increment of one-half magnitude unit or
one intensity unit to the maximum historical earthquake (p. 57).
Accordingly, should DOE retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS because the 1997 NRC
Guidance for Seismic Hazard is not followed to add one-half magnitude moment M for
the design of the proposed CMRR-NF? If not, why?

Our Recommendations:
The DOE 2011 draft SEIS does not meet the basic purposes of the NEPA. 40 CFR
1500 et seq. For example, the DOE 2011 draft SEIS does not provide reasonable
alternatives for constructing and operating the proposed CMRR-NF, final design is not
provided for the two construction options, and the final cost estimates have not been
completed. For instance:
NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available
to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before
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Regarding the cost of the project, the cost to build and operate the proposed
CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one
aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NRC 1997 Seismic Hazard Guidance Report Issue 3. The NRC 1997 SH
Guidance Report requirement for the maximum magnitude M earthquake for the
proposed CMRR-NF should be from historic analogs. This is because there is
too much uncertainty in the sparse data that was used to incorrectly calculate the
maximum magnitude M of 7.27 in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report. The reasons
the maximum magnitude is incorrectly calculated in the LANL 2007 PSHA Report
are described in Issue1.A. in our June 28, 2011 public comments by Gilkeson
and Arends.

Regarding the final design of the project, the draft SEIS and PSHA are not
intended to be used as design-level documents. The PSHA represents the best
knowledge to date on the seismic hazard at LANL, with the uncertainties
appropriately incorporated. The results of the PSHA and site-specific
geotechnical reports referenced in the geology discussions in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, and Chapter 4, Section 4.5 (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a,
2010b), have been included in the preliminary design of the CMRR-NF, which
will be finalized subsequent to completion of the SEIS. Per DOE Order 413.3,
Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, final
or detailed design cannot be started until the NEPA document (Final SEIS in
this case) has been completed, so as not to prejudice the outcome, or restrict or
narrow the range of alternatives to be considered.
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actions are taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are
essential to implementing NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must
concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in
question, rather than amassing needless detail. 40 CFR §1500.1(b).

315-9
cont’d

NEPA also requires that “if a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful
analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate
portion.” 40 CFR §1502.9(a). Because the seismic issues impact each and every
aspect of the proposal to construct and operate a CMRR-NF – and the fact that the DOE
2011 draft SEIS does not analyze for a minimum magnitude 8.0 earthquake, we urge
DOE to retract the DOE 2011 draft SEIS. DOE must prepare and circulate a new
revised draft environmental impact statement for public review and comment.

315-1
cont’d

Further, the Office of Management and Budget requires that for large projects, such as
the proposed $6 billion CMRR-NF, that the documents be peer reviewed. “This new
guidance is designed to realize the benefits of meaningful peer review of the most
important science disseminated by the Federal Government.” Final Information Quality
Bulletin for Peer Review, 70 Fed. Reg. 2664 (2005), available at
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/memoranda/>.

315-2
cont’d

Thank you for your careful consideration of our comments.
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Robert H. Gilkeson and
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (Joni Arends)

Commentor No. 316: Patricia O’Leary
From: Patricia O’Leary [PSOLeary@msn.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 9:54 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Re: No Nuclear/plutonium bombs at Los Alomos!

I am very concerned with regard to the proposal to build new plutonium bombs at
Los Alamos Lab. Too much risk in view of fires and earthquakes.
Patricia O’Leary
PSOLeary@msn.com

316-1

316-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

3-613

The commentor’s earthquake concerns are addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD. The geologic setting of LANL is described in
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed
CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface
trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these
faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the
International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

From: Human Design America [hdamerica@mac.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2011 11:07 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: Marcia Starck; Barbara Moser-Kranjcec; Sharon Russell-Gicelter; Abbey

Jennings; John Borrelli; branka copic; Dvir Itshaki; Carly Newfeld; Grace Weisman;
Elisha Weisman; Raphael Weisman; Frank Camarda; Jonathan Gimbel; Gabrielle
Wagner; Hilary Clayton
Subject: Comments about Los Alamos Plutonium Pit Project
To whom it may concern!!!
We have enough bombs to explode the world hundreds of times over and they are
all still viable and yet people propose we make more.
Are you lot crazy?
Introducing more plutonium and the consequent “toxic waste” from it into New
Mexico is ludicrous and very unfunny
Please pay attention to the health needs of NM residents!
Blessings and Peace,
Lasita Shalev
_________________________________________________________________
____
PLEASE SEND YOUR COMMENTS IN TO THIS GOV address .... NEPALASO@
doeal.gov _________________________________________________________
____________

317-1

317-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
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Commentor No. 317: Lasita Shalev

Commentor No. 318: Vic and Barby Ulmer
From: Barby and Vic Ulmer [odw@magiclink.net]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 3:43 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop plans for Plutonium Bomb Plant

318-1

A plutonium bomb plant at Los Alamos is or at least ought to be unthinkable.
What with the 60 year drought predicted, the severe lack of water for human needs,
the danger of fire made real with the current one ranging and the tremendous need
for water for such a plant it makes NO SENSE whatsoever to build one.

Please don’t allow this to happen.
Sincerely,
Vic and Barby Ulmer
Saratoga CA 95070

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

3-615

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Nor is this the step we should be taking politically, especially since we’ve signed a
treaty and made a committment to scale down, not build up nuclear weapons.

318-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and
the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

From: Susan Osberg [susanosberg@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 5:19 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility

AS a citizen on the U.S., in the light of Fukushima, of Desmond Tutu’s call to
honor the treaties of Nuclear Disarmament and the terrible fires that are sweeping
through the region threatening the wellbeing of us all, I do not support CMRR The
Nuclear Facility project in Los Alamos. The 6 billion dollars can be put to great use.
Susan Osberg
susanosberg@mac.com
www.susanosberg.com

319-1

319-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, there are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL.
The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce
a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
Current operations at LANL do not violate any treaties to which the United States
is a signatory, nor would the operations that would be performed in the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more
information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials, including vegetation, are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding the commentor’s statement about funding, decisions regarding major
Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 319: Susan Osberg

Commentor No. 320: Abbe Anderson
From: Abbe Anderson [abbe@abbeanderson.com]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 9:48 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: please oppose the CMRR project

Hello. Due to the wildfires, more plutonium storage is suicidal. Please redirect the
funds into something that can support the people of this beautiful state.
Thank you.

320-1

320-1

Regarding funding priorities, decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the storage of plutonium at the
CMRR-NF. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro
Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As
indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned
as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel
load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire
on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of
the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect
of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas
wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological
Resources).

3-617

From: Dick Miller [dick_miller@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 6:24 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Supplemental EIS for CMRR

321-1

Mr John Tegtmeler,

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding costs but notes that
the estimated cost for the CMRR-NF is $3.7 billion to $5.9 billion (DOE 2011b).
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Pardon my slightly late response. I was a nuclear physicist before I retired in 1996.
I worked primarily at SAIC for the DNA and participated in a number of projects
involving LANL personnel. My basic work involved measuring the x-ray spectral
output of nuclear devices at underground test sites at the Nuclear Test Site in
Nevada, thus providing the DNA with information that they could use to estimate
the effectiveness of nuclear rockets designed to be used to deter Soviet nuclear
rockets from reaching our country, in the event of a Soviet nuclear attack.

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.

I find the 20+ billion dollars to be spent to build a new CMRR at LANL so that new
plutonium pits can be designed and built absurd, given that existing pits have been
evaluated to last essentially indefinitely, so that there would be adequate time to
build new pits at the first sign of the deterioration of present pits. And even then,
what is the need for a new design for something with a very long life that hopefully
and probably will never be used. What example does this set for the rest of the
world as we on the other hand try to evolve into a nucler free world? The US and
the Russians have more than adequate nuclear arsenals to defend ourselves if not
the world. We have no need for an updated CMRR, let alone one built on a seismic
fault line in an area prone to fires as presently now are burning near Los Alamos.
I recognize that money should be spent to maintain scientists and engineers as
myself with nuclear capabilities that might be required should our present nuclear
capabilities and equipment deteriorate, but that is not an issue at present, Should
it become an issue for whatever reason that I am currently unaware of, then there
would be more than enough time to deal with this issue, given the speed with which
LANL and Livermore were able to respond during WWII. The money to support our
nuclear labs should be devoted to new technology to aid the evolving world, such
as global warming and newer and safer energy producing resources, as well as
health and information technology and other issues that hopefully will come about
with government research funding.

Seismic issues are addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns,
of this CRD. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the
International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake.

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to express my views, however late they
might arrive.
Richard Miller (PhD UC Berkeley, MBS MIT)

321-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
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Commentor No. 321: Richard Miller

Commentor No. 321 (cont’d): Richard Miller
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and projects
at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-619

From: rikistevens@cybermesa.com
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 10:04 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Cc: rikistevens@cybermesa.com
Subject: Re: New plutonium project
Importance: High

Dear Lab Director: Recent danger to LANL should have provided enough
evidence that new and/or more plutonium facilities could have even more
negative effects than what we already have seen this week. Other
countries are now discontinuing nuclear facilities because recent events
in Japan and here have given cause for real concern. STOP NOW>

322-1

322-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium facilities at LANL.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Regarding the accident that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant, there are fundamental differences between the functioning
of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident
that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large
source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 322: rikistevens@cybermesa.com

Commentor No. 323: Stephanie Hiller
From: Stephanie Hiller [hiller.stephanie@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 12:18 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR SEIS

323-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and pit
production. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Since the CMRR is clearly intended to make more weapons possible, at terrific cost
to the taxpayer, and with unacceptable seismic risk, and because it will use more of
our precious resources, especially water, I urge you to declare the SEIS incomplete
and unacceptable, cancel the project, and find more useful ways to spend $6
billion.

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

I am opposed to the construction of the CMRR as planned, and to the use of this
SEIS to support the chosen design, for several reasons, but the main reason is that
I do not believe the United States needs to manufacture more plutonium pits for
new or “modernized” nuclear weapons. We have enough pits and we have enough
weapons. I thought we were committed to eliminating these weapons in accord
with Article 6 of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty! Modernization of our weapons
threatens to alarm Russia and inspire other nations to do the same, as I believe is
already occurring amongst the nuclear weapons states.
This is insane. We already know that nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists are
a threat to our survival. The idea that making more or better weapons serves as an
effective deterrent has been disproved.

Thank you.
Stephanie Hiller
writer
Santa Fe, New Mexico

323-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

3-621

Seismic issues are addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns,
of this CRD. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At
LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to sitespecific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in the

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Deterrence is an outdated theory that does not apply to the current geopolitical
situation -- if it ever worked at all.

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake.
Regarding funding priorities, decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 323 (cont’d): Stephanie Hiller

Commentor No. 324: Benjamin Abbott
From: Benjamin Abbott [benjamin.abbott@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 8:30 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Comments on CMRR-NF SEIS

Hello,

Sincerely,
Benjamin Abbott
UNM American Studies PhD Program

324-1
324-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of
the CMRR Project. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the commentor’s concern about the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government, funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

3-623

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern about environmental
contamination risk. Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides the environmental
impacts analysis, which evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner
commensurate with the importance of the potential effects on each area. The
analysis indicates that the risk of environmental contamination is limited to
extremely unlikely accident events.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I’m emailing to express my opposition to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement (CMRR) Project. Spending billions on new pit production is a slap in
the face to everyone suffering in this country. It only be benefits the corporations
involved; the rest of us have to pay and live with the risk of environmental
contamination. The project can accomplish nothing positive. The last thing we need
is more weapons of mass destruction.

From: Joanne Roberts [litlfut@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2011 1:44 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Withdraw the Proposed Nuclear Facility of the Chemistry and Metallurgy

325-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that the CMRR-NF SEIS does not
provide a range of viable and workable alternatives. The SEIS was prepared in
accordance with NEPA, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), as well as CEQ
regulations and DOE NEPA implementing procedures codified in 40 CFR Parts
1500–1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021, respectively. Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS identifies the three alternatives analyzed in the SEIS. These
alternatives are addressed in more detail in Chapter 2, Section 2.6. Section 2.7 of
the SEIS provides a discussion of alternatives that were considered and dismissed
from detailed analysis. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for more information.

325-2

Seismic issues are addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. This section was updated for the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS. Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation
of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazard
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a designbasis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve.

325-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water

Research Replacement (CMRR) Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL)
Hello,
I urge you to withdraw the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(draft SEIS) for the Proposed Nuclear Facility of the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement (CMRR) Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL)

325-1

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a federal agency to provide
a range of alternatives. DOE has not provided viable and workable alternatives.
The draft SEIS misrepresents the seismic hazard at the location of the proposed
CMRR–Nuclear Facility is of great concern.

325-2

The draft SEIS demonstrates that DOE will continue to waste water for
manufacturing nuclear weapons; create more radioactive, hazardous and toxic
waste; spew pollution into the air; and exceed its existing electric power needs.

325-3

Please withdraw the draft EIS on this project.
There are other better alternatives.
Sincerely yours,
Joanne. M.Roberts
116 Fairview Ave. E. # 403
Seattle WA
98109
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Commentor No. 325: Joanne M. Roberts

Commentor No. 325 (cont’d): Joanne M. Roberts
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to dispose of all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. As
summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-3, no air quality standards would be exceeded.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Electrical power impacts are addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and
4.4.3, of the SEIS. Options for adding to or modifying the existing electrical
distribution at LANL to support the requirements of the proposed CMRR-NF are
analyzed in the SEIS (for example, adding an electrical substation in TA-50).

3-625

From: Lisa Adkins [annalisa.adkins@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 9:29 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: In support of CMRR

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road, TA-3, Building1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
I have lived in Santa Fe, New Mexico for over 30 years. This email is in support for
the construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
(CMRR) Project and the “Preferred Alternative” as described in the draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
I believe the completion of such a project will provide a significant economic boost
to Santa Fe, northern New Mexico and the Los Alamos National Laboratory, which
is especially important to the long term health and vitality of New Mexico.
The existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building was built
nearly 60 years ago and needs to be replaced with a modern facility meeting
current design requirements. I, and many other Santa Feans, fully support the
replacement facility and urge that its construction be started at the earliest possible
opportunity.
Lisa Adkins
2631 Via Berrenda
Santa Fe, NM 87505

326-1

326-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for construction of the CMRR-NF. The
socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a
construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in
the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation
of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a
positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico as was stated
by a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 326: Lisa Adkins

Commentor No. 327: Ken Adkins
From: kenneth.adkins@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 8:56 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Santa Fe supports LANL and CMRR!

Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
I am a 20-year resident of Santa Fe, New Mexico. This email is in support for the
construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement
(CMRR) Project and the “Preferred Alternative” as described in the draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
Completion of such a project will provide a significant economic boost to Santa Fe,
northern New Mexico and the Los Alamos National Laboratory, which is especially
important to the long term health and vitality of the state of New Mexico.
The existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building was built
nearly 60 years ago and needs to be replaced with a modern facility meeting
current design requirements. I, and many other Santa Feans, fully support the
replacement facility and urge that its construction be started at the earliest possible
opportunity.
Ken Adkins
2631 Via Berrenda
Santa Fe, NM 87505

327-1

327-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for construction of the CMRR-NF. The
socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative and the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would require a
construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in
the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation
of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a
positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico as was stated
by a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road, TA-3, Building1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
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From: a gup [ajgup18@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 4:13 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: cmrr nuclear facility project

please, for the sake of all the people’s of new mexico, do not build this facility.
thank you
amy gup
new mexico resident

328-1

328-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 328: Amy Gup

Commentor No. 329: Katherine Franger
329-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

329-1

Regarding an accident like that at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant,
there are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

329-2
329-1
cont’d

329-2

3-629

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,
no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF. For more information, refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD.

Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 329 (cont’d): Katherine Franger

Commentor No. 330: Mary vanderBerg Green

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

330-2

NNSA notes that an accident similar to that which occurred recently in Japan
at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could not happen at LANL.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

330-1

330-2

3-631

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

330-1

331-1

331-1

Comment noted. NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of
analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 331: Ann Mattingley

Commentor No. 332: Spencer Floyd

332-1

332-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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333-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMR Building provides, and
the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA
was fully aware of the updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
(LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. See also Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

333-1

333-2

333-3
333-2

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to
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Commentor No. 333: Renné Hardy

Commentor No. 333 (cont’d): Renné Hardy
be optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities
is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
333-3

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRRNF SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based
on the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). In response to public
comments, additional information was added to Chapter 2, Section 2.7 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
additional information.

3-635

334-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about downstream and downwind
contamination from LANL and the effects on human health. It is NNSA policy
to conduct operations in a manner that ensures the protection of public health
and safety and the environment through compliance with applicable Federal,
state, and local laws and regulations, DOE Orders, and other requirements.
LANL operations are subject to all of these requirements. Chapter 5 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS describes the environmental laws and regulations that apply to
the CMRR-NF operations.
Some LANL operations may result in the release of radioactive materials to the
air through a stack or other forced air release point (called point sources). Limits
or requirements for these emissions are set forth in the Clean Air Act, specifically
the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for DOE
facilities. Under these regulations, radioactive air emissions from LANL must
be controlled to ensure that no member of the public receives an effective dose
equivalent of 10 millirem per year.
Impacts on surface water can be caused by industrial outfalls, stormwater runoff,
dredge and fill activities, or sediment transport. LANL has one sanitary outfall
and 14 industrial outfalls; effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in
accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that
establishes limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. These outfalls
are sampled weekly, monthly, or quarterly, as specified in the permit, to analyze
effluents for compliance with permit levels. Over the past 5 years, LANL has
maintained an average rate of compliance with industrial permit conditions
of 99.5 percent. LANL also had a 93 percent compliance rate with National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater requirements at its permitted
construction sites (LANL 2006a).

334-1

The Albuquerque water utility has monitored the Rio Grande by collecting
and testing samples at various sites from the Heron Reservoir along the
river to Albuquerque for metals, minerals, nutrients, organic substances,
and radionuclides (City of Albuquerque 2006). The river water meets EPA
drinking water standards for all of these substances (specifically, the levels of
radionuclides are far below the EPA standards).
Regarding the Buckman well field, in 2006, LANL staff collected a groundwater
sample from Buckman Well #1 as part of routine quarterly sampling that is
conducted at three water-supply wells in the Buckman Well Field. This sampling
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Commentor No. 334: Elana Sue St. Pierre
Healthy Water NOW ASAP

Commentor No. 334 (cont’d): Elana Sue St. Pierre
Healthy Water NOW ASAP
is performed pursuant to a cooperative agreement with the City of Santa Fe. The
samples were sent to an independent laboratory for radiochemistry analysis where
it was reported that they detected plutonium-238 at a level about 3 percent of the
DOE concentration guide for water ingestion. However, after recent reviews of
legacy data by LANL staff and further discussions with the analytical laboratory,
the laboratory has confirmed that computer analyses of the results were incorrect.
The laboratory concluded that plutonium-238 was not present in the sample from
Buckman Well #1. No further reports of plutonium detection have occurred since
this occurrence in 2006 (LANL 2011e).

334-1
cont’d

334-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4–17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

334-3

334-3

Regarding the commentor’s statements about research, technology, and
funding related to bioremediation, these subjects are not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions,
of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

334-2

3-637

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,
no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the
proposed Modified CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF would be designed, constructed
and operated in accordance with applicable regulations and standards for
environment, health, and nuclear safety (including seismic standards).
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect the workers and public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. The potential
environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives for construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.10 of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 334 (cont’d): Elana Sue St. Pierre

Commentor No. 335: Mary M. Koponen

335-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR Project and production
and the suggestion that funds be directed to cleanup. In regards to cleaning up
past contamination at LANL, DOE established an environmental restoration
project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary, remediate over 2,100 potential
release sites that were known to be or suspected of being contaminated from
historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup efforts are regulated by
and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance with a Consent Order.
NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and progress
on implementing environmental restoration activities is not linked to decisions
on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
It should be noted that DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making
decisions about how budgeted funds are spent. Funding decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

335-2

3-639

Each of the alternatives would result in the generation of radioactive waste.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to dispose of all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. As
summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-3, transportation impacts from waste transport
would be small, with no latent cancer fatalities or traffic accident fatalities
expected.
335-2

Comment noted.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

335-1

336-1

336-2

336-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information. The CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared using the most current
information about LANL and the CMRR project.

336-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
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Commentor No. 336: Dimitra Doukas, Ph.D.

Commentor No. 336 (cont’d): Dimitra Doukas, Ph.D.
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-641

337-1

337-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Also, in accordance with NEPA regulations, NNSA is the agency
responsible for preparing the SEIS. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD for more information.

337-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to projects related to nuclear warheads.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and education) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

337-2
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Commentor No. 337: Jean Richards

Commentor No. 338: Virginia J. Miller
From: Virginia J Miller [vjmopus@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 6:04 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No. 2 Comments on the draft SEIS for proposed CMRR-NF at LANL

338-1

John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF
SEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
Los Alamos, New Mexico

It is utterly foolhardy to build an unnecessary plutonium facility in an earthquake
zone not far from a volcano and in an area threatened by dangerous wildfires every
few years due to serious drought conditions.
It is imperative that we divert funding for the CMRR-NF to the thorough cleanup
of radioactive, toxic and hazardous wastes at LANL that will help protect our
health and environment in northern New Mexico including the Rio Grande and our
watersheds and the sacred sites of Pueblo people. Clean water is life. Thank you.
Virginia J. Miller
125 Calle Don Jose
Santa Fe NM 87501

338-1

Chapter 3, Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.5, and Appendix C have been revised to add
information regarding volcanic hazards. The analysis of seismic events provides a
conservative estimate of potential consequences that would be comparable to the
impacts associated with volcanic events.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

3-643

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I just learned that there is a seventh key parameter that must be investigated at the
CMRR-NF LANL site, in addition to the six I mentioned in my comments submitted
last week. It is the shear velocity of the the reference rock, which is dacite.
Field studies must be conducted, as also recommended several times by LANL
scientists, but not carried out, in order to obtain accurate information of the seismic
hazard. Plutonium particles are deadly.

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public
and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The 2007 and 2009
probabilistic seismic hazard analyses represent the best knowledge to date on
the seismic hazard at LANL, with the uncertainties, such as the shear velocity in
dacite, appropriately incorporated. This information translated into the structural
requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 338 (cont’d): Virginia J. Miller

Commentor No. 339: Jose A. Cisneros
From: Jose Cisneros [joseacisneros@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2011 10:03 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Draft CMRR-NF SEIS Comments

Mr. John Tegtmeir, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager
U/S> Department of Energy

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road, TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,
As a retired career employee of the National Park Service, I have a long
association with the Los Alamos National Laboratory beginning in 1973 when I
worked in the Southwest Regional Office of the Park Service in Santa Fe. I later
served as Superintendent of Bandelier National Monument in the late 1980’s during
which time I worked closely with our neighbors at the Laboratory. As you may know,
Bandelier National Monument housed many of the employees of the Laboratory
in its early years. That has become an important component of the Monument’s
administrative history and one of which we are proud of.
The Laboratory has served as an important component of the economy of New
Mexico since its beginnings in addition to its work on the nuclear component of
this country’s defense mechanism. It is because of this partnership that I write
to support the planned construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project and its “Preferred Alternative” as described in the
draft Supplemental EIS. After 50 years of use, the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building is due replacement and modernization. I applaud your efforts to
proceed with its construction.
Jose A. Cisneros
2611 Via Caballero Norte
Santa Fe, NM 87505

339-1

339-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.

3-645

340-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

340-1
340-2

340-2

All proposed new DOE facilities are required to be designed, constructed, and
operated in compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and governing
standards, established to protect public and worker health and the environment.

340-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

340-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

340-3
340-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

340-5
340-6

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
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Commentor No. 340: Nona Lee Gregg

Commentor No. 340 (cont’d): Nona Lee Gregg

The CMRR-NF SEIS does address the potential for storm runoff. LANL staff
manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction activities, such
as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills or leaks,
monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best management
practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity. As described
in the SEIS, there are plans for temporary and permanent detention ponds for the
proper management of stormwater runoff.

3-647

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

340-5

Note that cleanup activities are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

340-6

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for information on
the economic impacts as evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 340 (cont’d): Nona Lee Gregg

Commentor No. 341: Emily Koponen

341-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s position. Note that the estimated cost
for the CMRRNF that is the subject of this SEIS is $3.7 billion to $5.9 billion
(DOE 2011b). Cleanup of TA55 as suggested in the comment is not within the
scope of the CMRRNF SEIS.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRRNF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for information on
the economic impacts as evaluated in the CMRRNF SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

341-1

3-649

341-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 341 (cont’d): Emily Koponen

Commentor No. 342: Gary Vogt
342-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

342-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,
no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF.

3-651

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2,
Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the
CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

343-1

343-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR Project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. NNSA does not make decisions
on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions on Federal
programs (for example, defense, education, healthcare, and renewable energy)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any
spills or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under all three alternatives, there would
be no operational discharges directly to the environment. All radioactive liquids
would be transferred to RLWTF. At RLWTF, the liquids would be treated to
meet discharge criteria and released through a permitted outfall or to a zero liquid
discharge facility. Other liquids would be routed to the Sanitary Wastewater
Systems Plant, where they would be treated prior to discharge through a
permitted outfall.
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Commentor No. 343: Janice Flahitt

Commentor No. 344: Mary L. Geraets

344-1

3-653

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decision regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of
the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons
stockpile can continue to be managed safely. The proposal to construct a new
facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium
and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years.
Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was
considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level
because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old
building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

344-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology.

345-1

345-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that the CMRR-NF may not be needed,
and concerns about pit production and funding priorities. The CMR Building
provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 345: Paul Helbling

Commentor No. 346: Rose Bernadette

346-1

346-1

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. NNSA
evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b)
in 2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving
plutonium, uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons,
and including the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL
as a replacement for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based
on a number of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the
Federal Register on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the
development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry
and materials characterization work needed to ensure that the United States’
nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed safely. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR
mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF
SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a
reduced level because of seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a
portion of the existing CMR Building) and security concerns associated with
the 60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR
Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of
technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced
section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to
include additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
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347-1

347-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. NNSA
evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of
the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work needed to ensure that the U.S.’s nuclear weapons stockpile
can continue to be managed safely. The proposal to construct a new facility
to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other
actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. Upgrading
existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was considered
in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level because of
seismic issues (for example, a fault trace underlies a portion of the existing CMR
Building) and security concerns associated with the 60-year-old building. The
renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building would be extensive.
This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined
not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical and programmatic
reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include additional information
on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the Existing CMR Building.
Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for additional
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, energy and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
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Commentor No. 347: Pat Prunty

Commentor No. 347 (cont’d): Pat Prunty
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-657

348-1

348-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. The
commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which occurred in Japan and
Russia is addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 349: Doug Doran
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349-1

349-1

NNSA considers every comment received by U.S. mail, e-mail, toll-free
telephone or fax line, or at the public hearings. Responses to comments are
included in this CRD. Consistent with the purpose and intent of NEPA and the
implementing regulations, public comments assist NNSA in determining the
scope of the analysis to be included in a NEPA document and in improving the
analysis and range of alternatives evaluated. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 349 (cont’d): Doug Doran

Commentor No. 349 (cont’d): Doug Doran

349-2

349-2

The purpose of a NEPA document, such as the CMRR-NF SEIS, is to “insure
that environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before
decisions are made and before actions are taken” (40 CFR 1500.1(b)).

3-661

NNSA is fully aware of the updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
(LANL 2007, 2009). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and
has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic
hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a
design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a design-basis earthquake without major damage. These changes are included
in the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS). See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.
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349-1
cont’d

349-2
cont’d

349-3

349-1
cont’d

349-3

See the response to comment 349-2. In addition, it should be emphasized that the
purpose and need is to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry
and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS).
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Commentor No. 349 (cont’d): Doug Doran

349-4

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3, Intentional Destructive Acts, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS discusses scenarios such as terrorist attacks. These types of acts were
analyzed as part of a classified appendix. Although the results of the analyses
cannot be disclosed, the following general conclusion can be drawn: the potential
consequences of intentional destructive acts are highly dependent on the distance
to the site boundary and the size and proximity of the surrounding population;
the closer and denser the surrounding population, the higher the consequences.
In addition, it is generally easier and more cost-effective to protect new facilities
because new security features can be incorporated into their design. In other
words, the protective forces needed to defend new facilities may be smaller due
to the inherent security features of a new facility. New facilities can, as a result
of design features, better prevent attacks and reduce the impacts of such attacks.

349-5

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL. There are no plans to use water from the proposed San Juan/Chama
transmountain diversion project for the CMRR-NF

349-6

The commentor is correct that the design of the Modified CMRR-NF includes
tanks for fire suppression water. This is one of many prudent safety measures
incorporated into the building design. Fires are not expected to occur, but the
hazard must be anticipated and appropriately managed. If a fire were to occur
in the CMRR-NF, the fire suppression water would be managed to ensure that it
does not create additional hazards.

349-7

Comment Noted.

349-5

349-6

349-7
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DOE NEPA guidance for evaluation of accidents differs from DOE guidance for
preparation of Documented Safety Analyses but still requires consideration of
low-probability and potentially high-consequence events. The goals of the two
processes are different. In DOE’s current safety analysis process, the goal is to
ensure that adequate controls are in place to protect the public from a range of
accidents. For EISs, DOE NEPA guidance requires that EISs consider enough
accidents to give both the public and the decisionmakers an understanding of the
potential accident risks associated with the proposed action and the reasonable
alternatives. In the case of the CMRR-NF and the CMR Building, the existing
safety analyses systematically consider a wide range of potential hazards and
then select accidents that would bound the potential impacts and identify controls
that would prevent or mitigate those accidents. For natural phenomena-initiated
accidents, severe seismic events are considered much more likely and threatening
than a major volcanic event that would threaten the integrity of the CMRR
Facility. The safety analyses consider the potential impacts of events such as
seismic collapse with no controls to prevent release of radioactive materials, and
then the effects of various controls, such as HEPA filters, in preventing those
releases.
The accidents reported in the CMRR-NF SEIS are based on the extensive safety
analyses that have been prepared for both the existing and proposed nuclear
facilities. The accidents presented in the SEIS result in conservative estimates of
the potential risk from each of the alternatives.
In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity in the
LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). A volcanic eruption during the life of the CMRR-NF
is an unlikely event. A variety of volcanic phenomena could occur as a result an
eruption with a dispersion of a large ash cloud likely to affect a large area of the
region. As discussed in Appendix C, such an event would have consequences
that are represented by other accidents analyzed in the SEIS.

350-1

350-2

350-2

The Documented Safety Analyses upon which the accidents reported in the
SEIS are based consider a wide range of accident initiators, including wildfires.
Wildfires are expected events; however, except for the Cerro Grande Fire in 2000,
the impact of wildfires on LANL facilities has been minimal. Even the Cerro
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Commentor No. 350: Bob Walsh

Commentor No. 350 (cont’d): Bob Walsh

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated
in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in Appendix D of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because
these facilities are primarily constructed of noncombustible materials and are
surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials, including vegetation,
are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result
in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

350-2
cont’d

350-3

Wildfires are considered a design-basis threat and the design and safety
features for the proposed CMRR-NF would mitigate the propagation of the
fire to the loading dock and the external building structure. The controls that
would be present to mitigate fires following a design-basis earthquake would
also provide adequate protection for other fire initiators, such as a wildfire
and lightning-induced fire. In those cases, the structure provides the first and
perhaps, most significant control in the line of defense for the nuclear material
in the facility. The structure prevents a wildfire from entering the facility and
provides protection against fires initiated by lightning. No additional controls
are necessary beyond those identified in the design-basis earthquake. The safety
controls include the requirement that the building exterior boundary walls and
slabs be designed to maintain structural integrity during wildfires.

350-4

A specific analysis of wildfires was not reported in the CMRR-NF SEIS because
much more severe fires could be initiated by other means, such as process events
and earthquakes. These are reported in the SEIS. The discussion in the SEIS has
been expanded to discuss the wildfire threat and why the threat to the facilities
discussed in the SEIS alternatives is minimal.
350-3

The text in Appendix C of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has been expanded to
discuss some of the potential impacts on the community following a severe,
beyond-design-basis earthquake. These impacts can be both societal and
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Grande fire did not impact the CMR Building or the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
due to the design of the facility and lack of combustible vegetation near either
facility.

economic due to potential disruptions associated with monitoring and cleanup of
potentially contaminated lands.
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350-4
350-4
cont’d

As indicated in Appendix C, the CMRR-NF SEIS reports the results of extensive
safety analyses performed for existing and proposed nuclear facilities at LANL.
Each of the accident scenarios presented in the SEIS is supported by dozens to a
hundred or more pages of analysis that supports the high-level results reported.
These more-detailed analyses form the safety basis for the ongoing or proposed
nuclear facility operations at LANL. For security reasons, these analyses are not
available to the public but have undergone extensive review by DOE and NNSA.
In addition, DNFSB, an independent government agency, reviewed the safety
basis for both the existing and proposed nuclear facilities discussed in the SEIS.
The Documented Safety Analyses, upon which the accident impacts in the SEIS
are based, follow the standard DOE guidance for their preparation. The accident
analysis factors, such as material at risk, damage ratios, airborne release fractions,
respirable fractions, and leak path factors, follow the standard DOE practice as
demanded by the current safety practices for DOE facilities. As indicated in
the SEIS, airborne release fractions and respirable fractions for both the safety
analyses and the SEIS are based on the recommended bounding values reported
in DOE Handbook 3010, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities, available at: http://www.hss.doe.
gov/nuclearsafety/ns/techstds/docs/handbook/hdbk301094_cn.pdf

350-5

The accidents presented in the SEIS bound the potential risk from each of the
alternatives.
350-5

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) is an independent
organization within the executive branch chartered with the responsibility
of providing recommendations and advice to the President and the Secretary
of Energy regarding public health and safety issues at DOE defense nuclear
facilities. In operation since in October 1989, DNFSB reviews and evaluates
the content and implementation of health and safety standards, as well as
other requirements, relating to the design, construction, operation, and
decommissioning of DOE’s defense nuclear facilities.
DNFSB has a full time, onsite representative at LANL whose responsibility
is to provide an independent review of nuclear safety at LANL. This site
representative prepares weekly reports on the status of safety activities at LANL

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-666

Commentor No. 350 (cont’d): Bob Walsh

Commentor No. 350 (cont’d): Bob Walsh
and these reports are made public at http://www.dnfsb.gov/board-activities/
reports/site-rep-weekly-reports. In addition, DNFSB prepares technical reports
and recommendations. Safety at LANL nuclear facilities has been an area of
intense oversight and review by DNFSB over the last decade and its issues and
concerns have helped DOE and NNSA focus on safety issues such as the need
for a replacement for the CMR Building and the need to ensure that LANL
nuclear facilities can adequately protect the public even in a severe natural
phenomena-initiated event, such as a severe earthquake. DNFSB reports and
correspondence between DOE and DNFSB is public and is available at: http://
www.dnfsb.gov/board-activities/reports.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As would be indicated by review of the DNFSB weekly reports, technical
reports, recommendations, and other LANL-related DNFSB activities, the
safety documents and safety processes for existing and proposed LANL nuclear
facilities have undergone intense, detailed scrutiny. This level of independent
review is comparable to the independent review provided by NRC for nuclear
power plants.
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Commentor No. 351 (cont’d): Governor Walter Dasheno, Sr.
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351-1

351-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objections about pit production at LANL and
the adequacy of the SEIS. The need for the CMRR-NF is not connected to a
specific level of operations. The CMRR-NF is not expanding capabilities that
have historically been undertaken in the CMR Building; it is replacing the CMR
Building capabilities because the CMR Building is not being operated to the full
extent needed to meet DOE and NNSA operational requirements because of the
need to comply with safety requirements. The CMRR-NF would be designed to
meet all safety requirements necessary to undertake its mission.
As a result of comments received on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but Dismissed, has been revised to describe
alternatives that were considered but dismissed as not meeting NNSA’s purpose
and need. The alternative of distributing analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities among multiple facilities at LANL was considered,
but not analyzed as a reasonable alternative. Because of the quantities of
special nuclear material involved, to fully perform the AC, MC and plutonium
research capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category
2 and Security Category 1. RLUOB was not intended as a nuclear-qualified
space to handle Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear material. Thus, NNSA
would not operate the building as anything other than a radiological facility,
which would significantly limit the total quantity of special nuclear materials
that could be handled in the building. As a result, analytical chemistry and
materials characterization operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work
spaces could not be carried out in RLUOB. Using space and capabilities in
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing work currently
being conducted there and reduce the space available in the building that could
be used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission support work. Use of other
locations at LANL would introduce new hazards for which the facilities were
not designed and would not conform to the objective of collocating plutonium
operations near the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Performing work at a location
remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would necessitate periodic road
closures and heightened security to enable transport of materials between the
facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the available space, vaults,
and engineered safety controls and requirements for this type of work. For more
information on this issue refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD.
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351-1
cont’d
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351-1
cont’d

351-2
351-2

NNSA does not agree that a revised Draft CMRR-NF SEIS or an entirely new
EIS is needed to reach a decision about construction of the CMRR-NF. NNSA
does, however, intend to continue to consult with Santa Clara Pueblo officials
in accordance with the 2006 Accord. NNSA has determined that an SEIS is
the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations,
to address the proposed construction changes for CMRR-NF. See Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information. The alternatives considered
in the CMRR-NF SEIS address options for the proposed construction changes.
The purpose and need for the CMRR-NF are addressed in Chapter 1 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS and in Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD. The need for
the CMRF-NF is not connected to a specific level of operations. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
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Commentor No. 351 (cont’d): Governor Walter Dasheno, Sr.
Santa Clara Pueblo
NNSA intends to dispose transuranic waste from operations at RLUOB, the
proposed CMRR-NF, and other LANL facilities at WIPP or a similar facility. The
waste volumes projected over the 50-year life of the new facilities would require
up to 12 percent of the current unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. Decisions
about disposal of any significant quantities of transuranic waste, however, would
be made within the context of the entire DOE complex. It was assumed for
analysis in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental
Impact Statement (WIPP SEIS II) (DOE 1997) that transuranic waste would be
received at WIPP over about a 35-year period, through approximately 2033.
However, because the total quantity of transuranic waste that may be disposed
at WIPP is statutorily established by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, the actual
operational period for WIPP will depend on the volumes of transuranic waste
received at WIPP from all DOE waste generators. Waste minimization efforts
across the DOE complex would extend the WIPP operating period. If waste
disposal capacity at WIPP is no longer available over the operating life of the
CMRR-NF, then any transuranic waste generated at the CMRR-NF or elsewhere
at LANL would be safely stored until additional disposal capacity becomes
available. Because the issue of transuranic waste disposal affects several sites
across the DOE complex, NNSA is confident that Congress would address any
future need for additional transuranic waste disposal capacity in a timely manner.

351-4

NNSA does not agree that a revised Draft CMRR-NF SEIS or entirely new
EIS is needed, and a decision on construction of the CMFF-NF need be
delayed, pending the development of new seismic information. As addressed
in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD, DOE has been
proactive in the assessment of the potential seismic hazards at LANL and the
resulting design ground motions for the CMRR-NF reflect the best science
and engineering available. As future studies are performed on the geology and
seismology of LANL, there may be new information that becomes available
that should be evaluated for potential impacts on the assessment of the seismic
hazards.

351-2
cont’d

351-3

351-4

3-675

All proposed new DOE facilities are required to be designed, constructed,
and operated in compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and
governing standards, established to protect public and worker health and the
environment. DOE Order 420.1B, “Facility Safety,” requires that nuclear or
nonnuclear facilities be designed, constructed, and operated so that the public, the
workers, and the environment are protected from the adverse impacts of natural
phenomena hazards, including earthquakes. The order stipulates the natural
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351-3

phenomena hazards mitigation requirements for DOE facilities. DOE Standard
1020-2002, Natural Phenomena Hazards Design and Evaluation Criteria for
Department of Energy Facilities (DOE 2002a), implements DOE Order 420.1B
and provides criteria for the design of new structures, systems, and components
to ensure that DOE facilities can safely withstand the effects of natural
phenomena hazards.
The potential seismic hazards at LANL have been the subject of numerous
studies performed in the past 30 years. Since the early 1990s, it has also
been recognized that LANL is situated within and over the seismically active
Pajarito fault system. The surface trace of the main Pajarito fault is the western
boundary of LANL and dips underneath LANL, whereas subsidiary strands of
the fault system, including the Rendija Canyon fault, extend into portions of
LANL. The Pajarito fault system has been mapped in detail in the northern and
western portions of LANL property, as well as in the vicinity of LANL.

351-4
cont’d

In LANL seismic hazard evaluations issued in 1995, 2007, and 2009, a
concerted effort was made to properly capture the uncertainties in input
parameters. These analyses were reviewed and accepted by an external review
panel, DOE, and DNFSB. Hence, it is expected that new information would
not have a significant impact on the current assessment of the seismic hazard or
design-basis earthquake ground motions for LANL. In addition, site-specific
geotechnical investigations have been completed for both the Shallow
Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option for construction of the
CMRR-NF (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). Therefore, there appears
to be no compelling need to delay a decision on construction of the CMFF-NF
pending the development of new seismic information.
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351-5

NNSA intends to continue to consult with Santa Clara Pueblo officials in
accordance with the 2006 Accord.
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352-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the occurrence of nuclear
accidents. NNSA operates its nuclear facilities in accordance with Federal, state,
and local laws and regulations that are designed to protect human health and the
environment and prevent accidents. In addition, DOE has its own orders and
directives to mitigate the possibility of an accident occurring and protect human
health and the environment. DOE and NNSA perform safety analyses to predict
how accidents might occur and the related possible impacts, designing mitigation
measures to address these concerns.

352-2

NNSA has curtailed operations at the current CMR Building because of safety
restrictions; some types of metallurgical chemistry work have been suspended
because of these limitations. The proposed CMRR-NF would replace the CMR
Building and would be designed to address the safety restrictions put in place
at the CMR Building. Refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Background, for more
information regarding what operations at the CMR Building were curtailed.

352-1

352-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,
no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF.
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353-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the existence of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

3-681

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

353-1

354-1

Mr. John Tegtmeir
U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
3747 West Jemez Road
TA-3 Building 1410
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
Dear Mr. Tegtmeir,
I am writing to you concerning the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement (CMRR) Project in Los Alamos, New Mexico.
I am concerned that the project proposes to build a replacement of the existing CMRR
building on a site near a geologic fault line. While the project design is for the building to
withstand a grade 7 earthquake on the Richter scale, an analysis in May 2007 showed a
potential increase in seismic ground motion and activity, and a more powerful earthquake
is possible. The recent earthquake in Fukushima, Japan, was measured at grade 9, a
hundred times more powerful than grade 7, and even one of the recent aftershocks in
Fukushima was 7.1 on the Richter scale. If the building were struck by an earthquake
greater than that for which it is designed, there might be a nuclear disaster like those that
occurred in Fukushima or Chernobyl.

354-1

The current projected cost of the project ($5.86 billion) also concerns me, at a time when
we have budget deficits and our national debt needs to be reduced. In FY2004, the
original cost of the project was estimated to be $400-550 million.

354-2

The CMRR project should be canceled and a study of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) plutonium infrastructure should be done. This should include
existing and future capability needs, and a realistic cost for maintaining and upgrading
safety features at the existing CMR should be determined.

354-3

Sincerely,

Cliff J. Kirchmer
921 Forrest Park Dr.
Fircrest, WA 98466-6808

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. The geologic
setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east
of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault
system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR
Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of
active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were
found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically,
facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more
conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities
remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
There are also fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear
reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred
at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

354-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

354-3

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 354: Cliff J. Kirchmer

Commentor No. 355: Marlene Perrotte
355-1
From: Marlene Perrotte [MarleneP@swcp.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 1:50 AM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov; JTegtmeier@doeal.gov; RSnyder@doeal.gov; Marlene Perrotte
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Proposed Plutonium Facility at,,Los Alamos
June 28, 2011
Los Alamos Fire is burning out of control and it is the most dangerous fire in all of the United States because
of nuclear weapons labs. The highest alert possible concerns about 20,000 to 30,000 in 55 gallon barrels
plutonium waste above ground under tents. Are we not insane to propose such a facility on top of a
volcanic mountain surrounded by forests.

355-1

The “Modified CMRR-NF” Alternative has two options – the “Deep” Option and the “Shallow” Option. All
environmental impacts of the Shallow Option are based upon assumptions that are not defensible at this
time. As this supplemental EIS itself states, “The Shallow Construction Option needs to be subjected to the
same level of technical review as the Deep Construction Option so the two options can be evaluated on the
same basis.” Most of the environmental impacts proposed in this supplemental EIS for the Shallow Option
end up being the same or similar to the Deep Option impacts. This is only speculation at this time. The Draft
SEIS for the CMRR-NF fails to offer and analyze realistic alternatives.

355-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about constructing the CMRR-NF at
LANL and request that the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS be withdrawn. Wildfires,
such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May
2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because
these facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded
by buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept
to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in
the release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix
C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a discussion of the potential
effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the
Las Conchas wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and
3.7 (Ecological Resources). See the response to comment 355-4 regarding the
risk of a volcanic eruption.

The Costs of Trying to Build a Plutonium Pit Factory in a Geologically Unstable Area Are Just Too
High
LANL is located between a rift valley (the Rio Grande in that area) and an inactive supervolcano (the Jemez
Mountains) in an active seismic fault zone (the Pajarito Plateau). An updated seismic hazards analysis was
published in May 2007. It showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity. In all
likelihood, most of the over $3 billion in cost estimate increases since 2008 are due to efforts to address the
increased seismic hazards. DOE must analyze whether $6 billion is too high of a premium in order to build a
new NF at this location.

355-3

Volcanic Eruption Impacts Must Be Analyzed
The Preliminary Volcanic Hazards Evaluation for Los Alamos National Laboratory Facilities and Operations
Current State of Knowledge and Proposed Path Forward, September 2010 Report states, “The integration of
available information on the volcanic history of the region surrounding [LANL] indicates that the Laboratory is
at risk from volcanic hazards.”

355-4

All Impacts of NF Construction on the State Consent Order Must Be Analyzed
Cleanup of the existing mess must be the priority – not the proposed NF. DOE made a commitment to
cleanup the legacy waste sites at LANL when it signed the Consent Order with the New Mexico Environment
Department on March 1, 2005. The Order requires cleanup of certain sites by December 31, 2015. The
analysis of the impacts of construction activities for the proposed NF must include those for the cleanup
activities; including those at the nearby chemical dump, Material Disposal Area C. Precious taxpayer funds
must be used to meet the cleanup obligations, not to build a shiny, new CMRR-NF.
The Draft CMRR-Nuclear Facility SEIS Is Deficient and Must Be Withdrawn!

355-5

355-1
cont’d
355-2

3-683

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. Alternatives addressed in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, include both the
Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option. Site-specific
geotechnical investigations have been completed for the proposed CMRR-NF

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

DOE Must Withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Proposed Plutonium Facility at
Los Alamos Because It Is Incomplete and Inaccurate

The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a wildfire on the
domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested canyon area
to within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage domes, but
none were burned and there were no radiological releases from the domes.
The Las Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not get
within 2 miles (3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has
been conducted since the Cerro Grande fire, both to the vegetation surrounding
TA-54 and within the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have
been replaced with metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste
storage dome fire occurring as a result of a site wildfire. Furthermore, NNSA
has an active program to remove the waste stored at Area G and ship it to WIPP
for disposal.

project site for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation
Option. Either option of the proposed CMRR-NF would be designed and
constructed in accordance with recommendations provided in the geotechnical
reports (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The human health and
environmental impacts for both the Shallow and Deep Excavation Options have
been analyzed to the same level in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The potential impacts
of the proposed alternatives for construction and operation of the CMRR-NF
are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The Deep Excavation Option would have greater impacts from
construction than the Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts
would be the same for either option.
355-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,
no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. This information
translated into the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed
Modified CMRR-NF.

355-4

NNSA agrees that volcanic eruption impacts should be analyzed and has made
revisions. In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity
in the LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRRNF SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the
potential volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic
Hazards Evaluation (LANL 2010c). Based on the report, future planning will be
performed to consider CMRR-NF structural requirements for ash-loading.
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Commentor No. 355 (cont’d): Marlene Perrotte

Commentor No. 355 (cont’d): Marlene Perrotte
355-5

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts
of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Chapter 1, Section 1.5,
identifies the decisions to be supported by the CMRR-NF SEIS. This does not
include decisions on cleaning up (remediating) DOE sites across the country
or LANL legacy waste cleanup. NNSA does not consider compliance with the
Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order
is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-685

From: Tina Boradiansky [mailto:swancloud55@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 3:20 PM
To: Tegtmeier, John A.; Snyder, Roger
Subject: Proposed Expansion of Plutonium Program at LANL

Gentlemen:
I have been a resident of New Mexico for 31 years and have seen two gigantic fires
encroach into LANL property. At this time we are all holding our breath (Tuesday,
June 28, 11).
I am writing in opposition to the proposed expanded plutonium program at LANL.
It is simply too dangerous and in the wrong geography for such a program. There
are many natural risks inherent to the location, from ongoing extreme fire risk in this
desert area, to earthquakes and vulnerable power sources.
PLEASE stop this process of expansion. It ALREADY makes most of us residents
nervous to live near the current level of exposure. This massive fire should be a
timely warning. PLEASE do not expand.
Thank you,
Tina S. Boradiansky, Esq.
Post Office Box 6625
Santa Fe, NM 87502

356-1

356-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Wildfires,
such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May
2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 356: Tina S. Boradiansky, Esq.

Commentor No. 357: Tim Nelson

357-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
NNSA believes that the 60-year-old CMR Building needs to be replaced in
order to address safety, reliability, consolidation, and safeguards and security
issues related to performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production). Due largely to seismic and safety
concerns, the existing CMR Building operates at a reduced level that does not
fully support the NNSA plutonium mission. The proposed Modified CMRR-NF
would provide the capability to fully meet the mission need in a modern structure
that meets all seismic safety and security standards.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

357-1

3-687

358-1

358-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear weapons
and pits. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 358: W. Ross

Commentor No. 359: Norma Navarro

359-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear weapons
and nuclear energy and concerns about racial injustice. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this
CRD for more information.
The environmental impacts analysis in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS
evaluates potentially affected resource areas in a manner commensurate with
the importance of the potential effects on each area. The potential impacts on
environmental justice due to construction (except for the Continued Use of CMR
Building Alternative) and operations are addressed in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and
4.4.11. These analyses show that the total minority, Native American, Hispanic,
and low-income populations would not be subjected to disproportionately high
and adverse impacts during implementation of any of the alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

359-1
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From: Ruth Halcomb [ruthmmh@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 3:59 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: New plutonium pit facility must be delayed if not stopped!

360-1

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to NNSA’s new plutonium pit facility
proposed at Los Alamos.
Manufacturing plutonium pits constitute a serious threat to the health and safety of
those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium has been proven to be a potent
carcinogen. The residue from the Alamos Lab has a severe health impact upon
Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

The environmental impacts analysis in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS evaluates
potentially affected resource areas in a manner commensurate with the importance
of the potential effects on each area. The potential impacts on environmental
justice due to construction (except for the Continued Use of CMR Building
Alternative) and operations are addressed in Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11.
These analyses show that the total minority, Native American, Hispanic, and
low-income populations would not be subjected to disproportionately high and
adverse impacts during implementation of any of the alternatives.

360-1

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature and should
be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los Alamos Lab and the
results will impact the design of the building. It is imperative that the implications of
the seismic survey be taken seriously.

360-2

The U.S. does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. The cold war is over,
use of nuclear weapons is unthinkable and peaceful uses of nuclear power are in
question following the recent tragic situation in Japan.

360-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project, pit production,
and the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in
the CMRR-NF.

360-2

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies
are conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal of the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground
motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

360-3

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile

Ruth Halcomb
2921 Viaje Pavo Real
Santa Fe, NM 87505
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Commentor No. 360: Ruth Halcomb

Commentor No. 360 (cont’d): Ruth Halcomb
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in
the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
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From: Karen Barton [astrique@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 2:42 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Stop New Nuclear Weapons Plant, Earthquake Zone by 6/28

Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium reprocessing
and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons of the most highly toxic
substance on Earth, plutonium, at the government’s facility. Second, the costs have
ballooned by 1000%, from $600 million to $6 billion.
Finally, this facility can be used to reverse the program, from President Obama’s
pledge to end nuclear weapons, to produce as many as 80 nukes each year. This
is going one step forward, 3 steps back, with plutonium—the most deadly, toxic
substance in the world.
Sincerely,
Karen Barton
714 Old Lancaster Road
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3109

361-1

361-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding storage of plutonium, costs,
and purpose of the CMRR Project. The danger of plutonium has been recognized
since its first large-scale production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of
plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and
procedural measures to protect the workers and public; such safety features and
controls would be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF.
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the
potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to
be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
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Commentor No. 361: Karen Barton

Commentor No. 362: sally-aliceanddon@juno.com
From: sally-aliceanddon@juno.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 9:11 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Bombs

We already have too mahy!

362-1

362-1

Comment noted.
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363-1

363-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction and
operations of the CMRR-NF and to the production of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMR Building provides, and
the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 363: Maureen Wright

Commentor No. 364: Laura Woodford

364-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction and
operations of the CMRR-NF and to the production of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMR Building provides, and
the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at
the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.
NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of
this CRD for more information.

3-695

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

364-1

364-2

As summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected waste volumes to be generated at the facilities.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. The impacts
associated with transportation of radioactive and nonradioactive wastes to
offsite treatment or storage facilities have been estimated for all alternatives (see
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13, and 4.4.13, of the CMRR-NF SEIS).

364-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

364-2

364-3

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

364-1
cont’d

364-4

364-3
cont’d

364-4

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazards
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis
earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve.
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Commentor No. 364 (cont’d): Laura Woodford

Commentor No. 365: James Miller

365-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction of the
CMRR-NF and concerns about safety. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness
and security; and the LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences
or impacts on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or
intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the SEIS.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

365-1

3-697

366-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate
the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation exposure and
risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects studies; accident
history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program.
The environmental consequences or impacts on human health from normal
operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

366-1

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
366-2

366-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare, and
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President,
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 366: Katherine Michalak

Commentor No. 366 (cont’d): Katherine Michalak

366-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

366-4

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD for more information.

366-4

366-2
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

366-3

3-699

367-1

367-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The need for CMRR-NF is not connected to
a specific level of operations. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into
consideration when making its decision.

367-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
367-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 367: Sister Joan Arnold

Commentor No. 368: Kip Powell
368-1

368-1

368-1
cont’d
368-3

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

3-701

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED
(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

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

368-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation of a
new CMRR Facility at LANL. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June
2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the
area around LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction
Program to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and
potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as facilities that present a significant
risk due to wildfires because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible
materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials
including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are
not expected to result in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed
CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include a
discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and
information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2
(Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

during the Cerro Grande fire did not result in a significant increase in health risk
over the risk from the fire itself. This section of the LANL SWEIS also discusses
the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental monitoring
data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures due to chemical
or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water
and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to occur in the future.
The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at least one full year of
environmental monitoring results from the period following the Cerro Grande
fire. Similar results would be expected from studies that will be done on the Los
Conchas fire.
368-2

The President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of ensuring the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

368-3

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 368 (cont’d): Kip Powell

Commentor No. 369: Susan McCarthy
369-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

369-2
369-3
369-4
369-5

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for more information.

3-703

369-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

369-3

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

369-1

constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the
2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). See Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
369-4

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

369-5

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The need for the CMRR-NF is not connected to
a specific level of operations. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.
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Commentor No. 369 (cont’d): Susan McCarthy

Commentor No. 370: Bonnie Bonneau

370-6
cont’d

370-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and concerns
about the NEPA process. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding how the facilitator mediated
the public meeting. All public meetings were facilitated in the same manner,
using commonly used methods. No disrespect was intended toward public
participants. NNSA will take the lessons learned from these public interactions
and consider how future meetings can be improved.

370-1

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including an option of not constructing the CMRR-NF at all. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for more information.
As discussed by the commentor, Appendix C of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has
been updated to include additional information on wildfires, volcanoes, and
accidents such as the accident that occurred in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant. All of the references associated with this appendix will
be available on the CMRR-NF SEIS website when the Final CMRR-NF SEIS is
released to the public.

370-2

3-705

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3, Intentional Destructive Acts, discusses scenarios
such as terrorist attacks. These types of acts were analyzed as part of a classified
appendix. Although the results of the analyses cannot be disclosed, the following
general conclusion can be drawn: the potential consequences of intentional
destructive acts are highly dependent on the distance to the site boundary and
the size and proximity of the surrounding population; the closer and denser the
surrounding population, the higher the consequences. In addition, it is generally
easier and more cost-effective to protect new facilities because new security
features can be incorporated into their design. In other words, the protective
forces needed to defend new facilities may be smaller due to the inherent security
features of a new facility. New facilities can, as a result of design features, better
prevent security attacks and reduce the impacts of such attacks.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

370-2

370-3

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that misinformation was
provided at the public meetings. The information provided at the meeting in Taos
accurately reflects the scope and status of the proposed project.

370-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed site-wide activities.

370-2
cont’d

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). A “green action and peace
alternative” would not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need.

370-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

370-4

370-5

370-5

NNSA does not consider any part of the country a “sacrifice zone.” NNSA
complies with all Federal, state and local laws and regulations when planning
and conducting its activities to meet its mission as assigned by the President and
Congress.

370-6

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
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Commentor No. 370 (cont’d): Bonnie Bonneau

Commentor No. 370 (cont’d): Bonnie Bonneau
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

370-6

370-7

The seismic mass (dead load plus live load) of the proposed building is
490 million pounds (220 million kilograms). The Kleinfelder report accounts
for the weight of the building and demonstrates that the bearing capacity of
the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600 kilograms per square meter])
is substantially greater than the pressure due to the building (4,850 pounds per
square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]) for the Shallow Excavation
Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep Excavation Option, the addition
of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase the weight of the
building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms). The weight of
the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is estimated to be about
740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the Deep Excavation Option,
the building would sit on rock and there are not similar concerns related to
allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as opposed to the Shallow
Excavation Option.

370-8

3-707

370-7

Chapter 1, Section 1.8 of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS summarizes the changes
made in the SEIS since the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was released to the public.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

370-8

As described in Appendix C, even during the most severe accident, the amount
of plutonium estimated to be released from the CMRR-NF would be small.
The environmental consequences for human health from normal operations,
facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS.
Appendix C describes the methodology used to determine the accidents evaluated
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Selection of these representative accidents considers
a wide range of accidents produced by natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes,
volcanoes, tornados, high winds, floods, snow loads, wild fires) and those that are
the result of the actions of man (e.g., spills, drops). The accidents selected for
presentation in the CMRR-NF SEIS are those that provide a representative range
of accidents. These impacts can be both societal and economic due to potential
disruptions associated with monitoring and cleanup of potential contaminated
lands.
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Commentor No. 370 (cont’d): Bonnie Bonneau

Commentor No. 371: Ruth Fahrback

In response to the Las Conchas fire, which affected the Los Alamos community,
NNSA extended the public comment period to July 5, 2011. All comments
submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

371-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding accurate and comprehensive
details regarding the CMRR-NF. To address this, NNSA determined that an SEIS
is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations,
to address the changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional
seismic information. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

371-1

371-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

371-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA intends to continue to implement environmental restoration actions.
NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be optional and progress
on implementing those actions is not linked to decisions on construction of the
proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.
371-3

3-709

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons
and nuclear power. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

371-1

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare,
and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Commentor No. 371 (cont’d): Ruth Fahrback

Commentor No. 372: Marjorie S. Allen

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the proposed construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF and to the production of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

372-2
372-2

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of
this CRD for more information.

372-3

The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation exposure and
risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects studies; accident
history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program.
The environmental consequences or impacts on human health from normal
operations, facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the SEIS. Water resources are
addressed in Sections 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 of the SEIS.

372-3

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

372-1
372-1
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373-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

373-1

373-2
373-2
373-1
cont’d

373-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and nuclear power.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]) for
the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep Excavation
Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase
the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms).
The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is
estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the
Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there are not similar
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Commentor No. 373: Melissa Larson

Commentor No. 373 (cont’d): Melissa Larson
concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as
opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option.

373-4

373-3

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
As summarized in Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD,
the CMRR-NF and RLUOB would be designed, constructed, and operated to
accommodate the projected waste volumes to be generated at the facilities.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12.

373-4

3-713

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Under no circumstances
would 6.6 tons of plutonium be released to the environment; as described in
Appendix C, even during the most severe accident, the amount of plutonium
estimated to be released from the CMRR-NF would be small. The environmental
consequences on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or
intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and
4.4.10, of the SEIS.

LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Electrical power generation is outside the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 373 (cont’d): Melissa Larson

Commentor No. 374: Laura Zwibovich

374-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction and operation
of a new CMRR Facility at LANL, and the concerns of the Fukushima
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

374-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

3-715

NNSA also notes the commentor’s position that a new complete environmental
impact statement is needed rather than an SEIS. NNSA determined that an SEIS
is the appropriate level of analysis, because of CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations.
Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that
is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.

375-1

375-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. The geologic
setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east
of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault
system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR
Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of
active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were
found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically,
facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more
conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities
remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
In response to public comments on the possibility of volcano activity in the
LANL region, Appendix C, Facility Accidents, and the Geology and Soils
sections of Chapter 3 and 4 (Sections 3.5.1 and 4.3.5), of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS have been revised to include additional information regarding the potential
volcanic hazards as described in the report, Preliminary LANL Volcanic Hazards
Evaluation (LANL 2010c). A volcanic eruption during the life of the CMRR-NF
is an unlikely event. A variety of volcanic phenomena could occur as a result an
eruption with a dispersion of a large ash cloud likely to affect a large area of the
region. As discussed in Appendix C, such an event would have consequences
that are represented by other accidents analyzed in the SEIS.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources). See the
response to comment 355-4 regarding the risk of a volcanic eruption.
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Commentor No. 375: Pedro Trujillo

Commentor No. 376: Carrie Leven
NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new EIS after the design is complete.
NEPA documentation is performed while the design of a project is still underway
in compliance with DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the
Acquisition of Capital Assets. There is enough design information available to
perform a NEPA analysis for the CMRR-NF project. As discussed in Section
2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations,
NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the
proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA was fully aware of the
updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009). (The
2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly
available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has
subsequently been made available to the public and has been incorporated into
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated
an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and
provided a better understanding of the ground motion and probable seismic
behavior of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and
equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See also Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

376-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

376-3

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

376-4

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and

376-1

376-2

376-3

376-4

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

376-1

3-717

materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Other alternatives
for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and are discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 376 (cont’d): Carrie Leven

Commentor No. 377: Barbara Silverman

377-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, health care
and alternative sources of energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

377-1

3-719

378-1

378-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL and the commentor’s request for a
“No Action” alternative. The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS is to implement the decision made following preparation of the original
CMRR EIS in 2003 (that is, to take no action that differs from the previous
decision). Implementing a no action alternative, that is, neither operating
the existing CMR Building nor constructing a new CMRR-NF, does not meet
NNSA’s stated purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical
chemistry and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in
a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS). A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for more information.
Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry
and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is
based on the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967).
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, health
care and alternative sources of energy) and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 378: Whitney M. Nieman

Commentor No. 379: Deborah Michalak

379-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a new EIS. NNSA determined
that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a
safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

379-1

3-721

380-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

380-2
380-1

380-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
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Commentor No. 380: Charles R. Powell

Commentor No. 380 (cont’d): Charles R. Powell
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under all three alternatives, there would
be no operational discharges directly to the environment (see Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 regarding impacts on water resources).
380-3

380-1
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

380-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the preparation of a new environmental
impact statement. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD,
based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the
appropriate level of analysis for the proposed action.

3-723

381-1

381-1

381-2

381-3
cont’d

381-4

381-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the preparation of a new environmental
impact statement. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD,
based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is
the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed action. NEPA documentation
is performed while the design of a project is still under way as required by DOE
Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital
Assets. There is enough design information available to perform a NEPA
analysis for the CMRR-NF project.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
The CMRR-NF would be designed using information from the most recent
studies and understanding of seismicity of the LANL region (LANL 2007, 2009);
it would continue to function safely in the event of a design-basis earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-724

Commentor No. 381: Marilyn G. Hoff

Commentor No. 381 (cont’d): Marilyn G. Hoff
NNSA is aware of the risks associated with the operation of its current and future
facilities. These risks are mitigated through compliance with Federal, state, and
local laws and regulations that protect the public and environment, and through
process design and operational procedures. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS
is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed
CMRR-NF. The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including radiation
exposure and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health effects
studies; accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and the LANL
Security Program.

381-5
cont’d

381-6

381-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

381-3

The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]) for
the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep Excavation
Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase
the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms).
The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is
estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the
Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there are not similar
concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as
opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability analysis has
been prepared that indicated that global slope stability is not an issue for the Deep
Excavation Option (LANL 2011a: LANL site, 028). If the Deep Excavation
Option were selected, as part of the ongoing design and evaluation process,
studies would be completed to verify that all geotechnical stability issues had
been addressed.

381-7

381-8

381-9

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Shortcuts are not being taken with respect to the fire suppression system that
would be installed at the proposed CMRR-NF. One of the reasons that the
facility has grown substantially since 2003 is the placement of fire control water
in the facility.
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381-4

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

381-5

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR–NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR–NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the
2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR–NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR–NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR–NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR–NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

381- 6

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
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Commentor No. 381 (cont’d): Marilyn G. Hoff
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
381-7

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
381-8

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives

3-727

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the minority and low-income populations surrounding
LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As
indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

381-9

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, energy and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS
is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 381 (cont’d): Marilyn G. Hoff

Commentor No. 382: Margaret K. Burlingame

382-1

382-2

382-3

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials, including vegetation, are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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A summary of possible public health impacts resulting from the May 2000
Cerro Grande fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, Radionuclides and
Chemicals in the Environment Around Los Alamos National Laboratory, of the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). In summary, it was concluded that no harmful
exposures due to chemical or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater,
surface soil, surface water and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are
expected to occur in the future as a result of the fire (ATSDR 2006).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

382-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of a new CMRR Facility at LANL. The geologic setting of LANL is
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace
of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based
on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surfacerupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found
(Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities
are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative
than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in
the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns,
of this CRD for more information.

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under all three alternatives, there would
be no operational discharges directly to the environment (see Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 for impacts on water resources).
Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the minority and low-income populations surrounding
LANL. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
present the potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As
indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of the
alternatives.
382-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of 542
million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water Resources
and Usage, of this CRD for more information.

382-3

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, energy and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
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Commentor No. 382 (cont’d): Margaret K. Burlingame
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-731

383-1

383-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s op-ed, published June 23, 2011.
NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 383 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

383-2

383-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding major Federal
programs (for example, energy and education) and projects at LANL are made
by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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383-2
cont’d

383-3

383-3

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.

383-4

NNSA acknowledges the commentors’ concerns about treaty compliance,
international law, pit production, and the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

383-2
cont’d
382-4
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Commentor No. 384: Ann-Nicole Cain

384-1

384-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

3-735

This SEIS does not address disposal of Greater-Than-Class C waste. Disposal of
this waste is analyzed in another DOE NEPA document (DOE/EIS-0375-D).

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under all three alternatives, there would
be no operational discharges directly to the environment. All radioactive liquids
would be transferred to RLWTF. At RLWTF, the liquids would be treated to
meet discharge criteria and released through a permitted outfall or to a zero liquid
discharge facility. Other liquids would be routed to the Sanitary Waste Water
System, where they would be treated prior to discharge through a permitted
outfall.

384-1

384-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding water quality, seismic and
wildfire hazards, and general opposition to nuclear weapons.

384-3

384-3

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

384-4

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

384-5

In response to the Las Conchas fire, which affected the Los Alamos community,
NNSA extended the public comment period to July 5, 2011. All comments
submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.

384-4

384-5
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Commentor No. 385: Janet Greenwald
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping

385-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of
this CRD for more information.

385-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

385-3

LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative. Under all three alternatives, there would
be no operational discharges directly to the environment (see Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6 for impacts on water resources).

385-1

385-2

385-3

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of
this CRD for more information.
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385-3
cont’d

385-4

385-4

NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability
for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue
to evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006a). It should be noted that
plutonium aging is only one of the variables affecting nuclear weapon system
reliability; other variables can control overall life expectancy of nuclear weapon
systems.
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Commentor No. 386: D. Jason Lott, Superintendent
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Bandelier National Monument
As requested, NNSA scheduled a meeting with the U.S. Department of Interior
at Bandelier National Monument. Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS presents a discussion of construction activities associated with the Modified
CMRR-NF. This discussion includes a description of the parking area that would
be built in TA-72, along the south side of East Jemez Road. To minimize the
potential for construction workers to use public parking areas, all craft workers
would be required to board a bus to access the CMRR-NF construction site.
The bus would only board at the designated craft worker parking lot planned
for TA-72 along East Jemez Road. Equipment and material deliveries would be
directed to arrive at the LANL vehicle inspection portal during off-peak hours to
avoid peak traffic flows. This would minimize the need for suppliers to park their
vehicles off the LANL site before passing through the vehicle inspection portal.
For special deliveries that require large parking areas, arrangements would be
made to ensure that parking areas would be located on the LANL site as close to
the CMRR-NF construction site as possible.

386-2

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13, and 4.4.13 of the CMRR-NF SEIS present
the estimated impacts on transportation and traffic associated with the various
alternatives. None of the proposed alternatives would result in a change to the
level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL including SR-4, SR-501,
and SR-502. Furthermore, the estimated impacts associated with transportation
accidents under all alternatives would be small.
As indicated in the response to Comment 386-1, construction deliveries would be
directed to arrive at LANL during off-peak traffic flows. The timing of deliveries
as well as the relatively low number of daily deliveries would help minimize
traffic congestion along Highway 4 and the entrance to the LANL vehicle
inspection portal. Vehicles required to pass through the vehicle inspection portal
would be provided with an access ramp that would enable them to wait in line
for inspection without interfering with routine traffic flows. Also, the majority of
delivery vehicles are expected to use the southbound lane of Highway 4, which
would minimize traffic along the northbound lane, which is used by visitors
entering or exiting the Tsankawi Unit.

386-1

386-2
386-3
386-3
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Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.13, 4.3.13, and 4.4.13, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present
the estimated impacts on transportation and traffic associated with the various
alternatives. None of the proposed alternatives would result in a change to the
level of service of roadways in the vicinity of LANL including SR-4, SR-501,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

386-1

and SR-502. Furthermore, the estimated impacts associated with transportation
accidents under all alternatives would be small.
The CMRR Project would mitigate traffic increases along Highway 4 by
controlling the timing and parking location of workers and deliveries. Craft
workers would arrive before peak morning traffic flows occur and would finish
the day and leave the parking area on East Jemez Road before peak afternoon
traffic flows occur. They would not contribute to the traffic flow during the day
as they would be restricted to the CMRR-NF construction site. Craft worker
traffic entering or leaving the parking area would be controlled by two traffic
lights: one at the entrance to the parking lot and one at the intersection of East
Jemez Road and Highway 4. These lights would help ensure that safe access
to the Tsankawi Unit and Highway 4 would be maintained for persons entering
and exiting the unit. Construction deliveries would also be restricted to off-peak
traffic hours and would be provided an area to wait for inspection that minimizes
impacts on routine traffic flows. Delivery vehicles would merge with westbound
traffic after being inspected further minimizing impacts on routine traffic flows.

386-3
cont’d
386-4

386-4

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.4.3, 4.3.4.3, and 4.4.4.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS present
a discussion of noise impacts associated with construction of the CMRR-NF.
Potential noise and vibration from CMRR-NF-related construction traffic would
occur predominantly during off-peak traffic times and is not planned to occur on
weekends. Construction activity under all alternatives is not expected to generate
noise offsite that would be considered excessively intrusive. There would be
a small increase in noise levels from construction employees’ vehicles and
material shipments; however, this increase would be temporary and would not be
considered adverse when compared to preexisting conditions.
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U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
Bandelier National Monument

Commentor No. 387: Rhonda M. Smith, Chief
Office of Planning and Coordination
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
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-XQH  

'HDU 0U 7HJWPHLHU
,Q DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK RXU UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV XQGHU 6HFWLRQ  RI WKH &OHDQ $LU $FW WKH
1DWLRQDO (QYLURQPHQWDO 3ROLF\ $FW 1(3$  DQG WKH &RXQFLO RQ (QYLURQPHQWDO 4XDOLW\ &(4
UHJXODWLRQV IRU LPSOHPHQWLQJ 1(3$ WKH 86 (QYLURQPHQWDO 3URWHFWLRQ $JHQF\ (3$ 5HJLRQ 
RIILFH LQ 'DOODV 7H[DV KDV FRPSOHWHG LWV UHYLHZ RI WKH 'UDIW 6XSSOHPHQWDO (QYLURQPHQWDO
,PSDFW 6WDWHPHQW '6(,6 SUHSDUHG E\ WKH 1DWLRQDO 1XFOHDU 6HFXULW\ $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ 116$ 
DQ DJHQF\ ZLWKLQ WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV 'HSDUWPHQW RI (QHUJ\ '2(  IRU WKH 1XFOHDU )DFLOLW\
3RUWLRQ RI WKH &KHPLVWU\ DQG 0HWDOOXUJ\ 5HVHDUFK %XLOGLQJ 5HSODFHPHQW &055 3URMHFW DW
WKH /RV $ODPRV 1DWLRQDO /DERUDWRU\ /$1/ ORFDWHG DW /RV $ODPRV 1HZ 0H[LFR
7KLV '6(,6 FRPSOHPHQWV WKH HQYLURQPHQWDO DQDO\VLV FRQWDLQHG ZLWKLQ WKH )LQDO (,6 DQG
VXEVHTXHQW 5HFRUG RI 'HFLVLRQ 52' SXEOLVKHG LQ )HEUXDU\  WR UHSODFH WKH H[LVWLQJ
&KHPLVWU\ DQG 0HWDOOXUJ\ 5HVHDUFK %XLOGLQJ WKDW ZDV FRQVWUXFWHG LQ WKH HDUO\ ¶V DW WKH
/$1/ 7KH UHSODFHPHQW IDFLOLW\ SODQ FRQVLVWV RI FRQVWUXFWLQJ WZR QHZ EXLOGLQJV 2QH RI WKH
EXLOGLQJV WKH 5DGLRORJLFDO /DERUDWRU\8WLOLW\2IILFH %XLOGLQJ KDV EHHQ FRQVWUXFWHG DQG LV EHLQJ
RXWILWWHG ZLWK HTXLSPHQW DQG IXUQLWXUH (QKDQFHG VDIHW\ UHTXLUHPHQWV DQG XSGDWHG LQIRUPDWLRQ
KDV SURPSWHG 116$ WR UHHYDOXDWH WKH GHVLJQ FRQFHSW RI WKH VHFRQG EXLOGLQJ WR LQVXUH D PRUH
VWUXFWXUDOO\ VRXQG GHVLJQ 7KH SURSRVHG 0RGLILHG &0551XFOHDU )DFLOLW\ 1) SRUWLRQ GHVLJQ
FRQFHSW DOWHUQDWLYH ZLOO UHVXOW LQ D PRUH VWUXFWXUDOO\ VRXQG EXLOGLQJ WKDQ WKDW SURSRVHG LQ WKH
HDUOLHU 1(3$ GRFXPHQW 7KLV EXLOGLQJ LV EHLQJ FRQVWUXFWHG RQ DQ H[LVWLQJ DQG SUHYLRXVO\
GLVWXUEHG VLWH ZLWKLQ WKH H[LVWLQJ /$1/ ERXQGDU\ 7KLV PRGLILFDWLRQ KDV EHHQ DGGUHVVHG LQ WKLV
'6(,6
(3$ UDWHV WKH 6XSSOHPHQWDO '(,6 DV ³(&´ LH (3$ KDV ³(QYLURQPHQWDO &RQFHUQV DQG
5HTXHVWV $GGLWLRQDO ,QIRUPDWLRQ LQ WKH )LQDO 6XSSOHPHQWDO (,6 )6(,6 ´ 'HWDLOHG FRPPHQWV
DUH HQFORVHG ZLWK WKLV OHWWHU ZKLFK PRUH FOHDUO\ LGHQWLI\ RXU FRQFHUQV DQG WKH LQIRUPDWLRQDO
QHHGV UHTXHVWHG IRU LQFRUSRUDWLRQ LQWR WKH )6(,6
(3$ DSSUHFLDWHV WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR UHYLHZ WKH '6(,6 3OHDVH VHQG RXU RIILFH WZR FRSLHV
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

Commentor No. 387 (cont’d): Rhonda M. Smith, Chief
Office of Planning and Coordination
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to provide additional
analyses for minority and low-income populations at 5-, 10-, and 20-mile (8-,
16-, and 32-kilometer) radial distances as requested by the commentor.

387-2

Tables were added to Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS that
display the composition of the population in the region of influence at radial
distances of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) for use in analyzing
impacts specific to populations in close proximity to LANL. Additional analysis
of the potential radiological impacts on nearby populations is presented in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.11 and 4.4.11. The impacts on an average individual
of the total minority population, the total Hispanic or Latino population, the
American Indian population, and the low-income population; as well as the
nonminority and non-low-income populations have been reported at each of these
radial distances.

387-3

As discussed in the response to Comment 387-2, tables were added to Chapter 3,
Section 3.10, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS that display the composition of
the region of influence at radial distances of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and
32 kilometers). These tables show that the populations closest to LANL, within
the 5- and 10-mile radial distances are predominantly nonminority and non-lowincome residents.

387-4

Comment noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS was
revised to reflect changes to the population projections based on additional data
available from the 2010 census.

387-5

Chapter 3, Figure 3-9, showed only minority populations surrounding LANL
out to 50 miles and included percentages on the right axis of the graph. Tables
were added to Section 3.10 of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to clearly indicate
the percentages of minorities residing within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and
32 kilometers) of LANL in addition to the 50-mile analysis included in the draft
SEIS. The graph was revised to include the total population, total minority,
Hispanic, and American Indian populations.

387-6

As discussed in the response to Comment 387-5, tables were added to Chapter 3,
Section 3.10, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to clearly indicate the percentages of
minorities residing within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 kilometers) of LANL
in addition to the 50-mile analysis included in the draft SEIS. The graph was
revised to include the total population in addition to the minority populations and
percentages are included on the right axis of the graph.

387-1

387-2

387-3
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387-1
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387-3
cont’d

387-7

Chapter 3, Figure 3-12, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS showed the number of
low-income residents out to 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL. Tables
were added to Section 3.10 in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS showing minority
and low-income populations residing within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and
32 kilometers) of LANL.

387-8

NNSA has researched these areas of concern and believes it would be
inappropriate and not scientifically defensible to try to make the kind of
correlation suggested by EPA. The data needed to correlate cancer rates with
the proximity of the residents to LANL do not exist, so this cannot be done.
Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to summarize the
results of additional epidemiological studies performed for Los Alamos County
and the State of New Mexico, and to clarify the results of an analysis performed
for the CMRR-NF SEIS using data from the National Cancer Institute for the
years 2003 through 2007. During that period, the overall cancer incidence and
mortality rates for the state of New Mexico were below the national average, and
the overall cancer mortality rate for Los Alamos County was less than that for
the state. Total cancer incidence rates in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Sandoval
Counties exceeded the state average, although the incidence rates in all four
counties were below national averages. Although the current data indicate that
Los Alamos County has higher cancer incidence rates than the state average
for some cancers, including melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, and female
breast cancer, it also has lower cancer incidence rates for other cancers than
the state or the Nation. As stated in Section 3.11.4, a study by the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry determined that there were no data to
link environmental factors, other than naturally occurring ultraviolet light from
the sun, with the observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County and
concluded that “Overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer
rates found in other communities. In some time periods, some cancers will occur
more frequently and others less frequently than seen in reference populations.
Often, the elevated rates are not statistically significant” (ATSDR 2006).

387-9

The activities associated with the alternatives evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS
are expected to have very little impact on any members of the population,
including members of minority groups. Additional comparison of radiological
impacts on nearby populations was added to Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11,
Environmental Justice, the CMRR-NF SEIS. The CMRR-NF SEIS follows the
typical practice to evaluate dose to a representative receptor; the potential doses

387-4

387-5

387-6
387-7

387-8

387-9
387-10
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Commentor No. 387 (cont’d): Rhonda M. Smith, Chief
Office of Planning and Coordination
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

Commentor No. 387 (cont’d): Rhonda M. Smith, Chief
Office of Planning and Coordination
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

from routine operations associated with the actions proposed in the CMRR-NF
SEIS are shown to be very low such that additional analyses are not warranted.
The CMRR-NF SEIS has added a reference to the analysis in the 2008 LANL
SWEIS of the potential impacts on a subsistence consumer from LANL as a site
and the impact of the proposed CMRR-NF on a subsistence consumer has been
included in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Note that
the contributions of the facilities evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS would be
very small contributions to the total dose. It should also be noted that detailed
local tribal health information is not readily available to answer epidemiologic
questions for nearby tribes.

387-10
cont’d

NNSA agrees that the information should be easily understood by the average
person. Thus, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11, and Appendix B of the CMRR-NF
SEIS were reviewed and the text revised to ensure that all of this risk estimation
information is expressed in a manner that the average person can understand.

387-11

Appendix B, Section B.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to elaborate
on the methodology used to project populations to the year 2030. The projected
Native American population referred to by the commentor is a reflection
of the low growth rates of the Native American population in this area. In
comparison, the trends of other populations in the area, such as the Hispanic or
Latino population, are projected to grow much faster than the Native American
population. The activities associated with the alternatives evaluated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS are expected to have very little impact on any members of the
population, including Native Americans. Tables have been added to Chapter 3,
Section 3.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS to provide more information related to the
percentage of Native Americans (and other populations) projected to be living
within 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32 miles) of LANL in addition to the
50-mile analysis included in the draft SEIS. The impacts on Native Americans
are not expected to be any different than the impacts on nonminority individuals
and none of the impacts from normal operations of the proposed facility are
expected to adversely affect minority or nonminority populations as discussed in
the analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the final SEIS.

387-12

NNSA agrees. A figure has been added to Chapter 3, Section 3.10, of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS showing Pueblo and tribal areas within a 50-mile (80-kilometer)
radius of LANL.

387-11
387-12
387-13

387-14
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387-14
cont’d

387-13

As previously indicated, analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the SEIS demonstrate
that impacts from routine operations of the proposed CMRR-NF are not expected
to adversely affect either minority or nonminority populations. Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.13.1, Table 4-37, presents the annual risk from transportation or
radioactive materials by route segment, for the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.
As indicated in this table, the risks from transportation are very low along
the entire route, including the LANL-to-Pojoaque segment that traverses San
Ildefonso tribal lands.

387-14

NNSA has undertaken public outreach efforts to ensure that tribal members
understand the project and its implications. NNSA meets frequently with
governors and others representing the Pueblos and tribes near LANL. In
addition, DOE visited the San Ildefonso Pueblo during the public comment
period to discuss the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
Chapter 5, Section 5.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to more fully
explain the interactions between NNSA and the neighboring pueblos. There
is a LANL Cultural Resources Management Plan (LANL 2006b) that guides
the interactions with potentially affected pueblos and tribes with respect to the
requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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Commentor No. 388: Pax Christi-Phoenix
388-1

388-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-747

Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

388-1

388-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, concerns regarding the cost of constructing the CMRR-NF,
and position regarding plutonium pit production levels. A decision on the level
of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision
was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in December 2008
(73 FR 77644). The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not
within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA
takes into consideration when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, energy and education) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

388-2
cont’d

388-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that accidents similar to those
that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and
in 1986 at Chernobyl could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences
between the functioning of nuclear reactors and activities at LANL. The types
of radiological accidents that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant and Chernobyl require a large source of energy that is produced from the
fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more
information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

388-4

388-3

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

388-4

NNSA has already undertaken a more extensive evaluation than the requested
evaluation of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure. In 2008, NNSA evaluated
transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient
enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b). NNSA
announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium, uranium, and
the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including the decision
to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions
of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of considerations
including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on December 19,
2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility
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Commentor No. 388 (cont’d): Pax Christi-Phoenix

Commentor No. 388 (cont’d): Pax Christi-Phoenix
at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely.
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389-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, concerns regarding the cost of constructing the CMRR-NF,
and position regarding plutonium pit production levels. A decision on the level
of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision
was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in December 2008
(73 FR 77644). The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not
within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA
takes into consideration when making its decision. Funding decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, energy and education) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in the CMRR-NF.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

389-1

389-2

389-2

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
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Commentor No. 389: John W. Zemblidge

Commentor No. 389 (cont’d): John W. Zemblidge

389-2
cont’d

389-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that accidents similar to those
that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and
in 1986 at Chernobyl could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences
between the functioning of nuclear reactors and activities at LANL. The types
of radiological accidents that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant and Chernobyl require a large source of energy that is produced from the
fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more
information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

389-4

3-751

389-3

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

389-4

NNSA has already undertaken a more extensive evaluation than the requested
evaluation of LANL’s plutonium infrastructure. In 2008, NNSA evaluated
transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more efficient
enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b). NNSA
announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium, uranium, and
the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including the decision
to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement for portions
of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of considerations
including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on December 19,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility
at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely.
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Commentor No. 389 (cont’d): John W. Zemblidge

Commentor No. 390: Anonymous
June 25, 2011
Hello,
I’d like to leave a comment about the Metallurgy lab at Los Alamos. I
am a concerned citizen, a long-time northern New Mexico resident, and I
am definitely encouraging you to not build this facility. Okay?

So it’s time guys. Let’s move our energy and our funds in a different
direction. Please do not continue to poison the earth and its residence
with plutonium pit factories that are unnecessary.
Thank you so much. Have a great day.
Anonymous

390-1

390-1:

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of a new
CMRR Facility at LANL. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL
is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President,
which includes ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work
performed in the CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this
effort. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, renewable
energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

It’s time for us to move in a different direction in this country and on
this planet. Six billion dollars is a lot of money and we could apply that
money and help ourselves with renewable energy and not moving in a
way of weapons and weapons research and plutonium pit manufacturing.
Alright?

3-753

From: E. Amba Caldwell [eacald1@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2011 8:50 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: CMRR Nuclear Facility

I wholeheartedly OPPOSE the building of the CMRR Nuclear Facility in New
Mexico or anywhere. This complex will quadruple LANL’s plutonium production
from 20 pits per year to 80 pits per year. All of this will be used in making bombs
to blow up places, people and animals, if such opportunities do arise. WE are
supposed to be decreasing our nuclear supply of weapons, not increasing it.

391-1

391-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

391-2

There is no “soft option” under consideration by NNSA for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The cost difference between the two options that are considered in
the SEIS is one of the factors that NNSA will consider in making its decision
on the project. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMFF-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

391-3

Based on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.

In a 2007 site–wide seismic report LANL issued a warning that there was not
enough information on the seismic properties of the reference rock. There is not
enough information to determine seismic safety of the old buildings and the new
proposed facility.
The April 2011 LANL released a memo that describes why the soft option is not
safe to prevent the proposed building from collapse into the underlying layer:
compression of the layer of soft volcanic ash by the heavy building; seismic
shaking from an earthquake; and liquefaction of the volcanic ash because of water
leaks. Scott also talked about the deep alternative that would involve digging out
the entire soft layer and then pour concrete and build on top of that but it is a much
more expensive option. “The government has not done enough seismic analysis,
they do not know if there is no fault line at the proposed site. They’re designing it
with an earthquake of maximum 7 Richter scale. They do not know what would
happen if an earthquake of larger magnitude hits. They need to do more research
and find all the faults”.

391-2

I am in agreement with this and think it should not be built and jeopordise us
further.
On December 13, 2010 online issue of the Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, the University of Arizona scientists published a major study that
concludes that the American West maybe entering a prolonged 60–year drought.
The CMRR project would require approximately 16 million gallons of water each
year for its operation. Let’s not waste our precious water for this.
Sincerely, Ellen AMba Caldwell
David Caldwell

391-3
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Commentor No. 391: Ellen Amba Caldwell and
David Caldwell

Commentor No. 392: Emmy Koponen
From: Emmy Koponen [emmykoponen@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2011 7:21 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Fire!

Although the cmrr comment period is over, since I did not have email and live 29
air miles from Los alamos and breathed the smoke for one week on Dixon nm I
emplore you to not go ahead with the building and to please clean up what does
exist! Most sincerely, Emmy Koponen. Pobox456, dixon, nm 87527
Sent from my iPod

392-1

392-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMRR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected of
being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and cleanup
efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE in accordance
with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to be
optional and progress on implementing environmental restoration activities is not
linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section
2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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From: Rusty Storbeck [rustys@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2011 3:25 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov

I sincerely hope that the Las Conchas fire has caused DOE to re-think making Los
Alamos the new center of plutonium pit production. We dodged a bullet this time,
but we may not be able to next time. Mother Nature has a way of showing us that
She is much more powerful than any design-basis plan humans come up with.

393-1

Climate change is real. The drought this part of the country is in, is real.

393-2

393-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possible impact of wildfires
and climate change. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and
the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around
LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests
are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce
the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of
a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS,
Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility
were not included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires
because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are
surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation
are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result
in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

393-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that climate change may
increase the frequency of wildfires and decrease the availability of water. In
response to public comments, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, of the Final CMRR-NF
SEIS has been revised to include a description of the types of environmental
changes that could occur in the southwestern United States due to climate change.
A discussion of potential impacts that could result at LANL from climate change
and that addresses water usage has been added to Chapter 4, Section 4.1.

John Storbeck
Santa Fe

As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. LANL
approaches sustainability on a site-wide basis, knowing that new facilities
will require the use of limited resources. New projects such as the proposed
CMRR-NF are constructed in a manner that improve the efficiency of energy and
water use site wide. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD
for more information on water resources at LANL.
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Commentor No. 393: John Storbeck

Commentor No. 394: Judith A. Kaiper
From: Kaiper, Judith A. [jkaiper@cabq.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2011 4:39 PM
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: No more Plutonium Pit Construction at LANL

I am opposed to the potential for further nuclear contamination of sacred Santa
Clara lands and our precious earth.
Judith A. Kaiper
1801 Gibson Blvd SE Apt 2055
Albuquerque, NM 87106

394-1

394-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to further contamination of sacred
Santa Clara lands and the earth. As shown in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
the proposed construction and operation of the CMRR-NF would result in small
environmental impacts.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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From: Mary Smith [smithmarym@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2011 4:49 PM
To: nepalaso@doeal.gov
Subject: Urgent that you reconsider!

I understand that you are considering building near a geologic fault line. I am
asking that you reconsider and do NOT build there. The costs of adding this
enormous new facility to LANL’s weapon manufacturing complex in a geologically
unstable area are just too great. Please cancel this project immediately. Thank
you.
Mary Smith, 3512 Michigan Ave, Elmira NY 14903-1107

395-1

395-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation of
the CMRR-NF regarding cost. The cost to build and operate the proposed
CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one
aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 395: Mary Smith

Commentor No. 396: Sheila A. Cooper
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396-1

The techniques, assumptions, methods, and parameters used for the human health
analysis are the standard practices of the safety professionals of the industry. They
have undergone detailed review both within the community and by independent
groups, including the DNFSB and the NRC. The general modeling and analysis
assumptions used for both the radiological impacts of normal emissions from
the CMRR, which are extremely small, and for very severe accidents including
earthquakes so severe that the building fails, are also typical parameters used in
EISs or SEISs, and safety analyses around the country for both the DOE and the
NRC.
Radiological releases from the facilities with any of the alternatives are extremely
small and controlled. Releases of plutonium would be through filters and managed
such that the releases are very small. As reported in the EIS, the estimated dose
to the maximally exposed offsite individual is a very small percentage (less than
0.1 percent) of natural background radiation. The population as a whole receives
much smaller doses. Since the releases are so low, the corresponding exposures
are very low and largely insensitive to modeling assumptions. With releases this
small, the use of more elaborate modeling techniques, even if they were available,
would still calculate very small impacts and would not add additional insight
regarding risk.

396-1

3-759

Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS details the accident analysis that was
performed for this SEIS. Using sophisticated models, severe accidents such
as earthquakes and fires were analyzed using site specific meteorology and
population distributions. The population information is based on the latest
2010 census data and includes detailed data on residents throughout a 50mile (80-kilometer) radius around LANL. This information includes detailed
information on minority and low-income populations residing within this region
of influence. Where these populations reside is included in the modeling, so,
the SEIS is able to project whether these populations would be subjected to
disproportionate adverse risks.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses


0U-RKQ7HJWPHLHU&0551)6(,6'RFXPHQW0DQDJHU
/RV$ODPRV1DWLRQDO/DERUDWRU\
/RV$ODPRV1HZ0H[LFR


'HDU0U7HJWPHLHU

,UHVSHFWIXOO\VXEPLWWKHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWVUHJDUGLQJWKH&0556(,6,DFNQRZOHGJH
DQGDSRORJL]HIRUDQ\LQFRQYHQLHQFHFDXVHGE\WKHIDFWWKDWP\FRPPHQWVDUHVXEPLWWHG
SDVWWKHSRVWHGWLPHGHDGOLQH,DPDVNLQJIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQGXHWRFRPSOLFDWLRQV
UHJDUGLQJWKH/DV&RQFKDVILUH

,DPDFRQFHUQHGFLWL]HQDQGKDYHOLYHGGRZQZLQGRI/$1/LQWKHWUDGLWLRQDOFRPPXQLW\
RI/D9LOOLWDIRU\HDUV,DPDIRUPHUVWDWHRI1HZ0H[LFR6WDWLVWLFDO5HVHDUFK
'LUHFWRUDIRUPHUPLOLWDU\RIILFHUDQGZDVDGHSDUWPHQWDOUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRQ1HZ0H[LFR
*RYHUQRU-HUU\$SRGDFD V&DELQHW7DVNIRUFHRQWKH:DVWH,VRODWLRQ3LORW3URMHFW :,33 
LQDGGLWLRQWREHLQJDOLIHORQJ1HZ0H[LFDQ

,DPZULWLQJWRH[SUHVVFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHDGHTXDF\DQGDFFXUDF\RIWKH6(,6LQ
SDUWLFXODUWKHULVNDVVHVVPHQWDQDO\VLVFRQWDLQHGLQ&KDSWHU$))(&7('
(19,5210(17DQG&KDSWHU(19,5210(17$/())(&760\FRQFHUQVDUH
ERWKJHQHUDODQGVSHFLILFLQQDWXUH

*(1(5$/&21&(516

,DPJHQHUDOO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKWKHDVVXPSWLRQVDQGPHWKRGRORJLFDOSDUDPHWHUV
XQGHUO\LQJWKHVWDWLVWLFDODQDO\VLV)RUH[DPSOHWKHDQDO\VLVRIKHDOWKDQGUDGLDWLRQULVNV
FRQVLGHUDRQHWLPHH[SRVXUHULVNRQO\XVLQJDQDYHUDJHDQQXDOLQGLYLGXDOGRVHEDVHGRQ
SDVWUHOHDVHDQGH[SRVXUHGDWD7KHUHLVQRDQDO\VLVRIFXPXODWLYHHIIHFWRUPDJQLWXGHRI
SRWHQWLDOH[SRVXUHLQUHODWLRQWRULVN7KHFXUUHQWDQDO\VLVDSSHDUVWRFRQVLGHURQO\
QRUPDORSHUDWLQJH[SRVXUHULVNZLWKQRFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDFFLGHQWDOUHOHDVHH[SRVXUH
$GGLWLRQDOO\H[DPLQLQJKHDOWKHIIHFWVZLWKLQDPLOHUDGLXVLPSOLFLWO\DVVXPHVHTXDO
ULVNDWDQ\WLPHIRUHYHU\LQGLYLGXDODQ\ZKHUHZLWKLQWKDWDUHDZLWKRXWFRQVLGHULQJRU
FRQWUROOLQJIRUWKHLVVXHVRIJUHDWHUULVNDWJUHDWHUSUR[LPLW\GLIIHULQJSUHYDLOLQJZHDWKHU
FRQGLWLRQVJHRSK\VLFDOFRQGLWLRQVH[WUHPHZHDWKHUFRQGLWLRQVRURWKHUH[WUHPHHYHQWV
VXFKDVHDUWKTXDNHRUZLOGILUH,WDOVRLPSOLFLWO\DVVXPHVWKDWDQLQGLYLGXDORU
LQGLYLGXDOVIRRWIXUWKHUWKDQWKHPLOHUDGLXVQHYHUKDYHDQ\ULVN:KLOHWKHVH
DVVXPSWLRQVVLPSOLI\WKHDQDO\VLVWKH\UHGXFHWKHYDOLGLW\DQGUHOLDELOLW\WKDWUHVXOWV


396-2
3RUWLRQVRIFRXQWLHVDUHLQFOXGHGZLWKLQWKHPLOHUDGLXVDUHDRIDQDO\VLVXVHGIRU
VRPHYDULDEOHV/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\LVLQFOXGHGLQLWVHQWLUHW\0RVWSRSXODWLRQ
GHPRJUDSKLFHFRQRPLFDQGKHDOWKGDWDDUHDJJUHJDWHGDQGDYDLODEOHIRUDQDO\VLVZLWKWKH
FRXQW\DVWKHXQLWRIDQDO\VLV7KHH[FHSWLRQLVLQFDVHRIPDMRUPHWURSROLWDQDUHDVQRQH
RIZKLFKLVHQWLUHO\ZLWKLQWKHPLOHUDGLXV,QUXUDORUIURQWLHUFRXQWLHVWKHVHGDWD
HVSHFLDOO\KHDOWKVWDWLVWLFVDUHIUHTXHQWO\RQO\FROOHFWHGE\FRXQW\7RXVHWKHVHGDWDWR
DQDO\]HHIIHFWVRQVPDOOSRUWLRQVRIUXUDOFRXQWLHVRUDVPDOOSRUWLRQRIDPDMRU
PHWURSROLWDQDUHDUHTXLUHVPXFKH[WUDSRODWLRQRIGDWDZKLFKVLJQLILFDQWO\LQFUHDVHVWKH
OLNHOLKRRGRIHUURU$GGLWLRQDOO\PRUHH[WUDSRODWLRQOHDGVWROHVVFRQILGHQFHLQWKHGDWD
,ILQGQRILJXUHVHVWDEOLVKLQJWKHUDQJHRIFRQILGHQFHLQWKHULVNDVVHVVPHQWVUHSRUWHG
ZLWKLQWKH6(,6)XUWKHUUDFLDOHWKQLFDQGORZLQFRPHXQGHUSULYLOHJHGSRSXODWLRQV
WHQGWRDJJUHJDWHLQVSHFLILFORFDOL]HGQHLJKERUKRRGVUDWKHUWKDQGLVWULEXWHQRUPDOO\
DFURVVDQHQWLUHJHRJUDSKLFDUHDPDNLQJH[WUDSRODWLRQRIFRXQW\ZLGHGLVWULEXWLRQVHYHQ
PRUHVSHFLRXV

7KHDQDO\VLVRISRWHQWLDOUDGLRORJLFDOHIIHFWVXVHVWKH*HQLL9HUVLRQDQG9HUVLRQ
FRPSXWHUPRGHOV,QWKH(3$6FLHQFH$GYLVRU\%RDUGUHYLHZHG*(1,,9HUVLRQ
7KHPHPEHU6FLHQFH$GYLVRU\%RDUGLQFOXGHGDUHSUHVHQWDWLYHIURP/$1/DQG
DQRWKHUIURPWKH/RYHODFH5HVSLUDWRU\5HVHDUFK,QVWLWXWHLQ$OEXTXHUTXH7KHERDUG
UDLVHGDQXPEHURILVVXHVDERXWWKHXWLOLW\YDOLGLW\DQGUHOLDELOLW\RIWKLVPRGHOLQFOXGLQJ
WKHIDFWWKDWLWKDGQHYHUEHHQWHVWHG3HUKDSVWKHPRVWVLJQLILFDQWFULWLFLVPRI*(1,,Y
LQUHODWLRQWR&005LVWKDWWKHGLVSHUVLRQPRGHOLQJLWSURGXFHVDUHOLPLWHGWRRSHQIODW
WHUUDLQDFRQGLWLRQZKLFKPRVWGHILQLWHO\GRHVQRWGHVFULEH/RV$ODPRV,ILQGQR
HYLGHQFHWKDWWKHLVVXHVUDLVHGE\WKHERDUGKDYHHYHUEHHQDGGUHVVHGRUFRUUHFWHG

63(&,),&&21&(516

&+$37(5$))(&7('(19,5210(17

3RSXODWLRQ(VWLPDWHV
7KH/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\ZHEVLWHVWDWHVDERXWSHRSOHOLYHZLWKLQPLOHVRI
/RV$ODPRV7KHDQDO\VLVZLWKLQWKH6(,6XVHVDPLOHUDGLXVDQGUHSRUWVWKH
HVWLPDWHGSRSXODWLRQDWULVNLQZDV7KHGLIIHUHQFHLQWKHVHILJXUHV
VXJJHVWVDWDPLQLPXPWKDWDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKHDQDO\]HGSRSXODWLRQDWULVNLV
ORFDWHGDWWKHIDUWKHVWGLVWDQFHIURPDQ\H[SRVXUH([SDQGLQJWKHDUHDRIWKHSRSXODWLRQ
DWULVNKDVWKHHIIHFWRIPLQLPL]LQJWRWDOH[SRVXUHULVNDQGVLJQLILFDQWO\PLQLPL]LQJULVN
WRWKRVHLQFORVHVWSUR[LPLW\

),*85(7KLVILJXUHDSSHDUVWRSURMHFWDSRSXODWLRQDWULVNZLWKLQWKH6DQWD)H
&RXQW\52,LQH[FHVVRILQ7KHDFWXDOSRSXODWLRQRIDOORI6DQWD)H
&RXQW\DFFRUGLQJWRWKH86&HQVXV%XUHDXLV$LQFUHDVHRYHU\HDUV
RUSHUGHFDGHZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRDWWDLQWKHSURMHFWHGSRSXODWLRQLQDOORI6DQWD
)H&RXQW\LQ+RZHYHUWKHSRSXODWLRQLQFUHDVHIURPWRZDV
7KXVWKHSRSXODWLRQSURMHFWLRQIRUWKH6DQWD)H&RXQW\52,VHHPVH[FHVVLYHO\
RSWLPLVWLFDQGKDVWKHHIIHFWRIXQGHUHVWLPDWLQJLQGLYLGXDOULVN1RH[SODQDWLRQRIWKH

396-1
cont’d

The impacts from normal operations are evaluated in the SEIS using the industry
standard code developed by the EPA for just these purposes, the code GENII.
This code is routinely used by the EPA for confirmation that releases from
nuclear facilities meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. The code is also
used by the DOE and NRC for estimation of the potential doses to individuals
and the general population from controlled, normal releases from nuclear
facilities. Many reviews of this code have occurred over its several decades of
continuous use and refinement. These reviews have found that the code provides
conservative results, i.e., it overestimates the potential consequences.
The model allows consideration of both the distance and direction to target
individuals and populations and makes use of site-specific meteorology. The
model accommodates scenarios involving chronic releases to air from ground
level and/or elevated sources. Exposure pathways include direct exposure from
surface sources (soil) and air (semi-infinite cloud and finite cloud geometries) as
well as inhalation and ingestion.

396-2

The GENII code was developed over a period of several years; the development
incorporated several rounds of review of all portions of the code. As mentioned
by the commentor, the EPA Science Advisory Board was asked in 2001 to review
an early “beta test” version of Version 2 of the code and its initial draft users’
manual. The suggestions of the EPA Science Advisory Board were incorporated
in the ongoing development of the code. With regard to the concern expressed
by the commentor that the model is limited with regard to modeling terrain such
as that surrounding LANL, this may be correct but the results of the modeling
for the proposed CMRR-NF are extremely low as discussed in the response to
comment 396-1; are considered to be conservative; and provide NNSA with a
reasonable basis upon which to compare the alternatives under consideration.
396-3

396-3

The population of the area within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL provided
in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, about 332,000, was based on census data collected
from 2005 through 2009. The commentor compares this estimate to a Los
Alamos County estimate of 190,000 within 40 miles (63 kilometers) of Los
Alamos. This difference could be tied to the fact that most of Albuquerque is
more than 40 miles (63 kilometers from Los Alamos and Albuquerque is the
largest city in New Mexico. The standard 50 miles (80 kilometers) region of
influence used to estimate potential human health impacts from radioactive
releases in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, has been modified in the Final CMRRNF SEIS. Additional radial distances of 5, 10, and 20 miles (8, 16, and 32
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Commentor No. 396 (cont’d): Sheila A. Cooper

Commentor No. 396 (cont’d): Sheila A. Cooper
kilometers) were analyzed to estimate the potential impacts to residents in close
proximity to LANL (see Chapter 3, Section 3.10).

396-3
cont’d

Language has been added to section B.10 to elaborate on the methodology used
to develop the population projections in this SEIS. Many of the subpopulations
in the area surrounding LANL have a tendency to experience widely different
growth rates. To avoid under- or over-counting populations, separate projections
were made for individual subpopulations within each county of the potentially
affected region that reflect the trends of that population specific to that area. The
projections were made using data from the US Census Bureau’s 1990, 2000,
and 2010 Decennial Census. The projections used in the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
relied upon data from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates because data from the 2010 census was unavailable at that time. A
linear extrapolation was made using the preexisting census data to estimate
populations at future points in time. The commentor is correct in the assertion
that Santa Fe County experienced an 11.5 percent increase between 2000 and
2010; however, that county has also experienced a 45.7 percent increase between
1990 and 2010. The 20-year trend provides a more appropriate timeframe for
comparison to a 20-year projection than can be established by a 10-year period.

396-4

396-5

Regarding the calculation of individual radiological risk, the increase in the
estimated population included in the CMRR-NF SEIS results in a higher
population dose and does not result in a lower individual risk. The estimated
radiological releases were modeled for the entire population based on where they
reside within the region of influence. In general, the higher the population, the
higher the population dose with the closest residents to the site receiving a higher
percentage of the dose. The average individual risk is calculated by dividing the
total population dose by the total population. The average individual dose would
not change if the total population was lower as suggested by the commentor
because such a change in total population would result in a lower population
dose assuming the population distribution remained the same. The results of
this modeling for the various radial distances from LANL, included in the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS, are shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11.

396-2
cont’d
396-4
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The risk estimator used in the SEIS is based on the risk estimator set by the
Interagency Steering Committee on Radiation Standards in 2002. This risk
estimator reflects the lifetime dose from all pathways that an exposed individual
and the population as a whole might receive from a year’s worth of radiological
releases from the CMRR-NF or the CMR Building. The commentor is correct

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

SURMHFWLRQPHWKRGLVJLYHQ+RZHYHULWLVOLNHO\WKDWDOOSRSXODWLRQSURMHFWLRQVZLWKLQWKH
6(,6DUHVLPLODUO\LQIODWHG

$ULVNHVWLPDWRURIODWHQWFDQFHUIDWDOLW\SHUSHUVRQUHPGRVHLVXVHGWRFDOFXODWH
WKHULVNIRUH[SRVXUHWR\HDURI&005RSHUDWLRQV7KLVLVHVVHQWLDOO\DRQHWLPHULVN
H[SRVXUHDQDO\VLV7KHUHLVQRDQDO\VLVRIFXPXODWLYHHIIHFWRYHUPXOWLSOH\HDUVRU
GHFDGHV&XPXODWLYHHIIHFWLVVLJQLILFDQWDQGQHHGVWREHFRQVLGHUHGEHFDXVHPDQ\/RV
$ODPRVUHVLGHQWVOLYHWKHLUHQWLUHZRUNLQJFDUHHULQ/RV$ODPRV)XUWKHUDPDMRULW\RI
UHVLGHQWVLQVLJQLILFDQWO\LPSDFWHGGRZQZLQGFRPPXQLWLHVDUHPXOWOLJHQHUDWLRQDO
IDPLOLHVZLWKWHQXUHORQJHUWKDQ/$1/KDVH[LVWHG0DQ\RIWKHVHIDPLO\PHPEHUVOLYH
WKHLUHQWLUHOLYHVZLWKFRQWLQXDOH[SRVXUH

+($/7+())(&76678',(6

7KLVVHFWLRQUHSRUWV1DWLRQDO&DQFHU,QVWLWXWH)LYH<HDU,QFLGHQFHDQG0RUWDOLW\ILJXUHV
,WDOVRTXRWHVDVWXG\E\WKH$JHQF\IRU7R[LF6XEVWDQFHDQG'LVHDVH5HJLVWU\ZKLFK
FRQFOXGHVRYHUDOOFDQFHUUDWHVLQWKH/RV$ODPRVDUHDDUHVLPLODUWRFDQFHUUDWHVLQRWKHU
FRPPXQLWLHVZLWKRXWVSHFLI\LQJKRZWKLVFRQFOXVLRQZDVUHDFKHGZKDWGDWDZDV
VWXGLHGRUKRZLWZDVDQDO\]HG7$%/(VKRZVWKHILYH\HDUUDWHRIFDQFHUVIRUWKH
FRXQWU\VWDWHDQGFRXQWLHV+RZHYHUWKHULVNDVVHVVPHQWSXUSRUWVWRDGGUHVVULVNLQ
/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\DQGSRUWLRQVRIRWKHUFRXQWLHV)DLOXUHWRPDLQWDLQFRQVLVWHQF\LQ
WKHDUHDVWXGLHGWKURXJKRXWDOOULVNDVVHVVPHQWDQDO\VLVLVDTXHVWLRQDEOHSUDFWLFHDQG
UDLVHVLVVXHVRIFUHGLELOLW\

$GGLWLRQDOO\WKHGDWDFLWHGUHSRUWDOOFDVHV$JHUHODWHGGLIIHUHQFHVDUHQRWDGGUHVVHG
7KLVLVDVLJQLILFDQWRPLVVLRQDQGDQRWKHUZD\RIH[FOXGLQJFXPXODWLYHHIIHFW$VDQ
H[DPSOH1DWLRQDO&DQFHU,QVWLWXWH<HDU&DQFHU,QFLGHQFHDQG0RUWDOLW\GDWDIURP
IRU1RQ+RGJNLQV/\PSKRPDIRU/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\RFFXUUHGDWDUDWH
VRPHZKDWKLJKHUWKDQWKHQDWLRQDODQGVWDWHUDWH+RZHYHULIWKHUDWHIRUERWKVH[HVRYHU
\HDUVRIDJHSUHVXPDEO\DIWHUSURORQJHGH[SRVXUHLVVWXGLHGWKHQDWLRQDOUDWHLV
WKH1HZ0H[LFRUDWHLVDQGWKH/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\UDWHLV
QHDUO\GRXEOHWKHVWDWHUDWH7KHUDWHLQ/RV$ODPRV&RXQW\IRUERWK
VH[HVRYHUDJHLVDOVRVLJQLILFDQWO\KLJKHUWKDQHLWKHUWKH1DWLRQDORU6WDWHUDWHV7KLV
SDWWHUQDOVRH[LVWVIRURWKHUW\SHVRIFDQFHU$WDPLQLPXPWKHVHGDWDLQGLFDWHWKHQHHG
IRUFXPXODWLYHH[SRVXUHDQDO\VLVQRWPHUHO\RQHWLPHRUDYHUDJHDQQXDOH[SRVXUH
FDOFXODWLRQVWRDGHTXDWHO\DQGDFFXUDWHO\DVVHVVULVN

&KDSWHU(QYLURQPHQWDO&RQVHTXHQFHV

7DEOH$QQXDO&ROOHFWLYH'RVHWR3RSXODWLRQZLWKLQPLOHUDGLXVRI5DGLRORJLFDO
HPLVVLRQVGXULQJQRUPDORSHUDWLRQV7KHVHGRVHVZHUHFDOFXODWHGXVLQJ*(1,,YHUVLRQ
LQWKH(,6,QWKH6(,6UHYLVHGSRSXODWLRQILJXUHVDQG*(1,,YHUVLRQZHUHXVHGWR
SURGXFHWKHGRVDJHGDWD$VWKH(3$6FLHQWLILF$GYLVRU\%RDUGGHWHUPLQHGLQWKH
UHYLVHG*(1,,9HUVLRQLVDVLPSOLVWLFFRPSXWHUPRGHODQGLWVDSSOLFDWLRQWRWKH
JHRSK\VLFDOHQYLURQPHQWRIWKH/RV$ODPRVDUHDLVHVSHFLDOO\TXHVWLRQDEOH$PRQJWKH
FRPPHQWVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVRIWKH6FLHQWLILF$GYLVRU\%RDUGDUHWKHIROORZLQJ



0RUHXSWRGDWHDOJRULWKPVDUHIRXQGLQRWKHUFRPSXWHUPRGHOVHVSHFLDOO\
WKRVHGHYHORSHGE\WKH$PHULFDQ0HWHRURORJLFDO6RFLHW\


,WVKRXOGEHQRWHGWKDWLQ*(1,,YFXUUHQWGLVSHUVLRQPRGHOLQJFDSDELOLWLHV
DUHOLPLWHGWRRSHQIODWWHUUDLQ


7KHVWUDLJKWOLQH*DXVVLDQDQG/DQJUDJLDQSXIIPRGHOVZHUHGHVLJQHGIRU
ZHOOEHKDYHGSROOXWLRQWUDQVSRUWIURPFKLPQH\VWDFNVDQGGRQRWDSSO\WRPRUHFULWLFDO
VFHQDULRVLQYROYLQJILUHVH[SORVLRQVDQGDFFLGHQWDORUWHUURULVWDHULDOUHOHDVHVRI
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RSWLPLVWLF7KH52,LVQRWFRQVLVWHQWWKURXJKRXWDOOYDULDEOHV7KHKHDOWKHIIHFWVVWXGLHV

that these estimates represent annual risks from the projected radiological
releases. However, these risks are still a very small fraction of the annual risk
associated with natural background radiation for individuals living near LANL.
For example, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10.1, the projected dose to
the average individual from Modified CMRR-NF operations would be less than
1/1000 of a percent of natural background radiation, annually.
396-5

396-2
cont’d

The purpose of Table 3-19 in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS was not to provide
a detailed comparison of all 22 cancers listed in the National Cancer Institute
data base across any given number of counties across New Mexico or the United
States. The intent, rather, was to provide a snapshot of the rates for representative
cancers for the United States, the State of New Mexico, and Los Alamos and its
three surrounding counties. The data that is presented indicates, for example,
that cancer rates for prostate, thyroid and female breast cancers in Los Alamos
County, are larger than average rates for the United States and New Mexico, but
cancer rates for lung and bronchus, colon and rectum, stomach, and some other
cancers are smaller than average rates for the United States and New Mexico.
If the table was expanded to include additional New Mexico counties such as
Bernalillo, Taos, and Mora Counties, NNSA expects the comparative cancer rates
among the counties would again be variable: for some cancers the cancer rates
would be larger than those seen in Los Alamos County and for other cancers the
rates would be smaller.
The expansion of the table to consider age-related effects would not provide
additional information that would assist NNSA in making a decision about
constructing and operating the CMRR-NF. The National Cancer Institute data
provides no information about the myriad of factors that may influence cancer
incidence. It may be noted, however, that similar to that illustrated in Table 3-19
for persons across all ages and sexes, a review of National Cancer Institute data
for the same 5 years and types of cancers addressed in Table 3-19 for all persons
aged 65 years and older indicates wide comparative variations in cancer rates
(see http://statecancerprofiles.cancer.gov/index.html). For example, the incidence
rates for all cancers and both sexes is smaller for Los Alamos County than for
Sandoval County and the United States average rate, but larger than the New
Mexico average rate. The average cancer rates for Los Alamos County are larger
than United States average rates for breast cancer, non-hodgkins lymphoma, and
prostate cancer, but smaller than United States average rates for cancer of the
brain and other nervous system, lung and bronchus, colon and rectum, stomach,
leukemia, melanoma of the skin, ovary, and thyroid.
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Commentor No. 396 (cont’d): Sheila A. Cooper

Commentor No. 396 (cont’d): Sheila A. Cooper
The complete citation for the cited Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease
Registry reference (ATSDR 2006) can be found in Chapter 7 of the CMRR-NF
SEIS and at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis.

396-1
cont’d
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

DUHVXSHUILFLDODQGGRQRWLQFOXGHFXPXODWLYHHIIHFWVRIFRQWDPLQDWLRQ7KHUHOHDVHGDWD
RQO\FRQVLGHUSDVWUHOHDVHVGXULQJQRUPDORSHUDWLRQVDQGGRQRWLQFOXGHSRWHQWLDO
DFFLGHQWDOUHOHDVHVGXULQJH[WUHPHHYHQWV6RPHRIWKHFRPSXWHUPRGHOVXVHGIRU
DQDO\VLVKDYHQRWEHHQWHVWHGDQGKDYHEHHQIRXQGWREHVLPSOLVWLFLQFRPSOHWHLQYDOLG
DQGXQUHOLDEOHIRUFRQGLWLRQVDW/$1/7KHVHPRGHOVFDQQRWSHUIRUPDVLWHVSHFLILF
DQDO\VLV
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397-1

397-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.4, CMRR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, there are fundamental
differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL.
The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce
a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

397-2

397-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare, and
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President,
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 397: CK

Commentor No. 398: Bob Trujillo

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

398-1

398-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s question about the need for the CMRR-NF project.
The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.

3-765

398-2

398-2

NNSA considered all comments received after the end of the public comment
period in preparing this Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo

Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo

Section 3
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Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo

Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo
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cont’d
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Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo

Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo
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Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo

Commentor No. 398 (cont’d): Bob Trujillo
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From: Jeanne Green [innerlight52@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 11:47 PM
To: SEIS for CMRR-NF 10-10
Subject: comment form/hearing in Taos
Attachments: townrequestforhearingcMRRseis.pdf

Hello Mr. Tegtmeier,
Thank you for the deadline extention on the CMRR-NF SEIS and for the additional
hearing in Albuquerque.
We still want a hearing in Taos as we will also be affected by this decision. We are
downwind of LANL. Attached is the letter of request from our Mayor.
Also, I still cannot find a comment form available to the public on any of the
websites. Please send me a copy by e-mail attachment. Thank you.
Jeanne Green 575-751-4130

399-1

399-1

Comment noted. The letter from Mayor Cordova is included as Comment No. 5
of this CRD.
After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos. In
making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the size
of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of a
previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster
session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made presentations
describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited
to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at
the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number
of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available
throughout the public comment period.
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Commentor No. 399: Jeanne Green

Commentor No. 399 (cont’d): Jeanne Green
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399-1
cont’d
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800-1

800-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the proposed CMRR-NF project.
All proposed new facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in
compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and governing standards,
established to protect public and worker health and the environment. DOE Order
420.1B (DOE 2005) requires that nuclear or nonnuclear facilities be designed,
constructed, and operated so that the public, the workers, and the environment
are protected from the adverse impacts of natural phenomena hazards, including
earthquakes. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for a description of some of the recommendations regarding enhancement of the
CMRR-NF to address issues related to nearby seismic faults.

800-2

Chapter 1, Section 1.2 summarizes the operational and safety concerns related
to the CMR Building. The proposed CMRR-NF would be designed, constructed,
and operated in compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and
governing standards, established to protect public and worker health and the
environment.

800-3

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).

800-2

800-3
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Commentor No. 800: Johnnie S. Martinez, Jr.

Commentor No. 801: Scott Kovac, Operations and Research Director
Nuclear Watch New Mexico

801-1

3-777

As with previous LANL NEPA documents, the public hearings were held at
regional venues near LANL (Los Alamos, Española, and Santa Fe). In response
to requests for additional public hearings, NNSA also held a fourth public hearing
in Albuquerque (76 FR 28222). NNSA decided to hold an informational meeting
in Taos. In addition to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing,
NNSA made presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting
participants were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised
of ways to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms
were made available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS were available throughout the public comment period. DOE determined
that holding a public hearing in Washington, D.C., is not appropriate for the
CMRR-NF SEIS because construction of the CMRR-NF is specific to LANL
missions.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

801-1

On April 29, 2011, NNSA published a notice in the Federal Register
(76 FR 24018) announcing the availability of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, the
duration of the comment period, the location and timing of public hearings, and
the various methods for submitting comments. NNSA’s implementation of public
participation activities for review of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was consistent
with past practices for other NEPA documents prepared for LANL. NNSA
announced a 45-day comment period to provide sufficient time for interested
parties to schedule their review of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS around other
commitments. In response to requests for additional review time, the comment
period was extended by 15 days to a total review time of 60 days (76 FR 28222).
NNSA believes this allows a sufficient period of time to provide comments
on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. The Las Conchas wildfire affected many in the
immediate vicinity of LANL. All comments submitted to NNSA were considered
in preparing the Final CMRR-NF SEIS. Other NNSA EIS processes were
delayed to respond to concerns regarding multiple NEPA public involvement
opportunities (for example, the Sandia SWEIS scoping meetings and the BSL-3
Draft EIS public review period).

801-2

801-2

NNSA does not believe there is reason to extend the review time. The cited
scale of the project has little bearing on the time required to review the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS. The addition of a construction option is a minor variation to
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative that does not affect the overall performance
of the facility. Elimination of detailed analysis of an alternative to upgrade
the existing CMR Building also does not warrant additional review time. The
scheduled construction completion date of 2020 included in the CMRR-NF SEIS
also does not bear on the time required to review the SEIS. Holding public
hearings in the middle of the comment period is generally considered to be
desirable in that it gives commentors some time to review the document prior to
the hearings and time after the hearings to prepare comments. NNSA extended
the comment period to 60 days, ending on June 28, 2011, which provided
commentors with 15 additional days. As noted in response to Comment 801-1,
other DOE NEPA activities were rescheduled in response to public concerns
regarding multiple NEPA public involvement opportunities.
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Commentor No. 801 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and
Research Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 801 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and
Research Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
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Commentor No. 801 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and
Research Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Commentor No. 801 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and
Research Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico
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Commentor No. 801 (cont’d): Scott Kovac, Operations and
Research Director, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Campaign A
To: NEPALASO@doeal.gov
Subject: Support of Construction for LANL’s CMRR Facility

Dear Mr. Tegtmeier,
I would like to take this opportunity to express my support for construction of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Replacement Project (CMRR) at Los Alamos National
Laboratory. I am an employee of Jack B. Henderson Construction Company (JBH).
Our company has performed work at LANL for a couple of decades, opening an
office on Trinity Drive in 1996.

Thank you,
The Employees of Jack B. Henderson Const. Co.
Albuquerque, New Mexico

A-1

A-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF.
The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of
the potential effect on the local labor market for the proposed alternatives (see
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action Alternative or the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would employ a construction workforce for
up to 9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated
with this construction project (both direct and indirect) is relatively small in
comparison to the total labor force in the four-county ROI. However, NNSA
recognizes the opinion stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period that the creation of any construction jobs during the current
economic climate would have a positive effect on the construction industry in
northern New Mexico. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Currently we are serving as General Contractor for the RLUOB Ventilation and
Piping projects adjacent to the proposed CMRR nuclear facility. Please count me
as a supporter of the continued development of this effort and facility. Not only will
this project provide hundreds of construction and engineering jobs, bolstering the
Northern New Mexico economy, it will serve a critical need in support of our Nation’s
energy and national security goals.
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Individuals submitting this campaign:
Dorian G. Atwater
Tina M. Atwater
Bryan Baber
Lena Burpo
Shannon Clark
Bob Fraser
Lucas Gallegos
Maria Guy
Sonia Lopez
Mike McAnich
Lanie Norton
Bill Owen
Melissa PadillaGomez
Myra Redman
John Robertson
Doreen Romero
Kevin Sheffield
Barb Spitz
John Stroud
Charlie Watson
Leish M. Weger
Leah Winchester
Steve Wright
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Campaign A (cont’d)

Campaign B
A friend of mine passed along a report about your new developments at
the Los Alamos National Laboratory. I am incredibly upset by this
proposed new project.

B-1

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

B-2

B-3

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

B-4

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

B-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the Pajarito and Rendija fault systems. A trace of one
of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, these faults do not extend to the
proposed construction location.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

B-3

3-785

NNSA notes that as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

B-1

characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR
mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF
SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a
reduced level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the
60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR
Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of
technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced
section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to
include additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
B-4

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.
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Campaign B (cont’d)
Individuals submitting this campaign:
MaryEllen Sauser
Annique Savage
Bettina Bowers Schwan
Frida Simms
Howard Stein
William Tepper
Lisa Timmermeyer
Dorothy Varellas
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Jane Acuna
Maris Arnold
Martha Baldoni
Jill Balduini
Lucille Bertuccio
Noah and Natasha Brenner
Carol Brown
Mary Burton
Martha W. Bushnell
John Gasperoni, Ph.D.
Pat and Gary Gover
Richard Grooms
Nancy Hagenbach
Sarah Hamilton
Sherman Hoover
Lindsay Iliff
SJ Jacobson
Leona Juris
Stewart Loeblich
Maria Marchegiani
Christie McGinn
Jean Mcmahon
Penelope McMullen
Alex Mexi
Brian Moe
Douglas Parker
Shaddon Ross
Sharon Rossol
Karen Rubino

The new plans for a CMRR Nuclear Facility at the Los Alamos Lab are
alarming. As a citizen who is concerned about nuclear proliferation and
national security, here are a number of reasons why I oppose this
project:

C-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, and concerns about proliferation of nuclear weapons and
national security. See Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

C-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of
analysis for the proposed action. In making this determination, NNSA was fully
aware of the updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007,
2009). The updated seismic hazards analyses provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related to
the structural requirements necessary for constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a sizable earthquake event without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

C-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

C-1

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

C-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

C-3

The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year.
Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.

C-4

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.
C-4

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
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December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-789
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Campaign D
I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. As a citizen who is concerned about
nuclear proliferation and national security, here are a number of reasons
why I oppose the proposed CMRR Nuclear Facility:

D-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, and concerns about proliferation of nuclear weapons and
national security. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

D-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

D-1

D-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

D-3

Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities
further undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of
nuclear weapons. This type of contradictory message will only breed
distrust of US intentions. With such actions, the US could potentially
spur nuclear weapons development elsewhere.

D-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the Pajarito and Rendija fault systems. A trace of one
of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, these faults do not extend to the
proposed construction location.

3-791

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

D-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.

D-4

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future.
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facility cannot be made safe. The DOE must not expose the populations
surrounding LANL to the catastrophic risks this facility would pose.
Even without a natural disaster, manufacturing plutonium pits is a
dangerous and polluting threat to the health and safety of those living
downwind and downstream. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. Los
Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native peoples and
Hispanic New Mexicans. In fact, construction and operation of the
CMRR-NF will interfere with efforts to clean up existing pollution at
LANL.
The current cost estimate for the CMRR is $5.8 billion. That price tag
emphasizes that the US simply does not need new plutonium pits.
Furthermore, new “replacement” components, including plutonium pits
that could be heavily modified from originally tested designs should be
avoided because their use would inherently undermine confidence in the
extensively tested reliable stockpile.
Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities
further undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of
nuclear weapons. This type of contradictory message will only breed
distrust of US intentions. With such actions, the US could potentially
spur nuclear weapons development elsewhere.
Beatrice Brailsford
Snake River Alliance

D1-1

D1-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
As previously indicated, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
states that pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The President
and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of ensuring the safety and
reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile, which would be accomplished in
part by activities that would be conducted at the proposed CMRR-NF, including
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-794

Campaign D
Individuals submitting “Campaign D” with additional comments

Campaign E

E-1

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

E-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

E-3

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

E-4

E-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

E-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).

3-795

Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports
the work needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile
can continue to be managed safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to
accomplish the CMR mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and
the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR
Building operates at a reduced level because of seismic and security concerns
associated with the 60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the
existing CMR Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for
a number of technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously
referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been
expanded to include additional information on why it is not technically feasible

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. Here are several reasons I believe it is not
in the interest of any U.S. citizen to have this facility built:

to upgrade the Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for additional information.
E-3

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11,
4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts
on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of
the alternatives.

E-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the Pajarito and Rendija fault systems. A trace of one
of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, these faults do not extend to the
proposed construction location.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
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material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Campaign F

F-1

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

F-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

F-3

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

F-4

F-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

F-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
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Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports
the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work needed to ensure
that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed
safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission
was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced
level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have listed a number of different reasons
why this plan would be harmful and costly:

Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
F-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

F-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
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detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Individuals submitting “Campaign F” with additional comments
I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have listed a number of different reasons
why this plan would be harmful and costly:
At a time when the US and Russia are reducing their stockpiles of
nuclear weapons, it is crazy to be expanding the capacity to produce up
to 80 warheads a year. We need to not expand our capacity to
contaminate the earth with more radioactive and toxic materials from a
building in a seismic zone.

F1-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
See response to Comment F-4 regarding seismic concerns.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Susan Gordon

F1-1

3-803

The NNSA’s plan to construct new plutonium pits at the Los Alamos
Labs is a bad idea. I have listed a number of different reasons why this
plan would be harmful and costly:

G-1

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

G-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

G-3

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

G-4

G-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s objections to new plutonium pits at
LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

G-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports
the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work needed to ensure
that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed
safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission
was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced
level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
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Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

G-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-805

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

G-3

detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Elizabeth Andrus
Elisse Antczak
Chuck Balduini
Dolores Bray
Phoury Chhun
Suzanne Clark
Ann Crisp
Jasmine Darrah
Denise DeGarmo
Michelle Delon
Annamarta Dostourian
Patricia Farrington
Angela Fazzari
Russell Grindle
Thomas C. Hall
Sue Hawes
Lauren Heartsill
Jeanie Johnson
Frances Kean
Gerson Lesser
Lynn Merle
Paula Myles
Maureen Nelson
Barbara O’Reilly
Yolanda Oney
Samantha Osborne
Trudi Richards
Roberta Richardson
Pamela Rosenberg

With the fire now threatening Los Alamos, it becomes even more
obvious that constructing new plutonium pits there is a terrible idea.
The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high.
The United States government simply can’t afford this.
Karen Turner

G1-1

G1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
See response to Comment G-2 regarding costs.
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Individuals submitting “Campaign G” with additional comments

Campaign H
The NNSA is doing ecological harm by constructing a new nuclear
storage and development facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory. Here are several reasons I believe it is not in the interest of
any U.S. citizen to have this facility built:

H-1
H-1

H-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

H-3

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

H-4

The potential environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives for
construction and operation of the CMRR-NF are discussed in Chapter 4 and
summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 of the CMRR–NF SEIS for specific
analyses of possible impacts on LANL ecological resources.

3-809

H-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

H-3

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the
potential human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

H-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
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The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year.
Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Susan Aram
Stephanie Binch
Sallie Bingham
Juanita Bishop
Lynda Braun
Juanita Carl
K. Chung
Grace Ertel
Ken Fisler
Allison Gale
Mali Gesmundo
Lisle Hall
Elizabeth (Bay) Hallowell
Timothy Haught
Christian Heinold
Tuesday Hoffman
Ana Jude
Charlotte Koons
Robert Krikourian
David Laird
Larry Lambeth
Michele McFerran
Whitney Metz
Susan Mitchell
Sophie Morel
Judi Muller
Tuan Nguyen
Tracy Ouellette
Chris Pomeroy

I was just recently told about your possible new plutonium facility at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory. I am very upset by this new project
The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.
Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.
Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public
transportation would all create more jobs and spur more growth.

I-1
I-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

I-2

I-3

I-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Campaign I (cont’d)
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.
NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I-3

3-813

Individuals submitting this campaign:
Joyce Casey
Lin Daley
Jamie Erfurdt
Paulette Finnegan
Christine Gorton
Sean Gough
Sandra Gray
Penny Dixon Gumm
David Hartsough
Veronica Hayes
Norma Hogan
Tracy Holthaus
Myrna Marcarian
Janice Martin
Bobbi Masters
Sarah Menefee
David Middleton
Agneta Norberg
Phil Odea
Patricia Pratt
Frank Quin
Rosa Rashall
Reverend Nancy Roth
Sarah Ryan
Rita Schwarzenberger
Cathy Smith
Dr. William J. Sneck, S.J., Ph.D.
Reverend Crow Swimsaway, Ph.D.
Megan Taylor

Rosie Volpe
Martha Williams
The Wojo Family

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-814

Campaign I (cont’d)

Campaign I (cont’d)
Individuals submitting “Campaign I” with additional comments
Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public
transportation would all create more jobs and spur more growth.
Certainly the tragedy being played out in Japan right now has lessons
for us. Please ensure that we do not follow a path that would lead future
generations to face what the Japanese are now facing. Nuclear power is
not safe, despite what we are told.
Rita Schwarzenberger

I1-1

I1-1

Section 3
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to nuclear power and concern
about the effects of more accidents similar to that which occurred recently in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant. The use of nuclear power
is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA notes, however, that
there are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.

3-815

I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have summarized some of my concerns
below.

J-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

J-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.

J-1

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

J-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

J-3

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

J-4

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
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Campaign J (cont’d)
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

J-4

NNSA notes that as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).

3-817

Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports
the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work needed to ensure
that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed
safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission
was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

J-3

(see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced
level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
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Beverley Abbey
Jeremy Atkinson
Janet Babgy
Philip Balcombe
Charlotte Berger
Sasan Bidari
John Bromer
Michelle Cohn
Lucia Comnes
Jaclyn Cranach
Robert Daly
Laura Dean
Patricia Donnelly
Sheila Geist
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Wouter Hagoort
Bill Hay
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Blaine Jensen
Eva Johanos
Norman Keegel
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Diane Nova, Ph.D.
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Ivy Quintero

I have recently been informed of a new plutonium development and
handling facility being built at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. I
am incredibly concerned by this project and feel the need to inform you
of the various dangers of this project. A few of many are listed below.

K-1

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

K-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

K-3

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate – a
complete, new Environmental Impact Statement is needed. Los Alamos
National Laboratory sits on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio
Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events, but a 2007 study indicated a
potential huge increase in ground motion activity, requiring major
changes to the building design.

K-4

K-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF.

K-2

NNSA notes that as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports work
needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue
to be managed safely. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR
mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF
SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a
reduced level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the
60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR
Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of
technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced
section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to
include additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
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Campaign K

Campaign K (cont’d)
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.

K-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that a new environmental impact
statement is needed, rather than an SEIS. However, NNSA determined that
an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-821

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

K-3

available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Ed Aguilar
Dan Esposito
Pamela Funkhouser
Matthew Goodman
Jill Hogan
Tricia Kelly
Lauren LaVail
Tamara Lichtenstein
Tamra McConoughey
Michael Meade
Judith Mohling
David Mondejar
Shirley Morrison
Chenoa Ortega
Ivy Quin
Mark Richmond
Kathy Robinson
Diana Sanderson
Val Sanfilippo
Kathleen Sauser
Beth Seberger
Terri Shofner
Joanne Smith
Ame Solomon
Galadriel Spanogians
Mary Swain
Krissy Welch
Susan Williams
Mark Wolgamuth

Here in Boulder citizens are struggling to force the DOE to really clean
up Rocky Flats. We have found Pu in the dust along the eastern
boundary. With a raging wildfire surging toward the lab and the town,
surely you must be rethinking the wisdom of building this project.ju
Please don’t make the people of New Mexico be at greater risk than
they already are by creating a new Rocky Flats.
The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.
Judith Mohling

K1-1

K1-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the potential
for wildfires in the vicinity of LANL to release hazardous materials to the
environment. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro
Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As
indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned
as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel
load available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire
on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by
buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to
a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the
release of radioactive materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
Refer to website http://www.lm.doe.gov/lead/sits/w/rocky-flats/rocky.htm for
information about the Rocky Flats site.
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Campaign L

L-1

L-1

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

L-2

L-2

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

L-3

The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year.
Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.

L-4

NNSA notes that as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production does not take place in the CMR Building and would not take place in
the CMRR-NF.
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

L-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

3-825

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that

Section 3
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I would like to voice my dissent concerning the NNSA’s new plutonium
pit facility being proposed at Los Alamos.

are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of
this CRD for more information.
L-4

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
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Chuck Balduini
Petra M. Blix, Ph.D.
Gloria Cameron
David Casey
James Chase
Tom Clements
Jane Cook
Melissa Crutcher
Claire Despins
Joni Dunn
John Essman
Gordon Gerbitz
Richard Henighan
Joan Kirk
Jerome Kirsling
Patsy Lowe
Judith Mackenzie
Patricia Manion
Pauline McShain
Deborah Mihalo
Shyam K. Mondal
Amy Nammack-Weiss
Raun Norquist
Luise Perenne
Duija Ros
Janet Shirley
Alice Slater
Kellie Smith
Ann Suellentrop

As I watch the Conchas fire from my home in Santa Fe, and listen to the
predictable reassurances from the Lab about the security of their nuclear
materials I am again beset by the fear and resentment of the presence of
this grotesque boondoggle that is the atomic weapons industry.
It is past time to redefine the mission of the labs to the research and
development of new energy technologies whose potential failures do not
threaten the lives and health of the planet. Relying on the infallibility of
human action when dealing with the most toxic materials offers no
comfort, and the reassurances of officials with vested economic interests
ring hollow.
Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.
James Chase

L1-1

L1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, energy and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Campaign M

M-1

Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public
transportation would all create more jobs and spur more growth.

M-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

M-3

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

M-4

M-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, proliferation of nuclear weapons, and national security. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

M-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

M-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics,
under any of the alternatives.

M-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

3-829

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
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I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. As a citizen who is concerned with
nuclear proliferation and national security, here are a number of reasons
why I am concerned:

evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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Dove Abbott-Mejorado
Virgil Alley
Jean Bergstrom
P. Boustany
Ashley Choker
Felicity Doyle
Pat Dressler
Alicia Dressman
Shearle Furnish
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Jon Haigh
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Jayne McGuire
Michael Meade
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Raynera Mrotek
Mary Murray

As a citizen who is concerned with nuclear proliferation and national
security, here are a number of reasons why I am concerned about your
new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory:
Money spent on the CMRR facility should instead be spent on the
clean-up of the many tons of waste still at the LANL site. Without a
DOE infusion of at least $400,000,000, LANL will not meet the consent
order timeline for the removal of the waste. Building nuclear weapons
does not spur economic growth. Investments in education, healthcare,
renewable energy, and public transportation would all create more jobs
and spur more growth.
Pamela Gilchrist

M1-1

M1-1

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is also underway at
Los Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.
And we have yet to see what this fire brings us...all of northern NM may
need to evacuate, but of course indigenous and poor farmers and
families won’t. It is an abomination that we bear this local threat from
our own government facility. War is obsolete. We need all our resources
Jean Nichols

M2-1

M2-1

M2-1
cont’d

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED
(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. This section of the LANL SWEIS also discusses
the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental monitoring
data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures due to chemical
or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water
and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to occur in the future.
The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at least one full year of
environmental monitoring results from the period following the Cerro Grande
fire.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

3-833

LANL manages its wastes through an extensive and well-documented waste
management program to ensure proper storage and disposal of its wastes in
accordance with applicable environmental regulations and nuclear safety
standards. As necessary, cleanup of previously disposed wastes and disposal
areas is addressed in accordance with the Consent Order. See Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.
Cancer rates are elevated due to normal emissions. In 2000 the Cerroi
Grande Fire caused widespread contamination. Dust from my house
tested too high with Strontium 90. This year I got cancer myself. Now
we have a wild fire burning that could dwarf the Cerro Grande. Los
Alamos has dry forests on three sides. It is insane to do nuclear
production at this facility. And all the waste already there needs to be
removed. This should be a matter of national security, and needs to be
done before an EIS is considered.

The National Nuclear Security Administration’s plan to make a space
for building new plutonium pits in Los Alamos is a terrible idea. I have
listed a few different reasons I think this needs to be stopped.

N-1

Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities
further undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of
nuclear weapons. This type of contradictory message will only breed
distrust of US intentions. With such actions, the US could potentially
spur nuclear weapons development elsewhere.

N-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

N-3

The Alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

N-4

N-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

N-2

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future.

N-3

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

N-4

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
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materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

3-835
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Campaign O

O-1

The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year.
Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.

O-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

O-3

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

O-4

O-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

O-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

O-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

O-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

3-837

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
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Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have listed a few different reasons I think
the CMRR-NF needs to be stopped.

are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have listed a few different reasons I think
the CMRR-NF needs to be stopped.
First, let’s take notice of the threat again of wildfires. We really need to
consider that there are circumstances that we will not be able to predict,
there for we will never be guaranteed 100% accident free facilities.
The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year.
Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year production limit
implemented by DOE in 1999 should suffice.
Jill Franklin

O1-1

O1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. The accident analysis presented in
Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS considered a representative set of severe
accidents, including those initiated by earthquakes and fire. See Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.10.2, Facility Accidents, and Appendix C, “Evaluation of Human
Health Impacts from Facility Accidents,” of the CMRR-NF SEIS for more
information.
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Campaign P

P-1

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

P-2

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

P-3

Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist
attack, and building more weapons will only increase proliferation and
the chance that a terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

P-4

P-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

P-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

3-841

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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I am writing to inform you of my deep concern with your plans at Los
Alamos National Laboratory for a CMRR Nuclear Facility. I am
incredibly upset by this new project for a variety of reasons.

P-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

P-4

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.
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I recently heard about the proposed new plutonium facility at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory, and I have a few concerns.

Q-1

Q-1

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about construction and operation
of the CMRR–NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Q-2

Q-2

The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

Q-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR–NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR–NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic growth.
Investments in education, healthcare, renewable energy, and public
transportation would all create more jobs and spur more growth.

Q-4

Q-3

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR–NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR–NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the
2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR–NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR–NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR–NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR–NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
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Q-4

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR–NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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I have concerns about the proposed work at LANL, especially in light
of the current fire.
A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

Q1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Aline Brandauer

Q1-1

3-847

I am here in NM right now, witness to the fire encroaching Los Alamos
this is insane to create more disaster threats for our communities here.
I can not allow this to go forward and all of us here now after
experiencing two fires in that area will be doing all that we can to block
this from happening!
A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the already existing
mess! The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean
up the legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities
for a new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE
must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would
only add to the pollution.
Kathy Sipowicz

Q2-1

Q2-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Campaign R

R-1

R-1

The Alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

R-2

R-2

The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are too high. The
Department of Energy should consider simply upgrading old facilities
for safety rather than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was
estimated to cost $600 million at the start.

R-3

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

R-4

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

R-3

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

3-849

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement

Section 3
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As an American citizen, I would like to voice my dissent concerning the
NNSA’s new plutonium pit facility being built in Los Alamos.

for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644).
Continuing with the development of the CMRR Facility at LANL supports
the analytical chemistry and materials characterization work needed to ensure
that the United States’ nuclear weapons stockpile can continue to be managed
safely. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR mission
was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at a reduced
level because of seismic and security concerns associated with the 60-yearold building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR Building
would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for a number of technical
and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously referenced section
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include
additional information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the
Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.
R-4

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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3-851

The CMRR Nuclear Facility proposed at Los Alamos Laboratory is
dangerous environmentally and physically. As a voting citizen who
worries about the next generation of Americans, I feel obligated to voice
my discontent.

S-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern about construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

S-2

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit
production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

S-1

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the
health and safety of those living downwind and downstream. Plutonium
is a very potent carcinogen. Los Alamos Lab’s discharges
disproportionately impact Native peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.

S-2

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is premature
and should be withdrawn. A new seismic analysis is underway at Los
Alamos Lab and the results will impact the design of the building.

S-3

Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist
attack, and building more weapons will only increase proliferation and
the chance that a terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

S-4

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.
S-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
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S-4

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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OBVIOUSLY during this crisis with the fire blazing in Los Alamos at
the moment, the CMRR Nuclear Facility proposed at Los Alamos
Laboratory is dangerous environmentally and physically. As a voting
citizen who worries about the next generation of Americans, I feel
obligated to voice my discontent and deep concern for the safety and
health concerns that we are facing currently with this fire.

Pyara Ingersoll

S1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous, inhumane and polluting
threat to the health and safety of those living downwind and
downstream. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. This building of
nuclear weapons could backfire on the purpose of them being built and
harm it’s own country’s people!

S1-1

3-855

I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I have listed a few different reasons I think
this needs to be stopped.

T-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

T-2

President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons,
but also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s,
the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to
develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and
reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period,
international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an
important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.

T-3

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to
decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that
DOE and NNSA have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted
funds are spent. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

T-4

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive

T-1

Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities
further undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of
nuclear weapons. This type of contradictory message will only breed
distrust of US intentions. With such actions, the US could potentially
spur nuclear weapons development elsewhere.

T-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

T-3

The Alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

T-4
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upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD
for additional information.
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Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Individuals submitting “Campaign T” with additional comments

Spending $6 billion on a huge increase in plutonium production at this
time of economic peril for so many in the U.S. is wasteful and
dangerous. The U.S. is so strapped that many believe its debt ceiling
must be raised; how can this expense be justified at this time?

Martha Eichler

T1-1

T1-1

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. Funding decisions on Federal programs and projects
at LANL are made by Congress and the President. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future.
The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building
and would not occur in the CMRR-NF, nor does plutonium production occur at
LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons
and Nuclear Technology and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

President Obama has stated a goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
Increasing plutonium production only exacerbates the fear of other
countries, which will want to react in kind, potentially accelerating an
international arms race. With the building of a new plutonium pit
facility, the US could possibly spur nuclear weapons development
elsewhere.

3-859

I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. I couldn’t believe what I was hearing: the
U.S. increasing their nuclear bomb-making capacity? After touting a
vision for global nuclear disarmament? Why would be spending
money, time, and resources building a facility that would manufacture
nuclear weapons parts? I am utterly opposed to the construction and
operation of this facility for its intended purpose. Here are a few
different reasons I think this needs to be stopped:
A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.
Lisa Young

T2-1

T2-1

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF
provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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I was just recently told about your new plutonium facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory.
In light of the knowledge we have from Fukushima nuclear power plant meltdown, I
think this is a terribly stupid and irresponsible project.

T3-1

As a public health professional, I know that this is a ticking time bomb. You will kill
people with radioactive particles in water and the air. You know it and I know it.
Plutonium is a toxic choice.

T3-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that accidents similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of nuclear reactors and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires
a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel.
The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD for more information.

T3-2

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives.

I have listed a few different reasons I think this needs to be stopped.
Expanding the United States’ nuclear weapons production capabilities further
undermines President Obama’s stated goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
This type of contradictory message will only breed distrust of US intentions.
With such actions, the US could potentially spur nuclear weapons development
elsewhere. You are open to terrorist attacks, too.
Audrey Keesing

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

T3-1

3-861

The new development at the Los Alamos National Laboratory for
plutonium pits is not in the best interest of our country. As a voting
citizen, I feel as though there are a number of reasons to not complete
this facility.

U-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

U-2

NNSA notes that as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
pit production would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building and the
CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are
not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit
production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

U-1

Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist
attack, and building more weapons will only increase proliferation and
the chance that a terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

U-2

A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the existing mess.
The Department of Energy (DOE) made a commitment to clean up the
legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a
new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant that would only
add to the pollution.

U-3

The alternatives considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement are inadequate. The DOE should include “taking no action”
as one of the alternatives to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives
currently listed support building the Nuclear Facility.

U-4

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.
U-3

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

U-4

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
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Section 3
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This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD
for additional information.

3-863

Individuals submitting this campaign:
Meryl Adler-Waak
David Beam
Barbra Bearden
Deborah Beck
Jean Bergstrom
Lucille Bertuccio
Frances Burton
Pamela Coppi
David Cortez
Elliott Egan
Don Eichelberger
Victor Escobar
Jennifer Esperanza
Deborah Forbes
Frank and Joan Goebels
Barbara Hargrove
Harrison Heyl
Danny Hull
Maryanna Ireland
Judy Killion
Summer Lee
Dvid Linge
Alexa MacKinnon
Laurel McKeever
Reggie Melbrough
April Mondragon
Barry Moore
LeRoy Moore
Margo Morado

Jan Paley
Marie-Claude Perigon
John Pope
Kimi Quick
R. Salido
James R. Stewart, Jr.
Ann Thielen
Sally Thompson
Scott VanderMolen
Lonnie Ward
Susan Weller
Takayuki Yoshida

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-864

Campaign U (cont’d)

Campaign U
Individuals submitting “Campaign U” with additional comments

Especially in the wake of fires currently raging at its edge, the new
development at the Los Alamos National Laboratory for plutonium pits
is not in the best interest of our country. As a voting citizen, I feel as
though there are a number of reasons to not complete this facility.
Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a terrorist
attack, and building more weapons will only increase proliferation and
the chance that a terrorist could acquire nuclear material.

U1-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Don Eichelberger

U1-1

3-865

Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium
reprocessing and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons
of the most highly toxic substance on Earth, plutonium, at the
government’s facility. Second, the costs have ballooned by 1000%, from
$600 million to $6 billion.
Finally, this facility can be used to reverse the program, from President
Obama’s pledge to end nuclear weapons, to produce as many as 80
nukes each year. This is going one step forward, 3 steps back, with
plutonium—the most deadly, toxic substance in the world.

V-1

V-1

V-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale production
in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in
DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect
workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated
into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10,
4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health
impacts of the proposed alternatives.

V-3

V-2

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

V-3

President Obama stated that the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons would
not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future.
The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building
and would not occur in the CMRR-NF, nor does plutonium production occur at
LANL. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Cathy Leary
Charles Louis Lumpkin, Jr.
Eleanor Meegoda
Christine Modlish
Reverend Donald H. Moeser
Bob Moore
Ellen Norman
Paula Paul
Hazel Pelletreau
Charley Peterson
Richard Reichart
Katheleen Reidy
Rita Rofe
Marlena Santoyo
Jo Schlesinger
Walter Tsou
Ivan Winegar
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Edward Aguilar
Charles Andrade
Anne Barstow
Karen Barton
Mary Frances Baugh
Siri Beckman
Audrey Burns
Amy Bush
Betty Canderan
Reverend Ralph Garlin
Clingan, Ph.D.
Jean Cooper
Charles Day
Cheryl Dzubak
Elizabeth S. Ettinghausen
Helen Evelev
Mary Fineran
C. Knuth Fischer
Agatha Fleming
James Fusco
Adrienne Gallagher
Irene Goldman
Susan Gordon
Marta Guttenberg
Evelyn Haas
Linda Hayes
Deborah Huber
Debbie Kavanagh
Anne Kruger

Dear Department of Energy,
With the fire raging at the Lab’s boundary, it is necessary to look at air
and water contamination at the Lab as a result of the fire’s long term
impacts.
I’m concerned about the construction of the CMRR plutonium
reprocessing and storage facility in New Mexico. It will store six tons
of the most highly toxic substance on Earth, plutonium, at the
government’s facility. Second, the costs have ballooned by 1000%, from
$600 million to $6 billion.
Finally, this facility can be used to reverse the program, from President
Obama’s pledge to end nuclear weapons, to produce as many as 80
nukes each year. This is going one step forward, 3 steps back, with
plutonium—the most deadly, toxic substance in the world.
Susan Gordon

V1-1

V1-1

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED
(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. This section of the LANL SWEIS also discusses
the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental monitoring
data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures due to chemical
or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water
and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to occur in the future.
The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at least one full year of
environmental monitoring results from the period following the Cerro Grande.
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Individuals submitting “Campaign V” with additional comments
Dear Department of Energy,
I’m concerned about the construction on an earthquake fault line of the
CMRR plutonium reprocessing and storage facility in New Mexico. We
have recently seen how natural disasters can affect nuclear power plants,
etc. in the case of Japan and the tsunami.

Amy Bush

V2-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The updated seismic hazards analyses provided a better
understanding of the ground motion and seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural
requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a sizable earthquake event without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could
happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the functioning of
a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of
active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

In addition, the CMRR plutonium reprocessing and storage facility will
store six tons of the most highly toxic substance on Earth, plutonium, at
the government’s facility. Second, the costs have ballooned by 1000%,
from $600 million to $6 billion.

V2-1

3-869

The draft SEIS is inadequate and technically indefensible for analysis of
the risks of constructing and operating the proposed CMRR–Nuclear
Facility with a capacity of quadrupling the current production of 20
plutonium triggers for nuclear weapons to up to 80 per year. I
respectfully request that the DOE withdraw the draft CMRR–NF SEIS.

W-1

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a federal
agency to provide a range of alternatives. DOE has not provided viable
and workable alternatives. The “Modified CMRR–NF” alternative
would allow construction with enhancements to address the growing
number of seismic issues. There are two construction options: the “Deep
Construction Option” and an inadequately analyzed “Shallow
Construction Option,” which do not meet NEPA requirements.
Assumptions were made for key parameters in the analyses of the
Shallow Option. The draft SEIS fails to offer and analyze realistic
alternatives and therefore must be withdrawn.

W-2

The draft SEIS misrepresents the seismic hazard at the location of the
proposed CMRR–Nuclear Facility. Intensive research by Robert H.
Gilkeson, Registered Geologist, discovered that the draft SEIS
misrepresents the possible ground motions by a large amount, omits
important seismic information about the potential of active faulting
close to the proposed site, and makes assumptions because the
necessary field investigations have not been done.
There are seven key parameters that must be investigated in order to
characterize the seismic hazard. They are the fault locations; the fault
geometry; the direction of the slip on the faults; the maximum
magnitude of an earthquake; the rate at which earthquakes reoccur on
the faults; kappa, which is a key parameter for ground motions at
specific LANL sites; and the shear velocity of the reference rock, which
is dacite. In order to obtain this information, field studies must be
conducted.
LANL scientists recommended these studies in three key seismic
reports written in 1995, 2007 and 2009. But the recommended studies
were not done. As a result, assumed values for the seven key parameters
were inserted into computer programs to estimate the seismic hazard for
the design of the proposed Nuclear Facility.

W-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s request to withdraw the CMRR-NF
SEIS because it does not include an evaluation of increasing the pit production
capacity. A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.

W-2

Regarding the commentor’s assertion that the CMRR-NF SEIS fails to offer and
analyze realistic alternatives, CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and implementing
procedures (40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively)
require preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that bear on
the proposed action or its impacts. The regulations state that an agency may also
prepare an SEIS when the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will
be furthered by doing so. NNSA prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS specifically to
address the changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic
information. See Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.

W-3

NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
misrepresents the seismic hazard for the proposed CMRR-NF and therefore needs
to be withdrawn and field studies completed before a new NEPA document could
be submitted to the public. In particular, the seismic information included in
Chapter 3, Sections 3.5.1.3 and 3.5.1.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS only summarize
the very detailed and extensive seismic information that has been compiled
for LANL. These sections draw heavily from the 2007 and 2009 PSHAs
(LANL 2007, 2009), which were prepared by experts in seismic analysis using
the ground motion prediction models as specified by NRC guidelines developed
by the Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee, “Recommendations for
Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Analysis – Guidance on Uncertainty and the Use of

W-3
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W-4

These errors will ultimately result in the underestimation of the seismic
hazard risk and the impacts to public health and the environment from
releases from the proposed Nuclear Facility. The LANL scientists
recommended that comprehensive field studies must be done to gather
the necessary information about the seismic hazard. The comprehensive
field studies must be done before a new EIS is submitted for public
review and comment.

W-5

The draft SEIS demonstrates that DOE will continue to waste water for
manufacturing nuclear weapons; create more radioactive, hazardous and
toxic waste; spew pollution into the air; and exceed its existing electric
power needs.

W-6

Further, I am in solidarity with Santa Clara Pueblo Tribal Resolution
No. 08–16 in which the Pueblo opposes the expansion of plutonium pit
production at LANL and making that production capacity permanent.

W-7

Experts” (NUREG/CR-6372; NRC 1997), and established methodology. These
reports were reviewed and accepted by an external review panel, DOE, and
DNFSB. Section 3.5 had been revised to more fully describe the seismic studies
and seismic risk for the CMRR-NF.
The commentor cites seven key parameters: fault locations; fault geometry;
direction of the slip on the faults; maximum magnitude of an earthquake; rate
at which earthquakes reoccur on the faults; kappa; and shear velocity of the
reference rock. While the 2007 PSHA study acknowledges that additional data
in these areas would provide a more complete understanding of the seismic
hazard at LANL, there was sufficient information to complete the study. The
uncertainties associated with these areas has been adequately captured and
bounded by the results of the study.
DOE has been proactive in the assessment of the potential seismic hazards at
LANL and the resulting design ground motions for the CMRR-NF reflect the
best science and engineering available to date. That said, as future studies
are performed on the geology and seismology of LANL, there may be new
information that becomes available that should be evaluated for potential impacts
on the assessment of the seismic hazards. In the 2007 and 2009 LANL seismic
hazard evaluations, which updated a 1995 evaluation, a concerted effort was
made to properly capture the uncertainties in input parameters and, hence, it is
anticipated that new information will not have a significant impact on the current
assessment of the seismic hazard or design-basis earthquake ground motions for
LANL.

3-871

In addition to the assessment of seismic hazards at the CMRR-NF site, sitespecific geotechnical investigations have been completed for both the Shallow
Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option. A geotechnical report
prepared for the Shallow Excavation Option provides a thorough analysis
that focuses on, among other things, the foundation design and performance,
taking into account the local seismic setting and the underlying stratigraphy,
which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters)
below the depth of the proposed foundation (Kleinfelder 2007a). The report
accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates that the bearing
capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600 kilograms per square
meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the building (4,850
pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter)). The proposed
CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed in accordance with geotechnical

Section 3
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Further, both surface–rupturing synchronous and simultaneous
earthquakes have occurred along the Pajarito Fault System. For these
types of earthquakes, multiple synchronous earthquakes produce a
greater seismic hazard than the simultaneous earthquakes. But the draft
SEIS states the contrary that simultaneous ground–rupturing
earthquakes produce a greater seismic risk.

recommendations provided in the geotechnical report (Kleinfelder 2007a).
Similarly, the Deep Excavation Option would be completed in accordance with
recommendations resulting from the geotechnical reports (Kleinfelder 2010a,
2010b). See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
W-4

While the CMRR-NF SEIS does not discuss the difference in seismic risk
between multiple synchronous earthquakes and simultaneous ground-rupturing
earthquakes, the CMRR-NF SEIS accident analysis is based on information
in the 2007 and 2009 PSHAs (LANL 2007 and 2009), which do address this
issue. The 2007 PSHA included both simultaneous and synchronous earthquake
rupture models in calculating design ground motions for TA-55. Simultaneous
ruptures were slightly favored in the model with a weight of 0.6 because this
is the standard model used in PSHA practice, and displacement data for the
Pajarito fault system suggest this type of rupture occurred in the past. However,
synchronous ruptures were also included in the analysis with a weight of 0.4
(LANL 2007).
The commentor appears to mistake earthquake magnitudes with hazard in that
the PSHA did not calculate higher hazard for the simultaneous rupture model,
but it did estimate slightly higher maximum magnitudes for the simultaneous
rupture model. Preferred maximum magnitudes for both simultaneous and
synchronous ruptures were estimated using the same general approach. It is
somewhat counterintuitive that the slightly bigger simultaneous earthquake can
result in a lower ground motion hazard, but the two synchronous earthquakes
result in higher ground motions for nearby sites, particularly when the site is
located between the rupturing fault segments, because energy is coming from
two sources. Calculations were performed using techniques that meet SSHAC
(NRC 1997) and DOE guidelines, and were reviewed and accepted by an external
review panel, DOE, and DNFSB.

W-5

See the response to comment W-3.

W-6

NNSA has evaluated the environmental consequences of the proposed
alternatives for construction and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 3 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS describes the affected environment and Chapter 4 describes the
environmental consequences, for each resource area, of the proposed alternatives.
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Campaign W (cont’d)
NNSA takes its resource stewardship and conservation responsibilities seriously
and continues to work with Los Alamos County to implement water conservation
measures. Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describes current
water use and the water utility infrastructure for LANL and the Los Alamos
region. DOE is now a county water customer; as such, DOE is billed and pays
for the water it uses in accordance with a water service contract. For water-use
planning purposes, DOE has established a target ceiling quantity for water use
equal to the water rights it still owns (542 million gallons [2,050 million liters]
per year). In 2010, LANL used 412 million gallons (1,600 million liters) of water
or about 76 percent of LANL’s target ceiling quantity.

Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of
the projected waste associated with any of the alternatives evaluated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12.
As summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2–4, no air quality standards would be
exceeded.
Electrical power impacts are addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and
4.4.3, of the SEIS. As discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, options for adding to or
modifying the existing electrical distribution infrastructure at LANL to support
the requirements of the proposed CMRR-NF are analyzed in the SEIS (for
example, adding an electrical substation to TA-50).
W-7

Comment noted. See response to comment W-1 regarding pit production levels.
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Water usage estimates related to the proposed CMRR-NF are included in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.3 and 4.3.3. As discussed in these sections, the proposed
CMRR-NF is expected to use up to about 5 million gallons (19 million liters) of
water per year to support construction of the CMRR-NF. If built, the CMRR-NF
combined with RLUOB would use up to 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of
water per year to support facility operations. LANL water usage, including the
proposed Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, is expected to remain within the
Laboratory’s water rights. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this
CRD for more information.
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Campaign W
Individuals submitting “Campaign W” with additional comments
*
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a
federal agency to provide a range of alternatives. DOE has provided
two alternatives: A “Deep Construction Option” and an inadequately
analyzed “Shallow Construction Option,” which do not meet NEPA
requirements. And these alternatives stack the deck in favor of the
Deep Option because the necessary work has not been done to present
the public health and environmental impacts from the Shallow Option.

The concerns expressed by the commentor about the Shallow Excavation
Option not being evaluated as thoroughly as the Deep Excavation Option appear
to refer to statements in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, of the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS indicating that there was more uncertainty in the design of the Shallow
Excavation Option because that design had not reached the same level of
maturity as the Deep Excavation Option. In 2011, a review of the requirements
for the design of the CMRR-NF identified an opportunity to reduce the amount of
additional excavation and concrete fill required for the Deep Excavation Option
by raising the bottom of the basemat to near the original design elevation. The
overall building height would remain the same, but the top of the roof would
be higher above ground than it was in the conceptual and preliminary design.
At the current level of design maturity, this approach, known as the Shallow
Excavation Option, appears to provide some reductions in construction impacts
and cost without affecting other building design requirements. Both construction
options require the same sets of safety controls and are expected to remain
close in offsite environmental consequences as shown in the analyses contained
in this SEIS. At this time, both construction options are being considered by
NNSA. As the design studies continue and more details become available, one
option or the other may be judged to have significant advantages in the time
and/or cost expected for executing the excavation phase of construction that
will facilitate NNSA’s selection of a preferred construction option. Whichever
alternative or option is selected, the CMRR-NF must meet the design standards
for a Performance Category 3 (PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and
components are those for which failure to perform their safety function could
pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the environment from release
of radioactive or toxic materials. Design considerations for this category are
to limit facility damage as a result of design-basis natural phenomena events
(for example, an earthquake) so that hazardous materials can be controlled
and confined, occupants are protected, and the functioning of the facility is
not interrupted (DOE 2002a). As indicated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the Deep
Excavation Option would have greater impacts from construction than the
Shallow Excavation Option, but the operational impacts would be the same for
either option.

W1-2

Based on an apparent typographical error in the 2007 PSHA Executive Summary,
the vertical peak ground acceleration for the CMRR-NF was incorrectly cited
as 0.3 g instead of 0.6 g in the SEIS. This error has been corrected. This

W1-1

W1-2

Joe Hempfling

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

*
The draft SEIS misrepresents the seismic hazard at the
proposed location of the Nuclear Facility. For example, the 2007
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis reports a vertical peak ground
acceleration (PGA) of 0.6 g, but the draft SEIS reports the vertical PGA
at 0.3 g. In addition for multiple surface-rupturing earthquakes,
synchronous earthquakes produce a greater seismic hazard than multiple
simultaneous earthquakes. But the draft SEIS states the contrary that
simultaneous ground-rupturing earthquakes produce a greater seismic
risk.

W1-1

3-875

typographical error in the Executive Summary of the PSHA is not reflective of
information presented elsewhere in the PSHA and was not used in the design of
the proposed Modified CMRR-NF.
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2011.

W2-1

The draft SEIS must be withdrawn as it does not take into account both
the seismic risks as well as the climate change impacts predicted for
the American southwest.

W2-2

W2-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF and concerns about potential ecological and human health
impacts in New Mexico, in particular for those who live as close to LANL as
Santa Fe and Native American populations in the vicinity of LANL. The dangers
of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale production in
1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE
using special designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect workers
and the public; such safety features and controls would be incorporated into the
design and operation of the CMRR-NF. The potential environmental impacts
of the proposed alternatives for construction and operation of the CMRR-NF
are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives, while Section 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7 address the possible impacts
on ecological resources.. As indicated in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11,
and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of
the alternatives.

W2-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns that climate change may
increase the frequency and intensity of wildfires and decrease the availability
of water. NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS needs to be withdrawn because it does not account for seismic
risks and the effects of climate change in the American Southwest. Chapter 3,
Section 3.4.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to include a description of
the types of environmental changes that could occur in the southwestern United
States due to climate change. A discussion of potential impacts that could result
at LANL from climate change and that addresses water usage has been added
to Chapter 4, Section 4.1. See the response to Comment W-3 regarding seismic
concerns.

Subhankar Banerjee

Section 3
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I am opposing the proposed CMRR-Nuclear Facility because I believe
it will have grave ecological and human health implications for my
home state—local indigenous population from the Santa Clara, San
Ildefonso, Cochiti and other pueblos that surround the lab, and to my
own health where I live in Santa Fe. The project will also have great
negative impacts on the birds, fish and animals that make their home in
this desert environment.

3-877

Proposed Nuclear Facility of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement (CMRR) Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL)
Dear Mr. Tegtmeier:
I am writing today to register my opposition to the proposed CMRR
facility at Los Alamos, NM.

W3-1

The draft SEIS is inadequate and technically indefensible for analysis
of the risks of constructing and operating the proposed CMRR–Nuclear
Facility with a capacity of quadrupling the current production of 20
plutonium triggers for nuclear weapons to up to 80 per year. I
respectfully request that the DOE withdraw the draft CMRR–NF SEIS.
opposes the expansion of plutonium pit production at LANL and
making that production capacity permanent.
The world already has enough plutonium to annhilate every country on
the face of the map, and all of the life that lives on the lands, and most
if not all life in the waters of our Earth. To what real purpose is
production of another facility to create plutonium buttons for weapons,
please? It is time we stop this insane dash to the ultimate finish line!
Morgana Washington

W3-1
cont’d

W3-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMMR-NF and to proliferation of nuclear weapons. President Obama has
stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also
stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President
and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and
produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of
the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international
dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element
of national security policy for the foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this
CRD for more information.
See the response to Comment W-1 regarding pit or “plutonium button” production.
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W4-1

The proposed facility is even more disturbing given that it will be
located in a more populated area subject to more recent discoveries of
seismic activity and subject to very destructive wildfires which have
proved to be almost impossible to control.

W4-2

W4-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The cost
to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is also not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding national security.
Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

The draft SEIS is inadequate and technically indefensible for analysis of
the risks of constructing and operating the proposed CMRR–Nuclear
Facility with a capacity of quadrupling the current production of 20
plutonium triggers for nuclear weapons to up to 80 per year. I
respectfully request that the DOE withdraw the draft CMRR–NF SEIS.
George MacArthur Henke
W4-2
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding seismic issues and
the potential impacts of wildfires at LANL. Seismic issues have been addressed
in the response to Comment W-3. Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of
June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the
area around LANL. As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction
Program to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. The risks and
potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as facilities that present a significant
risk due to wildfires because these facilities are constructed of noncombustible
materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials
including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are
not expected to result in the release of radioactive materials from the proposed
CMRR-NF.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I am appalled that the US Government is going to spend $$$BILLIONS
to build a new plutonium facility at Los Alamos. This is a waste of US
Taxpayer money and a security threat which we do not want. There
MUST be better ways to waste US Taxpayer money and to increase the
already staggering US Federal Debt. The rationale for this plutonium
facility was concocted many years ago using outdated concepts of
national security. Since that time we have learned that every ounce of
plutonium manufactured in the world is a threat to world security and
that all efforts must be made to stop production of plutonium and other
dangerous nuclear materials.

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manger, USDOE,
NNSA, Los Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos,
NM 87544
1.

A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not
A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The original
Environmental Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building
designed to withstand only mild seismic events. A 2007 updated
seismic hazards analysis showed a potential huge increase in
seismic ground motion and activity. Los Alamos National Lab sits
between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains in a
seismic fault zone. Only a full Environmental Impact Statement can
adequately study the full consequences of increased possibility
seismic events might have on the proposed bomb plant.

X-1

X-1

• A new business case is needed. Decisions made in 2004 EIS are
outdated. Choice of NF is based on 2007 costs before NF
ballooned to $6B.

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

• The wrong Question is being asked. Should be - What is the most
efficient way to take care of NNSA’s stockpile needs? Not - What
size and where shall the NF be built?
2.

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of
the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons
stockpile can continue to be managed safely.

Real Alternatives Must Be Considered in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement. DOE must develop and consider
new alternatives, including a true “No Action” alternative--not
building the Nuclear Facility; and upgrading the existing plutonium
production building.
• Two of the Alternatives given in this draft are so bad that they
cannot really be considered alternatives
• The current “No Action” Alternative is to construct and operate a
new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in
the 2003 CMRR EIS. But based on new information learned
since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet seismic
standards to safely conduct mission work. “Therefore, the 2004
CMRR-NF would not be constructed”. (Pg. S-8)
• So this is not really an alternative.
• The Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative In this current
EIS states: Do not construct a replacement facility to house the
capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform
operations in the CMR Building at TA-3, with normal

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements that a new environmental impact
statement is required, and not an SEIS. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA
determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed
action. In making this determination, NNSA was fully aware of the updated
seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region (LANL 2007). The analyses were
updated again in 2009 (LANL 2009). These updated seismic hazards analyses
provided a better understanding of the ground motion and seismic behavior
of various geological material layers occurring at LANL. This information
translated into design changes related to the structural requirements necessary for
constructing the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within
the building would be able to withstand a sizable earthquake event without major
damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.

X-2
X–2

As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of the 2003 CMRR EIS, a number of
alternatives were considered and dismissed from detailed study. These include
removing the CMR capabilities from LANL, alternative LANL sites for the CMR
capability, and upgrading the existing CMR Building. NNSA did not revisit
these decisions in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These and other alternatives considered,
and dismissed are addressed in detail in Chapter 2, Section 2.7 of the CMRRNF–SEIS. In addition, the 2008 Final Complex Transformation SPEIS evaluated
options for relocating the CMR functions to other DOE facilities, including
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Campaign X

Campaign X (cont’d)
maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to
sustain operations for as long as feasible. Certain operations
would be restricted. Administrative and radiological laboratory
operations would take place in RLUOB at TA-55.

NNSS, the Pantex Plant, the Savannah River Site, and the Y-12 Security
Complex (DOE 2008b). In the ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS
(73 FR 77644) NNSA decided to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL.
DOE is not revisiting these decisions in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

But this alternative does not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out operations at a level to satisfy the
entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions. (Pg.
S-19)
• So this is not really an alternative, either.

X-2
cont’d

• That leaves only the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative as the only
real alternative. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative,
which is NNSA’s Preferred Alternative, NNSA would construct
the new CMRR-NF at TA-55 next to the already constructed
RLUOB, with certain construction enhancements and additional
associated construction support activities.
• Obviously, two of the alternatives are unworkable, which stacks
the deck in favor of the preferred alternative.
3.

This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic
Risks are better understood.
• The cost-saving Shallow Option, in which the foundation would
be constructed in a geologic layer above a poorly welded tuff
layer, is not a mature concept, and it is not yet known if this
option is safe. The draft SEIS fails to accurately analyze how
impacts to the environment from this option may be different.

X-3

• There are more new seismic investigations currently underway at
the Lab. This draft SEIS must be withdrawn and rewritten after
the results of these new investigations are known. Proceeding
with design before seismic risks are better known will only repeat
the process that led to the need for this Supplemental EIS.
4.

A New Nuclear Facility Will Detract from Cleanup of the Existing
Mess. DOE made a commitment to clean up the legacy waste at
Los Alamos Lab by 2015.
Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will interfere with
cleanup activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not
a new bomb plant, which will only add to the pollution.

X-3
X-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS should be withdrawn.
Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
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The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of
the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations,

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct
and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in
the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned
since 2004, however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a
PC-3 structure as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical
chemistry and materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed
and operated, and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which
CMRR-NF would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3
would continue to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered
safe to do so. This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy
NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and
NNSA mission support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from
further analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such
as extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions
assigned to the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the
former, NNSA has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building
would be only marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction
and program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at
LANL. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.

• Materials Disposal Area C (MDA C), a large chemical waste
dump, is located in the middle of the proposed construction
support areas.
Large pore gas contaminant plumes exist under areas where
construction offices and warehouses are planned. Cleanup at
MDA C must be completed before any new construction.
5.

6.

The Costs to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex Are Just
Too High. The total original estimate for constructing the new
nuclear weapons complex at Los Alamos National Laboratory was
approximately $600 million in 2004. The current estimate is $5.8
billion. DOE must analyze whether this growing price tag is too
high and examine simply upgrading the existing facilities to
address seismic concerns and worker safety would cost less.
The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. DOE must
conduct a “capacity study” to determine whether the existing
facilities can be used instead of building the proposed NF, which
would increase pit-manufacturing capacity to at least 80 per year.
Existing facilities have sufficed since 1999 when DOE limited
plutonium pit manufacturing to 20 per year.

no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.

X-4
cont’d

A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

X-5

X-6

• So what are these needed new or expanded capabilities, if indeed
we are seeking a future world free of nuclear weapons? If these
needs exist, NNSA must explain why plutonium pit production
must be expanded? If expanded production is not needed, then
why is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed?
Just as new seismic information has forced a re-evaluation of the
construction, new cost information must force a re-evaluation of the
cost.

X-5
cont’d
X-4

The No-build alternative that was offered in the scoping must be
reconsidered.
• Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities
planned for the CMRR-NF. Continue to perform analytical
chemistry, material characterization, and actinide research and
development activities in the CMR Building, making the
extensive facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic
operations for another 20 to 30 years.

X-2
cont’d

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12, Waste Management and Pollution
Prevention, of the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, There are known potential release sites
located within the affected technical areas (for example, Material Disposal Area C
in TA-50), and the potential for contact with contaminated soil or other media
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Campaign X (cont’d)
would be appropriately considered throughout the construction process. Proper
precautions would be taken as needed to minimize the potential disturbance of
potential release sites. As needed, actions such as appropriate documentation and
contaminant removal would be taken by LANL Environmental Restoration staff
in accordance with the 2005 Consent Order and other applicable requirements.

X-5

As stated in the response to Comment X-1, the cost to build and operate the
proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be
one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision. Also,
as discussed in the response to Comment X-2, NNSA considered upgrading the
existing CMR Building and determined that it could not fulfill the stated purpose
and need.

X-6

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2.1, the activities included in TA-50 in the
proposed action would involve use of the parking lot that was developed during
construction of RLUOB, and the construction of a small stormwater detention
pond and possible construction of an electrical substation across Pajarito Road
from Material Disposal Area C. Also, there is the potential for temporary
power to be run through TA-50 alongside Pajarito Road, but outside of Material
Disposal Area C. None of these activities would infringe upon Material Disposal
Area C and no excavation would take place that could affect the area down slope
from Material Disposal Area C.
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Campaign X
Individuals submitting “Campaign X” with additional comments

Simply put, CMRR is a huge new plutonium facility for expanded
nuclear weapons production.

The public comment period will be open through June 28, 2011. You
may use this form to submit comments to the Document Manager
automatically via email.
CMRR-NF SEIS Comment Text:
Please feel free to adjust the text as needed.
Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manager, USDOE,
NNSA, Los Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos,
NM 87544
1.

A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not
A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The original
Environmental Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building

3-885

Juliet Carpenter

X1-1

X1-1

The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the
CMRRNF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical
chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA
nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR
Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years.
Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have been considered and
are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRRNF SEIS. See Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section
2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
See the response to Comment X-6 regarding pit production levels.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

CMRR’s first phase, the 185,000 square-feet “Radiological Laboratory,
Utility and Office Building” (RULOB or “Rad Lab”), was completed in
September 2009, costing $400 million (including equipment), but will
not handle large quantities of “special nuclear materials,” like
plutonium. For that purpose, the CMRR’s final phase is the proposed
“Nuclear Facility.” The Nuclear Facility (NF) will provide crucial
“materials characterization” and “analytical chemistry” in direct support
of plutonium pit production. If built, the Nuclear Facility wi ll be
located next door to Plutonium Facility-4 (PF-4), LANL’s existing pit
production facility, and the two will be physically linked to each other
via underground tunnel. The NF will also supply PF-4 and LANL’s
plutonium complex with a vault to store up to six metric tons of
plutonium. As such the NF will be the keystone to an expanded
plutonium complex at LANL capable of quadrupling the current
production capability of 20 pits per year to up to 80. Design of the
Nuclear Facility has already cost nearly a half billion dollars and is still
only ~50% complete. Because of the recognition of greater seismic
risks and a proposed 50% increase in size, NNSA was compelled by
citizen pressure to prepare a supplemental EIS, which was released on
April 22.

cost.
The No-build alternative that was offered in the scoping must be
reconsidered.
• Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities
planned for the CMRR–NF. Continue to perform analytical
chemistry, material characterization, and actinide research and
development activities in the CMR Building, making the
extensive facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic
operations for another 20 to 30 years.
I am also concerned about the wildfires here in New Mexico. They are
currently raging and headed in the direction of the labs. Public safety is
at risk. Please take this into consideration. These plants must be
stopped.
Nancy Michels

X2-1

X2-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Campaign X
Individuals submitting “Campaign X” with additional comments
reconsidered.
•
Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities
planned for the CMRR–NF. Continue to perform analytical chemistry,
material characterization, and actinide research and development
activities in the CMR Building, making the extensive facility upgrades
needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations for another 20 to 30
years.

John Lumiere-Wins

X3-1

X3-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, renewable energy) and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President, and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF
SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the
proposed CMRR-NF.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

I believe this is a stupid idea. What makes sense, with global warming
and after the Fukushima disaster, is renewable energies and cold fusion.
Why not spend the monies investing in something with a future that is
not a disaster for Life on Earth? That makes a lot more sense to me.

3-887

Mr. John Tegtmeier, CMRR-NF SEIS Document Manger, USDOE,
NNSA, Los Alamos Site Office, 3747 West Jemez Rd., Los Alamos,
NM 87544
THE LAS CONCHAS WILDFIRE IS PROOF THAT THE CMRR
PROJECT SHOULD NOT GO AHEAD BECAUSE IT IS TOO
VULNERABLE TO WILDFIRE. ALSO:
1. A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The original
Environmental Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building designed
to withstand only mild seismic events. A 2007 updated seismic hazards
analysis showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and
activity. Los Alamos National Lab sits between the Rio Grande rift and
the volcanic Jemez Mountains in a seismic fault zone. Only a full
Environmental Impact Statement can adequately study the full
consequences of increased possibility seismic events might have on the
proposed bomb plant.
Sarah Velody

X4-1

X4-1

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.
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X5-1

Comment noted.

By way of introduction, I would like to point out that Earth Day (April
22) was quite an ironic date to release the SEIS for the CMRR-NF.
Plutonium is perhaps the most hazardous substance human beings have
ever created. Plutonium’s forever hazard (Pu-239, for example, has a
hazardous persistence of 240,000 years) in even microscopic quantities
(a small speck in the human lung will initiative cancer), as well as the
peril represented by the continued and prolonged presence of nuclear
weaponry, put the Earth and all living things in peril.

X5-2

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF.

X5-1

1. A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A
should be dismantled; new ones should not be fabricated.
In closing, I must point out another piece of ironic timing. The deadline
for public comments on this SEIS on June 28th is the third day of a very
dangerous wildfire threatening Los Alamos National Lab, the Las
Conchas Fire. It is, of course, a sobering reminder of the May 2000
2000 Cerro Grande Fire. Given these two potentially catastrophic fires,
how can LANL considering even more plutonium activities on site?!
LANL should be cleaned up, not built up! As Citizens Concerned for
Nuclear Safety (CCNS) warned just yesterday, “Our main concern is
that the Las Conchas fire is about 3 1/2 miles from Area G, the dumpsite
that has been in operation since the late 1950s/early 1960s. There are
20,000 to 30,000 55&#8208;gallons drums of plutonium contaminated
waste (containing solvents, chemicals and toxic materials) sitting in
fabric tents above ground. These drums are destined for WIPP.” The
priority at LANL should be clean up, not build of new facilities such as
the CMRR and its NF.
How can LANL consider storage and processing of 6 tons or more of
ultra-hazardous plutonium in an area so demonstrably at risk of fire, not
to mention seismic activity?
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Finally, to drive home the risks of such fires, I am providing to you a
link, http://www.beyondnuclear.org/nuclear-weapons/2011/6/27/
los-alamos-nuclear-weapons-lab-threatened-by-wildfire.html, which
shows an image of the smoke plume -- visible from outer space, and
photographed by satellite -- covering several states downwind, very
likely contaminated with radioactive contamination from LANL’s Cerro
Grande fire in 2000. Such risks are unacceptable. Please do not build
the CMRR-NF.
Kevin Kamps

X5-2

The waste storage domes in TA-54 are not the subject of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
However, NNSA has taken actions to mitigate the risks of a wildfire on the
domes. In 2000, the Cerro Grande fire burned a heavily forested canyon area
to within about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) of the waste storage domes, but
none were burned and there were no radiological releases from the domes. The
Las Conchas fire reached the southern border of LANL, but did not get within
2 miles (3.2 kilometers) of the domes. Additional fuel reduction has been
conducted since the Cerro Grande fire, both of the vegetation surrounding the
TA-54 area and within the domes themselves (for example, wooden pallets have
been replaced with metal pallets), to further decrease the potential for a waste
storage dome fire occurring as a result of a site wildfire. Furthermore, the stored
transuranic waste referred in the comment is being recovered and shipped to
WIPP for disposal, thus, further reducing wildfire risks as the shipments continue.
A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED (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
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NM 87544

over the risk from the fire itself. This section of the LANL SWEIS also discusses
the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental monitoring
data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures due to chemical
or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water
and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to occur in the future.
The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at least one full year of
environmental monitoring results from the period following the Cerro Grande
fire.
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Individuals submitting “Campaign X” with additional comments

Campaign Y
Y-1

Y-2

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections
4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human
health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Sections 4.2.11,
4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts
on minority populations, including Native Americans and Hispanics, under any of
the alternatives.

Y-1
cont’d

Y-4

Y-2

3-891

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED
(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

Section 3
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A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Y-1

Y-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF, position regarding plutonium pit production levels and concern
regarding the hazards of plutonium. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information.

during the Cerro Grande fire did not result in a significant increase in health risk
over the risk from the fire itself. This section of the LANL SWEIS also discusses
the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental monitoring
data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures due to chemical
or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water
and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to occur in the future.
The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at least one full year of
environmental monitoring results from the period following the Cerro Grande
fire.

Y-4
cont’d

Y-5

The Albuquerque water utility has monitored the Rio Grande by collecting
and testing samples at various sites from the Heron Reservoir along the
river to Albuquerque for metals, minerals, nutrients, organic substances,
and radionuclides (City of Albuquerque 2006). The river water meets EPA
drinking water standards for all of these substances (specifically, the levels of
radionuclides are far below the EPA standards).
Y-3

Y-6

NNSA takes its resource stewardship and conservation responsibilities seriously
and continues to work with Los Alamos County to implement water conservation
measures. Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describes current
water use and the water utility infrastructure for LANL and the Los Alamos
region. For water-use planning purposes, DOE has established a target ceiling
quantity for water use equal to the water rights it still owns (542 million gallons
[2,050 million liters] per year). In 2010, LANL used 412 million gallons (1,600
million liters) of water or about 76 percent of LANL’s target ceiling quantity.
Water usage estimates related to the proposed CMRR-NF are included in
Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.3 and 4.3.3. As discussed in these sections, the proposed
CMRR-NF is expected to use up to about 5 million gallons (19 million liters) of
water per year to support construction of the CMRR-NF. If built, the CMRR-NF
combined with RLUOB would use up to 16 million gallons (61 million liters) of
water per year to support facility operations. LANL water usage, including the
proposed Modified CMRR-NF and RLUOB, is expected to remain within the
Laboratory’s water rights. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this
CRD for more information.

Y-4

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold an
informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing. Taos
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Y-7

Y-8

Y-9

Y-1
cont’d

Y-5

Y-10

The depleted uranium mentioned by the commentor is not stored at LANL and
is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Cleanup of Material Disposal
Area G is being performed in accordance with the Consent Order. NNSA intends
to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
Radioactive waste generated by construction and operation of the proposed
CMRR-NF would be managed through the LANL waste management
program, as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.12.4.1, Solid Radioactive Waste
Management. Low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste would be
disposed of off site at either the Nevada National Security Site or the commercial
facility in Clive, Utah. Transuranic waste would be disposed of at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico. Impacts associated with management
and transport of these wastes are evaluated in the waste management and
transportation sections of Chapter 4.

Y-11

3-893

Y-6

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describes the geologic setting of
LANL, and was revised in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS to improve the discussions

Section 3
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is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not believe
that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would be
likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos. In
making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing, the size
of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the absence of a
previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition to a poster
session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made presentations
describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants were invited
to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways to provide
comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made available at
the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, a number
of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS were available
throughout the public comment period. See response to Comment Y-2 for
information regarding the Cerro Grande wildfire.

Y-11
cont’d

Y-12

Y-6
cont’d

Y-13

Y-12
cont’d

Y-6
cont’d

Y-14
Y-15

of faulting and seismic hazards. Section 3.5 of the Final CMRR–NF SEIS
summarizes the very detailed and extensive seismic information that has been
compiled for LANL. This section draws heavily from the 2007 and 2009 PSHAs
(LANL 2007, 2009), which were prepared by experts in seismic analysis using
the ground motion prediction models as specified by NRC guidelines developed
by the Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee, “Recommendations for
Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Analysis – Guidance on Uncertainty and the Use of
Experts” (NUREG/CR-6372; NRC 1997), and established methodology. These
PSHAs were reviewed and accepted by an external review panel, DOE, and
DNFSB.
As indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, the location of
the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace
of one of these faults underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on
site-specific geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing
faults directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et
al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are
designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative
than those in the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in
the event of a large earthquake.
DOE has been proactive in the assessment of the potential seismic hazards at
LANL and the resulting design ground motions for the CMRR-NF reflect the best
science and engineering available. That said, as future studies are performed on
the geology and seismology of LANL, new information may become available.
In the 2007 and 2009 LANL seismic hazard evaluations, which updated an
analysis issued in 1995, a concerted effort was made to properly capture the
uncertainties in input parameters and, hence, it is anticipated that new information
will not have a significant impact on the current assessment of the seismic hazard
or design-basis earthquake ground motions for LANL. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
In addition to the assessment of seismic hazards at the CMRR-NF site,
site-specific geotechnical investigations have been completed for both the
Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep Excavation Option. A geotechnical
report prepared for the Shallow Excavation Option provides a thorough analysis
that focuses on, among other things, the foundation design and performance,
taking into account the local seismic setting and the underlying stratigraphy,
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Y-16

The potential impacts of the proposed alternatives for construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Whichever alternative or option is selected,
the CMRR-NF will meet the design standards for a Performance Category 3
(PC-3) facility. PC-3 structures, systems, and components are those for which
failure to perform their safety function could pose a potential hazard to public
health, safety, and the environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials.
Design considerations for this category are to limit facility damage as a result
of design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so that
hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected, and
the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002b).

Y-17

3-895

Y-7

LANL materials control and accountability procedures are conducted in
compliance with DOE orders. In a letter to the president of the Institute for
Energy and Environmental Research dated February 28, 2006, the NNSA
Administrator replied to at-that-time allegations of a plutonium accounting
discrepancy at LANL (NNSA 2006b). This apparent discrepancy resulted from
the use of different tracking and reporting procedures by site security and waste
management organizations. Comparison of the information contained in the two
systems cannot be used to draw conclusions about the control and accountability
of special nuclear material.

Y-8

Comment noted.

Y-9

As indicated in the response to comment Y-6, the CMRR-NF will meet the
design standards for a PC-3 facility, which means that design considerations
for structures, systems, and components for which failure to perform their
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which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer approximately 15 feet (4.6 meters)
below the depth of the proposed foundation (Kleinfelder 2007a). The report
accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates that the bearing
capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600 kilograms per square
meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the building (4,850
pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]). The proposed
CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed in accordance with geotechnical
recommendations provided in the geotechnical report (Kleinfelder 2007a).
Similarly, the Deep Excavation Option would be completed in accordance with
recommendations resulting from the geotechnical reports (Kleinfelder 2010a,
2010b).

Y-15
cont’d
Y-10
cont’d

safety function could pose a potential hazard to public health, safety, and the
environment from release of radioactive or toxic materials must be designed to
withstand design-basis natural phenomena events (for example, an earthquake) so
that hazardous materials can be controlled and confined, occupants are protected,
and the functioning of the facility is not interrupted (DOE 2002a). This
requirement would extend to both the fire suppression and ventilation systems
for the CMRR-NF. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, the footprint of
the Modified CMRR-NF is larger than that of the 2004 CMRR-NF due to space
required for engineered safety systems and equipment, such as an increase in
the size and quantity of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning ductwork,
addition of safety-class fire suppression equipment, plus the associated electrical
equipment. In addition, the lowest building floor or level would be devoted to
the fire suppression water storage tanks, other facility support equipment, and
maintenance areas. Inclusion of a dedicated water source for fire protection
within the building assists in meeting nuclear safety and design requirements.
The commenter may be referring to a February 8, 2011, letter from DNFSB to
Thomas P. D’Agostino, Administrator, NNSA, which referenced a December
20, 2010, letter from LANL to NNSA proposing certain changes to the CMRR
project and design (DNFSB 2011a). NNSA responded in a February 28, 2011,
letter to Peter S. Winokur, Chairman, DNFSB, indicating that NNSA was
analyzing the LANL proposal, and would share its analysis with, and solicit input
from, DNFSB before reaching a conclusion. LANL was instructed not to proceed
with any design changes until NNSA provides additional direction (NNSA 2011).
Y-10

NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability
for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue to
evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006a).
A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
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particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur in
the CMRR-NF.

Y-11

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

Y-12

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

3-897

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
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NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number of
considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register on
December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to
accomplish the CMR mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and
the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR
Building operates at a reduced level because of seismic and security concerns
associated with the 60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the
existing CMR Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable alternative for
a number of technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the previously
referenced section of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been
expanded to include additional information on why it is not technically feasible
to upgrade the Existing CMR Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for additional information.

to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
Y-13

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action
Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result in a requirement
for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force
in the four-county ROI. However, NNSA recognizes that the creation of any
construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would have a positive
effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico as was stated by
a number of commentors during the public comment period. See Section 2.7,
Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.

Y-14

Changes in the design for the CMRR Facility proposed in 2003 and the current,
more mature design that could affect environmental impacts are the reason
that this SEIS to the CMRR EIS has been prepared. Absent these differences,
there would be no reason to supplement the CMRR EIS. The CMRR-NF SEIS
reflects changes in the proposed alternatives and new information that has
been developed since the CMRR EIS was issued. In particular, the design of
the proposed CMRR-NF has changed substantially from the original design to
address seismic issues. It is the changes resulting from seismic requirements that
caused NNSA to decide that an SEIS should be prepared. An example of these
changes is the difference in water usage cited by the commentor. The estimate
of water usage for the Modified CMRR-NF reflects a more mature design and
is considered to be more accurate than the estimate included in the 2003 CMRR
EIS.

Y-15

At the time RLUOB was being constructed, the adjacent area proposed for the
CMRR-NF was also excavated to a depth of about 30 feet (9.1 meters) in support
of site geologic characterization and seismic mapping. No contamination was
found in the area. Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12, of the CMRR-NF SEIS indicates
that surveys have been conducted to identify potential release sites, and that
no unidentified or unexpected soil contamination or buried media have been
encountered. Should any unexpected contaminants be encountered during
excavation at the proposed CMRR-NF site or other locations that would be
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disturbed in support of construction activities, appropriate documentation and
contaminant removal would be undertaken by LANL Environmental Restoration
staff in accordance with the Consent Order and other applicable requirements.
Construction personnel would be protected through appropriate training,
monitoring, and management controls; and storage and disposal of such materials
would be in accordance with applicable requirements at permitted facilities.
The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and
operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003
CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004,
however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure
as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and
materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated,
and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF
would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue
to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the former, NNSA
has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building would be only
marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and program
capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this
CRD for additional information.

Y-17

Comment noted.
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Y-16
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Individuals submitting this campaign:
Betty Cauthorne
Luella H. Clavio
Carole Landess
Peter Lapolla
Mary McCormick
Penelope McMullen, Loretto Community
Elizabeth M. Reed
Pat Roach
Roy Silverman
Etta Smith
Helen Sutton
Natasha Tonres
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Campaign Z
As a member of impacted communities from the nuclear weapons
industrial complex, I wish to express my opposition toward the
proposed CMRR-NF SEIS (Chemical Metallurgy Research and
Replacement Nuclear Facility, Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement) based on the following:

Z-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

A new environmental impact statement (EIS) needs to be created
because the current supplemental EIS does not cover the changes in
size, cost (4.5 billion and rising), and scope.

Z-2

Z-2

•

Environmental standards need to be held to highest level of
nuclear safety regulations.

Z-3

•

I am in solidarity with Santa Clara Pueblo’s Tribal Resolution No.
08-16, which opposes the expansion of plutonium pit production at
LANL (Los Alamos National Laboratory) and making that
production capacity permanent through this complex.

Z-4

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action to address changes in construction of
the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. The increased size of
the proposed CMRR-NF is due primarily to addressing seismic concerns; the
scope of activities to be performed in the CMRR-NF has not changed since the
CMRR-EIS. All of the changes made in the design, siting, and construction of the
proposed CMRR-NF from the originally proposed CMRR Facility analyzed in
the CMRR EIS are evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

The current SEIS does not adequately address the increased
seismic dangers, unstable geological strata, storm runoff
contamination, and fire risks that exist with the proposed location.

Z-5

Expansion in proposed plans would only add to the 60+ years of
legacy waste contamination in NM and should not be allowed until
clean up is addressed in accordance with the 2005 consent order
with the NMED (New Mexico Environmental Department).

Z-6

Money spent on unusable nuclear weapons does not support or spur
economic growth, but goes straight into corporate pockets,
depriving local communities of federal funds.

Z-7

•

•

•

•

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
Z-3

The CMFF-NF will be designed and operated in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations. Chapter 5, “Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Other
Requirements,” of the CMRR-NF SEIS, provides the regulatory basis for design
and operation of the CMRR-NF.

Z-4

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.
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Z-1
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Z-5

The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses each of the identified subjects in detail:
Seismic concerns, including unstable geologic strata:
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The updated seismic hazards analyses provided a better
understanding of the ground motion and seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural
requirements necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so
that the building and equipment within the building would be able to withstand
a sizable earthquake event without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Storm runoff contamination:
LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and construction
activities, such as the proposed construction of the CMRR-NF, under Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans require the cleanup of any spills
or leaks, monitoring of surface-water runoff, and implementation of best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff quality and quantity.
Implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans includes a number of
temporary and permanent detention ponds that are included in the description of
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative (see Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6 of the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS).
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Campaign Z (cont’d)

Campaign Z (cont’d)
Fire risks:

Z-6

NNSA intends to continue to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on the proposed construction of
the CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked
to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste
Management, of this CRD for more information.

Z-7

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by
Congress and the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities are
constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas in
which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
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Campaign Z (cont’d)

Campaign Z (cont’d)

Z1-1

NNSA notes that no radioactive waste would be brought into New Mexico as a
result of actions proposed and evaluated in the CMRR-NF SEIS. The purpose
of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of construction
and operation of the CMRR-NF, a facility that would replace the existing CMR
Building, and in which analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of stockpile stewardship and other LANL efforts
would be conducted.
Radioactive waste types that would be generated at the CMRR-NF include
low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, and transuranic
waste. Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all
of the projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12.
Transuranic waste would be disposed of at WIPP or a similar facility. Refer to
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

Patrick Baldonado

Z1-1

3-905

The following comments were identified upon reviewing
approximately 4,500 submittals. The response to each comment is on
the right of the page.

AA-1

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides, and the proposed
CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry,
materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium
mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production),
but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any
particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55
Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and would not occur
in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

AA-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. It should be noted that DOE and NNSA
have limited authority in making decisions about how budgeted funds are spent.
Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

AA-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s position that the SEIS is premature. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

1. The United States does not need 80 new plutonium pits per
year. Without a nuclear arms race, the 20 pit per year
production limited implemented by DOE in 1999 should
suffice.
2. A new nuclear facility will detract from cleanup of the
existing mess. The Department of Energy (DOE) made a
commitment to clean up the legacy waste at Los Alamos
Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear
Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must
devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant
that would only add to the pollution.
3. The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is
premature and should be withdrawn. A new seismic
analysis is underway at Los Alamos Lab and the results
will impact the design of the building.

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
A new seismic analysis is not under way at LANL, however, seismic studies are
conducted on a continuing basis. Subsequent to the original proposal for the
CMRR Facility and preparation of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard
analyses of the LANL region were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site specific
geotechnical evaluations of the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were
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Campaign AA

Campaign AA (cont’d)

5. Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting
threat to the health and safety of those living downwind and
downstream. Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. Los
Alamos Lab’s discharges disproportionately impact Native
peoples and Hispanic New Mexicans.
6. Money spent on nuclear weapons does not spur economic
growth. Investments in education, healthcare, renewable
energy, and public transportation would all create more jobs
and spur more growth.
AA-4

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe, secure,
and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on
the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). Refer to Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

AA-5

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

performed (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the
2007 probabilistic seismic hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made
available to the public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.)
The updated seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected
ground motion for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding
of the ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological
material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional
detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF
site. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. There is no reason to withdraw the CMRR-NF SEIS, as building
designs are rarely completed prior to the preparation of a NEPA document. See
Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

4. The alternatives considered in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement are inadequate. The DOE
should include “taking no action” as one of the alternatives
to the CMRR project. All of the alternatives currently listed
support building the Nuclear Facility.
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7. Expanding the United States’ nuclear production
capabilities further undermines President Obama’s stated
goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. This type of
contradictory message will only breed distrust of US
intentions. With such actions, the US could potentially spur
nuclear weapons development elsewhere.
8. The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is
inadequate – a complete, new Environmental Impact
Statement is needed. Los Alamos National Laboratory sits
on an earthquake-prone area between the Rio Grande rift
and the volcanic Jemez Mountains. The original
Environmental Impact Statement (2004) looked at a
building designed to withstand only mild seismic events,
but a 2007 study indicated a potential huge increase in
ground motion activity, requiring major changes to the
building design.
9. Nuclear weapons are obsolete. They are useless against a
terrorist attack, and building more weapons will only
increase proliferation and the chance that a terrorist could
acquire nuclear material.
10. The CMRR Nuclear Facility proposed at Los Alamos
Laboratory is dangerous environmentally and physically.

AA-6

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare,
and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the
President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section
2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

AA-7

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and that President Obama has stated a long term goal of a world free of nuclear
weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached
quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

AA-8

Refer to the response to Comment AA-3.

AA-9

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the
post Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable
future.

AA-10

The CMRR-NF would be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance
with applicable regulations and standards for environment, health, and nuclear
safety, including seismic standards (see Chapter 5 of the CMRR-NF SEIS). The
potential environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives for construction
and operation of the CMRR-NF are discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized in
Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Campaign AA (cont’d)

Campaign AA (cont’d)
11. The costs to build a plutonium pit production complex are
too high. The Department of Energy should consider other
options, such as upgrading old facilities for safety, rather
than spending $5.8 billion on a project that was estimated
to cost $600 million at the start.

AA-11

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. The CMR Building provides, and the
proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit
production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability
or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take place at the
TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for
more information.

NNSA evaluated transforming the nuclear weapons complex into a smaller, more
efficient enterprise in the Final Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b) in
2008. NNSA announced its decisions regarding operations involving plutonium,
uranium, and the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons, and including
the decision to construct and operate the CMRR-NF at LANL as a replacement
for portions of the existing CMR Building, which were based on a number
of considerations including cost, in a ROD published in the Federal Register
on December 19, 2008 (73 FR 77644). Continuing with the development of
the CMRR Facility at LANL supports the analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work needed to ensure that the United States’ nuclear weapons
stockpile can continue to be managed safely. Upgrading existing facilities at
LANL to accomplish the CMR mission was considered in the original CMRR
EIS and the current CMRR-NF SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing
CMR Building operates at a reduced level because of seismic issues (for example,
a fault trace underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building) and security
concerns associated with the 60-year-old building. The renovations needed to
upgrade the existing CMR Building would be extensive. This alternative was
considered in the CMRR-NF SEIS, but was determined not to be a reasonable
alternative for a number of technical and programmatic reasons as discussed
in the previously referenced Section 2.7 of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Section 2.7

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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of the SEIS has been expanded to include additional information on why it
is not technically feasible to upgrade the Existing CMR Building. Also see
Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for additional information.

12. The NNSA is doing ecological harm by constructing a new
nuclear storage and development facility at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory.
13. The new plans for a CMRR Nuclear Facility at the Los
Alamos Lab are alarming.

AA-12

As discussed in the response to Comment AA-10, the CMRR-NF would be
designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with applicable regulations
and standards for environment, health, and nuclear safety, including seismic
standards. The potential environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives for
construction and operation of the CMRR-NF are discussed in Chapter 4 of the
CMRR–NF SEIS, with possible impacts on ecological resources specifically
analyzed in Sections 4.2.7, 4.3.7, and 4.4.7.

AA-13

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern about constructing and operating
the CMRR-NF.

AA-14

See response to Comment AA-11.

AA-15

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear energy and nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

14. The National Nuclear Security Administration’s plan to
make a space for building new plutonium pits in Los
Alamos is a terrible idea and not in the best interest of our
country.
15. Nuclear weapons and nuclear power are generally bad
industries and should be ended.
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Campaign AA (cont’d)

Campaign AA (cont’d)
16. More plutonium pits and nuclear weapons, and more
plutonium in general, are not needed.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of plutonium pits
and nuclear weapons, and to the existence of plutonium. DOE/NNSA has
not produced plutonium since 1988 and has no plans to produce additional
plutonium. Refer to the response to Comment AA-1 regarding pit production
levels.

AA-17

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to constructing and operating
the CMRR-NF. A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support
NNSA’s core missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes
ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the
CMR Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort.

AA-18

See response to Comment AA-3.

AA-19

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to those
that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant and
in 1986 at Chernobyl could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences
between the functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The types
of radiological accidents that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant and Chernobyl require a large source of energy that is produced from the
fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to
Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more information.

17. NNSA should not construct and operate the CMRR-NF.
18. NNSA does not have enough information to address
seismic concerns.
19. NNSA must learn from prior accidents that have occurred
in the nuclear industry, such as what has happened at
Chernobyl, Russia, and Fukushima, Japan. These facilities
were thought to be safe. The risks are too high; it is a
matter of not if, but when, such accidents will occur.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

AA-16
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20. Plutonium is dangerous and threatens to pollute air, water,
and agricultural lands, and endanger the health and safety
of people who live downwind. LANL has been polluting
the Rio Grande for years with its toxic runoff. People of
Sante Fe have to drink polluted water because of the
discharges from LANL, and LANL should not be adding
more pollutants to air and water resources for the people
down wind and down river. Commentors are concerned
about the impacts spreading as far as Texas.

AA-20

The dangers of plutonium have been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives. As indicated in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, there would be no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on minority populations, including Native Americans and
Hispanics, under any of the alternatives.
The Albuquerque water utility has monitored the Rio Grande by collecting
and testing samples at various sites from the Heron Reservoir along the
river to Albuquerque for metals, minerals, nutrients, organic substances,
and radionuclides (City of Albuquerque 2006). The river water meets EPA
drinking water standards for all of these substances (specifically, the levels of
radionuclides are far below the EPA standards).
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Campaign AA (cont’d)

Campaign AA (cont’d)
21. The question was asked about how much compensation has
been made to LANL workers and their families due to their
premature deaths.

AA-21

The Federal government has a number of programs related to the health of
former government workers. More information on these programs can be
found at the following websites. http://www.hss.energy.gov/healthsafety/fwsp/
formerworkermed; http://www.dol.gov/owcp/energy/index.htm; and http://www.
cdc.gov/niosh/ocas/ocassec.html.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

3-913

22. The wildfires have come too close to LANL. New Mexico
is experiencing its worst drought ever recorded with forest
fires in several areas.

AA-22

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated
in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part
of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on
the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D
(DOE 2008a). The CMR Building and the TA 55 Plutonium Facility were not
included as facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these
facilities are largely constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded
by buffer areas in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a
minimum. For the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to directly affect the
proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised to include
a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the proposed CMRR-NF, and
information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2
(Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).

AA-23

DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities and to
plutonium accountability. Security, theft, and potential acts of sabotage are
integral considerations in the designs and operating procedures for new and
existing DOE nuclear facilities. DOE considers these threats to be real and uses
an established safeguards and security process to assess facility vulnerabilities
to various threats, including those from intentional destructive acts such as
terrorism.

23. NNSA facilities are susceptible to terrorists. Nuclear
facilities do not have proper security. It is not wise to have
plutonium sitting around.
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Campaign AA (cont’d)

Campaign AA (cont’d)
24. No one has designed a long-term safe storage facility for
nuclear waste. WIPP is full. Nuclear waste cannot be
disposed of safely.

AA-24

25. The valuable resources at LANL should be addressing
environmentally safe technologies and research.
26. Nuclear accidents can have disastrous consequences for the
public.

28. The production of plutonium pits, in today’s tight economy,
needs more study.

Radioactive waste disposal facilities must meet Federal requirements regarding
their ability to contain waste safely and not impact human health and the
environment. Performance studies are performed to determine the suitability of
the site and to optimize the facility design and operations to safely contain the
waste. Facilities also must undergo environmental monitoring and report the
results.
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AA-25

LANL is an active research facility. Research areas currently under way at LANL
include environmental technology, renewable energy, global climate change,
antiterrorism and nonproliferation, and biological and biomedical research.

AA-26

Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS describes the methodology and assumptions,
accident selection process, and selected accident scenarios and their
consequences and risks. While accidents at nuclear facilities can have large
consequences, the risks can be managed and mitigated with proper design,
construction, and operation. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this
CRD for additional information.

AA-27

DOE and NNSA are concerned about the long term process and costs associated
with housing and safely storing plutonium from nuclear weapons. The cost
to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

27. No one calculates the nearly infinite costs of housing
nuclear materials indefinitely or how to safely care for this
material for its dangerous lifespan.

Radioactive waste types that would be generated at the CMRR-NF include low
level radioactive waste, mixed low level radioactive waste, and transuranic waste.
Sufficient capacity exists at LANL or at offsite facilities to manage all of the
projected waste associated with any of the alternatives included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12. Transuranic
waste would be disposed of at WIPP or a similar facility. Because the total
quantity of transuranic waste that may be disposed of at WIPP is statutorily
established, and the operating period for WIPP will depend on the volumes of
waste that may be disposed of at WIPP, WIPP may meet its statutory disposal
limit before the end of the operational period for the proposed CMRR-NF. If
necessary, transuranic waste generated without a disposal pathway would be
safely stored pending development of additional disposal capacity. Refer to
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
High level radioactive waste and used (spent) nuclear fuel would not be generated
at the CMRR-NF and are outside the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

29. NNSA should not go ahead with a cost over-run, dangerous,
and eco-damaging project such as the CMRR-NF. A more
reasonable approach needs to be found. The poor and
elderly are being stripped of their benefits to create this
project. The quality of life of citizens needs to be
improved.
30. Nuclear facility designs do not take into account the
changing weather patterns. NNSA needs to heed the
warnings of storms that are stronger than ever imagined.

AA-28

As discussed in the response to Comment AA-1, a decision on pit production is
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

AA-29

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S. Government.
Funding decisions on Federal programs (for example, education, healthcare, and
renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President,
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

AA-30

Nuclear facilities at LANL undergo an extensive safety evaluation and approval
process that ensures that they can be operated safely. This process is mandated
by Federal law. The details of the process are also codified and ensure that
accident planning includes planning for rare events, including severe seismic and
other natural phenomena, such as severe weather and flooding (see Appendix C
of the CMRR-NF SEIS on facility accidents). Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to include a description of the types of
environmental changes that could occur in the southwestern United States due to
climate change.

AA-31

A geotechnical report prepared for the Shallow Excavation Option provides a
thorough analysis that focuses on, among other things, the foundation design and
performance, taking into account the local seismic setting and the underlying
stratigraphy, which includes an unconsolidated tuff layer approximately 15 feet
(4.6 meters) below the depth of the proposed foundation (Kleinfelder 2007a).
The report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates that the
bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600 kilograms
per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the building
(4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]). The
proposed CMRR-NF would be designed and constructed in accordance
with geotechnical recommendations provided in the geotechnical reports
(Kleinfelder 2007a 2007b). Under the Deep Excavation Option, the addition
of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase the weight of the
building by about 980 million pounds (44 million kilograms). The weight of
the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is estimated to be
about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the Deep Excavation
Option, the building would sit on rock and there are not similar concerns related
to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as opposed to the
Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability analysis has been prepared
that indicated that global slope stability is not an issue for the Deep Excavation

31. The CMRR-NF building will be too heavy seismically.
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Campaign AA (cont’d)

Campaign AA (cont’d)
Option (LANL 2011a: LANL site, 028). If the Deep Excavation Option were
selected, as part of the ongoing design and evaluation process, studies would be
completed to verify that all geotechnical stability issues had been addressed.

32. The CMRR-NF project will not increase jobs for people of
New Mexico.
33. There is too much plutonium.

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives under
consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As discussed
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the No Action
Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result in a requirement
for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years. As stated in
the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force in
the four county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes the opinion
stated by a number of commentors during the public comment period that the
creation of any construction jobs during the current economic climate would have
a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico.

AA-33

As addressed in the response to Comment AA-16, DOE/NNSA has not produced
plutonium since 1988 and has no plans to produce additional plutonium. In
fact, DOE/NNSA has plans to permanently disposition 34 metric tons of surplus
plutonium, and as described in the July 19, 2010, Notice of Intent (75 FR 41850),
is planning to permanently disposition approximately 13 metric tons of additional
surplus plutonium. See http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/spdsupplementaleis for more
information on NNSA’s program for surplus plutonium disposition.

AA-34

Refer to the response to Comment AA-30.

AA-35

Refer to the response to Comment AA-3.

35. The CMRR-NF building is being built on a fault line.
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34. Nuclear facilities are accident prone. There is no planning
for rare seismic and other events.
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36. What are the current cancer rates in the LANL area? We
believe our daughter died from radioactively-contaminated
well water in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

AA-36

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Study, of the CMRR-NF SEIS provides
a summary of a number of epidemiological studies that have been conducted
in the LANL area, as well as a summary of cancer incidence and mortality
figures for the Los Alamos Region as derived from data from the National
Cancer Institute. Table 3 19 in Section 3.11.4 summarizes cancer rates from
2003 through 2007 for Santa Fe County. Although it is not possible to draw any
conclusion about the cause of any particular cancers, the data indicate that Santa
Fe cancer rates are higher than the U.S. and state averages for some types of
cancers and lower for others.

AA-37

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. The United
States is reducing its nuclear weapon stockpile, but also needs to maintain the
existing stockpile. Refer to Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more
information.

AA-38

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), 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 NMED (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.

37. More nuclear weapons go against the START treaty.
38. The Cerro Grande fire in 2000 sent smoke to the northeast
for probably a month. Is it a coincidence I was diagnosed
with bladder cancer the following year? When the trees
burned that had grown in the canyons surrounding Los
Alamos it was discovered that these were places where
barrels of waste from Los Alamos work done long ago had
been tossed off the rim. We had to wonder what was in the
particles that caused the coughing and two weeks of red
eyes.
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39. Disposition of plutonium waste from the CMRR needs
further analysis, including if there are plans to ship the
materials to the Savannah River Site. Will plutonium waste
to WIPP meet the “spent fuel standard” in disposing of
plutonium? This standard was established in DOE’s
deliberations on what to do when disposing of surplus
weapons plutonium, but disposal in WIPP of such
plutonium affirms that the spent fuel standard is null and
void. Please confirm, or not, that the spent fuel standard is
no longer the standard being applied.

Refer to the response to comment AA-24. No shipments of radioactive waste are
planned from the CMRR-NF to the Savannah River Site. The potential shipment
of plutonium –bearing waste from the Savannah River Site to WIPP is the subject
of another DOE SEIS. Refer to http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/spdsupplementaleis,
for more information.

AA-40

For many years NNSA has worked with DNFSB regarding identification and
resolution of possible safety issues pertaining to the CMR Building, the CMRR
Project, and other nuclear facilities at LANL. For example, DNFSB has
reviewed DOE seismic hazard evaluations for LANL (see Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD) and NNSA has worked with DNFSB to
resolve questions about the design of safety class systems at the CMRR-NF
(LANL 2009). In 2009 and in accordance with the 2009 Defense Authorization
Act, LANL received a certification of design closure from DNFSB pertaining
to the CMRR Project, addressing seismic as well as engineering and design and
safety control issues; the certification freed the release of allocated funding for
continuation of the project.
The commentor may be referring to a February 8, 2011, letter from DNFSB to
Thomas P. D’Agostino, Administrator, NNSA, which referenced a December
20, 2010, letter from LANL to NNSA proposing certain changes to the CMRR
project and design (DNFSB 2011a). NNSA responded in a February 28, 2011,
letter to Peter S. Winokur, Chairman, DNFSB, indicating that NNSA was
analyzing the LANL proposal, and would share its analysis with, and solicit input
from, DNFSB before reaching a conclusion. LANL was instructed not to proceed
with any design changes until NNSA provides additional direction (NNSA 2011).
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40. There are concerns that issues flagged by DNFSB have not
been adequately addressed.

AA-39
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Robin Fox
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Lee Frank
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Carol Fraser
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Joe Futterer
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Dennis Gadowski
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Mark Galbraith
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Justin Galle
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Kathe Garbrick
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Brandi Gardner
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Rachel GaribayWynnberry
Amber Garlan
Toni Garmon
M. Garrett
Donna Garrison
Melissa Garrison
Nicole Garrity
Ann Garth
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Nancy Gathing
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Marvin Gentz
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William Gilbert
Thomas Gilbin
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Marlene Goldsmith
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Aaron Gorden
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F. Hamilton
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Wendy Harris
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Sr. M. Amelie Hawxhurst
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K. Heatherington
Thomas Heck
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Drew Hempel
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Lynda Hendrell
Charlotte Hendrickson
Carley Henius
Ann Hennelly
Roy Henock
Joel Henry
Mallika Henry
Norman Henry
Lana Henson
Beverly Herbert
Jack Hereford
Nancy Herlinger
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James Herne
Ana Herold
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Bill Herrera
Martha Herrero
Matthew Herrin
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Susanne Hesse
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Thea Hetzner
Lisa Hey
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Lisa Heyl
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Alan Hill
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Frank Hill
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Kathy Hilt
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Peggy Hinsman
Harriet Hirsch
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Michael Hobbs
Roberta Hobbs
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Frank Hobin
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Michael Holzman
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Dan Greenburg
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Helen Greer
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Russell Grindle
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Penny Dixon Gumm
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Luis Gutierrez-Esparza
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Holiday Houck
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David Howenstein
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Jeffrey Hudson
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Wanda Huelsman
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Richard Huff
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Danny Hull
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Sharon Hunt
Lynne Hurd
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Kristin Hurley
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Kimberely Hutcheson
Kimberly Hutchins
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J. Iam
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Chuck Infantino
Harriet Ingram
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Phil Issenberg
Steve Issenberg
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Ian Iverson
Mary Izett
Martha Izzo
Mau Jablinske
Leila Jackson

Maria Jackson
Tom Jackson
Sharon Jacobs
Lani Jacobson
Susan Jacoby
Carol Jagiello
Kathy Jakubowski
Darlene Jakusz
Diane Jalbert
Dawna James
Michael Jameson
Tina Jamie
Anna Janakiraman
D. Jankord
Beverly Janowitz-Price
Bob and Donna Janusko
Gayle Janzen
Natalie Jarnstedt
Benjamin Jaymz
Hubbard
Paul Jefferson
Paridokht Jenab
Gil Jenkins
Mary Jenkins
Blaine Jensen
Jennifer Jensen
Margaret Jensen
Pia Jensen
Judy Jessee
Anka Jhangiani
Pam Jiranek
Joan Joesting
Florence Joffe
Keven Johansen
Oda John
Bettemae Johnson
Chrissie Johnson
Elaine Johnson
Elizabeth Johnson
Erica Johnson
Gerard Johnson

James Johnson
Jeanie Johnson
John Johnson
Joyce Johnson
Karen Johnson
Karolyn Johnson
Lynda Johnson
Mark Johnson
Michael Johnson
Michele Johnson
Michele Johnson
Molly Johnson
Randy Johnson
Rheta Johnson
Scott Johnson
Sue Johnson
Virginia Johnson
Linda Johnson-Rubick
Breanna Lee Johnston
Clifford Johnston
Pamela Johnston
Susan Johnston
Rev Allan B. Jones
Andrew Jones
Barbara Jones
Gary Jones
Jeffrey Jones
Karen Jones
Suzanne Jonson
Sandra Joos
Joseph Jordan
Lois Jordan
Olive Jordan
Eric Jorgensen
James H. Jorgensen
Michael Joseph
Graham Joy
Ana Jude
Ruth Judkins
Karol Judy
Lesley Julian

Barbara Jurgens
Cynthia Justice
Barbara Juszkiewicz
Adam K.
George Kacouris
Karen Kahn
Harvey Kaiser
Robert Kalayjiam
David Kaliner
Lacey Kammerer
Kanthleen Kane
Louise Kane
Stephanie Kane
Nadia Kanhai
David Kannerstein
Michaelain Kanzer
Stephanie Kaplan
Piper Karie
Sunni Karll
Fred Karlson
Patricia Karoue
Michael Karp
Nowell Karten
Gloria Kasdan
Marion Kaselle
Monir Kashef
Kerul Kassel
Andrew Katsetos
Joanna Katz
Raymond Katz
Adene Katzenmeyer
Eleanor Katzman
Muffett Kaufmann
Swami Kavyo
Helmut Kayan
Joy Kaye
Gabrielle Kayser
Adam Kean
Michelle Keating
James Keats
Aliza Keddem

Norman Keegel
Kaija Keel
JoAnn Keenan
Thomas Keenan
Verda Keenan
Joy Keeping
Audrey Keesing
Steve Keil
John Keiser
Joanne Kellar
David Kelley
Richard Kelley
Alice Kelly
Barbara Kelly
Ed Kelly
Jack Kelly
Nancy Kelly
Wayne Kelly
Jane Kelsberg
Craig Kelso
Shari Kelts
Susan Kemppainen
Andrea Kendall
Colleen Kennedy
Margaret Kennedy
Kate Kenner
Robert Kenney
Haley Kenyon
Patricia Kerner
Angela Kerr
Sarah Kerr
Vicki Kerr
Kathleen Keske
Dorothy Kethler
Eugene R. Key
Mha Atma S. Khalsa
Shantara Khalsa
Razeefa Khan
Salma-Ahmad Khan
Kathi Kibbel
Bob Kiefer

Mary Kientz
Mitch Kihn
Diana Kilche
Patricia Kiley
Toni Kimball
Dawn Kimble
Scott Kimmich
Maria Kindel
Ann King
Barbara King
David King
Debbie King
Debra King
Elisabeth King
Robert King
Ruthmarie Kinley
Janet Kinniry
Paul Kinzelman
Susan Kiplinger
Cheryl Kirby
John Kirchner
Lorraine Kirk
Jennifer Kirkpatrick
Jim Kirkpatrick
James Kirks
Jill Kirkstadt
Karen Kirschling
Kathy Kirsh
Jerome Kirsling
Mary Ann Kirsling
John Kitchel
Lana Kitchel
Janet Klecker
James Klein
Walter Kleine
Leona Klerer
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Margaret Klette
Louise Kligman
Scott Klimek
Crandall Kline
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Individuals submitting this campaign:
Marylin Kraker
Joan Kramer
Judy Kramer
Julie Kramer
M. Kramer
Beverly Krasner
Al Krause
Laura Krause
Margaret Krause
Pesach Kremen
Sally Kriebel
Robert Krikourian
Kathy Lou Kronenberger
Janet Krouskop
K. Krupinski
Vicki Kruschwitz
Patrick Kruse
Phyllis Krystal
Mike Kubisek
Claire Kugelman-Kropp
Eleanor Kuhl
Kristen Kuhre-Homquist
E. Kulhanek
Marie Kullman
John and Aline Kultgen
Janet Kuncl
Adele Kushner
Lester Kyle
Denise L
Martha La Cava
Isabella La Rocca
Gail Lack
Dale LaCognata
Susan LaFaive
Michael Lahey
Donald Lahti
Joanie Laine
David Laing
John Laing
Carole Lake
Jennifer Lake

B. Lakic
R. Terence Lamb
Mary Lambert
Larry Lambeth
Jim Lamon
Bryan Lancaster
Marty Landa
Beryl Landau
Doug Landau
Dorothy Lander
Margaret Lander
Susan Lander
Michele Landis
Deborah Lane
Frank Lane
Jana Lane
Charles Lane
Maryann LaNew
Mark Langberg
Marlena Lange
Norbert Langer
Alisha Langerman
John Langevin
Jennifer Langociu
Catherine Langston
Cheryl Laos
Carol Lapetino
Gary Lapid
Sharron Laplante Md
Mph
Jennifer Larkins
Areil Larsen
Charmaine Larsen
Jane Larsen
Joyce Larsen
Karen Larsen
Ruth Larsen
Karen Larson
Karly Larson
Pat Larson
Jennifer Lasby

Dona LaSchiava
Lana Lasley
Margarita Latimer
Sylvia Latimer
Norma LaTuchie
Jillana Laufer
Cynthia Laughery
Char Laughon
Alison Laurell
Val Laurent
Ed Laurson
David Laux
Marc Laverdiere
Stephen Laverty
Fred Lavy
Chris Law
Linda Law
Carol Lawrence
Christopher Lawrence
Janice Lawrence
Jessica Lawrence
Jim Laybourn
Joy Layman
Richard Leach
Kate Leahy
Bob Leaming
Candy Leblanc
Edward LeBlanc
Naomi Lebwohl
Sue Lecroy
Dennis Ledden
Lorraine LeDuc
Brendan Lee
Crystal Lee
Esther Lee
Gary Lee
Kenneth Lee
Rain Lee
Summer Lee
Thomas Lee
John Leedy

Kyra Legaroff
Doris Lehr
Richard Leibold
Karen Leibowitz
Barbara Leicht
Avery Leinova
John Lemmon
Kathryn Lemoine
Lukasz Lempart
Dena Lenard
Donna Lenhart
Patricia Lent
Jon Warren Lentz
Eli Leon
Mary Leon
Lisa Leonard
Lodiza Lepore
Judith Lerma
James Leslea Kunz
F. Richard Leslie
Kerry Leslie
Gerson Lesser, MD
Philip Letson
Tammy Lettieri
Paula LeVeck
Mary Levendos
Shaun Marie Levin
Christy Levine
Julie Levine
Lisa Levine
John Lewallen
Courtney Lewis
Erma Lewis
John Lewis
Larry Lewis
Marvin Lewis
O. Lewis
Stephanie Lewis
Thomas Lewis
Rena Lewis
Fred Lewisi

Orlanda Leyba
Georgia Libbares
Donna Libbey
Dorthy LiCalzi
Mark Lichtenberger
Bob Lichtenbert
Sharon Lieberman
Gloria Lieberstein
Daniella Liebling
Edmund Light
John Light
Jim and Norma Lightcap
F. Kay Lightner
Rick Ligin
Linda Lillow
David Lilly
Audrey Lima
Julene Lima
Karen Linarez
Robert Lincoln
Britt Lind
David Lindberg
Thomas Lindeman
Joanne Linden
Susan Linden
Ceryl Liniman
Virginia Linstrom
Robert Linzmeier
Matthew Lipschik
Patricia Ann Liske
Barbara Liszeo
Gladis Little
Marcia Little
Peter Little
W. Little
Caro Liu
Daniel Livingston
James Livingston
Frances Lizette
Kim Loan Nguyen
Georgia Locker

Peter and Vicky
Lockwood
John Loder
Stewart Loeblich
Wolfgang Loera
Kandace Loewen
Kit Lofroos
Saab Lofton
Scott Logan
T. Logan
Terrence Logue
Robert Lombardi
Jeanne Londe
Freddie Long
Jonne Long
Mary Long
Matthew Longacre
Victoria Lord
Michael Lord
Robin Lorentzen
Lois Lorenz
Joe Lorigo
Rene Lough
Thomas Love
Patsy Lowe
William Lowe
Sanna Lowrance
Alana-Patris Loyer
Luis Lozano
Eve Lubin
Karen Lucas
Steve Lucas
Windy Lucas
Lora Lucero
Diane Luck
Llewellyn Ludlow
Suzanne Ludlum
Martha Lujan
Keth Luke
Linda Luke
Richard Luke
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Doug Klingenberg
Kathleen Klinkenberg
Kay Klinsport
Peter Klosterman
Sandra Kluth
Mackie Knight
John Knipe
Donna Knipp
Esther Knott
Tracey Knowlton
Cynthia Knuth Fischer
Leif Knutsen
Deb Kobres
Mary Ann Koch
Susan Koehne
Joseph Koeller
Steve Kohn
Kirk Komick
Felicia Kongable
Charlotte Koons
Richard Koontz
Frank Koort
Ria Koper
Kristian Kopinski
Vicki Kopinski
Gloria Korhonen
Meryle Korn
Christopher Kornmann
Alan Korsen
Greg Koshak
Phaedra Kossow-Quinn
Christian Kostelnik
Grrham Koster
Constance Kosuda
Ben Kotcher
Thomas Koven
Andrew Kozakow
Tom Kozel
Stefan Kozinski
John Kraemer
Diane Kraft

Individuals submitting this campaign:
Patricia Luken
Caroline Luley
Kirk Lumpkin
David Lunde
Joanne Luongo
Rocio Luparello
Tammy Lusciatti
Brian Lutenegger
Daniel Lutzker
Jayson Luu
Mary Lyda
Frances Lynch
Helen Lynch
James Lynch
Linda Lynch
Robert Lynch
Andy Lynn
Steve Lyons
Christy Lytle
Susan and Robert M.
Claudia Maas
Lea Mac Leod
Kevin MacDonald
Joan and Wallace
MacDonald
Elizabeth Macfarlane
Adrea Mach
David Maciewski
Deni Mack
Judith Mackenzie
Angie Mackey
Rev. Sandra Mackie
Richard Mackin
Alexa MacKinnon
Patricia Mackinnon
Jenny Mackly
Melanie MacLennan
Eileen Macmillan
Lynn Marie Macy
Dianne Maddaus
Kenny Madden

Molly Madden
Michael Madias
Richard Madole
Calli Madrone
Shanti Maffey
Max Magbee
Michael Maggied
Laura Magzis
Eileen Mahood-Jose
Margaret Mainelli
Patrick Maiorana
Cristine Maize
Janet Maker
Joan Makurat
Karen Kravcov Malcolm
Roy Malcom
Lori Mallams
Janeth Mallory
Sonja Malmuth
Barry Maloney
Julie Maloney
Carol Malott
Hilary Malyon
Maggie Mandzuk
Laura Manges
Carolyn Mann
Ramona Mann
Natalie Mannering
Jone Manoogian
Norman Manoogian
Lynn Manzione
Myrna Marcarian
Maria Marchegiani
Christina Marcus
Stuart Marcus
Gladys Marhefka
Judith Marie
Sr James Marie Gross
Barbara Marino
Shannon Markley
Lynne Marko

Daniel Marks
Ira Marks
Kip Marlow
Richard Marrero
Jan Marsden
David Marsh
Christopher Marshall
John Marshall
R. Marshall
Chas Martin
Janice Martin
Judith Martin
Linda Martin
Nancy Martin
Timothy Martin
Vera Martin
Drew Martin
Erik Martinez
Jennifer Martinez
John Martinez
Judith Martinez
Manny and Danielle
Martinez
Tim Martinson
Gerry Martocci
Joan Martorano
Jordan Marzano
Michael Maslanek
Barbara Mason
Elliott Mason
Kate Mason
Phyllis Mason
Robert and Mari Mason
Cindy Massey
Eileen Massey
James Massey
Brad Massingill
Darla Masterson
Rik Masterson
Janice Mastin-Kamps
Laura Mastrangelo

Francis Mastri
Cleo Masur
David Masur
Adam Matar
Maryjo Matheny
Thomas Mathews
Thomas Matsuda
Martha Mattes
Nancy Matthews
Laurie Mattingly
Matt Matysik
Tamara Matz
Harry Mauney
Joseph Maurici
Gabriela Maurier
Margaret R. Mauti
Bruce Maxfield
Maggie Maxwell
Marsha Maxwell
Brett Mayer
Glenna Mayer
Robin Mayerat
Carole Mayers
Marilyn Mayers
Pedro Maynes
Dominique Mazeaud
Miroslav Mazel
Lisa Mazzola
Lynn Mcardle
Carole McAuliffe
Bill McBain
Susan Mcbee
Tom Mccain
Janet Mccalister
Donovan Mccall
Jan McCall
Mary Beth Mccalla
Maureen McCarter
Ai McCarthy
Debbie McCarthy
Jane McCarthy

Mary McCarthy
Mike McCartin
Brenda McCauley
Michelle McCaulley
Mary Mccaw
Mauria Mcclay
Harriet Mccleary
Joby McClendon
Linda McClure
Kelly McConnell
Tamra McConoughey
Douglas McCormick
Tracy McCowan
Howard McCoy
Joan McCoy
jan McCreary
Charlie McCullagh
Jane McCullam
Sally McDaniel
Mary Ellen McDonald
Damian McDonnell
Irene McDonnell
Rebecca Mcdonough
Karla Mcduffie
Betty McElhill
Toby McElravey
Megan McElroy
Cindy McFadden
David McFarland
Eve McFarland
Helen McFarland
Michele Mcfarland
Debbie Mcgee
Frank Mcgee
Carol Mcgeehan
Ann Mcgill
Ron McGill
Christine McGinn
Alice McGough
Wendy McGowan
Helen McGrail

Paul and Margaret
Mcgrath
William McGuire
William Mchenry
Patricia McHugh
Anton McInerney
Barbara McKee
John McKeee
Laurel McKeever
Mark Mckennon
Danielle Mckenzie
Ruth Mclauchlan
Mary Mclean
Carol Mcllree
Robert Mclvor
Annie McMahon
Charles Mcmahon
Jean Mcmahon
Eric McManus
Carrie McMaster
Sharon McMenamin
Gene McMillion
Ann McMullen
Evelyn McMullen
Gail Mcmullen
Penelope McMullen
Kathleen McNally
Sarah McNally
Eileen McNamara
Amanda McNeill
Douglas McNeill
John McNerney
Nickie Mcnichols
Cynthia McWilliams
Patti McWilliams
Thomas Meacham
Michael Meade
Justin Mears
Ana Medina
F. Meek
Judith Meek

Esthert Megill
Summer Megrath
Dan Meier
Andres Mejides
Carol Mellom
Patricia Melody
Gwenn Meltzer
Rose Marie Menard
Jitka Mencik
R. Miles Mendenhall
Loretta Mento
Paula Menyuk
Sally and Don Merchant
Elissa Mericle-Gray
Jane Merkel
Judith Merl
Lynn Merle
Julija Merljak
Neil Merrick
Barbara Mertig
John Meserve
Corey Mesler
William Messenger
Susan Messerschmitt
Cindee Messineo
Whitney Metz
Vincent Metzger
Colonel Meyer
Derek Meyer
Michele Meyer
Twyla Meyer
Harold Meyer, Jr.
Carol Meyers
Paul Meyers
Peter Meyers
Robert Meyers
Lotte Meyerson
Greta Meyterhof
Joel Meza
Cindy Mezarina
Edward Mezynnski
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Individuals submitting this campaign:
Sophie Miranda
Mary Jo Miserendino
Barbara Mitchell
Brian Mitchell
Carol Mitchell
Darius Mitchell
Jonathan Mitchell
Kristy Mitchell
Shirley Mitchell
Theresa Mitchell
Tony Mitre
Darren Mitton
Linda Miyoshi
Raymond Mlynczak
Lisa Moats
Carole Mock
Howard Mock
Deidre Moderaki
Jan Modjeski
Ronelle Moehrke
Robert Moeller
Rev Donald Moeser
James Moffat
Lopamudra Mohanty
Michael Molder
Bianca Molgora
Jack Molina
Ron Molina
Diana Molinari
David Mondejar
April Mondragon
Marcia Monma
Dean Monroe
Ronald Monson
Luydia Montag
Erica Montague
Anthony Montapert
Sara Monteabaro
Bruce Montney
Phyllis Montour
Kenneth Mooney

Karl Moor
Barry Moore
Barry Moore
Dallas Moore
Deirdre Moore
Dennis Moore
Kelly Moore
Margaret Moore
Roberta Moore
Shannon Moore
Sheila Moore
Thomas Moore
Jerry Moorehead
Mary Etta Moose
Margo Morado
Sophie Morel
Phyllis Morello
Tirso Moreno
Kay Moretti
Bruce Morgan
Jerry Morgan
Nicole Morgan
Sharon Morgan
Ed Morin
Mariel Morison
Gloria Morotti
John Morrill
Dee Morris
Kathleen Morris
Ray and Betty Morris
G. Morrison
John Morrison
Margaret Morrison
Shirley Morrison
Lynn Morrow
Joan Mortenson
Vivian Mosca-Clark
Sandra Moskovitz
Kenneth Mosley
Sharon Moss
John Moszyk

Joe Moye
Raynera Mrotek
Lindsay Mugglestone
Tom Mugglestone
James Mulcare
Jonathan Mull
Dianna Mullen
Jane Mullen
Michelle Mullen
Judi Muller
Margie M. Mulligan
Bill Mullins
Gail Mullins
Kate Mullins
Kathy Mullins
Wayne Mullins
Lori Mulvey
William Munce
Ken Mundy
Doris Munger
Bonita L. Munk-Kegeler
Gretel Munroe
Deanna Munson
Elisabeth Murawski
Joyce Murchie
Lauren Murdock
Deborah Murphy
Mary Murphy
James Murray
Mary Murray
Rebecca Murray
Vasu Murti
Dyan Muse
Mully Music
Dr. Robert K. Musil
Marcie Musser
Adnan Mustafa
Elaine Mustain
Diana Myers
Kevin Myers
Frederic Frank Myers

Paula Myles
Jerry Mylius
Nicole Naab
Robert Nadeau
Fred Nadelman
Lawrence Naderhoff
A. A. Nagy
Thomas Nakashima
James Nakata
Terry Nall
Amy Nammack-Weiss
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The following petition was signed by 607 individuals. The response is on the
right of the page.
CLEAN UP! DON’T BUILD UP! NO MORE HARM FROM NUCLEAR
WEAPONS!
We, the undersigned, demand our elected officials to STOP ALL funding for
nuclear weapons, which violates the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty that was
ratified by the U.S. Senate, and to invest in the total cleanup of ALL nuclear
facilities and dumping grounds and provide compensation to those harmed by
such activities. We can no longer put future generations at risk because of the
mistakes that we are making now and made in the past beginning with the
Manhattan Project in 1943.

The Final CMRR-NF SEIS, including this Comment Response Document, has
been distributed to a number of elected officials in the U.S. Senate and the U.S.
House of Representatives. A list of recipients is included in Chapter 9 of the
SEIS.
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Petition 1 (cont’d)
Individuals submitting this petition:

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)
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1BSEPONF *hWFHSPXOVQJO$PMPSBEP BOEXFPGUFO
TBZOVDMFBS4PJG*TUVNCMF ZPVhMMLOPXUIBU*
LOPXCFUUFS
.ZOBNFJT#SVDF.BD"MMJTUFS*hNUIF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)
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JOGPSNBMMZPOUIFHSPVOESVMFT CVUCFDBVTFXFhSF
EPJOHGPVSPGGJDJBMMZSFDPSEFENFFUJOHT JUhT


JNQPSUBOUUIBUUIFHSPVOESVMFTBSFDPOTJTUFOU

NFFUJOHUPNFFUJOH
4P*XJMMXPSLUISPVHIUIFTFXJUIZPV TP
UIBUUIFVOEFSTUBOEJOHTGPSUPOJHIU UIFFYQFDUBUJPOT
BOEVOEFSTUBOEJOHTGPSUPOJHIUhTNFFUJOHBSFDMFBSUP
ZPVBMM
"OESFNFNCFS JGZPVDBSFUPTQFBLBU
UPOJHIUhTNFFUJOH BUUIFNJLFGPSSFDPSEJOHOPX 
QMFBTFGJMMJOBDBSEBUUIFSFHJTUSBUJPOUBCMF BOE
XFXJMMCFUBLJOHUIPTFDPNNFOUTJOPSEFSPODF
SFDFJWFEBGUFSXFIFBSGSPNBOZFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMT 
BOE*hMMHPUISPVHIUIBUJONPSFEFUBJMJOKVTUB
NJOVUF
5IFPSEFSPGUIFNFFUJOHXJMMCF *hMMHP
UISPVHIUIFHSPVOESVMFT8FhSFHPJOHUPIBWFB
CSJFGQSFTFOUBUJPOCZ.S5FHUNFJFS XIPhTUIFQVCMJD
EPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIFQSPHSBN5IFOXFXJMMIBWF
DPNNFOUTUISPVHIUIFEVSBUJPOPGUIFNFFUJOH
5IFDPNNFOUTJOJUJBMMZXJMMCFMJNJUFEUP
GJWFNJOVUFTBQFSTPOIPXFWFS JGZPVGFFMMJLFZPV
OFFEUPNBLFBOPUIFSDPNNFOU JGUIFSFhTTVGGJDJFOU
O






UJNFBGUFSXFDZDMFUISPVHIUIFGJSTUSPVOEPG


DPNNFOUT
ZPVBSFNPSFUIBOXFMDPNFUPNBLFBOPUIFS
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DPNNFOU
-FUNFSFNJOEZPVUIBUUIFSFBSFBWBSJFUZ
PGPQUJPOTBWBJMBCMFUPZPVGPSDPNQMFUJOHPS
QSPWJEJOHDPNNFOUTPOUIFQSPHSBN5IFSFBSF
DPNQVUFSTUBUJPOTJOUIFCBDLDPSOFSUIFSF5IFSFhT
BLJPTLPGGBDJMJUJFTGPSUBLJOHZPVSDPNNFOUT
FMFDUSPOJDBMMZ:PVDBOGBYDPNNFOUT5IFGBY
OVNCFSXJMMCFBWBJMBCMF5IFSFhTBQPTUFSUIBU
EFTDSJCFTBMMPGUIFEJGGFSFOUXBZTUIBUZPVDBONBLF
ZPVSDPNNFOUT"OEUIFSFhTBTFDPOEDPVSUSFQPSUFS
CBDLUIFSFGPSWFSCBMDPNNFOUT
4PUIFSFhTBNVMUJUVEFPGXBZTUIBUZPVDBO
HFUZPVSDPNNFOUTJOUIFPGGJDJBMSFDPSE CFTJEFT
TQFBLJOHIFSFBUUIFNJLF




8FXJMMCFGJSTUBTLJOHGPSDPNNFOUTGSPN

GFEFSBMFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMT GPMMPXFECZTUBUF DPVOUZ 
NVOJDJQBM BOEUSJCBMHPWFSONFOUT JOUIBUPSEFS
"OEUIFOXFXJMMCFUBLJOHZPVSDPNNFOUTCBTFEPOUIF
PSEFSJOXIJDIZPVSFHJTUFSFE
#BTFEPOUIFOVNCFSPGQBSUJDJQBOUTIFSF
UPOJHIU JUMPPLTMJLFXFXJMMCFBCMFUPBMMPUGPS
UIFJOJUJBMSPVOEPGDPNNFOUTGJWFNJOVUFTQFS
DPNNFOU4P*XJMMCFHJWJOHZPVBMJUUMFCJUPGB
O






IFBETVQBUBCPVUTFDPOETUPXBSETUIFFOEPGZPVS


DPNNFOU
BOEUIFO*hMMBTLZPVUPZJFMEUIFNJLFBU
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)
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UIFDPODMVTJPOPGZPVSGJWFNJOVUFT JGZPVOFFEUIF
GVMMGJWFNJOVUFT
"HBJO *hWFNFOUJPOFEUIFQPTUFSTFTTJPO
'PMLTXJMMDPOUJOVFUPCFBWBJMBCMFCBDLUIFSF




5IFGPDVTPGUIFIFBSJOHUPOJHIUJTUP

SFDFJWFDPNNFOUT5IBUJUhTOPUUPFOHBHFJOEFCBUF
XJUIPOFBOPUIFS*UJTOPUUPFOHBHFJOEFCBUFXJUI
TVCKFDUNBUUFSFYQFSUT8FBSFIFSFUPBOTXFS


UFDIOJDBMRVFTUJPOT OPUUPKVTUJGZOBUJPOBMQPMJDZ

PSUPEFGFOEEFDJTJPOTUIBUBSFNBEFBUIJHIFSMFWFMT
JOUIFOBUJPO FJUIFSCZ$POHSFTTPSCZTFOJPS
BENJOJTUSBUJPOPGGJDJBMT
4P *XPVMEBTLZPV JGBUBMMQPTTJCMF UP
LFFQZPVSDPNNFOUTGPDVTFE:PVBSFDFSUBJOMZGSFF
UPNBLFBOZDPNNFOUTZPVXJTI CVUUIFDPNNFOUTUIBU
BSFNPTUVTFGVMGPSVTUPOJHIUXJMMCFGPDVTFEPOUIF


&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIFGBDJMJUZ BT*

NFOUJPOFE
"OZEJTDVTTJPOTUIBUHPPOJOUIFCBDLPG
UIFSPPNXJUIUIFTVCKFDUNBUUFSFYQFSUTBSFOPUB
NBUUFSPGUIFPGGJDJBMSFDPSE5IFPGGJDJBMSFDPSE
XJMMFJUIFSJOWPMWFUIFDPNNFOUTUIBUXFSFSFDFJWFE
BUUIFLJPTL PSUIFZBSFDPNNFOUTUIBUXFSFSFDFJWFE
O






BUUIFNJLF


*GXFSVOPVUPGUJNFUPOJHIU
GPSBOZ
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SFBTPO UIFSFBSFUISFFPUIFSNFFUJOHTTDIFEVMFE
5IFSFJTBIBOEPVUJOUIFQPTUFSBSFBUIBUEFTDSJCFT
UIFNFFUJOHMPDBUJPOT POFJO&TQBOPMB POFJO
4BOUB'F BOEPOFJO-PT"MBNPT
"OEUIFDPNNFOUTFTTJPOUIFDPNNFOU
QFSJPEGPSUIJT4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUSVOTUISPVHI+VOFUI4P UIFSFJTBNQMF
UJNFUPNBLFUIPTFDPNNFOUT
"TGBSBTBDUVBMMZDPOEVDUJOHPVSDPOEVDU
JOUIFNFFUJOHUPOJHIU BDPVQMFPGHSPVOESVMFT 
QMFBTFXBJUVOUJM*JOWJUFZPVUPUIFNJLF*XJMM
CFJOWJUJOHPOFQFSTPOBOEMFUUJOHBOPUIFSQFSTPO
LOPXUIBUUIFZhSFOFYU TPUIBUUIFZDBOCFQSFQBSFE
UPDPNFVQ TPXFIBWFNJOJNBMMBHUJNFCFUXFFOUIF
DPNNFOUT
"OECFDBVTFXFhSFUSBOTDSJCJOHUIFTF
DPNNFOUT JUhTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUIBUUIFBVEJFODF
SFNBJODJWJMBOERVJFU TPUIBUXFDBOHFUUIF
DPNNFOUSFDPSEFE0OFDPNNFOUBUBUJNFXJUIPVU
JOUFSSVQUJPO QMFBTF1MFBTFJEFOUJGZZPVSTFMG
CFGPSFTQFBLJOH1MFBTFBCJEFCZUIFUJNFMJNJUT
*GXFTUBSUHFUUJOHDMPTFUPZPVSUJNF *XJMMBTL
ZPVUPZJFMEUIFNJLF BOEJGXFIBWFUJNF *XJMM
O






XFXJMMNBLFBDDPNNPEBUJPOGPSZPVUPNBLFBTFDPOE


TUBUFNFOU


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-994

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



"OEBTBGJOBMSFNJOEFS QMFBTF MFUhT
SFNFNCFSUIBUUIJTJTBQVCMJDIFBSJOH UIBUXIBU
XFhSFIFSFUPEPJTNPEFMDJWJMEJBMPHVF8FhSFIFSF
UPNPEFMJOUFSQFSTPOBMDJWJMJUZBOENVUVBMSFTQFDU
"OEJOUIBUWFJO MFUhTLFFQPVSMBOHVBHFBQQSPQSJBUF
GPSBQVCMJDMZSFDPSEFENFFUJOH
"OE GJOBMMZ MFUhTNBLFTVSFUIBUPVSDFMM
QIPOFTBOEBOZUIJOHFMTFUIBUNJHIUNBLFJOUSVTJWF
OPJTFXIJMFPUIFSTBSFDPNNFOUJOHBSFTJMFODFE
"OEXJUIPVUGVSUIFSBEP *hEMJLFUP
JOUSPEVDFUIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIFQSPKFDU +PIO
5FHUNFJFS
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3(PPEFWFOJOH8FMDPNF
FWFSZPOF BOE*BQQSFDJBUFFWFSZPOFhTBUUFOEBODF
5IJTJTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUPVT UIFTFQVCMJDIFBSJOHT 
BOEUIFFOUJSFQSPDFTTGPSSFDFJWJOHDPNNFOUTPOUIF
ESBGUEPDVNFOU JNQPSUBOUSPMF
*OPOFPGUIFUIFUXPBSFBTUIBUJTNZ
QSJNFSFTQPOTJCJMJUZBTEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSOVNCFSPOF 
JTUPNBOBHFUIFQSFQBSBUJPOPGUIFEPDVNFOU BOE
NFFUBMMPG/&1"SFRVJSFNFOUTBOEQSPDFEVSBM
SFRVJSFNFOUTSFRVJSFECZMBX#VU*CFMJFWFNZNPTU
JNQPSUBOUJTUPFODPVSBHFBOEGBDJMJUBUFQVCMJD
O






JOUFSBDUJPOJOUIFQSPDFTT"OEGPSUIBU
*SFBMMZ


BQQSFDJBUFFWFSZPOFDPNJOHUIJTFWFOJOH"OE*UBLF
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UIBUTFDPOESPMFWFSZTFSJPVTMZJOGVMGJMMJOHNZ
EVUJFT
*XBOUFEUPHJWFKVTUBWFSZCSJFG
CBDLHSPVOEPGUIF/&1"IJTUPSZ UIF/BUJPOBM
&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"DUIJTUPSZPOUIJTQSPKFDU BOE
UIFOUBMLBMJUUMFCJUBCPVUXIBUZPVNJHIUTFFJO
UIFEPDVNFOU BOEUIFOMFBEZPVUPUIFFOEPGUIF
DPNNFOUQFSJPE
#BDLJO XFEJEBO&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIJTGBDJMJUZ UIF$.33
GBDJMJUZ5IBUXBTJTTVFEJO/PWFNCFSPG
*OFBSMZ UIF//4"JTTVFEBSFDPSEPG
EFDJTJPOUIBUEFDJEFEVQPO CBTFEPOUIF
FOWJSPONFOUBMBTTFTTNFOU FOWJSPONFOUBMBOBMZTJTPG
UIFWBSJPVTBMUFSOBUJWFT UIFZTFMFDUFEBQSFGFSSFE
BMUFSOBUJWF XIJDIJTBUXPCVJMEJOHDPODFQUBU
5" BOEUIBUhTBEKBDFOUUPUIFDVSSFOUGBDJMJUZ




4PUIFGJSTUCVJMEJOHJTBDUVBMMZ

DPNQMFUFE5IFSFhTTPNFJOGPSNBUJPOPOUIFQPTUFST
CBDLUIFSF5IBUhTUIFSBEJPMPHJDBMMBCPSBUPSZ
GBDJMJUZPGGJDFCVJMEJOH UIBUhTCFJOHPVUGJUUFE
SJHIUOPX4PUIFTFQFPQMFXJMMCFNPWJOHJOUPUIF
GBDJMJUZWFSZTIPSUMZ"OEUIFTFDPOECVJMEJOHJT
O






DVSSFOUMZJOEFTJHO


"OE#SVDFNFOUJPOFEUPVTUIFOVDMFBS
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)





GBDJMJUZQPSUJPOT5IBUXJMMCFUIFTFDPOECVJMEJOH
4JODFUIFUJNFUIBUXFQSFQBSFEUIF
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUBOEUIF%FQBSUNFOU
JTTVFEUIFSFDPSEEFDJTJPO XFEJETPNFBEEJUJPOBM
HFPMPHJDBMNBQQJOHBUUIFTJUF BOEUIFSFhTTPNF
QIPUPHSBQITPOUIFQPTUFSEPXOUIFSF BUUIFQPTUFS
TFTTJPOT XIFSFUIFZCBTJDBMMZMPPLFEBUGSBDUVSF
NBQQJOHJOUIFFYQPTFEGBDFPGUIFUVGGUIFSFBUUIF
TJEF
5IFZBMTPEJECPSFIPMFESJMMJOH BOEUIFZ
EFUFSNJOFEUIFQSFTFODFPGBMBZFSUIBUhTBUTPNF
EFQUICFOFBUIUIFQSPQPTFEGBDJMJUZMPDBUJPO
*OBEEJUJPOUPUIBU UIFZEJEBOVQEBUFUP
UIFTFJTNJDTUVEZPGUIFDPOEJUJPOTBU-PT"MBNPT
/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ TQFDJGJDJOUIFSFUP5"XIFSF
UIFQMVUPOJVNGBDJMJUZhTMPDBUFE BOE5FDIOJDBM"SFB
 UIFNBJOUFDIOJDBMBSFBPGUIFMBCPSBUPSZ"OE
UIBUSFTVMUFEJOBOJODSFBTFJOUIFIPSJ[POUBMHSPVOE
NPUJPOTBOEWFSUJDBMHSPVOENPUJPOTBTTPDJBUFEXJUI
FBSUIRVBLFTBUWBSJPVTSFUVSOQFSJPET
4P UIBUXBTOFXJOGPSNBUJPOBWBJMBCMFUP
UIFEFTJHOFSTBOEUPUIF%FQBSUNFOU BOEBTQBSUPG
UIF/&1"QSPDFTTJTUPQFSJPEJDBMMZSFWJFXOFX
O






JOGPSNBUJPOUIBUhTBWBJMBCMF
"OECBTFEPOUIBU UIF


-BCPSBUPSZQSFQBSFEBTVQQMFNFOUBOBMZTJTBOE
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TVCNJUUFEUIBUUPPVSPGGJDF BU-PT"MBNPT4JUF
0GGJDFJOUIFNJEEMFPGUIFTVNNFS
"OE JOQBSU CBTFEPOUIBU UIF//4"
EFDJEFEUPHPBIFBEBOEQSFQBSFB4VQQMFNFOUBM
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIFQSPKFDU"OE
UIBUEFDJTJPOXBTNBEF MJLF*TBJE JOUIFMBUF
TVNNFS
4PXFTFUVQBTFSJFTPGTDPQJOHNFFUJOHT
8FIBEUXPTDPQJOHNFFUJOHTPOFJO-PT"MBNPT POF
JO1PKPBRVF JOFBSMZ0DUPCFSPGMBTUZFBS




5IF/PUJDFPG*OUFOUUPQSFQBSFUIF

4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4XBTJTTVFEJOUIF'FEFSBM3FHJTUFS
PO0DUPCFSTU4P UIFDPNNFOUQFSJPEFYUFOEFE
UISPVHIUIFNJEEMFPG/PWFNCFS8FHPUTPNFWFSZ
HPPETDPQJOHJOQVU
4P UIFEPDVNFOUUIBUJTCFGPSFVTOPX UIF
%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4 JTBDVMNJOBUJPOPGUIFXPSL
TJODFFTTFOUJBMMZ0DUPCFS BOEUIBUhTSFGMFDUFEJO
UIFEPDVNFOU


/PX BTQBSUPGUIFBOBMZTJTXFIBEUP
MPPLBUTPNFOFXBOBMZTFT5IFSFhTTPNFOFX
SFRVJSFNFOUTUPMPPLBUWBSJPVTUIJOHT MJLF
HSFFOIPVTFHBTFNJTTJPOTGSPNWBSJPVTPQFSBUJPOT 
O






CPUIDPOTUSVDUJPOBOEPQFSBUJPOTPGUIFGBDJMJUJFT


"OEXFBMTPIBEUPEPBOJOUFOUJPOBMEFTUSVDUJWFBDU
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



BOBMZTJT QPUFOUJBMDPOTFRVFODFTPGBUFSSPSJTU
BUUBDL PSTPNFUIJOHPGUIBUOBUVSF
"OEBMTPXBOUFEUPEPBTQFDJGJD
USBOTQPSUBUJPOBOBMZTJTPGUIFEFNPMJUJPOXBTUFGSPN
UIFFYJTUJOHDIFNJTUSZNFUBMMVSHZSFQMBDFNFOU *
NFBO $.3SFTFBSDI#VJMEJOHBU-PT"MBNPT
"OEXFBMTPVQEBUFEBOBMZTFTJOBSFBTPG
PCWJPVTMZ UIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJNQBDUT CFDBVTFUPNFFU
UIFOFXSFRVJSFNFOUTGPSTFJTNJDBOEHFPMPHJDBM
GFBUVSFTBUUIFTJUF XFIBEUPCFFGVQUIF
TUSVDUVSBMTUSFOHUI BOEEPTPNFPUIFSOVDMFBSTBGFUZ
UZQFFOIBODFNFOUTUPUIFEFTJHO
8FhWFBMTPVQEBUFEUIFPQFSBUJPOTJNQBDUT 
OPUPOMZGPSUIFQSPQPTFEQSPKFDU CVUTJODFXFhSF
HPJOHUPCFJOUIF$.3#VJMEJOHGPSBMPOHFSQFSJPE
PGUJNF XFBMTPVQEBUFEUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUTPG
PQFSBUJPOTPGUIBUGBDJMJUZ BTXFMMBTUIF3-60#
GBDJMJUZ XIJDIJTDPNQMFUF BOEXJMMCFJOPQFSBUJPO
TIPSUMZ
8FBMTPVQEBUFEUIFBDDJEFOUBOBMZTFTGPS
CPUIUIFFYJTUJOH$.3#VJMEJOHBOEUIFOFXQSPQPTFE
GBDJMJUZ
"OEXFBMTPVQEBUFEUIFIVNBOIFBMUI
O






JNQBDUTEVFUPPQFSBUJPOT


5IFSFXFSFTPNFDIBOHFTJOUIFXBZUIF
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NPEFMJOHJTEPOF"OEXFBMTPJODPSQPSBUFEUIFTUVGG
XFDPVME UIFMBUFTUDFOTVTEBUB5IBUJTOhUBMMJO
ZFU CVUXFUPPLUIFJOGPSNBUJPONPTUDVSSFOUBUUIF
UJNF
/PX UIFBMUFSOBUJWFTUIBUXFIBWF
DVSSFOUMZJOUIFESBGU&*4JTUPDPOTUSVDUBOE
PQFSBUFUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZQPSUJPOBTXFTFMFDUFE
SFDPSEPGEJTDVTTJPO
4P UIBUhTJOPVSOPBDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWF JO
UIFDPOUFYUPGXFXPVMEOPUDIBOHFQBTUEFDJTJPOT
NBEFJO/&1"4PUIBUhTXIZJUhTUIFOPBDUJPO
BMUFSOBUJWF
8FBMTPMPPLFEBUUIFNPEJGJFE$.33/VDMFBS
'BDJMJUZBMUFSOBUJWF"OEUIBUXBTPSJHJOBMMZ
TUBSUFEXJUIKVTUPOFDPOTUSVDUJPOPQUJPO BOEUIBU
XBTUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO XIJDIXPVMEJOWPMWF
HPJOHEPXOJOUPUIBUMBZFSPGWPMDBOJDUVGGUIBUXBT
OPUTUSVDUVSBMMZBTTUSPOHBTXFCFMJFWFEJUOFFEFE
UPCF#VUJOUIFDPVSTFPGMPPLJOHJOUPUIBU
GVSUIFS XFBMTPJEFOUJGJFEBTIBMMPXFYDBWBUJPO
PQUJPO*UXPVMECFUIFTBNFGBDJMJUZMPDBUFEPOUIF
TBNFGPPUQSJOU CVUSBJTFEIJHIFSVQJOUIFHFPMPHJD
TUSBUB TPBTUPOPUSFRVJSFUIFEJHHJOHPVUBOE
O






SFGJMMJOHUIBUBEEJUJPOBMFYDBWBUJPOXJUIDMFBO


DPODSFUF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)





5IFOUIFMBTUBMUFSOBUJWFJTUIFDPOUJOVFE
VTFPGUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBMUFSOBUJWF XIJDIJT
CBTJDBMMZBOPDPOTUSVDUJPOPQUJPOBMUFSOBUJWF"OE
XFXPVMEDPOUJOVFUPQFSGPSNUIFMJNJUFEDBQBCJMJUJFT
JOUIFFYJTUJOHCVJMEJOHGPSBTMPOHBTXFDPVME
XJUIPVUNBKPSVQHSBEFT
4PUIPTFBSFBMMBDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWFTBOE
UIFOPBDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWF




8FQPTUFEUIF%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4POPVS

//4"XFCQBHFPO"QSJMOEPGUIJTZFBS"OEUIBU
XBTGPMMPXFEBXFFLMBUFSCZUIF&1"QVCMJTIJOHBOE
HJWJOHB/PUJDFPG"WBJMBCJMJUZPGUIFESBGUEPDVNFOU


UPHJWFQVCMJDDPNNFOUPO"QSJM
"OEBUUIBUUJNF UIFDPNNFOUQFSJPEXBTB
EBZDPNNFOUQFSJPE"OETVCTFRVFOUUP UIBUCBTFE
POTPNFSFRVFTUT UIF//4"EFDJEFEUPFYUFOEUIBU
DPNNFOUQFSJPECZEBZT BOEUIBUEFDJTJPOXBTNBEF
PO.BZUI BOEUIBUJOGPSNBUJPOXBTQPTUFEBOE
EJTUSJCVUFEUPWBSJPVTNFEJB BOEOPXUIFQVCMJD
DPNNFOUQFSJPEUIBU#SVDFNFOUJPOFE VQUP+VOFUI
4P*FODPVSBHFBMMPGUIFJOEJWJEVBMTXIPXJTIUP
DPNNFOU UPQBSUJDJQBUFJOUIFQSPDFTTBOEQSFQBSF



UIFTFDPNNFOUTCZUIBUUJNFGSBNF
O






#SVDFNFOUJPOFEUIFPUIFSNFFUJOHTUIBUXF


XJMMIBWFGPMMPXJOHUPOJHIUhTQVCMJDIFBSJOH
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"MUIPVHINPSFUPDPNFPOUIBU XFXJMMIBWFBNFFUJOH
BU-PT"MBNPTUPNPSSPXFWFOJOHBUUIF)PMJEBZ*OO
&YQSFTT"TZPVhSFDPNJOHJOUPUPXO ZPVGPMMPXUIF
ESJWFSJHIUPGGUIFNBJOIJMMSPBEPGGUIFNBJO
IJMMSPBE
8FXJMMIBWFBQVCMJDIFBSJOHJO&TQBOPMB
PO8FEOFTEBZUIFUIBUUIF4BOUB$MBSBO)PUFMJO
&TQBOPMB"OEPO'SJEBZ5IVSTEBZ *NFBO XFXJMM
IBWFUIFQVCMJDIFBSJOHJO4BOUB'FBUUIFDPNNVOJUZ
DPMMFHFUIFSFTPVUIPGUPXO"OEJUXJMMCFUIFTBNF


GPSNBU BOEXFXJMMIBWFUIFTBNFUJNF8FhMMTUBSU
BUXJUIUIFEPPSTPQFO QPTUFSTFTTJPOUP
 BOEUIFOXFhMMTUBSUDPNNFOUTBU BOESVO
UISPVHIQN BUUIBUUJNF
"OEBT#SVDFNFOUJPOFE BMTP XFIBWF
WBSJPVTXBZTUPQSFTFOUQSPWJEFDPNNFOUTPOUIF
ESBGUEPDVNFOUT4P*FODPVSBHFBOZOVNCFSPGUIPTF
XBZT'FFMGSFFUPDPNNFOUNVMUJQMFUJNFT8FXJMM
CFUBLJOHDPNNFOUTUISPVHI+VOFUI
4P*BQQSFDJBUFZPVBMMCFJOHIFSF BOE*hE
MJLFUPHFUTUBSUFEXJUIUIFNBJOQBSUPGPVS
QSPDFTT BOEBTL#SVDFUPHFUTUBSUFE BOEXFhMM
TUBSUUBLJOHZPVSQVCMJDDPNNFOUT
O






5IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI


.3.BD"--*45&3"DPVQMFPGMBUFCSFBLJOH
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



BOOPVODFNFOUT GPMLT#BTFEPOUIFOVNCFSPGQFPQMF
UIBUVMUJNBUFMZIBWFTJHOFEVQUPNBLFDPNNFOUT XF
IBWFXFhSFSFRVJSFEUPSFEVDFPVSJOJUJBMSPVOEUP
DPNNFOU UIFUJNFGSBNFGPSUIBU UPUISFFNJOVUFT


4P XFXJMMHPUISPVHIUIFTFBTRVJDLMZBT

XFDBO BOEIPQFGVMMZXFhMMIBWFUJNFGPSBEEJUJPOBM
DPNNFOUTBGUFSUIBU
4P *hMMUSZUPCFBTFGGJDJFOUBT*DBO
XJUIUIBU
"MTP *hWFCFFOBTLFEUPMFUQFPQMFLOPX
UIBUUIFWJEFPUIBUhTCFJOHNBEFJOUIFDFOUFSPGUIF
SPPNSJHIUOPXJTOPUCFJOHEPOFCZUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG
&OFSHZPSUIF/BUJPOBM/VDMFBS4BGFUZ"ENJOJTUSBUJPO
4P JGBOZCPEZPCKFDUTUPIBWJOHUIFJS
JNBHFWJEFPFEXIJMFUIFZhSFNBLJOHUIFJSDPNNFOU 
LJOEMZKVTUCSJOHUIBUVQXJUIUIFWJEFPHSBQIFS BOE
XFXJMMXPSLUIBUPVU
 8JUIPVUGVSUIFSBEP *hNHPJOHUPUBLFUIF
OBNFTJOUIFPSEFSUIBU*hWFCFFOHJWFOUIFN CBTFE
POZPVSSFHJTUSBUJPO"OE*hNHPJOHUPDBMMPVUUXP
OBNFTUIFGJSTUOBNFXJMMCFPVSGJSTUTQFBLFS UIF
TFDPOEOBNFJTUIFQFSTPOUPCFSFBEZUPTQFBLOFYU
'JSTUXFIBWF3BZ.#BDB"OE4DPUU,PWBD
O






XJMMCFJOUIFDIVUFUPCFTQFBLJOHOFYU


"OE.S#BDB
ZPVDBOVTFUIJTNJLFPSUIBU
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NJLF:PVSFBEZ 
.33":.#"$"(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNFJT
3BZ#BDB*BNUIF&YFDVUJWF%JSFDUPSGPSUIF
/FX.FYJDP#VJMEJOH5SBEFT$PVODJM
*OUIBUDBQBDJUZ *SFQSFTFOUBMMPGUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOMBCPSVOJPOTIFSFJOUIFTUBUFPG
/FX.FYJDP5IJTJODMVEFTBQQSPYJNBUFMZ
DPOTUSVDUJPOBOENBJOUFOBODFXPSLFSTUIBUBSF
DVSSFOUMZFNQMPZFEUIFSFBUUIF-BCPSBUPSZ5IFTF
BSFGBNJMZTVTUBJOJOHXFMMQBZJOHKPCTUIBU
VOGPSUVOBUFMZPUIFSXJTFXPVMEOPUCFBWBJMBCMF
BOZXIFSFFMTFJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP5IFZBSFWFSZ
GFXBOEGBSCFUXFFO
'PSUIPTFPGZPVXIPBSFOPUBXBSF UIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO/FX.FYJDPJTJOBWFSZ
CMJHIUFETUBUFDVSSFOUMZ BTJUJTJONPTUPGUIF
DPVOUSZ5IFVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFGPSDPOTUSVDUJPO

401-1

XPSLFSTIBTGVMMZEPVCMFE BOEJONBOZDBTFTUSJQMF
UIBUPGUIFBWFSBHFVOFNQMPZFE/FX.FYJDBO
*UJTOPUVODPNNPOUPTFFVOFNQMPZNFOU
SBUFTPGUPQFSDFOUJONBOZPGUIFDSBGUTUIBU
XFSFQSFTFOU
0CWJPVTMZ JGUIJTGBDJMJUZDPNFTUPCF JG
O






BOEXIFOJUDPNFTUPCF
UIJTTIPVMECFBUSFNFOEPVT


CPPTUOPUPOMZUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZPG
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401-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



/FX.FYJDP CVUNPSFJNQPSUBOUMZUPUIFNBOZ
DPOTUSVDUJPOGBNJMJFTJO/FX.FYJDPXIPBSFJOEJSF
TUSBJUT

401-1
cont’d

8FSFTQFDUGVMMZVSHFUIF-BCUPCFHJOUIJT
QSPKFDUTPPOFSUIBOMBUFS5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3.S,PWBD GPMMPXFECZ
3PCFSU1SFTT




.34$055,07"$5IBOLZPV.ZOBNFJT

4DPUU,PWBDXJUI/VDMFBS8BUDIPG/FX.FYJDPJO
4BOUB'F
'JSTUPGG *XPVME*hNIBWJOHBQSPCMFN
XJUIUIJTGPSNBUUPOJHIU*XPVMEQSFGFSUPTFFB
QSFTFOUBUJPOHJWFOBMPOHXJUIZPVSFYQMBOBUJPO7FSZ
DPNQMJDBUFEJTTVF:PVIBWFUIFQPTUFST5IPTF

402-1

DPVMECFB1PXFS1PJOUQSFTFOUBUJPO:FT UIFTVCKFDU
NBUUFSFYQFSUT JUXPVMECFOJDFUPHFUUIFNPO
SFDPSE
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
0LBZ0OUPNZDPNNFOUT*XJMMGJSTU
PGG *SFRVFTUUIBUUIJT&*4UIJT4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4
CFXJUIESBXO BOEUIBUUSVFBMUFSOBUJWFTBSF
BOBMZ[FE
5IFBMUFSOBUJWFTXFhSFHJWFO UXPPVUPG
O






UIFUISFFBSFOPUSFBMMZBMUFSOBUJWFT5PCVJMEUIF


FYJTUJOH*NFBO
BMUFSOBUJWFOVNCFSPOF UIF
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402-2

402-1

Comment noted.

402-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for a No Action Alternative
that would abandon the current CMR Building and not proceed with the
CMRR-NF, such an alternative is not consistent with meeting NNSA’s mission
need nor does it reflect the status quo at LANL. The No Action Alternative in
this CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the decision announced in the 2004 ROD for
the original CMRR EIS. This is consistent with CEQ recommendations that,
for proposed changes to an ongoing activity, “no action” can mean continuing
with present plans (51 FR 15618). NNSA determined that a supplement to the
2003 CMRR EIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, to address the changes in design and construction of the
CMRR-NF and has addressed alternatives consistent with previous analyses and
decisions. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.
The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision. NNSA estimates that the total project cost of CMRR
Project construction activities would be between $3.7 billion and $5.9 billion
(DOE 2011b).
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OPBDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWFJTUP ZPVLOPX CVJMEUIF
WFSTJPOPGUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ XIJDIBU
UIJTTUBHFDBOOPUCFEPOF CFDBVTFPGUIFTFJTNJD
JTTVFT4P UIBUhTOPUSFBMMZBOBMUFSOBUJWF
5IFPUIFSBMUFSOBUJWFJTUPDPOUJOVFVTJOH
UIFFYJTUJOHZPVLOPX UIFFYJTUJOH$.3GBDJMJUZ
XJUIPVUVQHSBEJOHJU"OEUIBUhTOPUSFBMMZBO
BMUFSOBUJWF FJUIFS
4PZPVhWFFMJNJOBUFEUXPBMUFSOBUJWFT BOE
ZPVhSFEPXOUPPOFBMUFSOBUJWFBOE ZPVLOPX XFhSF
OPUIFSFUPOJHIUUPKVTUEFDJEFJGJUhTBEFFQ
GBDJMJUZPSTIBMMPXGBDJMJUZ
*BMTPUIJOLXFTIPVMEBOBMZ[FUIFUBLF
BIBSEMPPLBUUIFDPTUTPGUIFGBDJMJUZ"MPUPG
UIFJTTVFTBMPUPGUIFQSFWJPVTEFDJTJPOTXFSF
CBTFEPODPTUTCBDLJO CFGPSFUIFTFJTNJD
JTTVFTXFSFLOPXOUIFJODSFBTFETFJTNJDJTTVFT
XFSFLOPXO
*UXBTBUUIBUQPJOUJUXBTEFDJEFEUIBU
JUXPVMECFDIFBQFSUPCVJMEBOFXCVJMEJOHUIBOUP
VQHSBEFUIFFYJTUJOHPMECVJMEJOH BOE*hNOPUTVSF
UIBUhTUSVFBOZNPSF6QHSBEJOHUIFFYJTUJOH$.3
CVJMEJOHXBTBOPQUJPOJOUIFTDPQJOHDPNNFOUT BOE
O






GPSTPNFSFBTPOJUHPUSFNPWFE
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5IBOLZPV"OE*XJMMTVCNJUGPSNBM
DPNNFOUTBMTP 5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV3PCFSU1SFTT
GPMMPXFECZ%PO)BODPDL
.313&44*XJMMCFCSJFG3FDFOUMZUIF
6OJUFE4UBUFTBOE3VTTJBBHSFFEUPSFEVDFUIFOVNCFS
PGOVDMFBSXBSIFBET"OEIFSFXFBSFXJUIBQSPQPTBM
GSPNUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZBOE-"/-TVHHFTUJOH
UIBUXFCVJMEBOFXCVJMEJOH CVJMEOFXQJUTGPS
OVDMFBSXFBQPOT%PFTUIFXPSEIZQPDSJTZNFBO
BOZUIJOHUPZPV *UEPFTUPNF
8IBU*UIPVHIUBCPVUEPJOHXIFO*DBNFIFSF
XBTUPTFUVQBOFNQMPZNFOUBHFODZPVUTJEF CFDBVTF
JUTFFNTUPNFXIFOXFDPNFUPUIFTFIFBSJOHTUIF
RVFTUJPOJTBCPVUKPCT/FWFSNJOEUIBUUIFKPCTBSF
BUISFBUUPUIFDJUJ[FOTPGUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT/FWFS
NJOEUIBUUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZJTTVQQPTFEUPCF
BQSPUFDUJWFBHFODZGPSUIFQFPQMFPGUIF6OJUFE
4UBUFT#VUXIFOXFXBOUUPCVJMETPNFUIJOHOFXBOE
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear weapons.
Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. Current operations at
LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other nonproliferation treaties
to which the United States is a signatory, nor would the operations that would be
performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance,
of this CRD for more information.

DSFBUFNPSFKPCT BTUIFHFOUMFNBOFBSMJFSTBJE UIFO
XFWPUFGPSCVJMEJOHNPSFCPNCT
+BQBOKVTUXFOUUISPVHIBTFSJPVTQSPCMFN
5ISFF.JMF*TMBOEXBTBTFSJPVTQSPCMFN3VTTJBIBE
O






JUTPXOTFSJPVTQSPCMFN#VUEPXFQBZBUUFOUJPOUP


BOZPGUIPTF
/P8FEPOPUMJWFJOBEFNPDSBDZBOZ


3-1007

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, the purpose of
the proposed CMRR-NF is to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities in support of NNSA and LANL missions. The
CMRR-NF SEIS presents the environmental impacts of construction and
operation of the facility; one area of environmental impacts is socioeconomics,
including jobs.
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 CFIBQQZUPIFMQUIFNGJOEKPCT8FOFFEPUIFS
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TDJFOUJTUTUPMPPLGPSQFBDFGVMXBZTPGCSJOHJOH
TBGFUZUPUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTBOEUIFSFTUPGUIF
XPSME#VUXFJHOPSFUIBU
*IBWFCFFOUPNBOZPGUIFTFIFBSJOHT"OE
BUNPTUIFBSJOHT UIFNBKPSJUZPGUIFQFPQMFXIPBSF
HJWJOHFWJEFODF BSFOPUMJTUFOFEUP"OE*BNTVSF
UPOJHIUUIBUXIBU*IBWFTBJEXJMMOPUCFMJTUFOFE
UP
4P *BNOPUHPJOHUPXBTUFNZUJNF"OE*
IPQFPUIFSQFPQMFXJMMKPJONFBT*XBMLPVU
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3%PO)BODPDL GPMMPXFECZ


%BWF.D$PZ
.3%0/)"/$0$,(PPEFWFOJOH*hN%PO
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$FOUFS BZFBSPMEPSHBOJ[BUJPOCBTFEJO
"MCVRVFSRVF
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NNSA considers every comment received by U.S. mail, email, toll-free
telephone or fax line, or at the public hearings. Consistent with the purpose and
intent of NEPA and the implementing regulations, public comments assist NNSA
in determining the scope of the analysis to be included in a NEPA document
and in improving the analysis and range of alternatives evaluated. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1008

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



404-1



QSFUUZCBEEPDVNFOUT
0OFPGUIFUIJOHTUIBUhTJOUFSFTUJOH 

The CMRR EIS was not legally inadequate. NNSA determined that an SEIS is
the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations.
The CMRR-NF SEIS is an SEIS to specifically address changes in the design of
the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety requirements.
Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

UIPVHI JTUIBUUIJTEPDVNFOUUIBUXBTSFGFSSFEUP 

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

UIJTJTUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUPO
UIJTQSPKFDU UIFQSFGFSSFEBMUFSOBUJWFJOUIJT
EPDVNFOUBOE JOGBDU UIFPQUJPOUIBUXBTDIPTFOJO
UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPO JTOPX
SFKFDUFEBTCFJOHJOBEFRVBUF JOBQQSPQSJBUF CFDBVTF
JUEPFTOhUNFFUUIFTFJTNJDIB[BSEQSPCMFNT
8FMM UIBUhTQSFUUZBNB[JOH UIF%FQBSUNFOU
PG&OFSHZJUTFMGIBTTBJE UIJT&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUUIBUJUEJEJTMFHBMMZJOBEFRVBUF
8IFOZPVIBWFBMFHBMMZJOBEFRVBUF
EPDVNFOU XIBUTIPVMEZPVEP 5IF%FQBSUNFOUPG
&OFSHZIBTUXPSFBTPOBCMFDIPJDFT
0OF UIFQSFGFSSFEPOF XPVMECFUPTBZ 
XFMM XFHVFTTXFTIPVMEOhUCVJMEUIJTOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZBUBMM5IBUXPVMECFXIBUUIFQSFGFSSFE
BMUFSOBUJWFXPVMECF
5IFPUIFSBMUFSOBUJWFXPVMECFUPHPCBDL
BOETUBSUPWFSXJUIBMFHBMMZBEFRVBUF&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU5IFZhWFDIPTFOOPUUPEPUIBU 
FJUIFS CVUUPUBLFBOJMMFHBM JOBEFRVBUFEPDVNFOU 
O






BOETBZ
XFDBOTVQQMFNFOUJU8JUIXIBU 8JUIB


POFBMUFSOBUJWFQSPQPTBM5IFPOFBMUFSOBUJWFJTUP
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The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct
and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in
the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD. Based on new information learned
since 2004, however, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a
PC-3 structure as required to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical
chemistry and materials chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified
CMRR-NF Alternative in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed
and operated, and the Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which
CMRR-NF would not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3
would continue to be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered
safe to do so. This latter, “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy
NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and
NNSA mission support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from
further analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such
as extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building or distributing the functions
assigned to the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities. Regarding the
former, NNSA has determined that extensive upgrades to the CMR Building
would be only marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction
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and program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments
at LANL. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
additional information.



CVJMEBTIJOZ OFXOVDMFBSCPNCQMBOU BOEEJHB
GPPUIPMFUPQVUUIFTIJOZCPNCQMBOUPOUPQ
0SUIFPUIFSBMUFSOBUJWFJTUPEJHB
GPPUIPMFJOUIFHSPVOE GJMMIBMGPGJUVQXJUI
DFNFOU BOEQVUUIFTIJOZCPNCQMBOUPOUPQPGJU


5IPTFBSFOPUXIBUBSFDBMMFEBMMPGUIF

SFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT5IF$PVODJMPO
&OWJSPONFOUBM2VBMJUZ3FHVMBUJPOTUIBUHPWFSOUIFTF
QSPDFEVSFTTBZUIBUUIFIFBSUUIFJSXPSE UIF
IFBSUPGBO&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUJT
EJTDVTTJPOPGBMMSFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT
4PUIJTOFXEPDVNFOUIBTOPIFBSU*UIBT
OPIFBSUGSPNBMFHBMTUBOEQPJOU BOEJUIBTOPIFBSU
GSPNBMPUPGPUIFSTUBOEQPJOUT
8IBUBCPVUUIFPUIFSSFBTPOBCMF
BMUFSOBUJWFT 5IFBMUFSOBUJWFPGOPUCVJMEJOHJU 
/P UIBUDBOhUDPOTJEFSUIBU CFDBVTFUIBU
XPVMEOhUGVMGJMMPVSQVSQPTFBOENJTTJPO
8IBUBCPVUUIFBMUFSOBUJWFPGVTJOHUIF
FYJTUJOHQMVUPOJVNGBDJMJUZ 5IBUhTSFKFDUFEJOPOF
TFOUFODF RVPUF *UXPVMEJOUFSGFSFXJUIQFSGPSNJOH
XPSLDVSSFOUMZCFJOHDPOEVDUFEUIFSF BOESFEVDFUIF
TQBDFBWBJMBCMFJOUIFCVJMEJOHUIBUDPVMECFVTFEUP
O
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ZPVDBMMBSJHPSPVTBOBMZTJTPGBMMPGUIF
BMUFSOBUJWFT4PUIFZIBWFOhUEPOFUIBU
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5IFSFBSFPUIFSBMUFSOBUJWFTUIBU*DPVME
HPJOUP BOEBDUVBMMZ.S4OZEFSFODPVSBHFENFCFGPSF
UIFIFBSJOHTUBSUFEUPOJHIU UPHPJOUPEFUBJMBCPVU
UIFPUIFSSFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFTUIBUTIPVMECF
JODMVEFE CVU*hWFOPXCFFOUPMEUIBU*POMZIBWF
UISFFNJOVUFT TPUIBUDMFBSMZ XFBSFHFUUJOHNJYFE
NFTTBHFTIFSF0OUIFPOFIBOEXFXBOUUPIFBSXIBU
UIFBOBMZTJTPGUIFSFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFTTIPVME
CF"OEPOUIFPUIFSIBOEXFhSFUPME PI CZUIF


XBZ ZPVSFBMMZEPOhUIBWFUJNFUPEPUIBU

.3.BD"--*45&38FMM BDUVBMMZ ZPVSUJNF
JTVQ
.3%0/)"/$0$,8FMM *VOEFSTUBOE CVU
UIFSFhTBOPUIFSUIJOHUIBUOFFETUPCFTBJEBCPVUIPX
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SFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT%0&hTPXOSFHVMBUJPOTTBZ
UIBUUIFZIBWFUPOPUJDFEBZTJOBEWBODF
.3.BD"--*45&34JS ZPVSUJNFJTVQ *hN
HPJOHUPIBWFUPBTLZPVUPHJWFVQUIFNJLF
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003-FUIJNTQFBL MFU
IJNTQFBL
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.3%0/)"/$0$,5IJTJTBHPPEFYBNQMF
UIJTJTBHPPEFYBNQMFPGUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ
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.3.BD"--*45&3.ZBQPMPHJFT8FTFUPVU
UIFHSPVOESVMFT*hWFBTLFEZPVUPBCJEFCZUIF
HSPVOESVMFT
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8FEJEOhUTFUUIFNVQ
 4QFBLFSTGSPNUIFGMPPSXFSFUBMLJOHBU
UIFTBNFUJNF BOEDPVMEOPUCFSFQPSUFE 
.3.BD"--*45&38FIBWFNBOZPUIFSQFPQMF
XBJUJOH BOEUIFJOUFOUJPOJTUPMFUFWFSZCPEZTQFBL
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003 4QFBLJOHBUUIF
TBNFUJNFBT.S.BD"MMJTUFS  *OBVEJCMF 8JMMJOH
UPHJWFVQGPSUIBU 
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.3%"7&.D$0:*BHSFFXJUI.S)BODPDL
.ZOBNFJT%BWJE.D$PZ*BNUIF%JSFDUPSGPS
$JUJ[FO"DUJPO*BHSFFXJUI.S)BODPDLBCPVUUIF
QIBOUPNBMUFSOBUJWFTUIBUBSFCFJOHQSFTFOUFEIFSF
"EEJUJPOBMMZ UIFVTFPG/BUJPOBM4FDVSJUZ
QSPUPDPMJTCFJOHVTFEUPUSVNQUIF/&1"5IJTJTB

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry
and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF SEIS
is based on the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). See Section
2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.

 WFSZJOBEFRVBUF4&*4
5IFPOMZSFBTPOJUXBTJTTVFEBUUIFUJNF
JUXBTJTTVFEJTCFDBVTFUIFSFXBTBMBXTVJUBHBJOTU
UIFMBDLPGBOFX&*4CFJOHJOFGGFDU

405-1

5IF4&*4GBJMTUPFYBNJOFSFBTPOBCMF
BMUFSOBUJWFTUPUIFQSPQPTFE$.33
5IFQSFGFSSFEBMUFSOBUJWFPGCVJMEJOHJT
OPUUFDIOJDBMMZPSGJOBODJBMMZGFBTJCMFUISPVHIUIF

405-2

DPNQMFUFMZVOTBGFHFPMPHJDBMMPDBUJPOUIBUhTCFFO
DIPTFO
.PWJOHPSOPUDPOTUSVDUJOHBUBMMNVTUCF
BOBMUFSOBUJWFGPSDPOTJEFSBUJPO
5IFVODFSUBJOUJFTBTTPDJBUFEXJUICVJMEJOH
FJUIFSUIFTIBMMPXPSUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOTPGUIF
$.33 BTQSPQPTFEJOUIF4&*4 BSFJOTVSNPVOUBCMF
-FUhTUBLFBMPPLBUTPNFPGUIF
JOGPSNBUJPOUIBUhTNJTTJOHBCPVUUIJTTJUF
O
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5IFSFhTOPEFUFSNJOBUJPOPGBLBQQBGSPNB


3-1013

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

405-2

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the
CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information. Regarding alternatives
addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions issued through the 2008 Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns and technical comments regarding
seismic issues related to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. In addition to the following
responses, refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.6, Seismic and
Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information. Chapter 3, Section 3.5,
Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to improve the
discussion of faulting and seismic hazards at LANL.
The comment indicates that site-specific seismic data are inadequate
because studies have not been conducted. Dozens of mapping studies of
the Pajarito fault system have been conducted (for example, Gardner and
House 1987; Wong et al. 2005; Carter and Gardner 1995; McCalpin 1997;
Lavine et al. 2003), including state-of-the-art, high-precision mapping in the
vicinity of LANL. In addition, numerous paleoseismic trench investigations
have been conducted at 17 sites over the past 20 years (for example, Gardner
et al. 1990; Olig et al. 1996; Kelson et al. 1996; McCalpin 1998, 1999, 2007;
LANL 2007). These studies clearly show that the Pajarito fault system is a
series of normal slip faults that form the best studied fault system in the Rio
Grande rift. Admittedly, some parts of the fault have not been as well studied
as others; these tend to be those portions outside of LANL, especially where
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access issues are a problem (for example, the Santa Clara Canyon segment).
Additional study of these areas would likely improve our understanding of the
fault and could help reduce uncertainties in the inputs, but these studies are not
a prerequisite to conducting a PSHA or determining design ground motions at
LANL. The uncertainties in regards to fault geometry, rupture behavior, and
sense of slip on the Pajarito fault system were fully recognized and addressed
in the range of inputs to the PSHA. A range of fault dips was used (±15°), a
component of oblique slip was considered in calculating slip rates, and two
rupture models and various rupture scenarios were included in the analysis to
address remaining uncertainties in the geometry and sense of slip of the Pajarito
fault system. All of the data and analyses for the Pajarito fault system published
in the Lewis et al. (2009) study were included or considered in the PSHA update.



OFUXPSLPGTFJTNPNFUFST
"OBOBMZTJTPGIJHIQPUFOUJBMHSPVOE
TIBLJOHEVFUPBNQMJGJDBUJPOPGTFJTNJDXBWFTCZUIF
OFBSTVSGBDFTPJMTPSBUUIFOFBSTVSGBDFTPJMT 
XIJDIJTDPNNPOMZSFGFSSFEUPBTTJUFBNQMJGJDBUJPO 
JTDPNQMFUFMZNJTTJOH.BQQJOHPGGBVMUTCFOFBUI
-"/- BOEUIFSFMBUJPOTIJQUPSFHJPOBMUFDUPOJDTJT
NJTTJOH

The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter])
for the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep
Excavation Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete
would increase the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440
million kilograms). The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper
excavation is estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms).
Under the Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there
are not similar concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under
this option as opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability
analysis has been prepared and determined that indicated that global slope
stability is not an issue for the Deep Excavation Option (LANL 2011a: LANL
site, 028). If the Deep Excavation Option were selected, as part of the ongoing
design and evaluation process, studies would be completed to verify that all
geotechnical stability issues had been addressed.

*OGPSNBUJPOUIBUTIPVMEXBSOBHBJOTUUIF
VTFPGUIJTTJUFJTUIBUUIFQPUFOUJBMGPS
DPNQSFTTJPOPGUIFXFBL TPGUWPMDBOJDBTICFOFBUI
UIFIFBWZ$.33 BOEUIFQPUFOUJBMTVCTJEFODFPWFSUIF
MPOHUFSN UIFTPDBMMFESBGUUIBUJTTVQQPTFEUP

405-2
cont’d

GMPBU NBZTJOL
5IFQPUFOUJBMJTUIFSFGPSIZESPDPMMBQTF
EVFUPXFUUJOH5IFBEEFEXFJHIUUPUIF$.33GSPN
UIFVTFPGXBUFS TVQQMZJOHUIJTXBUFSXJUIJOUIF
CVJMEJOHGPSGJSFTVQQSFTTJPO BOEGPSDPPMJOH
QMVUPOJVN IBTOPUCFFOQSFTFOUFE
5IFTMPQFJOTUBCJMJUZ XIJDIDBODBVTF
FYDFTTJWFNPWFNFOUJTOPUSFBMMZCFJOHDPOTJEFSFE
5IFJODSFBTFETFJTNJDTIBLJOHEVFUPUIF
TPGUWPMDBOJDBTIBOECVJMEJOHSFTQPOTFJTOPUSFBMMZ
O






TFUGPSXBSE


8FDBOhUEPBOBEFRVBUFSJTLBOBMZTJT
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405-3
405-3

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.2, and 4.3.10.2, and Appendix C of the CMRR-NF
SEIS present the accident analysis for the CMRR-NF. NNSA evaluates a range
of potential accidents and their impacts. The plutonium metal and oxide used
at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



CFDBVTFUIFZEPOhUIBWFUIFEBUBJOQMBDFUPEPB
SJTLBOBMZTJT BOEZFUUIFZhSFUSZJOHUPUFMMUIF
QVCMJDUIBUUIJTJTTBGF5IFBDDJEFOUUIBUDBO
IBQQFOUIFSF JTTVQQPTFEMZBTQJMMPGQMVUPOJVN
-JTUFO UIFBDDJEFOUUIBUDBOIBQQFOJTBO
FYQMPTJPOPSBGJSFPVUUIFSFXJUIQMVUPOJVN BOEUIF
MPTTPG$PMPSBEPBOENPTUPG4BOUB'F BOENPTUPG
/FX.FYJDP-FUhTRVJULJEEJOHPVSTFMWFT5IJT

405-3
cont’d

.3.BD"--*45&3:PVSUJNFJTVQ
.3.D$0::FBI *LOPX
5IJT&*4UBMLTBCPVUXFMM XFBSFHPJOH
UPJODPSQPSBUFUIFMFTTPOTPG'VLVTIJNB5IFMFTTPO
PG'VLVTIJNBJTEPOhUCVJMEOVDMFBSSFBDUPSTBOE
OVDMFBSGBDJMJUJFTJOVOTBGFHFPMPHJDBMMPDBUJPOT
.3.BD"--*45&3%FOOJT)PMMPXBZ GPMMPXFE
CZ+PBO#SPXO
.3%&//*4)0--08":*hNBOBSDIJUFDUJO
UIFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP*XBTMJDFOTFEBTBO
BSDIJUFDUJO BOEUIJTJTSJEJDVMPVT8IBUhT
HPJOHUPIBQQFOUPUIJTTUBUFJGUIJTQMBOUHPFTJO 
*DBOUFMMZPVUIBUBMMBSDIJUFDUTIBWFUPUBLF
FBSUIRVBLFFYBNTUPCFMJDFOTFEJODFSUBJOTUBUFT
MJLF$BMJGPSOJB/FX.FYJDPEPFTOhUSFRVJSFUIBU 
O






FWFOUIPVHIXFIBWFTPNBOZFBSUIRVBLFT


#VUKVTUUPMFUZPVLOPX
*IBWFTUVEJFEJU
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406-1

Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation
of the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the
ground motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material
layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports provide additional detailed
information and structural evaluation of the proposed CMRR-NF site. This
information translated into design changes related to the structural requirements
for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment within the
building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without major
damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.

407-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations and
implementing procedures require preparation of an SEIS if there are substantial
changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns or
there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. NNSA determined
that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations (40 CFR 1502.9(c) and 10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively),
to address the changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional
seismic information.



DBSFGVMMZ*UhTQBSUPGNZUSBJOJOH"OE*hNIFSF
UPUFMMZPVUIBUUIJT&*4 BMMUIFTUBUFNFOUTBCPVU
TFJTNJDJTTVFTCBMPOFZ"OEEPOhUUSVTUJU8F
OFFEUPHFUBOFYQFSUBOBMZTJTPGUIBUTFJTNJDTJUF

406-1

CFGPSFBOZNPSFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUJFTBSFCVJMUJOUIBU
EFBUIGBDUPSZ "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3+PBO#SPXO GPMMPXFECZ
.BSMFOF1FSSPUUF




4*45&3+0"/#308/(PPEFWFOJOH NZOBNF

JT+PBO#SPXO*hNB'SBODJTDBOTJTUFSBOE*XPSLJO
TFWFSBMEJGGFSFOUFDPMPHZBOEGBJUIPSHBOJ[BUJPOT
UISPVHIPVUUIFTUBUF*IBWFCFFOUPOVNFSPVTPG
 UIFTFIFBSJOHT*LFFQDPNJOH BOEOPUIJOHTFFNTUP
DIBOHF5IFSFhTOPSFBMBMUFSOBUJWF BOE*TFDPOE
UIFWPJDFUIBUPVSWPJDFTBSFOPUIFBSE*hNOPUB
UFDIOJDBMFYQFSU CVU*BNBDJUJ[FO BOE*XPSLJO
UIFTFJTTVFTBMMUIFUJNF*BNBQQBMMFEUIBUXFBSF
DPOUJOVJOHUPHPGPSUIXJUIUIJTXJUIPVUBSFBMJTUJD
&*4*hNBQQBMMFEUIBUXFBSFTQFOEJOHNJMMJPO
POTVDIBGBDJMJUZXIFOXFIBWFBUSJMMJPOEFCU
JOUIJTOBUJPO XIFOXFBSFDVUUJOHFEVDBUJPOGVOET 
XFBSFDVUUJOHIFBMUIDBSFGVOET XFEPOhUIBWFBOZ
NPOFZGPSUSVFFOFSHZBMUFSOBUJWFTMJLFTPMBS XJOE 
O






BOEPUIFSTUIBUXFIBWFOhUFWFOUIPVHIUPG*hN


BQQBMMFEXFXPVMEFWFOTUBOEUPDPOUJOVFUPQVUVQ
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407-1

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and
are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD
for more information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



XJUIUIJT
*UIJOLBCFUUFSBMUFSOBUJWFGPSUIF
JOWFTUJHBUJPOPGUIJTXPVMECFUPDBMMTPNFPGUIFTF
WFSZJOUFMMJHFOUDSFEJCMFDJUJ[FOFYQFSUTBOETJU
EPXOBOEUBMLXJUIUIFNJOTUFBEPGXIPFWFSUIF 
RVPUF FYQFSUTBSFUIBUIBWFCFFOCFJOHSFMJFEVQPO
#VUVMUJNBUFMZ UIJTJTBEFFQNPSBMBOE
TQJSJUVBMJTTVF"OE*CFMJFWFUIBUXFIBWFMPTUBOE
BSFMPTJOHPVSTPVMJOUIJTOBUJPOCJUCZCJU NPSF
BOENPSF5IBUXFXPVMECVJMETVDIBGBDJMJUZPOB
WVMOFSBCMFQJFDFPGMBOETFJTNJDBMMZUIBUXPVME
UISFBUFOPVSXBUFSJOUIFTUBUF XIJDIXFBMSFBEZBSF
JOBESPVHIUBOEXFBSFJOTFWFSFDPODFSOTBCPVU 
TIPXTUIBUXFIBWFOPDBSF DPODFSO GPSUIFDVSSFOU
QPQVMBUJPOT UIFQFPQMF PSUIFGVUVSFDIJMESFOBOE
QFPQMFPGOPUPOMZUIJTOBUJPO CVUPGPUIFS
DPVOUSJFT BTXFMM
8FBSFSJTLJOHBMMPGUIJTBOEBMMPGUIJT
NPOFZ BOEZFUXFGBJMUPDPOTJEFSDMJNBUFDIBOHF 
XIJDIJTBGGFDUJOHNJMMJPOT CJMMJPOT PGQFPQMFPO
UIJTQMBOFU*UhTUSVMZBXBTUFPGNPOFZ
*EP JODMPTJOH IBWFBOBMUFSOBUJWFUIBU
*XPVMEMJLFUPQSPQPTF"OE*QSPQPTFUIJTFWFO
O






UIPVHITPNFPGZPVNJHIUUIJOLJUhTWFSZTJNQMJTUJD



BOEUIFSFhTOPUFOPVHIUJNFUPFYQMBJOJUJOHSFBU
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EFQUI CVUNZBMUFSOBUJWFJTPOUIFPUIFSTJEFPG
XIBUSFBMMZJTQSPQFMMJOHUIJTQBSUJDVMBSQSPKFDU 
BOEUIBUhTUIFCJMMJPOPGUIFTFEPMMBSCJMMT 
CVUPOUIFPUIFSTJEFJUTBZT *O(PEXFUSVTU*
XPVMEQSPQPTFUIBUBOBMUFSOBUJWFCFOPUJOB
TJNQMJTUJDNBOOFSCVUJOBUSVMZEFFQ TQJSJUVBM 
NPSBMBOEFUIJDBMXBZUPMPPLBUXIBUEPFTJUNFBOUP
SFBMMZUSVTUJO(PEBOEPVSPXODSFBUJWF
QPTTJCJMJUJFT JOUFMMJHFODF BTJOEJWJEVBMTBOEBT
DPMMFDUJWFQFPQMFJOUIJTTUBUF BOEQSPQPTFPUIFS
BMUFSOBUJWFT*O(PEXFUSVTU"OE*hNHJWJOHUIJT
BTNZBMUFSOBUJWFGPSEPDVNFOUBUJPO
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV.BSMFOF 
GPMMPXFECZ$BNZ$POEPO
.4."3-&/&1&33055&8FIBWFCFFOBTLFE
UPNPEFMDJWJMEJBMPHVF XIJDINFBOTCFTVCNJTTJWFUP
UIFNJMJUBSZ UPUIFDPSQPSBUFNJMJUBSZJOEVTUSJBM
DPNQMFY5IFHSFBUFTUUISFBUUIBUXFIBWF TBZTUIF
1FOUBHPO JTDMJNBUFDIBOHF/VDMFBSXFBQPOTBSF
PCTPMFUF)PXEPXFDPOGSPOU%0&BOE%0%XJUIUIF
NJYUVSFPGUIFDPSQPSBUFNJMJUBSZNPOFZ 8IBU
IBQQFOFEUPHPWFSOJOHQPXFSCZUIFQFPQMF PGUIF
QFPQMF BOEGPSUIFQFPQMF *UTFFNTBMTPUIBUUIJT
O






QSPDFTTJTPCTPMFUF


8FNVTUVOEFSTUBOEUIBUXIFOXFNBLF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



EFDJTJPOTUIBUBSFHPJOHUPBGGFDUNJMMJPOTBOEUIF
GVUVSFPGPVSQMBOFU XIFOXFhSFUBMLJOHBCPVU
VODFSUBJOUZBOEXFIBWFOPEBUBPOUIFSJTL XFNVTU
VOEFSTUBOEXFOFFEUPVTFUIFQSFDBVUJPOBSZ
QSJODJQMF8FNVTUGJOEPVUBOEXFNVTUBTL 1SPWF
UPNFUIBUUIF$MFBO8BUFS"DUXJMMOPUCFWJPMBUFE

408-1

408-1

As part of the NEPA Process, an EIS must consider whether actions described
under its alternatives would threaten a violation of Federal, state, or local law or
requirement imposed for the protection of the environment (40 CFR 1508.27)
or require a permit, license, or other entitlement (40 CFR 1502.25). NNSA
intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will obtain
all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made to
construct the CMRR-NF and to conduct its operations in a manner that ensures
the protection of public health, safety, and the environment through compliance
with all applicable Federal and state laws, regulations, directives, and other
requirements (including the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act). Refer to
Chapter 5 of the CMRR-NF SEIS for more information. Also, refer to Appendix
C of the SEIS for risk analysis.

408-2

408-2

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense and
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and
are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD
for more information.

1SPWFUPNFUIBUUIF$MFBO"JS"DUXJMMOPUCF
WJPMBUFE1SPWFUPNFUIBUOVDMFBSXFBQPOTTIPVMECF
POUIBUTFJTNJDNPVOUBJO1SPWFUPNFBMMUIFUIJOHT
UIBUZPVBSFTBZJOH UIBUUIJTJTOPUHPJOHUP
IBQQFO
*UIJOLXFNVTUVOEFSTUBOEUIBUXFIBWF
CFFOFOUSVTUFEXJUIUIFTPWFSFJHOSFTPVSDFTPGUIJT
XPSME"SFXFHPJOHUPQVUPVSUSVTUJOUIJT
CPNCQMFYXIFOPVSCVEHFUJTCFJOHCBMBODFEPOUIF
CBDLTPGUFBDIFST .FEJDBSFBOE.FEJDBJEQFPQMFBOE
QFPQMFUIBUBSFTFOJPSDJUJ[FOTJO4PDJBM4FDVSJUZ 
*TOhUUIBUTPNFUIJOH UPDPNFUPBQPJOUXIFOXF
QSFGFSQVUUJOHPVSUSVTUJOOVDMFBSXFBQPOTSBUIFS
UIBOUIFIVNBOJUZPGUIJTQMBOFUBOEUIFFBSUI
DPNNVOJUZ5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3$BNZ$POEPO GPMMPXFECZ
#BTUJB.JMMFS
O






.4$".:$0/%0/(PPEBGUFSOPPO.ZOBNF


JT$BNZ$POEPO
BMPOHUJNFSFTJEFOUPG/FX.FYJDP 
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BOEBMPWFSPGFWFSZQBSUPGOBUVSFIFSF*BMTP
XPSLBMJUUMFCJUJO+BQBO XIFSF*IBWFQVCMJTIFE
CPPLT XBTBKPVSOBMJTU BOE*hNEPJOHWPMVOUFFSXPSL
XJUINJDSPDSFEJUCBOLJOHJOOPSUIFBTUFSO#SB[JM
CFDBVTF*hNPO4PDJBM4FDVSJUZBOE*DBOWPMVOUFFSJO
BOPUIFSQMBDF
#VU*hNSJHIUOPXIFSFUPCFTUSPOHMZ
BHBJOTUUIJTQSPKFDU*XJMMPOMZTBZPOFSFBTPO*
BHSFFXJUINBOZPUIFSQPJOUTUIBUIBWFCFFONBEF CVU

409-1

*XBOUUPTBZPOMZPOFDPNNFOUBCPVUUIFTFJTNJD
IB[BSET3JHIUOPX*IBWFNZTPO .JDIBFM BOENZ

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the CMRR-NF project. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF of this CRD for more information.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
(such as the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) and activities at LANL.
The type of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the
fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot
produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large
amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to
Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more information. Chapter 4 of
the CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes the radiological impacts associated with operations
at the proposed CMRR-NF. The radiological hazards would be small. See
Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3, regarding current radiological emissions at LANL.

HSBOEEBVHIUFS BOEUIFNPNPGUIFGBNJMZMJWJOHJO
5PLZP.ZTPOXPSLTUIFSFBTBNBOBHFSGPSB
+BQBOFTFDPNQBOZ POFPGUIFMBSHFTU NPTUQSPGJUBCMF
UFMFQIPOFDPNQBOJFTJO5PLZP +BQBO BOENZ
HSBOEEBVHIUFS BHF JTOPXSFDFJWJOHMPXMFWFM
SBEJBUJPOGSPNUIF'VLVTIJNBQMBOU*TQFBL+BQBOFTF
BOEFWFSTJODFUIFUTVOBNJ UIFFBSUIRVBLF BOEUIF
UTVOBNJ *CFFOXBUDIJOHPOMJOFBMMPGUIFEBJMZ
SFQPSUTGSPNUIF/),#SPBEDBTUJOH +BQBOFTF
DPSQPSBUJPOSFQPSUTGSPNUIFCFHJOOJOHVOUJMOPX*
BNIPSSJGJFEUPUIJOLUIBUNZHSBOEEBVHIUFSNJHIU
DPNFCBDLUPNZIPVTFJO/FX.FYJDP FTDBQJOH
O






SBEJBUJPOJO+BQBO
BOEGJOESBEJBUJPOIB[BSETIFSF


JO/FX.FYJDP
NPSFPGUIFN FWFONPSF

409-1

409-1
cont’d
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



*LOPXWFSZMJUUMFBCPVUUIFHFPMPHZPGUIF
1BKBSJUP1MBUFBV FYDFQU*EPLOPXUIBUUIFSFBSF
GBVMUTUIFSFBOEUIBUUIFDVSSFOUCVJMEJOHJTBCPWF
POFPGUIFGBVMUT BOEUIBUJTBOFXCVJMEJOH 
BDDPSEJOHUPUIFHFOUMFNBOXIPJOGPSNFENFFBSMJFS 
EPXOUIFSPBE UIFQMBOTGPSUIBUEPXOUIFSPBEGSPN
UIJTTFJTNJDGBVMU*EPOhUUIJOLUIBUhTEPXOUIF
SPBEGBSFOPVHI BOECFDBVTFPGUIFVOTBGFMPDBUJPO 
UIFSFBMJUZUIBUXFXJMMIPQFGVMMZOPUFWFSOFFEBOZ
PGUIFTFXFBQPOT *EPOhUXBOUNZPXOUBYNPOFZVTFE


409-1
cont’d

GPSUIJTQVSQPTF*TUSPOHMZPCKFDUUPUIJTQSPKFDU 
BOEUIBOLZPVGPSMFUUJOHVTUFTUJGZ
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV#BTUJB
.JMMFS GPMMPXFECZ.BSDVT1BHF
.4#"45*".*--&3.ZOBNFJT#BTUJB
.JMMFS*hNPOUIFCPBSEPG$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS
/VDMFBS4BGFUZJO4BOUB'F*XBOUUPTUBSUCZ

410-1

TBZJOHIPXEJTDPODFSUJOHJUJTUPIBWFPVSUJNFGPS
TQFBLJOHBCSVQUMZDIBOHFEGSPNGJWFNJOVUFTUPUISFF
NJOVUFT4PNFTQFBLFSTBSFFYDFMMFOUFYUFNQPSBOFPVT

410-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern with the format of the Albuquerque
public hearing. Public hearings were formatted to allow enough time for all
commentors to be heard. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for
more information.

TQFBLFST BOE*IBWFNZUIJOHTXSJUUFOEPXO BOETP
JUIBTSFBMMZJOIJCJUFENZBCJMJUZUPQSFTFOUJOB
 SFBTPOBCMFXBZ UPHPCBDLUISPVHIBOEGJHVSFPVUIPX
O






UPNBLFUISFFNJOVUFTPVUPGNZGJWFNJOVUFT
BOE*


UIJOLUIBUUIBULJOEPGBCSVQUTIJGUJOUIFHSPVOE
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Regarding the commentor’s statements about climate change and earthquakes,
the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to address seismic risks and the effects
of climate change in the American Southwest. Seismic risks were addressed in
the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS. However, Chapter 3, Sections 3.5 of the CMRR-NF
SEIS has been revised to more fully describe the faulting and seismic hazards
at LANL. Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4 of the SEIS has been revised to include
a description of the types of environmental changes that could occur in the
southwestern United States due to climate change. A discussion of potential
impacts that could result at LANL from climate change, has been added to
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.
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SVMFTEJTDPVSBHFTUIFQVCMJDGSPNDPNJOHGPSXBSE
*XBOUUPSFHJTUFSNZPCTFSWBUJPOUIBUUIF
QSPQPTFE$.33CVJMEJOHIBTBMJNJUFESBUJPOBMFJOUIF
TFOTFUIBUJUEPFTOPUTFFNUPIBWFCFFOBEBQUFEUP
UIFDIBOHJOHDJSDVNTUBODFTPGPVSXPSME'JSTU*hN
UIJOLJOHPGDMJNBUFDIBOHF XIJDINFBOTXFDBOOP

410-1
cont’d

MPOHFSUSVTUPVSSJTLNFBTVSFNFOUT5IFMBOEJT
SFTQPOEJOHXJUIFBSUIRVBLFT5IFXBUFSJTSFTQPOEJOH
XJUIUTVOBNJT5IFXFBUIFSJTHPJOHUPFYUSFNFTPG
IPUBOEDPME BOEUPSOBEPFTCSJOHEFTUSVDUJPO*UhT
IBSEUPHBJOBGPPUJOHVOEFSUIPTFDJSDVNTUBODFT
5IFSFBSFPUIFSDSJUJDBMSFBTPOTGPSUBLJOH
BUSVFMPPLBUQPTTJCMFBMUFSOBUJWFTUPUIFQSPQPTFE
$.33 CVUUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZTFFNTUPCFJOUFOUPO
CVJMEJOHJUTFMGVQXJUIPVUSFWJFXJOHUIFCJHQJDUVSF
 0OFXBZJTUIBUPVSIVNBOJOTUJUVUJPOTBSFGMBXFE
5IFQSPGJUNPUJWFIBTDPNFUPQMBZBCJHHFSBOE
CJHHFSSPMFJOEFUFSNJOJOHPVSHPBMT8FNPWFBXBZ
GSPNTDJFODFBUJUTCFTUXIFOHPWFSONFOUJOTUJUVUJPOT
BSFQSJWBUJ[FE
"OPUIFSGMBXJTUIBUSFHVMBUPSTBSFVOBCMF
DPOTJTUFOUMZUPIPMEUIFNTFMWFTUPUIFTUBOEBSETUIBU
BSFTFQBSBUF JOUFSNTPGQVCMJDJOUFSFTU GSPNUIF
O






QFPQMFXIPBSFCFJOHSFHVMBUFE


*IBWFUPNPWFBMPOH
CFDBVTF*IBWFUIJT
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TFOTFPGJNQFOEJOHBCSVQUUFSNJOBUJPO
5IFOFYUQPJOUDPODFSOTOVDMFBSXBTUF
-PT"MBNPTIBTBMPOHIJTUPSZPGDBSFMFTTOFTTJO
IBOEMJOHOVDMFBSXBTUF QSPNJTFTGPSDMFBOVQUIBUBSF
OPUDBSSJFEPVU BOEPGQSJPSJUJFTUIBUQVUDMFBOVQ
JOUIFMBTUQMBDF8JUIUIFSFDFOUTFUUMFNFOUVOEFS

410-2

410-2

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions
on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste
Management, of this CRD for more information.

410-3

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
provides a summary of a number of epidemiological studies that have been
conducted in the LANL area, as well as a summary of cancer incidence and
mortality figures for the Los Alamos Region as derived from data from the
National Cancer Institute. During the period 2003 through 2007, the annual
cancer death rate for Los Alamos County was smaller than that for the state of
New Mexico as a whole, and for the entire United States. The cancer incidence
rates, however, of melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, thyroid cancer, and
female breast cancer were elevated in Los Alamos County with respect to state
averages, while cancers of the lung, colon, and rectum occurred at rates below
the state averages. Refer also to Chapter 3, Section 3.11.3, Industrial Safety, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS.

UIF$MFBO8BUFS"DU UIFZIBWFBOPUIFSPQQPSUVOJUZUP
TIPXHPPEGBJUI BOEGPSUIBU*XPVMEMJLFUPCF
HSBUFGVM CVUSBUJPOBMMZ *TUJMMIPMEBXBJUBOETFF
BUUJUVEF*HSFXVQJO.JTTPVSJ UIF4IPX.F
TUBUF
.ZMBTUQPJOUIBTUPEPXJUIUIFFDPOPNZPG
UIFTVSSPVOEJOHDPNNVOJUJFT5IFTFDPNNVOJUJFTIBWF
CPSOFIFBWZDPOTFRVFODFT
.3.BD"--*45&35IJSUZTFDPOET:PVhSF
GJOF
.4#"45*".*--&3 GPSCFJOHJOUIF
OFJHICPSIPPEPG-PT"MBNPT5IFIFBMUIFGGFDUTGPS
QFPQMFXIPIBWFXPSLFEBUUIFMBCBSFTFWFSF1FPQMF
IBWFTVGGFSFEUIFDPOTFRVFODFTPGDPOUBNJOBUJPO
CFDBVTFPG$FSSP(SBOEFGJSF5IFUSBEJUJPOBMXBZT
PGMJGFBSFCFJOHDVSUBJMFEBOEFMJNJOBUFE
*XBOUUPDPODMVEFXJUIUIJTRVPUBUJPOGSPN
O






0DUBWJP1B[)FTBZT
5IFJEFBPGBTJOHMF


DJWJMJ[BUJPOGPSFWFSZPOFJNQMJDJUJOUIFDVMUPG
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410-3

A summary of possible public health impacts resulting from the May 2000
Cerro Grande fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, Radionuclides and
Chemicals in the Environment Around Los Alamos National Laboratory, of the
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). In summary, it was concluded that no harmful
exposures due to chemical or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater,
surface soil, surface water and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are
expected to occur in the future as a result of the fire (ATSDR 2006).
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QSPHSFTTBOEUFDIOJRVFJNQPWFSJTIFTBOENVUJMBUFTVT
&WFSZWJFXPGUIFXPSMEUIBUCFDPNFTFYUJODU FWFSZ
DVMUVSFUIBUEJTBQQFBSTEJNJOJTIFTBQPTTJCJMJUZPG
MJGF
5IFTFBSFKVTUTPNFPGUIFDPODFSOT*IBWF
*hEMJLFUPFODPVSBHFUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZUP
UBLFBEFFQFSMPPL BTUFQCBDLGSPNTJNQMZ
DPOUJOVJOHUPEPNPSFPGUIFTBNF5IBOLZPVWFSZ
NVDI
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV.BSDVT1BHF 
GPMMPXFECZ#FOKBNJO"CCPUU
.3."3$641"(&.PP*BNUIFDBTIDPX
*BNTPIBQQZUPSFDFJWFBMMUIJTNPOFZJO
GPPMJTIOFTT#VU*hNOPUUIFDBTIDPX *XBTKVTU
ESFTTFEBTUIFDBTIDPX.ZOBNFJT.BSDVT XJUI
5SJOJUZ/VDMFBS"CPMJUJPOJTUT BOE*hNPQQPTFEUPUIF
TZTUFNPGGFFEJOHUIFDBTIDPXCFDBVTFUIFOVDMFBS
DPNQMFYXBTOPUNFBOUUPCFBKPCTQSPHSBNGPS
TDJFOUJTUTBOEGPSUIFXPSLJOHDMBTTGPMLTUIBUCVJME
UIFGBDUPSJFT"OEUIBUhTXIBUJUIBTCFDPNF BOE
*hNTPSSZBCPVUUIBU CFDBVTF*EPBHSFFXJUIBMMUIF
BOUJOVDMFBSBOEOVDMFBSBCPMJUJPOJTUTUBUFNFOUTUIBU
IBWFCFFONBEFCFGPSFNFUPOJHIU TP*EPOhUXBOUUP
O






SFQFBUJU*KVTUXBOUUPFDIPJU*XJTIZPVDPVME


QMBZJUCBDLPOBUBQFTPZPVDPVMEIFBSJU
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411-1

411-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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5IBOLZPVBMMGPSXIBUZPVIBWFTBJE
UPOJHIU FTQFDJBMMZ4JTUFS+PBO#SPXOPOUIF
TQJSJUVBMMFWFM4P*hNJOWJUJOHBMMPGZPVUPDPNF
QSBZXJUI5SJOJUZ/VDMFBS"CPMJUJPOJTUTPO'BUIFShT
%BZ XIJDIJTBMTP)PMZ5SJOJUZ4VOEBZ*UhT+VOF
UI BOEUIFO.POEBZNPSOJOH +VOFUI5IBOLT
BHBJOGPSBMMUIFBOUJOVDMFBSBOEOVDMFBSBCPMJUJPO
TUBUFNFOUT5IFZBSFUSVF"OEUIBOLTGPSUIF
UFDIOJDBMTUBUFNFOUTGSPNPVSXBUDIEPHHSPVQT
#BDLUPDBTIDPXNPEF'FFENFNPSFNPOFZ
UPEFTUSPZUIFQMBOFU.PP*BNBGPPM*BN
-PT"MBNPT*BNUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3#FOKBNJO"CCPUU GPMMPXFE
CZ+BOFU(SFFOXBME
.3#&/+".*/"##055*IBWFBQSPDFTT
RVFTUJPO8IZJTJUOFDFTTBSZGPSZPVUPTUBOEOFYU
UPUIFTQFBLFST 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*UhTLJOEPG
UISFBUFOJOH JOUJNJEBUJOH
.3.BD"--*45&3*UhTGPSUIFTQFBLFST
5IFSFJTBZFMMPXDBSEUIBUJTBTFDPOEXBSOJOH 
BOEUIFSFhTBSFEDBSE TP*EPOhUIBWFUPTUBOEIFSF
O






VOMFTTQFPQMFEPOhUSFTQFDUUIFQSPDFTT


.3#&/+".*/"##055*hNHPJOHUPCF
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QSFUUZCSJFG.ZOBNFJT#FOKBNJO"CCPUU*hNB
HSBETUVEFOUBU6/.-JLF.BSDVT *XBOUUPUIBOL
FWFSZPOFFMTFXIPIBTTQPLFOBOEFDIPBMPUPGUIFJS
DPODFSOT#VUXIBU*XBOUUPFNQIBTJ[FJTUIFGBDU
UIBUUIFQSPKFDUJTOPUHPJOHUPCVJMEBOZUIJOH
VTFGVM*NFBO JUhTBCTPMVUFMZJNQPSUBOUUPIBWF
KPCTBOENPOFZJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP JOUIJTTUBUF
*UIJOLXFTIPVMEKVTUUBLFUIFNPOFZBOEEP
TPNFUIJOHVTFGVMXJUIJU CFDBVTFDVSSFOUMZ 
QMVUPOJVNQJUTBSFOPUHPJOHUPIFMQBOZPOF*U
XPVMECFNVDICFUUFSGPSUIFFOUJSFTQFDJFTJGZPV
KVTUQBJEUIFQFPQMFUPEPBCTPMVUFMZOPUIJOH5IBU
XPVMECFWBTUMZTVQFSJPS:PVQBZUIFNUPQBSUZ 
CBTJDBMMZ#VUBTEBOHFSPVTBTBXJMEQBSUZJT JUhT
OPUBTEBOHFSPVTBTUIJTGBDJMJUZ BDDPSEJOHUPBMM
UIFUFTUJNPOZXFhWFIBEUPEBZ
4PUIBUhTXIBU*XBOUUPFNQIBTJ[F UIBU
UIFSFhTOPSFBTPOGPSBOZPGUIJT8FTIPVMEUBLF
UIFNPOFZBOEEPTPNFUIJOHVTFGVMXJUIJU5IFSFBSF
TPNBOZUIJOHTUIBUOFFEUPCFEPOF UIFSFBSFTP
NBOZQFPQMFTVGGFSJOH QFPQMFOPUIBWJOHBHPPE
TUBOEBSEPGMJWJOH UIFSFhTFEVDBUJPOTZTUFNTHPJOH
EPXOIJMM UIFFOFSHZTZTUFNJOUIJTDPVOUSZOFFETUP
O






CFDPNQMFUF
BOEUSBOTQPSUBUJPOOFFETUPCF


DPNQMFUFMZSFWBNQFE5IFNPOFZDBOCFTQFOUPOTP
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412-1

412-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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NBOZHPPEUIJOHT TPUIJTQSPKFDUTIPVMECFPQQPTFE

GPSXIBUFWFSSFBTPOJOH BOZUIJOHZPVDBOEPUPTUPQ
JUBOEQVUUIFNPOFZJOUPTPNFXIFSFHPPETIPVMECF
EPOF5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 




.3.BD"--*45&3+BOFU(SFFOXBME GPMMPXFE

CZ+PIO-PDLSJEHF
.4+"/&5(3&&/8"-%8FMM *UIJOLXIBU*
IBWFUPTBZQSPCBCMZSFMBUFTNPTUMZUPSJTL*NPWFE
UP/FX.FYJDPXIFO*XBTJONZFBSMZT BOECPVHIU
BGBSNEPXOXJOEGSPN-PT"MBNPT*G*IBELOPXOUIBU
-PT"MBNPTXBTUIFSF *NJHIUOPUIBWFEPOFUIBU.Z
GBNJMZMJWFTUIFSFTUJMM4PPODF*GPVOEPVU
-PT"MBNPTXBTUIFSF BOETUBSUFEUPCFHJOUP
VOEFSTUBOEOVLFTBOEXIBUUIFZXFSFBMMBCPVUBOE
XIBU-PT"MBNPTXBTBCPVU *KPJOFE$"3%BOEDBNF
EPXOUP"MCVRVFSRVFBOEXPSLFEJOUIFPGGJDFBEBZB
XFFL$"3%QBJENZCVTGBJS *UIJOL GPSBOVNCFS
PGZFBST"OE*CFDBNFLOPXOBTBOBOUJOVDMFBS
BDUJWJTUJOUIFOPSUIBOEBSPVOE"MCVRVFSRVF BOEGPS
TPNFSFBTPOQFPQMFBU-PT"MBNPT CFDBVTF*OFWFS


QBTTFEPOXIBUUIFZTBJE XPVMETPNFUJNFTDBMMNFBOE

UBMLUPNFBCPVUXIBUUIFZXFSFFYQFSJFODJOHVQ
UIFSF*XPVMEXPSLBUUIFPGGJDFMBUFBUOJHIU TP
O






UIFTFDBMMTXPVMEBMXBZTIBQQFOMBUFBUOJHIU


5IFGJSTUPOFXBTGSPNBXPNBOXIPIBEKVTU
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MPTUIFSIVTCBOEBU-PT"MBNPT4IFTBJEIFXBTB
IJHIBENJOJTUSBUPS4IFTBJEUIBUIFIBEEJFEGSPN
DBODFS4IFTBJEBMPUPGQFPQMFTIFLOFXXFSFEZJOH
PGDBODFS4IFUPMENFUIBUUIFMJUUMFTUSFBNUIBU
SBOUISPVHIIFSCBDLZBSE IFSCFBVUJGVMCBDLZBSE XBT
DPOUBNJOBUFE*BTLFEIFSJGTIFXPVMEDPNFGPSXBSE
BOEUBMLBCPVUUIFTFUIJOHT BOETIFTBJEJGTIFDBNF
GPSXBSE UIBUIFSGBNJMZBU-PT"MBNPTXPVMECF
PTUSBDJ[FE"OETPOP TIFXBTOPUHPJOHUPDPNF
GPSXBSE


5IFOTPNFZFBSTMBUFS *SFDFJWFEBDBMM
GSPNBGSJFOEPGNJOFBCPVUPVSGSJFOE5ZMFS XIP
MJWFEBU-PT"MBNPT5ZMFSIBEEJTDPWFSFEBCSBJO
DBODFSDMVTUFSVQBU-PT"MBNPT BOENZGSJFOEDBMMFE
NFUPUFMMNFUIBUIJTIPVTFIBECFFOCVSOFEEPXO 
BOEUIBUIFBOEIJTGBNJMZXPVMECFNPWJOHPVUPG
/FX.FYJDP
4PUIFOZFBSTMBUFS *hNXPSLJOHMBUFJONZ
PGGJDFBHBJO BOE*HFUBDBMMGSPNBOVDMFBS
TDJFOUJTU8FMM IFXBTOhUMFUhTTFFIPXUP
TUBUF)JTUSBJOJOHXBTJUXBTOPUBQIZTJDJTU
*EPOhUXBOUUPHPJOUPJUBOZNPSF CVUJUXBTUIF
OJHIUPGUIF$FSSP(SBOEFGJSF BOEIFDBMMFENFVQ
O






CFDBVTFIFTBJEUIFSFXBTBCVOLFSBU-PT"MBNPTBOE


UIBUUIFSFXFSFQSPUPUZQFTPGOVDMFBSCPNCTJOUIBU
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CVOLFS BOEIFXBTUFSSJGJFEUIBUUIFGJSFXBTHPJOH
UPSFBDIUIFCVOLFS BOEIFTBJEJGJUEJE XFXPVME
BMMCFHPOF4PIFTUBSUFEPVUWFSZVQTFU BOEUIFO
*UBMLFEUPIJNGPSBCPVUBOIPVS BOEIFHSBEVBMMZ
HPUMFTTVQTFU BOEUIFOIFCFHBOUPCBDLQFEBMBOE
TBZ /P JUXJMMCFGJOF JUXJMMCFBMMSJHIU
4POPX*OPMPOHFSXPSLMBUFJONZPGGJDF
*hNJONZNJET BOEJGUIFSFBSFDBMMTDPNJOHJO
GSPNQFPQMFBU-PT"MBNPTXIPBSFVQTFUCZPOFUIJOH
PSBOPUIFS UIFZKVTUHFUBOBOTXFSJOHNBDIJOF4P
GPSNF CVJMEJOHBOPUIFSCPNCCVJMEJOHBU
-PT"MBNPTJUKVTUTFFNTMJLFJOTBOJUZ KVTU
JOTBOJUZ"OEXIPJTUIFFOFNZ 8IPJTUIFFOFNZ 

413-1

413-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to this project. The CMR Building
provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for
performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity
that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this
CRD for more information.

414-1

414-1

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.

.BZCFJUhTMJLFUIFQPFUTBJE.BZCFXFGPVOEPVU
UIBUJUXBTPVSTFMWFT5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3+PIO-PDLSJEHFGPMMPXFE
CZ'MPSB#BSSFUU
.3+0)/-0$,3*%(&.ZOBNFJT+PIO
-PDLSJEHF5IBOLZPVGPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPTQFBL
IFSF*XJTIXFXPVMEHFUQFSDFOUPGPVSUJNF


JOTUFBEPGQFSDFOUPSQFSDFOUSFEVDUJPO*U

TFFNTGBJSMZFYUSFNF
"OZXBZ UPHFUPOXJUIJU TJODFXFEPOhU
O






IBWFNVDIUJNF
UIFSFIBTCFFOBMPUTBJEBCPVUUIF


&*4JUTFMG*UIJOLUIF&*4JTSFBMMZBMNPTU
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TFDPOEBSZUPUIFSFBMQSPCMFNPGWJPMBUJPOPGB
OVDMFBSUSFBUZUIBUXFIBWF8FIBWFUIJTOVDMFBS
OPOQSPMJGFSBUJPOUSFBUZUIBUXFBSFTJHOBUPSZUPIFSF
JOUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT BOEXFBSFTVQQPTFEUPIPOPS

414-1
cont’d

XIBUXFTJHO *CFMJFWF*EPOhUCFMJFWFUIBUhT
CFJOHEPOFJOUIJTDBTF"MPUPGQFPQMFTPNFPG
UIF%0&QFPQMFNBZTBZBOETPNFPUIFST UPP
UIBUUIJTJTSFBMMZKVTUSFQMBDFNFOUPGFYJTUJOH
QJUT#VU*EPOhULOPX BOE*EPOhULOPXUIBUBTB
DJUJ[FOPG/FX.FYJDP*hMMFWFSGJOEPVUVOMFTTXF
XPSLGPS%0&5IFUSVUIPGUIFNBUUFS *CFMJFWF
UIFSFBSFQSPCBCMZHPJOHUPCFTPNFFOIBODFNFOUTUP
UIFQJUT QSPCBCMZJOUIFOBNFPGTBGFUZPSTPNFUIJOH
MJLFUIBU#VUUIFZXPOhUCFUIFTBNFQJUT5IFZ
XPOhUCFKVTUSFQMBDFNFOUQJUTGPSUIFPOFTUIBUBSF
BMSFBEZJOFYJTUFODF8FBMSFBEZIBWFUIPVTBOETPG
CPNCTUIBUBSFMZJOHBSPVOEUIFDPVOUSZ BCPVU
PSNPSFIFSF *CFMJFWF BU,JSUMBOE
"OPUIFSUIJOHUIBUIBTCFFONFOUJPOFE
CFGPSF CVU*UIJOLJTJNQPSUBOUUPSFTUBUF JTUIBU
UIFFOWJSPONFOUBMUISFBUJTFYUSFNF"UMFBTUB
DPVQMFPGQFPQMF *CFMJFWF IBWFNFOUJPOFEUIF
TFJTNJDQSPCMFNT#VUOPUPOMZUIBU UIFSFJT
O






BMSFBEZDPOUBNJOBUJPOVQBU-PT"MBNPTGSPNQPPSMZ


NBJOUBJOFEQJUT5IFZEPOhUIBWFBDDVSBUFSFDPSET
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414-2

414-2

A key purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
missions as directed by Congress and the President, which includes ensuring
a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. Work performed in the CMR
Building and the proposed CMRR-NF supports this effort. This entails
maintaining the existing stockpile, not adding more nuclear weapons.
The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Please
refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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5IFSFhTQJUTEPXOIFSFBU,JSUMBOE"JS'PSDF#BTF 
-PT"MBNPT *HVFTT BDUVBMMZPSOPU-PT"MBNPT
#VU4BOEJB-BCT/PUSFBMMZUIF"JS'PSDFCBTF *
HVFTT#VUXFhWFBMSFBEZTFFOIPXPVSHPWFSONFOU
EPFTOPUNBJOUBJOTBGFUZJTTVFTGPSVTUIBUTIPVMECF
NBJOUBJOFE8FBSFTVQQPTFEUPCFQSPUFDUJOHUIF
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QFPQMFPGUIFDPVOUSZ OPUEFTUSPZJOHUIFQFPQMFPG
UIFDPVOUSZ BOE*UIJOLXFhSFKVTUJOUSPEVDJOHNPSF
BOENPSFUISFBUTUPPVSQPQVMBUJPOCZBMMPXJOHUIJT
UPIBQQFO4P*UIJOLKVTUPOUIFCBTJTPGUIF
USFBUZUIBUJUTFFNTUPNFUIBUXFhSFWJPMBUJOH XF
TIPVMEOPUFWFODPOTJEFSIBWJOHBO&*48FTIPVME

414-1
cont’d

DPOTJEFSFOEJOHUIFQSPKFDU
"OEBUUIBU TJODF*EPOhULOPXIPXNVDI
UJNFNPSF*NBZIBWF *hNKVTUHPJOHUPFOEJUUIFSF
5IBOLZPVGPSUIFUJNF "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3'MPSB#BSSFUU GPMMPXFE
CZOVNCFS*EPOhUIBWFBOBNF
.4'-03"#"33&55:FT NZOBNFJT'MPSB
#BSSFUU BOE*BNTQFBLJOHGPSNZTFMG*IFBSE
FBSMJFSBNFOUJPOUIBUOVDMFBSXFBQPOTBSFPCTPMFUF
5IBUJTNZNFTTBHF"OETP*hNHPJOHUPTBZJU
BHBJO CFDBVTF*IBWFIBEQMBOOFEBMMBMPOHUPTBZ
O






OVDMFBSXFBQPOTBSFPCTPMFUF8IZXPVMEXFCVJME


NPSFOVDMFBSXFBQPOTXIFOXFDBOhUVTFUIFN
8IZBSF
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415-1

415-1

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in
the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence
will continue to be an important element of national security policy for the
foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.


























































XFHPJOHUPQVUNPOFZJOUPTPNFUIJOHUIBUDBOOFWFS
CFVTFE  8FIBWFTBJEBMMBMPOHUIBUXFDBOhUVTF
UIFTFXFBQPOT4PXIZXPVMEXFCVJMENPSFPGUIFN 
4PTIVUEPXOUIBUQMBOU%POhUQVUBOZ
NPOFZJOJU$MPTFJUDPNQMFUFMZ BOEMFUhTUBML
BCPVUIPXXFDBOCVJMETVTUBJOBCMFOVDMFBSBOE
TVTUBJOBCMFFOFSHZ TPMBS XJOE BOECJPVTFTPG

415-1
cont’d

FOFSHZ5PNF JUEPFTOhUNBLFBOZTFOTFUPCVJME
TPNFUIJOHZPVhSFOFWFSHPJOHUPVTF8FDBOhUVTF
JU5IFSFhTOPXBZXFDBOQVUOVDMFBSXFBQPOTPVU
UIFSFJOUIFXPSME4PDMPTFEPXOXIBUFWFSJTUIFSF
PGUIF$.33BOEEPOPUFWFSPQFOJUBHBJO
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN5IF
QFSTPOXIPTJHOFEJOBTOVNCFS*EPOhUIBWFB
OBNF5IBOLZPV GPMMPXFECZ-JMMZ3FOEU
/6.#&3"MTPOPQJDUVSFT BOE*EPOhU
XBOUUIFGJMNPO TPZPVEPOhUIBWFNZSFMFBTFPG
DPOGJEFOUJBMJUZBOENZSFMFBTFPGJOGPSNBUJPOUPEP
UIBU
*hNKVTUHPJOHUPHJWFUIFCBTJDTPGXIBU
DBNFVQGPSNF*XBTCPSOJO-PT"MBNPT BOE*LOPX
 UIFCJHEJGGFSFODFCFUXFFO#FDIUFM#FDIUFMhTB
O






DPSQPSBUJPO*UJTOPUUIFPMEEBZTPG6OJWFSTJUZPG


$BMJGPSOJBBOEUIFRVBJOUOFTTPG6OJWFSTJUZPG
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416-1

416-1

DOE and NNSA continue to provide oversight of LANL as in the past. The
managing and operating contract for LANL was openly competed in 2005 for the
first time in the 63-year history of the LANL site. Through 2005, the University
of California had been the sole managing and operation contractor for the LANL
site since its creation in 1943. The new managing and operating contractor, Los
Alamos National Security, LLC, began managing LANL in June 2006. The
selection of a new managing and operating contractor did not change the DOE
and NNSA work performed at LANL.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1032

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



$IJDBHPXIFSFUIFTDJFOUJTUTXFSFDPNJOHJOBOEUIFZ
NBEF GPSUIFZFBS5IFTF#FDIUFMHVZTBSF
DPNJOHJOXJUIHJHBOUJDTBMBSJFTPG BOE
BCPWF5IFZhSFOPUMJWJOHJOUIFMJUUMFHPWFSONFOU
IPVTFTUIBUBSFGBMMJOHBQBSUUIBUXFSFCVJMUJOUIF

416-1
cont’d

T5IFZhSFJOUIFHSFBUCJHIPVTFTOFBSUIFHPMG
DPVSTF
*UIJOLUIBUCFDBVTFPGUIJT XFhWFMPTU
PVSFUIJDT XFhWFMPTUPVSNPSBMJUZ BOEXFhSFOPU
UIJOLJOHPGMFHBDZBOEGVUVSFHFOFSBUJPOT
5IFPUIFSUIPVHIU*IBWF UIBU*IBE XBT
8IZSJTLJU 8IZSJTLJU "OEXIBU*IBWFTFFOJO
UIFUSBOTJUJPOPGIPXRVBJOU-PT"MBNPTVTFEUPCF 
JUhTFBTZGPS#FDIUFMUPDPNFJO NBLFCJHNPOFZPGG
PGUIJTBOEUIFOTQMJU
"OEUIFOUIFPUIFSUIJOH*XBTUIJOLJOHPG 
UIFEPXOXJOEFSTXFSFOFWFSQBJEPGGGPSUIFDBODFST
UIBUUIFZhSFTUJMMEFBMJOHXJUI5IFHPWFSONFOUNBEF
QSPNJTFTUPUIFEPXOXJOEFST BOEUIPTFNPOJFTOFWFS
PDDVSSFEGPSUIPTFQFPQMFXJUIUIZSPJEBOECSBJOBOE
MVOH FUDFUFSB DBODFST
5IJTJEFBUIBUXFhWFHPUUPNBLFKPCT 
CVJMEKPCTPGGPGOVDMFBS UIPTFDPOTUSVDUJPO
O






DPNQBOJFTBOEUIPTFVOJPOTDBONBLFNPOFZPGGPG


QFBDF5IFZEPOhUOFFEBOVDMFBSQMBOUUPIBWFBKPC
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GSPNJU
"OEUIFOUIFPUIFSUIPVHIU*IBEXBT *
UIPVHIU*hEUBLFJUGSPNBQTZDIPTPDJBMQPJOUPG
WJFX8IZTIPVMEXFUSVTUUIFTFQFPQMF *XPVME
MJLFBMDPIPMBOETVCTUBODFBCVTFUFTUJOHBOE
QTZDIPMPHJDBMUFTUJOHEPOFPGUIFTFOFXBHF
TDJFOUJTUTUIBUIBWFDPNFJO*XBOUUIFNUFTUFE


 "QQMBVTF :FBI BOEXIFO*MPPLBUUIFOFJHICPST
UIBU*IBWFIBEJO-PT"MBNPT *EFGJOJUFMZXBOUUIFN
BMDPIPMBOETVCTUBODFBCVTFUFTUFE0LBZ KVTUB
UIPVHIU
#VUUIFCPUUPNMJOFJT8IZSJTLJU 8IZ
SJTLJU  "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3-JMMZ3FOEU GPMMPXFECZ
4VTBO3PESJHVF[
.4-*--:3&/%5*hNBMXBZTBNVTFEBU
UIFTFNFFUJOHTCFDBVTF*HPBMPOHXBZCBDL*HP
CBDLUPUIFhT XIFOUIFZXFSFQVUUJOHUIF$VMMFO
'PVOEBUJPOVOEFS/FX:PSL$JUZBOEVOEFSOFBUI
$PMVNCJB6OJWFSTJUZ BOEFWFSZCPEZXBTTPBGSBJEUIBU
$PMVNCJB6OJWFSTJUZXPVMECMPXVQ BOEUIFZEJEIBWF
BGFXBDDJEFOUTUIFSF5IFZXFSFKVTUTUBSUJOH
#VU*XBTHPJOHUPUIJTHBMXIPTBJEXF
O






PVHIUUPHJWFUIFNBOFEVDBUJPO:FT
IFSFhTBCPPL


DBMMFE$PNQMFYJUZ"OEJUUBMLTBCPVUQVUUJOHBMM
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ZPVSGBDUTJOUPUIFDPNQVUFSCFGPSFZPVNBLFB
EFDJTJPO"OEGSBOLMZ *UIJOLUIJOHTUIBUXFSFQVU
JOUPDPNQVUFSUPEFDJEFVQPOJO/FX.FYJDPIBEUPCF
WFSZ WFSZTDBSDF*OPUIFSXPSET UIFSFXFSFOhU
WFSZNBOZGBDUPSTUIBUXFSFDPOTJEFSFE BOEXIFOUIF
QFPQMFIFSFUBMLBCPVUTPNFPGUIFUIJOHTUIBUIBWF
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IBQQFOFEBOETPNFPGUIFXBZTPGPVSTUBUF *EPOhU
UIJOLZPVQFPQMFLOPXXIBUZPVhSFEPJOH CFDBVTFUIJT
JTBWFSZTQFDJBMTUBUF
*KVTUSFBEBCPPLBCPVU"MBTLB BCPVUUIF
HBUFTPG"MBTLB BOE*UIJOLUIBUNJHIUCFBHPPE
QMBDFUPQVUJU-FUhTNBLFBOFGGPSUUPIBWFUIFN
DIBOHFUIFXIPMFWFOVFVQUP"MBTLBBOEUIFOUIF
"MBTLBOTXIPBSFTIPPUJOHXPMWFTBOZXBZNJHIUIBWF
TPNFJOUFSFTUJOJU5IFZXBOUBMMUIFNPOFZ TPJG
NPOFZJTUIFCJHJTTVF MFUhTHJWFJUUPUIFN*
NFBO XFhWFCFFOBQPPSTUBUFGPSNBOZ NBOZZFBST 
BOE*SFBMMZEPOhUNJOE
#VUTPNFQFPQMFXBOUUPCVJMEUIJOHTBOE
UIFOOPUVTFUIFN"OEXIBUXPVMECFUIFVTFPG
OVDMFBSFOFSHZBUUIJTQPJOU 8FhSFUSZJOHUPXPSL
GPSXPSMEQFBDF OPUXPSMEXBS"OEJGXFBSF UIFO
XFPVHIUUPUIJOLDBSFGVMMZUIBUXFEPOhUXBOUUPCF
O






UIFDFOUFSBOE
ZPVLOPXXFEPOhUXBOUUPCFUIF


POFTUIBUBSFCPNCFE
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417-1

417-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear facilities. Please refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.


























































-FUhTCVJMEUIFTFUIJOHTTPNFXIFSFPOUIF
/PSEJD4FBXIFSFJUDBOhUEPBOZIBSNUPBOZPOF
5IFSFhTOPPOFVQUIFSF5IJTNBOXBMLFEGPSNJMFT
BOENJMFTXJUIIJTUXPEPHTBOEIFEJEOhUNFFUBOZ
QFPQMF BOEIJTGPPEESPQEJEOhUDPNFEPXO BOEIF
NFUTPNFHSJ[[MZCFBST)FMPPLFETPQBUIFUJD UIF
HSJ[[MZCFBSTMFGUIJNBMPOF
4PMFUhTTFFJGXFDBOTPNFIPX TPNFIPX
*EPOhULOPXIPXFYBDUMZNBZCFUISPVHIDPNQMFYJUZ
UIFPSZ XIFSFXFSFBMMZQVUBMMUIFGBDUPSTJOUP
QMBZ PSNBZCFXFMM BMM*LOPXJT +BQBONBEFB
CJHNJTUBLF5IFZCVJMUPOBTNBMMJTMBOEBOEUIFZ
XFSFIVSU"OEXFBSFOPUBMBSHFTUBUF&WFO
UIPVHIXFEPIBWFTPNFNPVOUBJOT GPSIFBWFOhTTBLF 
MFUhTLFFQUIPTFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUJFTPVUPGPVSTUBUF
 "QQMBVTF 


 .3.BD"--*45&34VTBO3PESJHVF[GPMMPXFE

CZ4BSBI3PESJHVF[
.4464"/30%3*(6&;*hNHPJOHUPHPPWFS
TPNFPGUIFTFQPJOUT CFDBVTF*BHSFFXJUIBMMPG
UIFN BOEUPTUBSUXJUIUIFGJSTUPOF*UIJOLUIBUhT
JNQPSUBOU BOFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZXJMMEFUSBDUGSPN
UIFDMFBOVQPGUIFFYJTUJOHNFTT4P%0&NBEFB
O






DPNNJUNFOUUPDMFBOVQUIFMFHBDZXBTUFBU-"/-XIFO


JUTJHOFEUIFDPOTFOUPSEFSXJUIUIF/FX.FYJDP
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418-1

418-1

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, education)
and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within
the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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418-2
&OWJSPONFOU%FQBSUNFOUPO.BSDI 5IFPSEFS
SFRVJSFTDMFBOVQPGDFSUBJOTJUFTCZ%FDFNCFS 
 JODMVEJOHUIFBSFB(EVNQTJUFBU5FDIOJDBM
"SFB$POTUSVDUJPOBDUJWJUJFTGPSBOFXOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZXJMMJOUFSGFSFXJUIUIFTFDMFBOVQ

418-1
cont’d

BDUJWJUJFT%0&NVTUEFWPUFUBYQBZFSGVOETGPS
DMFBOVQ OPUBOFX/' XIJDIXJMMPOMZBEEUPUIF
QPMMVUJPO
5IFO*hMMTLJQUPBOPUIFSQPJOUBCPVUUIFTF
QJUT QJUT%0&NVTUDPOEVDUBDBQBDJUZTUVEZUP
EFUFSNJOFXIFUIFSUIFFYJTUJOHGBDJMJUJFTDBOCFVTFE
JOTUFBEPGCVJMEJOHUIFQSPQPTFE/' XIJDIXPVME
JODSFBTFQJUNBOVGBDUVSJOHUPBUMFBTUQJUTB
ZFBS/PX *IBWFUIFOVNCFSBOEJUTBZTIFSF
FYJTUJOHGBDJMJUJFTIBWFTVGGJDFETJODF XIFO
%0&MJNJUFEQMVUPOJVNQJUNBOVGBDUVSJOHUP BOE*
UIPVHIUUIBUXBTBMPU CVUUPHPVQUPJT
BCTPMVUFMZDSB[Z4JODFUIF64USFBUZPCMJHBUJPOT
GPSCJECPUIOFXOVDMFBSEFTJHOTBOEJODSFBTFEOVNCFST
PGOVDMFBSXFBQPOTJOUIF64BSTFOBM QJUTUPCF
NBOVGBDUVSFEBSFUPVUFEBTTUPDLQJMFETUFXBSETIJQ 
XIJDI*IBWFIFBSEGPSUIFQBTUZFBSTIFSF GPS
NBJOUBJOJOHFYJTUJOHOVDMFBSXFBQPOTUISPVHI
O






SFQMBDFNFOUPGPMEQJUT5IFSFhTTPNFUIJOHDBMMFE


UIF+BTPOTUVEZ
IPXFWFS PGBHJOHQMVUPOJVNUIBU
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418-2

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Regarding
the commentor’s request for a capacity study, the proposal to construct a new
facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium and
other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the
2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related
requirements across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the
CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need
to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all
DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over
the next 50 years.
NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability
for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue
to evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006a). It should be noted that
plutonium aging is only one of the variables affecting nuclear weapon system
reliability; other variables can control overall life expectancy of nuclear weapon
systems.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
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BSHVFTBHBJOTUUIFOFFEGPSQJUSFQMBDFNFOUXJUIJO
UIFOFYUZFBST
5IFNBOVGBDUVSJOHPGUIFTFQJUTJT
EBOHFSPVTBOEUIFQPMMVUJPOJTBUISFBUUPUIFIFBMUI

418-2
cont’d

BOETBGFUZPGUIPTFMJWJOHEPXOXJOEBOEEPXOTUSFBN 
TPUIBUhTVTIFSFJO"MCVRVFSRVF
-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSJFTJOIFSJUFE
UIF64QJUNBOVGBDUVSJOHGSPN3PDLZ'MBUT XIJDIXBT

418-3

POFPGNZQPJOUT3PDLZ'MBUTZPVTIPVME(PPHMF
UIBUPOF8FJOIFSJUFEUIBUPOF 3PDLZ'MBUT JO
$PMPSBEP KVTUOPSUIPG%FOWFS XBTBQMBDFXIFSF
UIFZQSPEVDFEUIFTFQJUTBOEUIFZNBEFTVDIBNFTTPG
JUUIBUUIF'#*IBEUPDPNFEPXOBOEDMPTFUIFNEPXO
CFDBVTFUIFZXFSFBCPVUUPQPJTPOUIFESJOLJOHXBUFS
PG%FOWFS
/PX UIBUJTKVTUOFXT HVZT:PVLOPX 
UIJTJTKVTUBOETPOPXXFIBWF$$/4UIBUIBT
MPPLFEJOUPUIF#VDLNBOXFMMBOEUIFZIBWFGPVOE
QMVUPOJVNBOEBMMUIFPUIFSTUVGGUIBU*hNOPUB
OVDMFBSQFSTPOTPJUhTBMMUIJTTUVGGUIBUZPV
EPOhUXBOUJOZPVSESJOLJOHXBUFS BOEIFSFJO
"MCVRVFSRVFXFIBWFOPUZFUIBEUIF"MCVRVFSRVF
8BUFS6UJMJUZ"VUIPSJUZIBTOPUTFFOGJUUPFWFOUSZ
O






UPUFTUUIBU:PVDBOhUUFTUGPSUIJTFOPVHICFDBVTF


JUXJMMHPUISPVHI*UhTTPTNBMM
ZPVIBWFUPUFTU
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418-3

There are established programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and
cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are
sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results
are reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies
are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). NNSA
intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will obtain
all necessary permits as the project progresses if he decision is made to construct
the CMRR-NF. A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in
the LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, for more information on cleanup of past
contamination.
In 2006, LANL collected a groundwater sample from Buckman Well #1 as part
of routine quarterly sampling that is conducted by NNSA at three water-supply
wells in the Buckman Well Field. This sampling is performed pursuant to a
cooperative agreement with the City of Santa Fe. The samples were sent to an
independent laboratory for radiochemistry analysis where it was reported that
they detected plutonium-238 at a level about 3 percent of the DOE concentration
guide for water ingestion. However, after recent reviews of legacy data by
NNSA and further discussions with the analytical laboratory, the laboratory
has confirmed that computer analyses of the results were incorrect. The
laboratory concluded that plutonium-238 was not present in the sample from
Buckman Well #1. No further detections of plutonium have occurred since 2006
(LANL 2011e).
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GPSUIJTNVDI BOEZPVEPOhUFWFOXBOUUPCSFBUIFJO
BOZPGUIBUQMVUPOJVN*UhTEFBEMZ5IFNPOFZTQFOU
POVOVTBCMFOVDMFBSXFBQPOTJTOVUTGPSFDPOPNJD

418-3
cont’d

HSPXUI
5IJTJTUIFMBTUQPJOU CVU*UIJOLUIF
3FQVCMJDBOTPVHIUUPQBZBUUFOUJPOUPUIJT*UHPFT
EPXOUIFCMBDLIPMFPGDPSQPSBUFQPDLFUT
 -PT"MBNPT UIFSJDIFTUDPVOUZQFSDBQJUBJOUIF
6OJUFE4UBUFT EPFTOPUOFFE64CVEHFUBSZDIBSJUZ 
CVUJUDPOTVNFTUIFMJPOhTTIBSFPGGFEFSBMGVOET
DPNJOHUP/FX.FYJDP5IFSFTUPG/FX.FYJDP POFPG
UIFOBUJPOhTQPPSFTUTUBUFT DSJFTPVUGPSUIF

418-4

418-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.

419-1

419-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium pits. Please refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

GVMGJMMNFOUPGSFBMIVNBOOFFET.POFZGPS
FEVDBUJPO IFBMUIDBSF HSFFOKPCT SFOFXBCMFFOFSHZ 
QVCMJDUSBOTQPSUBUJPO XPVMEBMMLFFQDJSDVMBUJOHBOE
HFUPVSNPOFZHSPXJOHBHBJOHFUPVSFDPOPNZ
HSPXJOHBHBJO5IBOLZPV-FUhTQVUTPNFTBOJUZ
JOUPUIJT "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&34BSBI3PESJHVF[ GPMMPXFE
CZ.BOVFM1JOP
.44"3")30%3*(6&;.ZOBNFJT4BSBI*
BNDVSSFOUMZBDIFNJTUSZNBKPSBOEBEVBM4QBOJTI
NBKPSBUUIF6OJWFSTJUZPG/FX.FYJDP*hNPOMZ
O






#FUIFTFQMVUPOJVNQJUTXJMMIVSUNZHFOFSBUJPOBOE


UIFPOFBGUFSUIBU*IBWFLOPXONZGSJFOET*
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IBWFIBETPNFGSJFOETXIPIBWFEJFEPGDBODFSXIPBSF
NZBHF*EPOPUXBOUBOZCPEZUPIBWFUIBUGFFMJOH
PGMPTT5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.BOVFM1JOP GPMMPXFECZ
+POJ"SFOET
.3."/6&-1*/0 *O/BWBKP .ZOBNFJT
.BOVFM1JOP GSPN"DPNB1VFCMP.ZFOUJSFMJGF*
HSFXVQJOXIBUJTLOPXOBTUIF(SBOUTNJOFSBMCFMU
5IF(SBOUTNJOFSBMCFMUJTPOFPGUIFMBSHFTU
PSFQSPEVDJOHBSFBTJOUIFXPSME5IJTZFBS
MFHBDZPGUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZJOPVSCBDLZBSEIBT
DBVTFEOPUIJOHCVUQBJOBOETVGGFSJOHGPS-BHVOB 
"DPNB BOE/BWBKPQFPQMFJO$JCPMBBOE.D,JOMFZ
$PVOUJFT FYUFOEJOHJOUPUIF/BWBKP/BUJPOJO
"SJ[POB
*UEPFTOPUTVSQSJTFNF TUBOEJOHIFSFBT
BOJOEJHFOPVTNBO UIBUUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT(PWFSONFOU
JTBHBJOCSFBLJOHBOPUIFSUSFBUZ UIFOVDMFBS
QSPMJGFSBUJPOUSFBUZ5IF6OJUFE4UBUFT(PWFSONFOU
IBTCSPLFOPWFSUPUIJTEBZ*OUIJTZFBS
MFHBDZ XFIBWFFYQFSJFODFEUIF+BDLQJMF.JOF UIF
MBSHFTUPQFOQJUVSBOJVNNJOFJOUIFXPSME5IF
)PNFTUBLF.JMM DPOTJTUFOUMZGSPNUIFNJET
O






UISPVHIUIFT
POFPGUIFMBSHFTUNJMMQSPEVDFST


JOUIFXPSME8FIBWFFYQFSJFODFEUIF$IVSDI3PDL
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420-1

420-1

Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



 TQJMM NJMFTFBTUPG(BMMVQ DPOTJEFSFEBMPOHXJUI
5ISFF.JMF*TMBOEBTUIFXPSTUOVDMFBSBDDJEFOUJO
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFT+BQBOBOE$BOBEBBSFDVSSFOUMZ
QSPQPTJOHBNJOFBOENJMMOPSUIPGPVSTBDSFE


NPVOUBJO .U5BZMPS XIJDISFDFOUMZSFDFJWFEB
USBEJUJPOBMDVMUVSBMQSPQFSUZEFTJHOBUJPOCZUIF
4UBUF)JTUPSJD1SFTFSWBUJPO0GGJDFPG/FX.FYJDPUIBU
XBTDIBMMFOHFECZUIFNJOJOHJOEVTUSZBOEQSPOVDMFBS
QPQVMBUJPOTJO$JCPMB$PVOUZ BOEUIF5$1EFTJHOBUJPO
XBTSFWFSTFE
*LOPXUIBUJODMPTFQSPYJNJUZUP
-PT"MBNPTXFIBWFOVNFSPVTTBDSFETJUFTUIBUBSF
TBDSFEUP4BO*MEFGPOTP 4BOUB$MBSB 0ILBZ0XJOHFI 
5FTVRVF BOEOVNFSPVTPUIFSTPGPVSTJTUFSQVFCMPTJO
UIFOPSUI"OEZPVLOPX *IBWFMFBSOFEIJTUPSJDBMMZ
UIBUNBOZPGUIFTFJNQBDUTUPUIFQVFCMPTXFSF
BGUFSUIFGBDUSFBMJ[BUJPO"OEBHBJO *XBOUUP
NBLFTVSFUIBUUIFSFJTGVMMDPOTVMUBUJPOPGQVFCMP
QFPQMFJOUIPTFOPSUIFSOQVFCMPT UIBUUIFZIBWFGSFF
QSJPSBOEJOGPSNFEDPOTFOUJOUIJTEFDJTJPONBLJOH
QSPDFTT BTXFXFSFEFOJFEUIBUJOUIF(SBOUTNJOFSBM
CFMUJONBOZPGUIFTFIJTUPSJDBMDPOUBNJOBUJPO
MFHBDJFT8FIBWFDBODFSDMVTUFSTJOPVSDPNNVOJUZ 
O






CPUIPGXPSLJOHBOEOPOXPSLJOHQPQVMBUJPOTUPEBZ


:PVHPUPNZQFPQMFBOEBTLUIFNJGUIFZXBOUBOZ


3-1041

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

420-2

420-2

DOE and NNSA are aware of and comply with Presidential Executive Order
13175, which requires all Federal agencies to engage in consultation and
coordination with Native American tribal governments on matters of mutual
concern. Chapter 5, Section 5.7.1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to
describe the specific interactions with the tribal governments in New Mexico’s
seven northern counties concerning the CMRR Project and the SEIS.
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GPSNPGOVDMFBSFOFSHZ
:PVLOPX JUhTIBSEGPSVTUPDPODFJWFBT
JOEJHFOPVTQFPQMFT XIFOXFXFSFTUVEZJOHUIF
+BDLQJMF.JOF UIBUPGUIFNJMMJPOUPOTPGPSF 
PWFSQFSDFOUPGUIBUXFOUUPPOFTPVSDF UIF
%FQBSUNFOUPG%FGFOTF UPNBLFXFBQPOTPGNBTT


EFTUSVDUJPO8IFOXFUFMMPVSFMEFSTUIBUUIJTCJH

IPMFJOUIFJSGSPOUZBSEXBTHPJOHGPSUIBUQVSQPTF 
UIFZXFSFBQQBMMFE5IFZXFSFCMPXOBXBZ
8FIBWFMJWFEXJUIUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOPGUIF
OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZOPUPOMZJOUIF(SBOUTNJOFSBMCFMU 
CVUJGZPVHPUPXFTUFSO4IPTIPOJMBOEJO/FWBEB 
UIFZXFSFUIFNPTUCPNCFEOBUJPOJOUIFXPSMECFGPSF
UIFBCPWFHSPVOEUFTUJOHXBTCBOOFE*GZPVHPUP
OPSUIFSO4BTLBUDIFXBOUPEBZ XIFSF%JOFIBOE$SFF
QFPQMFMJWF ZPVhMMGJOEUIFNPTUJOUFOTFNJOFEBOE
NJMMFEBSFBPG/PSUI"NFSJDB8FBSFTJDLBOEUJSFE

421-1

PGEJTQSPQPSUJPOBUFMZQSPWJEJOHVOTBGFFOFSHZUPUIJT
DPVOUSZ BOEXFXBOUJUUPTUPQ "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3+PBO"SFOET GPMMPXFECZ
.+.BIBO
.4+0/*"3&/%4(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNFJT
 +POJ"SFOET*hNXJUI$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS/VDMFBS
O






4BGFUZ*XPVMEMJLFUPUBMLBCPVUUIFOFFEGPSB


QVCMJDIFBSJOHFYBDUMZUIFTBNFBTUIJTJOUIF5BPT
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421-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



DPNNVOJUZ.BZPS%BSSFO$PSEPWBBTLFEGPSBIFBSJOH
)FXBTEFOJFE CVUPGGFSFEBCSJFGJOH4JYUZQFPQMF
JOUIF5BPTSFHJPOTJHOFEBQFUJUJPOJOTVQQPSUPG
UIFNBZPShTSFRVFTU5IJSUZOPOHPWFSONFOUBM
PSHBOJ[BUJPOTBOEGPVSJOEJWJEVBMTTJHOFEBTFQBSBUF
MFUUFSBTLJOHGPSIFBSJOHJO5BPT"OEPOFPGUIF
KVTUJGJDBUJPOTGPSUIFSFRVFTUXBTCFDBVTFUIBU
DPNNVOJUZXBTJOUIFQMVNFPGUIF$FSSP(SBOEFGJSF
GPSXFFLTBOEUIFQMVNFXBTPSBOHF
4P*XPVMEMJLFUPSFOFXUIBUSFRVFTUGPSB

421-1
cont’d

IFBSJOHKVTUMJLFUIJT XIFSFQFPQMFDPVMENBLF
QVCMJDDPNNFOUT XIFSFUIFZDBOIFBSPOFBOPUIFS UIF
TBNFUZQFPGIFBSJOHBTIFSFJO"MCVRVFSRVF BTXJMM
CFIFMEJO-PT"MBNPTUPNPSSPXOJHIU JO&TQBOPMBPO
8FEOFTEBZOJHIU BOEJO4BOUB'FPO5IVSTEBZOJHIU
5IFSFhTQMFOUZPGUJNFCFUXFFOOPXBOEUIFFOEPGUIF
DPNNFOUQFSJPEPO+VOFUIGPSBQVCMJDIFBSJOHJO
UIF5BPTDPNNVOJUZ5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.+.BIBO GPMMPXFECZ
%BWJE#BDPO
.4.+.")"/*hEMJLFUPZJFMEUP
.S)BODPDL JGIFhTTUJMMIFSF
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN*T
O






.S)BODPDL



.3)"/$0$,*hNHMBEUPTQFBL*hEMJLF
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UPMFUUIFPUIFSQFPQMFHPBIFBE BOE*hMMTQFBLBU
UIFFOE JGOFDFTTBSZ*GZPVIBWFTPNFUIJOHUPTBZ 
GFFMGSFFUPTBZJU
.4.+.")"/0LBZ8FMM *XBTWFSZ
BOYJPVTUPIFBSTPNFQPTJUJWFTVHHFTUJPOT*hNWFSZ
NVDIBHBJOTUCVJMEJOHNPSFCPNCT*IBWFCFFOXBZVQ
JOUIF"SDUJD$JSDMF XIFSFZPVDPVMEMPPLPWFSBOE
TFFXIFSFUIF3VTTJBOTXFSFEPJOHUIFJSBUPNJDXPSL
BOEUIFJSQPMMVUJPO BOEJUGSJHIUFOTUIFMJGFPVUPG
NF*XFOUVQJOUIF(VUFOIVSUFO QIPOFUJD JO
/PSXBZ5IFSFhTQMFOUZVQUIFSF
.PSFBOENPSF JUCFDPNFTPCWJPVTUIBUXF
BSFPOFXPSME BOEXIBUXFEPJOPOFQMBDFBGGFDUT
FWFSZUIJOHFMTF*XBTIFSFJO/FX.FYJDPBTB
DIJME MPOHCFGPSFUIFhT8FNPWFEPVU HPU
USBOTGFSSFE.ZEBEHPUUSBOTGFSSFEPVUJO.Z
HSFBUHSBOENPUIFSXBTIFSF4IFXBTQSJODJQBMPG
'JSTU8BSE4DIPPM
*DBNFCBDLIFSFGSPN/FX0SMFBOT*EPOhU
IBWFNVDI*IBEBXPOEFSGVMMJGFBTBUFBDIFS BOE
*MPWFEJUJO$BUIPMJDTDIPPMT#VU*EJEOhUHFU
NVDINPOFZ BOEBMM*IBEXBTNZMJUUMFIPNFJO/FX
0SMFBOT NZIPNFGPSZFBST BOE*UIPVHIUXJUIUIF
O






IVSSJDBOFTDPNJOH
XJUIUIFUISFBUUPPOFPGUIF


MBSHFTUQPSUTJOUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT
*UIPVHIU XFMM 
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422-1

422-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons production. Please
refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology for more information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



*hNHPJOHUPHPCBDLIPNFUPNZRVFSFODJB UIFMBOE
XIFSFNZGBNJMZDBNFGSPNTFWFOHFOFSBUJPOTBHP
4P*DBNFCBDL-JUUMFEJE*LOPXUIBU*
XBTTJUUJOHSJHIUPOUPQPG4BOEJB-BCT"OEXFLOPX
UIBUCFDBVTFQFPQMFGJOBMMZXPVMEOhUCFRVJFU UIFZ
IBWFGJOBMMZMJTUFOFEUPVT BOEUIFZhSFESJMMJOH
NPSFXFMMT BOEXFLOPXUIBUUIFQPMMVUJPOJT
TQSFBEJOH TQSFBEJOH TQSFBEJOH
4PJUhTBWFSZTBEUIJOH/FX.FYJDPhTB
XPOEFSGVMQMBDF*HSFXVQIFSF.ZNPNBOEEBE
XPVMETJOHUIFTPOH 0I GBJS/FX.FYJDP XFMPWF 
XFMPWFZPVTP5IFZNFUBU6/.JOUIFT MBUF
hT
4PBOZXBZ *EPIPQFUIBUBTPMVUJPODBOCF
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GPVOE*hNHMBEUIBUQFPQMFBSFBUMFBTUMFUUJOHVT
TQFBL*XJTIUIFZXPVMEMJTUFO5IBUhTNZIPQF 
UIBUUIFZXJMMMJTUFO BOEUIBUXFXJMMHFUPVSMBOE
CBDL PVSCFBVUJGVM/FX.FYJDP5IBOLZPV
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3%BWJE#BDPO
.3%"7*%#"$0/*DPNFUPUIFTFFWFOUTUP
UBMLUP ZPVLOPX NZGFMMPXIVNBOCFJOHT*XBTBU
BDPNNJUUFFUIBU4FOBUPS#JOHBNBODIBJSFEUISFFXFFLT
O






BHPJO4BOUB'F)FhTUIFIFBEPG&OFSHZBOE/BUVSBM


3FTPVSDFT
BOEIFXBTQSFTFOUFEXJUIUIFEBUBPO
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422-1

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



















































































































XIBUhTHPJOHUPIBQQFOUPUIF$PMPSBEPBOE3JP(SBOEF
SJWFSCBTJOTEVFUPDMJNBUFDIBOHF"OEJUXBT
TFSJPVTEBUBUIBUIFIBESFDFJWFE ZPVLOPX8FhSF
 KVTUTUBSUJOHUPDSBTIBOECVSOXIFOJUDPNFTUPPVS
PXOSJWFSCBTJOT3JWFSGMPXTXJMMEJNJOJTI TOPX
QBDLXJMMEJNJOJTI TUPSNTXJMMHFUIFBWJFSCVUMFTT
GSFRVFOU)FDBNFPVUPGUIBUNFFUJOHTIBLFO BOE
1BVMB(BSDJB UIFIFBEPGUIFBDFRVJBBTTPDJBUJPO 
TBJEJOUIFQBQFSUIFOFYUEBZTIFXBTTIPDLFEBU
XIBUTIFIFBSE
/PX UIBUCJMMJPOUIBUXFhSFHPJOHUP
UISPXBXBZPSUIF%0&JTHPJOHUPUISPXBXBZXFMM 
CJMMJPOBOEDPVOUJOHUIBUUIFZhSFHPJOHUPUISPX
BXBZXPVMEUSBOTMBUFJOUP KPCTBUBO
IPVSPWFSUFOZFBST8FLOPXXIBUXFOFFEUPEP
 %0&EPFTOhULOPXBOZUIJOH5&1$0EJEOhULOPX
BOZUIJOH#1EJEOhULOPXBOZUIJOH5IF"SNZ$PSQT

423-1

423-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about climate change and the funding
priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal
programs (for example, environmental restoration and education) and projects
at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Please refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

PG&OHJOFFSTEJEOhULOPXBOZUIJOH/BUVSFBMXBZT
XJOT*UBMXBZTXJOT8FNJHIUBTXFMMHFUVTFEUP
UIBUBOETUBSUQMBOOJOHGPSUIFGVUVSFUIBUXFLOPX
JTDPNJOH SBUIFSUIBOQSFUFOEJOHUIBUXFDBOCVJME
UIFTFUIJOHTBOEUIBUXFLOPXXIBUXJMMIBQQFO
'VLVTIJNB5IFEBNBHFPDDVSSFEEVSJOHUIF
O






FBSUIRVBLF
OPUUIFUTVOBNJ5IFZLOPXUIBUOPX


"OEUIFZLOPXUIBUUIFMFWFMPGUIFNFMUEPXO
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Regarding the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could
happen at LANL, there are fundamental differences between the functioning of
a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use
of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD
for more information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



BTUPOJTIFEUIPTFTPDBMMFEFYQFSUTJO'VLVTIJNB
8IBUXFIBWFUPEPBOEJUXBTDMFBSJOUIF
UFTUJNPOZUP4FOBUPS#JOHBNBOXFIBWFUPCFHJO
SFTUPSBUJPOPGPVSXBUFSTIFET8FIBWFUPCFHJO
SFTUPSBUJPOPGPVSHSBTTMBOET8FIBWFUPCFHJOUIF
NBTTJWFEFQMPZNFOUPGOPOXBUFSDPOTVNQUJWFDMFBO
FOFSHZUIBUEPFTOhUDSFBUFBOZXBTUF8FIBWFUPQVU
QFPQMFUPXPSL5PEPUIJT XFIBWFUPDSFBUF
IFBMUIZTPJMT XFIBWFUPDSFBUFIFBMUIZSJWFS
TZTUFNT XFIBWFUPDSFBUFIFBMUIJOPVSPXOOBUVSBM
SFTPVSDFTBHBJO
5IJTJTOhUSPDLFUTDJFODF GPSUVOBUFMZ
8JUIKVTUUIJTNPOFZ XFDPVMECFHJOBTFSJPVT
FOEFBWPSUPBUMFBTUTUBWFPGGXIBUXFLOPXJTHPJOH
UPCFIBQQFOJOHUPPVSSJWFSCBTJOT*XPVMEIPQF
UIBUXFDBOCFHJOOPXUPGPDVTPOUIJT BOEUP
DPNQMFUFMZQVMMNPOFZPVUPG%0&BOE-PT"MBNPT8F
TIPVMEOPUTQFOEBOPUIFSEJNFVQUIFSF
8FOPXLOPXIPXUPSFTUPSFBMPUPG
QFPQMFXIPBSFPVUTJEFUIFTPSUPGUSBEJUJPOBM
TDJFOUJGJDDPNNVOJUZLOPXIPXUPSFTUPSFHSBTTMBOET 
SJWFSTIFET BOETPGPSUI XBUFSTIFET8FLOPXIPX
UPEPJU8FTIPVMECFQVUUJOHBMMPVSNPOFZJOUP
O






UIFTFQFPQMF
JOUPUIFTNBMMDPNNVOJUJFTJOUIFSVSBM


BSFBT
JOUPUIFEBNBHFEGPSFTUTBOEUIFEBNBHFE
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423-1
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



















































































































XBUFSTIFETUIBUIBWFCFFOEBNBHFECFDBVTFXFhWF
QVTIFEPVSFOFSHZUPUIFMJNJU8FQVTIFWFSZUIJOH
UPUIFMJNJU8FIBWFUPCBDLPGG8FIBWFUPTUBSU
XPSLJOHXJUIOBUVSF8FLOPXUIBU BOEXFPVHIUUP
HFUPOXJUIJU BOE*EPOhUUIJOLXFDBODIBOHFUIF

423-1
cont’d

GPDVTPG%0& CVUXFDBODSFBUFBOFOUJSFMZOFX
SFTUPSBUJWFTDJFOUJGJDBOEDJWJMDPNNVOJUZBOECFHJO
UPTBWFUIFQMBOFU5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3)BTFWFSZCPEZXIP
DPNQMFUFEBSFHJTUSBUJPOGPSNIBEBDIBODFUPTQFBL 
)BTBOZCPEZOPUIBEBDIBODFUPTQFBLXIPDPNQMFUFE
POF 
0LBZ)PXNBOZQFPQMFXIPBSFTUJMM
QSFTFOUBSFJOUFSFTUFEJONBLJOHBOPUIFSDPNNFOU 
5ISFF 0LBZ8FIBWFUJNF"OE*hEBMTPMJLFUP
SFNJOEZPVBHBJOUIBUZPVIBWFVOMJNJUFEUJNFBOE
VOMJNJUFEOVNCFSTPGPQQPSUVOJUJFTUPTVCNJUDPNNFOUT
UISPVHIUIFPUIFSWFOVFTJOUIFCBDLDPSOFS BOE
WFOVFTMJLFUIFNBJM QIPOF BOEGBY4PUPOJHIUJT
 OPUCZBOZNFBOTZPVSPOMZPQQPSUVOJUZ*OBEEJUJPO 
XFIBWFUIFPUIFSUISFFNFFUJOHT
4JS JTUIFSFBRVFTUJPO 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003:FT)PXDBOZPVS
O






DBMDVMBUJPOTGPSUIFGBDJMJUZTJUFCFDPSSFDUXIFO


ZPVDBOhUFWFODBMDVMBUFUIBUUIFSFXBTQMFOUZPG


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1048

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



UJNFGPSGJWFNJOVUFQSFTFOUBUJPOTSBUIFSUIBO
UISFFNJOVUFQSFTFOUBUJPOT *UhTOPX BOEUIJT
JTTVQQPTFEUPSVOVOUJM5IBUhTUXPNPSF
IPVST:PVLOPX 5IBUhTBQSFUUZQPPSDBMDVMBUJPO
POZPVSQBSU BOEBMPUPGJOUFSSVQUJPOPGBMPUPG
QFPQMFUIBUXBOUFEUPTBZTPNFUIJOHJOBDPIFTJWF 
DPIFSFOUNBOOFS4PZPVIBWFJOTVMUFEUIJTBVEJFODF
CZZPVSJOFGGFDUVBMBOEJNQSPQFSSVMFNBLJOH
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS GPSUIF
DPNNFOU"OEKVTUGPSUIFSFDPSE UXPQPJOUT*
BQPMPHJ[FJGBOZCPEZEJEGFFMJOUJNJEBUFECZNZ
TUBOEJOHIFSF5IFJOUFOUJPOXBTUPGBDJMJUBUF
FWFSZCPEZCFJOHBCMFUPUVSOUISPVHIJUXBTOhU
BWBJMBCMFUPNFBUUIFPVUTFUIPXNBOZQFPQMFNBZ
TUJMMCFSFHJTUFSJOHBOEDPNJOHUISPVHI TP*XBT
JOUFOUPONBLJOHTVSFUIBUFWFSZCPEZIBEBDIBODFUP
BUMFBTUNBLFUIFJSDPNNFOU




4FDPOEMZ *DBOhUTQFBLUPUIFDBMDVMBUJPO

*UBLFUIFOVNCFSUIBU*hNUPMEBTUIFGBDJMJUBUPS
4PBUUIJTQPJOU *XPVMEMJLFUPTUBSUUIFTFDPOE
SPVOE BOEJOWJUFQFPQMFJOUIFPSEFSUIBUUIFZ
SBJTFEUIFJSIBOEUPDPNFBOETQFBL.BhBN 
/6.#&35IFPUIFSUIJOHUIBU%0&
O






EPFTOhUHFUJTUIBUQFPQMFEPOhUUSVTUZPV5IFSFhT


OPUSVTUCVJMU
BOEUSVTUJTFBSOFE TPUIBUXIFO
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ZPVhSFTQFBLJOH ZPVLOPX #FDIUFMCBCCMF QFPQMF
EPOhUUSVTUZPV:PVCSPLFUSVTU5IFSFhTOPSFBTPO
GPSBOZCPEZUPUSVTUBOZPGZPV
.3.BD"--*45&30LBZ5IFDPNNFOU
TJODFJUXBTOhUPOUIFNJD *hNOPUTVSFJUXBT
QJDLFEVQ#VUUIFDPNNFOUXBTUIBUUIFSFJTOP
SFBTPOUPUSVTUVT UIBUUIFDBMDVMBUJPOTCSPLF
USVTUJTUIBUJU 
/6.#&3/P KVTUJOHFOFSBM1FPQMF
IBWFOPSFBTPOUPUSVTUZPV
.3.BD"--*45&36OEFSTUPPE0LBZ4P
PUIFSQFPQMFXIPXPVMEMJLFUPBQQSPBDIUIFNJDBOE
NBLFBDPNNFOU QMFBTFSBJTFZPVSIBOE BOE*hMMDBMM
ZPVJOUIFPSEFSPGZPVSIBOESBJTFE
4JS JOUIFZFMMPXTIJSU

406-2

.3%&//*4)0--08":+VTUPOFNPSFDPNNFOU
GSPNBOBSDIJUFDU:PVLOPX 'VLVTIJNBJTPOBMMPG
PVSNJOETSJHIUOPX*GJUJTOhU JUTIPVMECF"OE
ZPVTIPVMECFSFBEJOHPOMJOFXIBUBDUVBMMZJTHPJOH
PO CFDBVTFUIFSFhTBOFXTCMBDLPVU5PLZPQFPQMF
BSFCFJOHWFSZ WFSZIJHIMZSBEJBUFESJHIUOPX BOE
XFhSFOPUIFBSJOHJUPOPVSOFXT*XBOUUPTBZ
UIBU ZPVLOPX XIFO'VLVTIJNBXBTCVJMU *hNTVSF
O






UIBUKPCTXFSFUIFCJHJTTVFJOUIPTFDPVOUJFT



XFSFOhUUIFZ
5IFZDPOWJODFEUIFDPVOUJFTUIBU
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406-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires
a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel.
The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD for more information.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geological
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.



UIFZhSFHPJOHUPHFUMPUTPGXPSL#VUZPVLOPX UIF
EJGGFSFODFCFUXFFOUIBUBOEXIBUXFhSFUBMLJOHBCPVU
IFSF XIJDIJTQPUFOUJBMKPCDSFBUJPO JTUIBUQFPQMF
LOPXXIBUBOVDMFBSSFBDUPSJTBOEIPXJUXPSLT8F
EPOhULOPXXIBUhTHPJOHUPCFEPOFJOTJEFUIBU
CVJMEJOH CFDBVTFJUhTBTFDVSJUZQSPCMFN BOEXFhSF
OPUHPJOHUPCFUPME4PXIZTIPVMEXFEPDBSUF

406-2
cont’d
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CMBODIFBOETBZPOBOFBSUIRVBLFGBVMUBOEWPMDBOJD
BSFBUIBUUIJTLJOEPGBWFSZTFOTJUJWFQSPDFTTJOH


GBDJMJUZTIPVMECFCVJMUPOBGPPUIPMFXJUI

DPODSFUFJUJO PSBGPPUIPMFXJUIDPODSFUFJO
JU 
*EPOhUDBSF"TBOBSDIJUFDU UIJTJT
UPUBMQTZDIPCBCCMF5IFSFhTOPTFOTFUPJU
TUSVDUVSBMMZ BOEFWFSZCPEZJOUIJTSPPNXIP*EPOhU
TFFBHBJOXFTIPVMEUBMLBOEXFTIPVMEUSZUPGJOE
BXBZUPHFUBOBOBMZTJTPGUIBUXIPMFJEFBCFDBVTF
UIBUhTUIFXFBLQPJOUIFSF5IFSFJTOPTUSVDUVSBM
SBUJPOBMCBTJTGPSJNQMFNFOUJOHUIJTLJOEPG
TFOTJUJWFQSPDFTT
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS8IP
XPVMEMJLFUPTQFBLOFYU .BhBN
.4.+.")"/5IBOLZPV0OFPGUIFCJH
O






JTTVFT*GFFMJTUIFKPCJTTVF"OEUIFSFBSFTP


NBOZEJGGFSFOUXBZTUPDSFBUFKPCTUIBUBSFQPTJUJWF
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422-2

422-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, agriculture and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.


























































 JOTUFBEPGQVUUJOHBMMPVSNPOFZJOUPTPNFUIJOHUIBU
JTHPJOHUP*NFBO JUhTBXBSJTTVF*NFBO XIZ
EPXFXBOUUPQVUBMMPGPVSGVOETJOUPTPNFUIJOH
UIBUJTPOMZBXBSJNQMFNFOU *KVTUDBOhUTFFJU
*GFFMMJLFJGXFXFSFUPQVUUIBUNPOFZ MJLFUIFTF
QFPQMFTBJE JOUPBHSJDVMUVSFBMUIPVHI

422-2
cont’d

BHSJDVMUVSF *UIJOLXFQVUTPNVDIIPVTJOHJOUP
/FX.FYJDPOPX *EPOhULOPXJGXFDBOFWFSIBWF
BHSJDVMUVSFBHBJO UIFXBZXFIBEJU
"OEUIJTJTPOFPGUIFUIJOHT*GFMUXBTB
EFWJDF:FBSTBHP UIFSFXBTTPNVDIFNQUZMBOE BOE
ZPVDPVMEMPPLGPSNJMFT"OEOPXXIFOZPVHPGSPN
IFSFUP4BOUB'F ZPVTFFOPUIJOHCVUCVJMEJOHTBOE 
ZPVLOPX EJGGFSFOUTUSVDUVSFT DBTJOPT NJTUFSGSPN
"DPNBUIFSF:PVLOPX JUIBTDIBOHFE"OE*BMXBZT
TBJEXFXFSFOPUUIFMBSHFTUTUBUF*HSFXVQJO
.JOOFTPUB"OEUIFSFBSF MBLFTJO.JOOFTPUB
5IFXBUFSXJMMOFWFSEFQMFUFUIFSF
#VU*IBEBWJTJPOPOFUJNFPGIPXBCPVU
USBOTQPSUJOHXBUFSUPQMBDFTXIFSFJUhTOFFEFE 
$BMJGPSOJBEJEJU"OEUIFZCSPVHIUQMFOUZPGXBUFS
GSPNVQOPSUIEPXOJOUPTPVUIFSO$BMJGPSOJB"OE
UIFZIBWFCFBVUJGVMBRVJGFSTUIFSF"OEUIJTJTPOF
O






UIJOHXFDPVMEEP"OEUIFSFBSFBMMTPSUTPGESFBNT


UIBU*IBWF#VUPOFPGUIFNJTOPUCMPXJOHVQ
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UIJOHT
4PNFIPXTPNFUIJOHIBTIBQQFOFEUP
 /FX.FYJDP8FOFWFSUIPVHIUUIBUXBZZFBSTBHP*
DBNFIFSFJO.ZIVTCBOEEJFEJO7JFUOBN BOE*
IBEUPCFUIFGVMMTVQQPSUPGNZUISFFDIJMESFOBOE
NZTFMG/FX.FYJDPHBWFNFBIPVTFUPMJWFJO HBWF
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NFBHPPEKPC *XBTBUFBDIFSGPSZFBSTIFSF 
BMUPHFUIFS"OEZPVLOPX *DPVOUNZCMFTTJOHT#VU
*EPOhUXBOUUIFNSVJOFE*EPOPUXBOU/FX.FYJDP
SVJOFECZBOVDMFBSFYQMPTJPOPSBOZUIJOHUPEPXJUI
JU
:PVLOPX GSBOLMZ *EPOhUUIJOLZPVQFPQMF
LOPXXIBUZPVhSFEPJOH*IBWFIFBSEOPUPOFXPSE
GSPNZPVQFPQMFBCPVUPSIBWFOhUTFFOBOZDIBSUT
MJLF*TFFPWFSBUUIF$FTBS$IBWF[QMBDFXIFO
,JSUMBOEHJWFTBEFNPOTUSBUJPO:PVIBWFOhUHJWFO
POFJPUBPGJOGPSNBUJPOPGXIBUZPVSFBMMZXBOUUP
EP:PVPOMZHJWFJUJOUIFQBQFSTBOEUIF
KPVSOBMJTUTNFTTJUVQBOZXBZ5IFZEPOhULOPXXIBU
UIFZhSFTBZJOH*hNTPSSZ CVUUIBUJTUIFUSVUI
4PNFUJNFT*MPPLBUUIFNBOE ZPVLOPX *SFBMMZGFFM
TPSSZGPSUIFNFOUBMJUZPGUIFOFXTSFQPSUTPOUIJT
"OEZPVLOPX JGXFIBETPNFCPPLMFUTPSTPNFUIJOH
O






CVUZPVCSPVHIUOPUIJOH
BOEZFUZPVFYQFDUVTUP


XFMDPNFZPVXJUIPQFOBSNT
BOE*hNOPUTVSF*XBOU
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422-3

422-3

NNSA notes the comment about information on the CMRR-NF SEIS. In
addition to the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA distributed a Summary document
that presents an overview of the alternatives and the impacts of each alternative.
At the hearings, participants could review posters on the NEPA process and the
alternatives and speak to NNSA staff and technical experts who were available
to answer questions. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.




























































UIBULJOEPGCJFOWFOJEPTBRVJ
.3.BD"--*45&34JS ZPVIBEZPVSIBOE
VQ*TUIFSFTPNFCPEZFMTFXIPXPVMEMJLFUPZPV
XJMMCFOFYU TJS
.3$"33*--030%3*(6&;#&+&3"/00OFPG
UIFQPJOUTPGNZOBNFJT$BSSJMMP3PESJHVF[
#FKFSBOP BOE*hNBZFBSSFTJEFOUPGUIFTUBUFPG
/FX.FYJDP JGUIBUIFMQTZPV0OFPGUIFQPJOUT
UIBUUIJTQBSUJDVMBSTPDJFUZTVDIBTPVSTUIBUXFBSF
UPMEEFWFMPQFETPDJFUZJTUIFGBDUUIBUXF
UIJOLUIBUXFBSFSBUJPOBMJOTFWFSBMPGUIFUIJOHT
UIBUXFEP+VTUUPOJHIU KVTUBTJNQMFQPJOU XF


XFSFOPUFWFOBCMFUPDBMDVMBUFIPXNVDIUJNFXF

BDUVBMMZIBEBWBJMBCMFGPSDPNNFOUT5IJTJTKVTUB
WFSZTJNQMFQSPPGPGIPXTIBMM*QVUJUIPX
JHOPSBOUXFBSFPGFWFSZUIJOHUIBUXFBSFUSZJOHUP
EP
/PX UPNF UIFRVFTUJPOPGUIJTOVDMFBS
XFBQPOTJTBUPUBMJUKVTUIBTOPMPHJD
XIBUTPFWFS*UIBTOPMPHJDGPSPOFQBSUJDVMBSQPJOU
UPCFHJOXJUI*GXFXFSFFWFSHPJOHUPHPJOUPB
XBSXJUIBOPUIFSOBUJPOUIBUBMTPIBEOVDMFBS
XFBQPOT XFXPVMEBMMCFJOSFBMTFSJPVTUSPVCMF*U
O






XPVMECFOPUBRVFTUJPOPG
0I XFhSFKVTUHPJOHUP


XBJUBOPUIFSZFBSTBOEBMMUIJT"HFOU0SBOHFXJMM
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EJTTJQBUFJOUPUIFWFHFUBUJPOPSXIBUFWFSXFCPNCFE
PWFSUIFSFJO7JFUOBN PS 8FMM ZPVLOPX XF
EJEOhUGJOEXFBQPOTPGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPOUIFSFJO
*SBR CVUUIFZXFSFUIFSFJOEFFE5IBUhTXIZXF
UIPVHIUUIFZXPVMECFUIFSF BOETPPOBOETPGPSUI
#VUJOUIFDBTFPGBOVDMFBSXBS XFEPOhU

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
























































 HFUJU8FXPVMEBMMSFBQUIBUQBSUJDVMBSHPPEUIJOH
PGIBWJOHUIFTFEFWJDFTUIBUBSFDBQBCMFPG
EFTUSPZJOHIVNBOJUZNBOZUJNFTPWFS4PUPNF UIBU
JTOPUMPHJDBM
4FDPOEMZ JUJTOPUMPHJDBMFJUIFSUIBUXF
FYQFDUBMMUIJTNPOFZ CJMMJPOTBOECJMMJPOT BTUIF
HFOUMFNBOKVTUTBJE DPVOUJOHPOTPNFUIJOHUIBUXF
DPVMEOPUQPTTJCMZVTF XIJMFBUUIFTBNFUJNFXFBSF
BSHVJOHUIBUTFOJPSDJUJ[FOTTIPVMEHJWFVQTPNFPG
UIFJSQBSUJDVMBSIBSEFBSOFESJHIUTUPIBWJOH
.FEJDBSFBOEBMTP.FEJDBJE BMUIPVHIOPUOFDFTTBSJMZ
GPSTFOJPST CVUUIF.FEJDBSFBOEUIF4PDJBM4FDVSJUZ
UIBUXBTGPVHIUCZUIPTFXIPDBNFCFIJOEVT TJNQMZ
CFDBVTFXFEPOhUIBWFFOPVHINPOFZ CVUXFEPIBWF
FOPVHINPOFZ XFUIJOLXFIBWFFOPVHINPOFZ UPTQFOE
CJMMJPOTPGEPMMBSTPOUIBUQBSUJDVMBSGPPMJTI
FOUFSQSJTFJO-PT"MBNPT#VJMENPSFOVDMFBS
O






XFBQPOT8IBUGPS
8IPNBSFXFHPJOHUPBUUBDLXJUI


UIFTFUIJOHT
"SFXFHPJOHUPCFBCMFUPEFGFOE
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424-1

424-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, medicare and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.






















 




































PVSTFMWFTJGTPNFPOFUISPXTBOVDMFBSXFBQPOBUVT 
0GDPVSTFXFXJMM"OEXFXJMMUISPXBOVDMFBS
XFBQPOBUUIFN5PXIBUFGGFDU 8FXPVMEBMM
QFSJTI4PXFDPVMEUIFOTBZ 0I XFMM UIBUQMBDF
XBTBGUFSBMMTBGF5IBUQBSUJDVMBSGBVMU XFMM 
XIBUEPFTJUNBUUFSBOZNPSF 
/P JUhTOPUKVTUQVUUJOHJUJOTPNFXIFSF
FMTF*UhTOPUKVTUTBZJOH 0I XFMM *EPOhUXBOU
JUIFSFJOUIFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP*EPOhUXBOUJU
BOZXIFSFJOUIFXPSME5IFXPSMEJTBCFBVUJGVM
QMBDF5IFSFhTOPUKVTUPVSTUBUF*UhTUIFFOUJSF
QMBOFU XIJDIJTBCFBVUJGVMQMBDF8FTIPVMETJNQMZ
OPUIBWFJU:FT UIFSFhTOPGPVOEBUJPOGPSUIJT

424-2

424-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

425-1

425-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the CMRR-NF
project. Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

UIJOH4USVDUVSBMMZTQFBLJOH UIJTJTTUVQJEJUZBU
UIFIJHIFTUEFHSFF BOEJUhTWFSZDPTUMZ5IBOLZPV
 "QQMBVTF 




#0#.ZOBNFJT#PCBOE*IBWFCFFODPNJOH

UPUIFTFIFBSJOHTGPSBCPVUZFBST8IBUhTUIBU
EFGJOJUJPOPGJOTBOJUZ *GZPVLFFQEPJOHUIFTBNF
UIJOHPWFSBOEPWFSBHBJOBOEZPVFYQFDUEJGGFSFOU
SFTVMUT *UhTOPUIBQQFOJOH ZPVLOPX "OE*IBWF
CFFOTJUUJOHCBDLUIFSFMJTUFOJOHUPQFPQMFUBMLBOE
USZJOHUPGJHVSFPVU XIBUJTJUHPJOHUPUBLFUP
O






SFBMMZTUPQUIFTFQFPQMF
"OEUIFPOMZUIJOHUIBU*


DBOTFFUIBUhTHPJOHUPTUPQUIFNJTUIFTBNFUIJOH
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UIBUIBQQFOFEJO5VOJTJBBOEUIFTBNFUIJOHUIBU
IBQQFOFEJO&HZQU1FPQMFBSFHPJOHUPIBWFUPTUBOE
VQUPUIFQPXFSTUIBUCFJOUIJTDPVOUSZBOETBZ 
8FhSFOPUHPJOHUPUBLFJUBOZNPSF8FhSFOPUHPJOH
UPEPJUBOZNPSF8FhSFNBEBTIFMM UIBUZPVhSF
TQFOEJOHUIFNPOFZUIBUXFHJWFZPVUPLJMMVT
8FhSFUJSFEPGJU
"OE*EPOhUVOEFSTUBOEXIFSFBMMUIFZPVOH
QFPQMFBSF ZPVLOPX"MMUIFQFPQMF*NFBO *
KVTUEPOhUVOEFSTUBOE%PUIFZOPUDBSF *TPVS
FEVDBUJPOBMTZTUFNTPTDSFXFEVQUIBUUIFZDBOhUFWFO
TFFXIBUhTJOUIFJSPXOTFMGhTCFTUJOUFSFTU :PV
LOPX *EPOhUVOEFSTUBOE"SFXFTPQSPQBHBOEJ[FE
CZUIF57BOEUIFNFEJBUIBUQFPQMFEPOhUVOEFSTUBOE
XIBUhTBUTUBLF *HVFTTQFPQMFBSFOhUHPJOHUPCF
JOUIFTUSFFUVOUJMXFDBOhUESJOLUIFXBUFSBOZNPSF
BOEXFDBOhUCSFBUIFUIFBJS CVUJUXJMMCFUPPMBUF
UIFO ZPVLOPX *UXJMMCFUPPMBUF "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.S)BODPDL BOEJTUIFSF
TPNFCPEZFMTFXIPXBOUTUPTQFBLBGUFS.S)BODPDL 
1BNBOE4BSBI
.3%0/)"/$0$,4PMFUhTHFUTPNFOVNCFST
PVUTPUIBUXF UIFHVJOFBQJHTJO"MCVRVFSRVF DBO
O






IFMQ+PIOBOE3PHFSBOEUIFSFTUPGUIFGPMLTBUUIF


GPSUIDPNJOHIFBSJOHT
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5IFTFIFBSJOHTXFSFOPUJDFEGPSQVCMJD
DPNNFOUCFUXFFOBOE"UGJWFNJOVUFT
BQJFDF UIBUNFBOTQFPQMFDBOTQFBL/PCPEZOFFET
UPCFDVUPGG4PUPOJHIU UIFGJSTUSPVOE UIFSF
XFSFQFPQMFXIPTQPLF4PUIFSFXBTOPSFBTPOBU
BMMUPDVUPGGUIFDPNNFOUT
5IPTFPGVTXIPIBWFCFFOBUNBOZIFBSJOHT
IBETBJEUP3PHFSBOEPUIFSQFPQMFJOBEWBODF(JWF
QFPQMFGJWFNJOVUFT4PNFQFPQMFXJMMUBLFUIFN"
MPUPGQFPQMFXJMMOPUUBLFBMMPGUIFGJWFNJOVUFT
4PUIFSVMFPGUIVNCUIBU*XPVMEBSHVFZPV
TIPVMEVTFGPSUIFGPSUIDPNJOHIFBSJOHT VOMFTTZPV
IBWFQFPQMFPSNPSFTJHOFEVQ HJWFUIFNGJWF
NJOVUFT:PVhMMTUJMMCFUISPVHIPOUJNF4PUIBUhT
POFOVNCFSUIBUZPVOFFEUPUIJOLBCPVU
"OPUIFSOVNCFSUIBUZPVOFFEUPUIJOLBCPVU
BSFZPVSPXOSFHVMBUJPOT5IF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZhT
PXOSFHVMBUJPOTTBZUIBUOPUJDFGPSBOZQVCMJD
IFBSJOHIBTUPCFQSPWJEFEEBZTJOBEWBODF
6OGPSUVOBUFMZ UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZDBOhUDPVOU
UPJOUIJTDBTF CFDBVTFUIJT"MCVRVFSRVFIFBSJOH
XBTOPUOPUJDFEEBZTJOBEWBODF5IFDBSEUIBU*
SFDFJWFEJOUIFNBJMGSPN+PIOBSSJWFEUPNFPO.BZ
O






UI'PVSEBZT/PUEBZT'PVSEBZTCFGPSFUIF


IFBSJOH5IFMFHBM'FEFSBM3FHJTUFSOPUJDFGPSUIJT
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404-2

The length of time given to commentors to speak at public hearings was
estimated based on the anticipated number of commentors. At the Albuquerque
meeting, in the end, less people spoke than were anticipated. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
DOE regulations state that “DOE shall hold at least one public hearing on DOE
draft EISs. Such public hearings shall be announced at least 15 days in advance.
The announcement shall identify the subject of the draft EIS and include the
location, date, and time of the public hearings” (10 CFR 1021.313(b)). NNSA
published a Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS in the Federal
Register on April 29, 2011 (76 FR 24018). That notice stated that the public
review and comment period would continue until June 13, 2011, and announced
public hearings to be held in Los Alamos, Espanola, and Santa Fe on May 24,
25, and 26, respectively. On May 16, 2011, NNSA published a Federal Register
notice (78 FR 28222) to extend the comment period 15 days and to add a hearing
in Albuquerque. While the Federal Register notice appeared a week before
the Albuquerque public hearing, a notice of the Albuquerque public hearing
was published in the Albuquerque Journal on May 8 and 19, 2011, meeting the
requirement for a 15-day advance notice.
All comments submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the
Final CMRR-NF SEIS.
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IFBSJOHXBT.BZUI MBTU.POEBZ5IBUhTTFWFO
EBZT OPUEBZTCFGPSFUIFFWFOU
4PPODFBHBJO UIJTJTBOPUIFSFYBNQMF BOE
*hNHPJOHUPHPJOUPBDPVQMFPGNPSF*IBWF
BMSFBEZNFOUJPOFEUIFGBDUPGIPXJMMFHBMUIF
EPDVNFOUJT5IJTQBSUJDVMBSIFBSJOHXBTOPU

404-2
cont’d

QSPQFSMZOPUJDFE5IBUhTBCJHQSPCMFN5IF
%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZDBOhUDPVOU DBOhUGPMMPXJUT
PXOSFHVMBUJPOTJOUFSNTPGUIFNJOJNBMUIJOHTBCPVU
UIFMBX
-FUNFHJWFBOPUIFSOVNCFSGSPNUIFJSPXO
EPDVNFOU5IFEPDVNFOUTBZTUIBUUIFQSFGFSSFE
BMUFSOBUJWFCVJMEJOH UIFTIJOZOFXCPNCQMBOUBU
-PT"MBNPT UIBUhTUIFPOMZBMUFSOBUJWFUIFZhSF
DPOTJEFSJOHUIBUQMBOUJTTVQQPTFEUPPQFSBUFGPS
ZFBST'JWF[FSP%VSJOHUIBUUJNF JGJUXFSF
UPPQFSBUF FWFSZZFBSJUDSFBUFTXBTUF OVDMFBS
XBTUF"OETPUIFBMUFSOBUJWFUIBUIBTUPCF
DPOTJEFSFEJTXIFSFJTUIFEJTQPTBMTJUFJO
DPOKVODUJPOXJUIUIJTGBDJMJUZGPSUIFMPXMFWFM
XBTUFBOEUIFUSBOTVSBOJDXBTUFUIBUUIJTGBDJMJUZJT
HPJOHUPDSFBUFUISPVHIUIFZFBS VTJOHUIFJS
OVNCFSTUIBUJUTUBSUTPQFSBUJOHBCPVU  
O






BOEPQFSBUFTGPSZFBST
4PXIFSFJTUIFXBTUF


TJUF
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404-3
404-3

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describe
waste management impacts of all of the alternatives. As addressed further in
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD, it is expected that
sufficient disposal capacity will exist for all radioactive waste projected from
any of the alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Low-level radioactive
waste disposal capacity currently exists at LANL at Area G within TA-54. When
the disposal units at the existing Area G location are closed, plans are to transfer
low-level radioactive waste disposal operations to the adjacent Zone 4 within
Area G. Offsite disposal capacity also exists at both commercial and DOE
locations.
Transuranic waste disposal capacity currently exists at WIPP. If waste disposal
capacity at WIPP is no longer available over the operating life of CMRR-NF,
then any transuranic waste generated at CMRR-NF or elsewhere at LANL would
be safely stored until additional disposal capacity becomes available. Refer to
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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4PUIFBMUFSOBUJWFUIJTEPDVNFOUBMTP

IBTUPMPPLBUUIFBMUFSOBUJWFPGBQFSNBOFOUXBTUF
TJUFBU-PT"MBNPTGPSBMMUIFXBTUFUIBUUIJT
GBDJMJUZJTHPJOHUPDSFBUF*OMPPLJOHBUUIBU JU


OFFETUPDPOTJEFSBDPVQMFPGUIJOHT*UOFFETUP
DPOTJEFSUIFUFTUJNPOZZPVIFBSEGSPN.BOOZ1JOP BOE
UIBUPUIFS%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZQFPQMFIBWFIFBSE
PWFSUIFZFBSTGSPNGPMLTBU4BO*MEFGPOTPBOE4BOUB
$MBSBBOEPUIFSQVFCMPTBCPVUIPXUIJTXPVMECF

404-3
cont’d

EFHSBEBUJPOPGUIFJSTBDSFETJUFT
5IBUJTOPUJOUIJTEPDVNFOU5IBUhTXIZ
ZPVOFFEUPEPBOFXEPDVNFOU TUBSUPWFS BOEHFU


UIJTLJOEPGJOGPSNBUJPOJO"OEZPVOFFEUP
VOEFSTUBOEUIBUUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZIBTOP
EJTQPTBMTJUFUIBUhTFWFOPOJUTQMBOOJOHHPJOHPVU
UPGPSUIFTFLJOETPGXBTUFT4PUIJTEPDVNFOU
OFFETUPEJTDVTTUIFBMUFSOBUJWFTUPEPUIBU
5IFPUIFSUIJOHUIBUOFFETUPCFTBJEJT
UIBUXIFOZPVDBOhUDBMDVMBUFOVNCFSTMJLFUJNFT
GJWFNJOVUFTJTUISFFIPVSTBOENJOVUFT ZPVDBOhU
DPVOUUP JOUFSNTPGBEFRVBUFOPUJDF ZPVDBOhU
DPNQMZXJUIZPVSPXOSFHVMBUJPOT UIBUEPFTOPU
JOTQJSFQVCMJDDPOGJEFODFUIBUZPVDBOPQFSBUFUIF
O






FYJTUJOHGBDJMJUJFTBU-PT"MBNPTPSBOZOFXGBDJMJUZ


MJLFZPVhSFUBMLJOHBCPVUEPJOHJOUIJTEPDVNFOU
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:PVOFFEUPHPCBDLBOETUBSUPWFSBOEDPNFCBDLUP
VTXIFOZPVIBWFSFBMSFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFTBOE
SFBMSJHPSPVTBOBMZTJTUIBUUIFMBXSFRVJSFTZPVUP
EP "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.BhBN
/6.#&3*BMTPXBOUUPNBLFPOFNPSF


DPNNFOU1FPQMFUIJOLUIBUUIFSFhTTFDVSJUZJO

-PT"MBNPTBOEUIBUQFPQMFBSFXBUDIJOH"DPVQMF

416-2

XFFLFOETBHP *XBTESJWJOHEPXOGSPNUIF+FNF[BOE
UIFSFXFSFBDPVQMFPGLJETXJUIQBJOUCBMMUIJOHT


UIBUIBEHPUUFOVOEFSUIFGFODFJOUPUIFMBCQSPQFS
5IFSFXBTOPTFDVSJUZUIFSF
5IFPUIFSUIJOHUIBU*hNUIJOLJOHPGJT
XIFOUIF$FSSP(SBOEFGJSFIBQQFOFE UIBUXBTPOF
NBUDIFTTFOUJBMMZMJUPOBXJOEZEBZ BOEXIFOZPV
TFFUIFSFTQPOTFJO-PT"MBNPTPGXIBUIBQQFOFEPO
UIBUEBZ OPCPEZLOFXXIBUUIFZXFSFEPJOH*NFBO 
#BOEFMJFSTBJEUIBUJUXBT4BOUB'F4BOUB'FTBJE
-PT"MBNPTTIPVMEDPNFJO5IFMBCTXBJUFEBMPOH
UJNF ZPVLOPX VOUJMJUXBTSJHIUBUUIFGFODF4P
JGZPVDBOhUHFUUIF$FSSP(SBOEFGJSFSJHIU IPXBSF
UIFZHPJOHUPHFUTPNFUIJOHCJHHFSDPSSFDU 3JHIU 
"OETPQFPQMFIBWFBWFSZOBJWFJEFBUIBU
O






UIFSFhTTFDVSJUZJO-PT"MBNPT5IFZhSFBTMFFQBU


UIFXIFFM*GTPNFCPEZXBOUFEUPHPJOBOESFBMMZ
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416-2

Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities
are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas
in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Access to nuclear facilities at LANL is strictly limited. Access control stations
(called vehicle access portals) on Pajarito Road restrict access to DOE badge
holders only; at least one occupant of a motor vehicle must present a valid
DOE badge. Bicyclists without a valid DOE security badge are not allowed
to use Pajarito Road. Walkers, joggers, work crews, and others on foot on
Pajarito Road must display a valid security badge. Buildings such as the TA-55
Plutonium Facility and the CMR Building have even stricter access restrictions.
(Relocation of the CMR capabilities at TA-55 in the Pajarito Corridor would
reduce security costs.)
Airspace over LANL is also restricted.
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Public Comments and NNSA Responses



















































































































IVSU-PT"MBNPTBOEUIFXPSME JUXPVMEPOMZUBLF
UIFZhSFOPUQBZJOHBUUFOUJPOJOUIFBJSXBWFTVQ
UIFSFUIBU ZPVLOPX UIFSFhTBMJUUMFTNBMMBJSQPSU
*NFBO BMJUUMF$FTTOBDPNJOHUISPVHI-PT"MBNPT
*NFBO UIJOLPOJU5IFZIBWFOhUTFDPOEHVFTTFE

416-2
cont’d

XIBUPUIFSQFPQMFBMSFBEZLOPX UIBUUIFSFhTOP
TFDVSJUZJO-PT"MBNPT1FPQMFBSFOhUQBZJOH
BUUFOUJPO*UhTBGBMTFTFOTFPGTFDVSJUZVQUIFSF
"HBJO XIZSJTLJU :PVLOPX  "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.BhBN *CFMJFWFZPVXFSF
OFYU 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0035IBOLZPV
8IFUIFSXFBSFFNQMPZFEXJUIUIFGFEFSBMHPWFSONFOU
PSOPU XFLOPXUIBUUIFTFQVCMJDIFBSJOHTBSFNFSF
SJUVBMTBOEUIBUXIBUXFTBZIFSFIBTMJUUMF
TJHOJGJDBODFJOXIBUXJMMCFEPOFCFDBVTFXFhSFPOB
DPBTUUPDPBTUGFEFSBMSFTFSWBUJPO BOEJGXFTUVEJFE
UIFEZOBNJDTPGDPOUSPMPGUIFJOEJWJEVBMUSJCBM
SFTFSWBUJPOTBUUIFCFHJOOJOHPGUIFT XFXJMM
TFFUIFTBNFEZOBNJDTCFJOHQMBZFEPVUDPBTUUP
DPBTU5IFTPMVUJPOBOEIPXJUTIPVMECFQFSGPSNFE
SFNBJOTUIFRVFTUJPO BOEJTUPSFNPWFXIPhTBUUIF
IFMN CFDBVTFUIPTFQFPQMFBUUIFIFMNIBWFOPUIJOH
O






UPEPXJUIUIFQFPQMF
XFUIFQFPQMF8FOFFEUP


RVJUUBMLJOHBCPVUXFXIFOXFEFTDSJCFXIBUUIFZ
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426-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding how seriously NNSA
considers public comments. NNSA considers every comment received by U.S.
mail, email, toll-free telephone or fax line, or at the public hearings. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
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BSFEPJOH8FOFFEUPNBLFBEJTUJODUJPOCFUXFFOUIF
QFPQMFhTXJMMBOEUIFXJMMPGUIFNBTUFS BOEVOMFTT
XFEPUIBUDMFBSMZBOEJOQVCMJDGPSVNT XFXJMMOPU
CFBCMFUPHBJOUIFBUUFOUJPOPGUIPTFXIPBSF
UPUBMMZVOJOGPSNFE
4VDIIFBSJOHTBTUIFTF XJUIBMMUIF
FMFDUSPOJDNFEJVNTXFIBWF TIPVMECFUFMFWJTFEBOE
CSPBEDBTUJOUIFJSFOUJSFUZ"OOPVODFNFOUTTIPVME
IBWFCFFONBEFBCPVUUIFTFNFFUJOHTPOUIFFMFDUSPOJD
XBWFT BTXFMMBTJOUIFOFXTQBQFST5IFGBDU
SFNBJOTUIBUUIFSFBSFQFPQMFJODPOUSPMXIPSFBMMZ
EPOPUXBOUQVCMJDDPNNFOU*UhTNFSFMZBSJUVBMUP
CFFOEVSFE*hNSFNJOEFEPGBTBZJOHPG1BUSJDL
)FOSZ POFPGUIFFBSMZSFWPMVUJPOBSJFTPGUIJT
DPVOUSZ BGUFSUIF#SJUJTI&NQJSFXBTEFUISPOFEIFSF 
BOEGPSBTIPSUUJNF 1BUSJDL)FOSZBOEIJT
DPNQBUSJPUTIBEBOJEFBPGTFMGHPWFSONFOU8FMM 
UIBUHPUXBZMBJEXJUIUIFQBTTBHFPGUIFGFEFSBM
DPOTUJUVUJPO BNFSFZFBSTBGUFSUIFDPODMVTJPOPG
UIF3FWPMVUJPOBSZ8BS5IJTIJTUPSZJTOPUSFBMMZ
IJHIMJHIUFEJOUIFNBJOTUSFBNDVSSJDVMBPGUIFQVCMJD
TDIPPMTPSUIFVOJWFSTJUJFT TPXFEPOhULOPXUIF
IJTUPSZ#VU1BUSJDL)FOSZVOEFSTUBUFEUIFDBTFXIFO
O






IFTUBUFE
5PFSFDUBOEDPODFOUSBUFBOEQFSQFUVBUFB


MBSHFNPOFZJOUFSFTUNVTU
JOUIFDPVSTFPGIVNBO
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FWFOUT DSFBUFPOFPGUXPFWJMT8FIBWFCPUI
5IFQSPTUSBUJPOPGBHSJDVMUVSFBUUIFGFFUPG
DPNNFSDFBOEUIFDIBOHFJOUIFGFEFSBMHPWFSONFOU


GBUBMUP"NFSJDBOMJCFSUZ
6OEFSUIJTQSJWBUFDPNNFSDJBMKVSJTEJDUJPO
UIBUXFOPXMJWFPSSFTJEFVOEFS PXOFECZUIFPXOFST
PGUIF8PSME#BOL UIF*.' BOEUIF'FEFSBM3FTFSWF
#BOL UIFDBSUFMJOUIJTDPVOUSZ ZPVLOPX 
FWFSZUIJOHJTQSPTUSBUFEUPUIFGFFUPGDPNNFSDF
#VUUIFSFhTBMTPBMBSHFSQMBOPGXPSME
EPNJOBUJPO5IJTOBUJPOJTDPOTJEFSFEBQPUFOUJBM
UISFBUUPUIFOFXXPSMEPSEFS CFDBVTFXFIBWFUIBU
IJTUPSZPGUIFFSBPGTVDIQFPQMFBT1BUSJDL)FOSZ
*GXFDBOSFWJWFUIBUIJTUPSZBOESFNFNCFSXIBUJU
XBTBCPVUBOESFJOJUJBUFUIFSFWJWBMPGUIFTQJSJUPG
UIF"NFSJDBO3FWPMVUJPO UIFOFXXPSMEPSEFShTQMBOT
XJMMCFXBZMBJEGPSBOPUIFSDPVQMFIVOESFEZFBST4P
UPTVCEVFBXBSFOFTT XFBSFQJEEMJOHBSPVOEXJUIUIF
QFSJQIFSBMJTTVFTBOEOPUHFUUJOHUPUIFDPSFJTTVFT
8IPhTJODPOUSPMPGPVSMJWFT *UhTOPUVT%PFT
UBMLJOHUPUIFTFQFPQMFBOEQFUJUJPOJOHUIFNDIBOHF
UIFJSDPVSTFPGBDUJPO *EPOhUUIJOLTP*OGBDU 
JGZPVSFBEUIF%FDMBSBUJPOPG*OEFQFOEFODF POFWFSZ
O






QSPNJOFOUQISBTFUIBUTUJDLTPVUJONZNJOEJT
PVS


SFQFBUFEQFUJUJPOTIBWFCFFOBOTXFSFEPOMZCZ
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SFQFBUFEJOKVSZ BOEBT#PC)BHFFTBJEXIFOIFXBT
VQUIFSF XFhWFCFFOEPJOHUIJTGPSZFBST BOEJT
SFQFBUJOHUIFTBNFNFUIPETBOEFYQFDUJOHBEJGGFSFOU
SFTVMUJOTBOJUZ PSBSFXFGPPMJOHPVSTFMWFT 




5IFSFIBTUPCFBEJGGFSFOUDPVSTFPG

BDUJPO0VUIFSFUBMLJOHUPFBDIPUIFS BOENPDLJOH
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UIFFTUBCMJTINFOUEPFTOhUXPSL8FOFFEUPDPOTJEFS
IPXEPXFSFNPWFNBMFWPMFOUDSJNJOBMTZOEJDBUFTGSPN
UIFDPOUSPMPGUIJTDPVOUSZ )PXBSFXFHPJOHUPEP
UIBU "OEJGXFEPOhUBTLPVSTFMWFTUIBURVFTUJPO 
XFhMMOFWFSHFUPOUIFSPBEUPVTVSQUIFBVUIPSJUZPG
QFPQMFXIPIBWFOPBMMFHJBODFUPUIJTDPVOUSZ5IFJS
BMMFHJBODFJTUPBOFXXPSMEPSEFS5IFZXBOUUP
TVCEVFUIJTOBUJPO BOEUIFZhSFXPSLJOHPOJUXJUI
NBOZEJGGFSFOUQSPKFDUT BOEUIFZhSFEPJOHBCBEKPC
PGJU BOEBMMPGVTXJMMCFWJDUJNTPGUIBUJGXF
MFUUIFNDPOUJOVFBOEJOTUJUVUFBUZSBOOJDBM
UPUBMJUBSJBOSFHJNF
.3.BD"--*45&38IPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBL
OFYU 
.4464"/30%3*(6&;"OEBTTPNFTQFBLFST
XFSFUBMLJOHBCPVUUIFEBOHFSPGBOBDDJEFOUVQJO
-PT"MBNPT *hNTVSFUIPTFPGVTLOPXBCPVU 
O






%PFTUIBUOVNCFSSJOHBCFMM
"SFOhUUIFSFNJTTJMFT


EPXOUIFSFBU,JSUMBOEBOEUIFZEPOhUTBZXIFUIFS
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418-5

418-5

Activities at Kirtland AFB are beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. NNSA
notes commentor’s concerns regarding accidents. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more
information.


























































JUhTUIFSFPSOPU CVUUIFSFXFSFNJTTJMFTJOUIBU
DBSWFEPVUNPVOUBJO BOEUIFZQVMMFEJUPVUBOEOPX
JUhTEPXOBU,JSUMBOE"OEUIFRVFTUJPOUIBUXF
BTLFEUIFDJUZDPVODJMJT 8FMM ZPVIBWFUIFTF
NJTTJMFT8IBUJTZPVSQMBOGPSUIF$JUZPG
"MCVRVFSRVF GPSVTUPHFUPVUPGIFSFPSEP
TPNFUIJOH -JLF 0I HSFBU *
*SFNFNCFS*IBEUPHPVQUP4BOUB'FBOE
UIFQSFTJEFOUDBNFJOUPUPXO BOE1BTFP*MJWFPO
UIBUTJEF*XBTTUVDLUIFSFJOUSBGGJDGPSIBMGBO
IPVS*XBTMBUFUPUIBUNFFUJOH XIJDIUVSOFEPVU
UPCFBXGVM.BZCF+POJSFNFNCFSTUIBU*UXBTB
DPNQBOZUIBUXBTHPJOHUPTBZUIFZEJEOhUGJOE
BOZUIJOHJOUIF#VDLNBOXFMM5IFZXFSFTP
EJTSFTQFDUGVM)FSFUIFDPNQBOZJTHFUUJOHNPOFZUP
MPPLBUBQSPKFDUBOEIBEUIFQPTUFSSJHIUVQIFSF
BOEVTTJUUJOHCBDLUIFSF*UXBTUIFNPTU
EJTSFTQFDUGVMQSFTFOUBUJPO*IBWFFWFSTFFO"OEJU
XBTJOGVSJBUJOH"OEXIFOUIFZXPVMEUBMLUPZPV 
UIFZXFSFVTJOHQJFDFTPGQBQFSPOBCPBSEBOE
NBSLFST*UXBTSFBMMZLJOEFSHBSUFOTUVGG
*hNOPUBTXFMMFEVDBUFEJOUIFTDJFODFTBT
NZEBVHIUFSBOENZIVTCBOE XIPIBTB1I%GSPN
O






.JDIJHBO
CVU*EPIBWFBOFEVDBUJPO BOE*IBWFTPNF


TFMGSFTQFDU5IFTFQFPQMFEJEOhUIBWFBOZ
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TFMGSFTQFDUBOEEJEOhUIBWFBOZDPVSUFTZUPVT"OE

BMPUBSFUIBUXBZ CVUGPSVTBUMFBTUUPSFNFNCFS
UIBUXFTUJMMIBWFUPEFBMXJUIUIPTFNJTTJMFTSJHIU
EPXOUIFSFBU,JSUMBOE BOEXFIBWFUPHFUBOTXFST
GSPNPVSEFMFHBUFT CFDBVTF*EPOhULOPXXIBU
.S'MFDLLOPXTBCPVUJU CVUQSPCBCMZIFLOPXT
TPNFUIJOH*EPOhULOPXXIFUIFSIFhTHPUUFOBOZ
BOTXFST CVUJGUIBUhTUSVF UIBUhTSFBMMZTDBSZ
0LBZ UIBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3+POJ *CFMJFWFZPVXFSF
OFYU*TUIFSFTPNFCPEZXIPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBL
BGUFS+POJ 
.4+0/*"3&/%4.ZOBNFJT+POJ"SFOET
*hNXJUI$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS/VDMFBS4BGFUZ4P
NZDPNNFOUTBSFBEESFTTFEUP4UFWF'POH UP3PHFS
4OZEFS UP+PIO5FHUNFJFS UP#SVDF.BD"MMJTUFS
)PXNBOZHSPVQTHPUBMJUUMFMFUUFSBTLJOHUPNBLF
TVSFUIBUUIFTFQVCMJDIFBSJOHTJODMVEFEQSPWJTJPOT
GPSQFPQMFUPCFGFFMJOHDPNGPSUBCMF 8FBTLFEUIBU
XFCFBCMFUP *CFMJFWF TQFBLGSPNUIFQPEJVN*
HVFTTXFXFSFTVQQPTFEUPTQFBLUIFSF5IBUhTOPU
HPJOHUPXPSLGPSUIFUISFFPUIFSIFBSJOHT
*LJOEPGGFFMMJLFXFhSFQMBZJOHUIFTBNF
O






HBNFUIBUXFQMBZFEXJUIUIF8IJUF3PDLTDPQJOH


NFFUJOHT
UIBUJUXBTOFDFTTBSZUPHPJOUIFPUIFS
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SPPNJOPSEFSUPNBLFQVCMJDDPNNFOUT
8IFOXFXFOUEPXOUP1PKPBRVF UIFSFXBT
TPNFBDDPNNPEBUJPONBEF*XBOUUPDPOUSBTUBHBJO
UIFEJGGFSFODFCFUXFFOXIFO%0&IFBERVBSUFSTEPFTB
QVCMJDNFFUJOH MJLFUIFSFDFOU(SFBUFSUIBO$MBTT$
%SBGU&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUXIFSFXFXFSF
BCMFUPIFBSPOFBOPUIFS5IFSFXBTBGBDJMJUBUPS 
UIFSFXBTBDPVSUSFQPSUFS*UhTBWFSZEJGGFSFOU
TJUVBUJPOXIFOFJUIFSUIF"MCVRVFSRVF4JUF0GGJDFPS
-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSJFTJTJODIBSHFPG
IPMEJOHUIFTFNFFUJOHT
/PX XFTQFOUUJNFQVUUJOHUPHFUIFSBO
FNBJMUPZPVBMMBCPVUXIBUXFOFFEFEGPSUIFTF
NFFUJOHT BOEXIBUXFGPVOEUPOJHIUJT XFGPVOEUIF
GBDJMJUBUPSTUBOEJOHCFIJOEUIFTQFBLFSTJOBWFSZ
JOUJNJEBUJOHXBZ5IBUhTOPUHPJOHUPXPSLJOUIF
PUIFSUISFFNFFUJOHT IPQFGVMMZGPVS)PQFGVMMZ
3PHFSJTHPJOHUPDPOTFOUUPBIFBSJOHJO5BPT

421-2

UPOJHIU




*EPOhULOPXXIZ*OFFEUPTQFOENZUJNF

SFQSJNBOEJOHUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZXIFOXFUIPVHIU
UIBUXFIBEBOBHSFFNFOUBCPVUUIFTUSVDUVSFPGUIFTF
IFBSJOHT*hNBMTPWFSZDPODFSOFEBCPVUIPXXFXFSF
O






UPMEPSJHJOBMMZUIBUXFXPVMEIBWFGJWFNJOVUFTFBDI


*GFMUBTJHIPGSFMJFGUISPVHIUIFSPPN
XIFSF
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421-2

NNSA notes comments on the structure of the public hearings. The length of
time given to commentors to speak at public hearings was predicated on the
number of commentors that were anticipated to request to speak, given the total
amount of time available for all speakers. Time was available after all requested
commentors spoke to open the floor. In addition to other methods offered
at each public hearing to comment, the floor was open to the public until the
allotted time. Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more
information.
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QFPQMFUIPVHIU PI *hNHPJOHUPCFBCMFUPTBZ
FWFSZUIJOHUIBU*XBOUFEUPTBZ"OEUIFOXFhSFDVU
EPXOUPUISFFNJOVUFT
4PFJUIFSZPVIBWFUPEFDJEFUIBUXFhSF
IBWJOHUISFFNJOVUFT PSXFhSFIBWJOHGJWFNJOVUFT
*NFBO %POBMSFBEZFMPRVFOUMZEFTDSJCFEBMMPGUIJT
*EJEOhUCSJOHUIFNFNPXJUINFPSUIFSFRVFTU 
CFDBVTF*UIPVHIUUIBUUIJTXBTBMMSFTPMWFE"GUFS

421-2
cont’d

ZFBST MJLF#PCIBTTBJE UIFSFDPNFTBQPJOU
XIFSFUIFSFhTBMFWFMPGSFTQFDU BOE*EPOhUGFFM
UIBUUPOJHIU*EPOhUGFFMJUJOUIJTQSPDFTTXIFSF 
OVNCFSPOF PVSDPNNFOUTBSFCFJOHIFBSE8FXSPUF
UIFFNBJMJOHPPEGBJUIJOPSEFSUPGBDJMJUBUF
QVCMJDDPNNFOUPOUIJTWFSZTFSJPVTNBUUFS4PXF
DBOUSZJUBHBJOUPNPSSPXOJHIU8FhEMJLFBQPEJVN 
XFhEMJLFUIFPQQPSUVOJUZGPSFWFSZCPEZUPIFBSPOF
BOPUIFSTQFBL8FhEMJLFBQSFTFOUBUJPOCZUIF
%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZUPFYQMBJOUIJTWFSZDPNQMJDBUFE
NBUFSJBM"OZPUIFSTVHHFTUJPOT 4DPUU +BOFU %PO 
:PVLOPX *EPOhUXBOUUPHFUFNPUJPOBM 
CVUJUNBLFTNFSFBMMZ SFBMMZTBE CFDBVTF*EPOhU
VOEFSTUBOEJGXFIBWFBOBHSFFNFOUXJUI+PIO XIPhT
UIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFS PSXFIBWFBOBHSFFNFOUXJUI
O






&MJ[BCFUI
PSXJUI4UFWFPSXJUI3PHFS XIZ XIFOXF


USBWFMNJMFTUPCFBUUIJTNFFUJOH
UIFSFJTOhU
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UIBUVOEFSTUBOEJOHUIBUXFhSFHPJOHUPHFUXIBUXF
BTLFEGPSXIFOJUXBTBHSFFEVQPO




4P*QSPCBCMZTBJEUPPNVDI CVU

.S.BD"MMJTUFS JUhTSFBMMZJNQPSUBOUUIBUUPNPSSPX
OJHIUZPVEPOhUTUBOECFIJOETQFBLFST*UhTWFSZ
JNQPSUBOUUIBUZPVDBMDVMBUFUIFBNPVOUPGUJNF"T


%POTBJE TQFBLFST:PVLOPX JUhTUIFTBNFLJOE

PGEJTSFTQFDUBTXBTTIPXOJOUIF8IJUF3PDLIFBSJOH 
PSTDPQJOHNFFUJOH"OEUIFOUIFBEKVTUNFOUTUIBU
XFSFNBEFBUUIF1PKPBRVFTDPQJOHNFFUJOH BOE*IPQF
XFEPOhUIBWFUPGJHIUBCPVUJUUPNPSSPXOJHIU
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3.BhBN ZPVXFSFOFYU BOE
UIFSFJTUIFSFTPNFCPEZFMTFXIPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBL 


4JS :PVhMMCFOFYU

41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*IBWFBRVFTUJPO
UPBTL*SFBMMZTVQQPSUXIBU+POJhTCFFOTBZJOH*
IBWFCFFOQBSUPGUIFTFBHSFFNFOUT CSPLFO
BHSFFNFOUT *HVFTTXFDPVMEDBMMUIFN BOE*hN
XPOEFSJOH BSFZPVQMBOOJOHUPTUBZVOUJM TJODF
JUXBTBOOPVODFEUIBUUIFTFIFBSJOHTXPVMEHPVOUJM
 *NFBO ZPVLOPX CFDBVTFUIFQFPQMFUIBUBSF
IFSFBSFEPOFTQFBLJOHEPFTOPUOFDFTTBSJMZNFBOUIBU
O






TPNFPOFNJHIUOPUDPNFJOMBUFS4PZPVhMMCFIFSF


VOUJM
0LBZ
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"OE*XBOUUPSFJUFSBUFXIBU#PCIBTTBJE
BCPVUUIFZFBSTPGIFBSJOHT BOEUPTBZUIBU ZPV
LOPX POFNPSFOVDMFBSQSPKFDUGPS/FX.FYJDP0OF
NPSF"OEUIFOPOFNPSF"OEUIFOPOFNPSF"OE
UIFOVSBOJVNNJOJOH%PFTUIBUIBWFUPEPXJUIUIF
GBDUUIBUXFhSFPOFPGUIFQPPSFTUTUBUFT %PFTJU
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IBWFUPEPXJUIUIFGBDUUIBUXFBSFBNJOPSJUZ
NBKPSJUZTUBUF %PFTJUIBWFUPEPXJUIUIFGBDU
UIBUXFhWFIBEDPSSVQUMFBEFSTUIBUEPOhUSFQSFTFOU
VT %PFTJUIBWFUPEPXJUIUIFQBTTJOHPGNPOFZBOE
NBLJOHEFBMTJOCBDLSPPNT 8IZBSFBMMUIFTF
OVDMFBSQSPKFDUTDPNJOHIFSF .PTUPGUIFQFPQMFJO
/FX.FYJDPEPOhUXBOUUIFN.POFZBOEKPCT.POFZ
BOEKPCT8FhSFQPPS8FhSFVQBHBJOTUUIFXBMM
8FIBWFUPIBWFUIFNPOFZBOEKPCT:PVLOPX 5IF
%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ %FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ EFBS
%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ XFOFFEOFXJEFBT8FOFFEUIF
SJWFSTUBLFODBSFPG8FOFFEBMUFSOBUJWFFOFSHZ
8FEPOhUOFFENPSFOVDMFBSQSPKFDUT'PSVT ZPV
LOPX JUhTBNBUUFSPGFOWJSPONFOUBMSBDJTN BNPOH
PUIFSUIJOHT UIBUUIFTFQSPKFDUTLFFQDPNJOHIFSF
5IBUhTBMM
&3*$)J.ZOBNFJT&SJD*OEFGFOTFPG
O






#SVDFHFUUJOHCFIJOEQFPQMF
*hNBNBTUFShTJO


HFPMPHZ
BOE*hWFCFFOUPNBOZDPOGFSFODFT BOEJUhT
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427-1

427-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, alternative energy and education) and projects at LANL are made
by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD
for more information. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of alternatives related to the construction and operation
of the CMRR-NF.


































 























DPNNPOGPSBNPEFSBUPSUPHFUVQXIFOTPNFPOFhTUJNF
JTHFUUJOHDMPTF:PVTIPVMEOhUGFFMUISFBUFOFECZ
JU*UhTIBQQFOFEUPNZBEWJTPST"MTPNZGSJFOET
IBWFHJWFOUBMLT5IFQFSTPOTUBOETVQUPMFUUIFN
LOPXUIFJSUJNFJTVQ BOEUIJTIBQQFOTBUTDJFOUJGJD
DPOGFSFODFT5IJTJTOPUUIFNBOUSZJOHUPUISFBUFO
ZPV&WFOUIPVHIZPVNBZGFFMUIBU *NFBO JOIJT
EFGFOTF JUEPFTIBQQFOBOEJUhTOPUQFSTPOBM
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0034BZTZPV
&3*$:FBI TBZTNF SJHIU*IBWFB
SJHIUUPTBZJU4PSSZ*hNQSPCBCMZUIFPOMZPOF
UIBU*BHSFFXJUINBOZPGZPVS
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0035IJTJTOPUB
HFPMPHJDBMDPOGFSFODFXFhSFUBMLJOHBCPVU
&3*$*UhTBDPNNPONPEFSBUJPOUFDIOJRVF
UPMFUTPNFPOF
.3.BD"--*45&35IFHSPVOESVMFTTUBUF
UIBUUIFTQFBLFSIBTUIFGMPPSBOEUIFSFhTOPU
BSHVNFOUGSPNUIF
&3*$*hNTPSSZ CVUJUFWFOIBQQFOTJO
DBMN GVOFOWJSPONFOUT
.4464"/30%3*(6&;8FhSFTBZJOHXFEPOhU
MJLFJU
O






&3*$8FMM
UIBUhTKVTUUIFXBZNPEFSBUJPO


JTEPOF
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428-1

428-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for how the public hearing was
conducted.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1072

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



.4464"/30%3*(6&;8FEPOhUMJLFJU
.3.BD"--*45&3&YDVTFNF NBhBN"HBJO
*hNHPJOHCZUIFHSPVOESVMFT-FUUIFTQFBLFS
TQFBL:PVhMMIBWFBDIBODFUPTQFBLJGZPVOFFE
&3*$*OUFSNTPGUIFUJNJOH JUhT
QSPCBCMZQSFUUZFBTZUPHBVHFIPXNVDIUJNFTPNFPOF
 TIPVMEIBWF CVU*UIJOLJUhTJNQPSUBOU TJS ZPV
CSPVHIUUIJTJTTVFVQ BOEFWFSZPOFVOEFSTUBOETUIBU
BGUFSFWFSZPOFhTEPOFUBMLJOH QFPQMFUIBUNJHIUOPU
IBWFIBETPNFUIJOHUPTBZNJHIUCFFODPVSBHFEUPTBZ
TPNFUIJOHCBTFEPOXIBUUIFZIBWFIFBSE4P*UIJOL
JUJTJNQPSUBOUUPIBWFTPNFUJNFBGUFSUIFBMMPUUFE
UJNFIBTCFFOUBLFOGPSQFPQMFUPDPNFVQBOEQFSIBQT
TBZTPNFUIJOHUIBUUIFZXFSFJOTQJSFEUPTBZXIJMF
IFBSJOHPUIFST"OETP*UIJOLUIFSFTIPVMECFTPNF
UJNFBGUFSXBSET.BZCF ZPVLOPX UIFZMFGUUPPNVDI
UJNFUPOJHIU CVU*EPUIJOLUIFSFTIPVMECFTPNF
UJNFGPSQFPQMFUIBUBSFJOTQJSFEUPTBZTPNFUIJOH
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFBOPUIFSQFSTPO
XIPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBL 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*KVTUIBEUIJT
QJFDFUIBU*XBTJOUFSFTUFEJOTBZJOHCFGPSF BOE
O






XIFOXFXFSFJOTUSVDUFEBCPVUNBLJOHPVSDPNNFOUTBU


UIFCFHJOOJOHPGUIFFWFOJOH
XFXFSFUPMEXFXFSF
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TVQQPTFEUPFOHBHFJODJWJMDPNNFOUTBOECFIBWJPST 
DJWJMNBOOFS BOESFQSFTFOUIJHIMFWFMPGEJTDPVSTF
&WFOUIBULJOEPGUIBUhTBSFQSJNBOE BTJGXF
EJEOhULOPXIPXUPTQFBLPVSTFOUFODFTBOEBCJEFCZ
UIFHFOFSBMTPDJBMSVMFT*UTPVOETBTJGXFXFSF
TPNFLJOEPGSBCCMF :PVKVTUOFWFSLOPXXIBU
UIFZhSFHPJOHUPEP
'VSUIFS UIFNPEFSBUPSXBTOPUTJNQMZ
TJHOBMJOHUJNFTVQ)FXBTTUBOEJOHCFIJOEZPVBOE
IPWFSJOHJOBXBZUIBU GPSQFPQMFMJLFNFXIPEPOhU
EPNVDIQVCMJDTQFBLJOH JTOFSWFSBDLJOH*UIJOL
UIFSFBSFNBOZXBZTUPEPNPEFSBUJPOUIBUBSF
DPOHFOJBM*IBWFTQPLFOCFGPSF *IBWFOPUGBMMFO
BQBSU*GJOEUIJTTFUUJOH KVTUNZPXOQFSTPOBM
TFMG *GJOEJUOPUSJHIUOPX CVUCFGPSFWFSZ
EJGGJDVMU
"OZXBZ UIJTXBTUIFUIJOHUIBU*XBOUFEUP
BEEUPUIFDPOWFSTBUJPO BOEUIBUJTTPNFUJNFTXFhSF
NJTMFECZQISBTFT5IFSFXBTBOBSUJDMFPOUIF
OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZJO5IF3FQPSUFSUIJTMBTUXFFL 
OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZJO/FX.FYJDP BOEBUFDIOJDJBOXBT
RVPUFEBTTBZJOH RVPUF 5IFTUBUFhTOVDMFBSGVUVSF
JTCSJHIU
O






*UIJOLUIFMBOHVBHFJTWFSZNJTMFBEJOH



CFDBVTFXFIBWFOPUTFFONVDICFOFGJUUPUIF
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429-1

429-1

NNSA notes the comment on the conduct of the public hearing. The format of
the public hearings was based on previous NNSA NEPA document hearings.
Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1074

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



DPNNVOJUJFTPG/FX.FYJDPGSPNUIFGFEFSBMGVOETUIBU
IBWFQPVSFEJOUPUIFMBCPSBUPSZ*UhTOPUUIF
TUBUFhTGVUVSFUIBUhTCSJHIU*UhTUIFOVDMFBS
JOEVTUSZhTGVUVSFUIBUJTCSJHIU BOEJUhTTJNQMZB
EJGGFSFOULFUUMFPGGJTIGSPNUIFTUBUF5IFTUBUF
PVHIUUPCFIFSFGPSUIFCFOFGJUPGUIFQPQVMBUJPO 
BOETUJMMXFBSFTVGGFSJOHJOPVSTDIPPMTBOEPVS
TPDJBMTZTUFNT*XPOhUHPJOUPUIFMJTUFWFSZCPEZ
FMTFIBTEPOFJU#VU*hNTVSFUIFNBOXIPXBT
RVPUFEJOUIJTBSUJDMFTBZJOHUIFTUBUFhTOVDMFBS
GVUVSFJTCSJHIU*hNTVSFIFXBTUIJOLJOHUIBUJU
HPFTUPFWFSZPOF#VU JOGBDU JUhTBWFSZ WFSZ
SFTUSJDUFECFOFGJU5IBUhTBMM*IBWFUPTBZ5IBOL
ZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFBOZCPEZFMTFXIP
XPVMEMJLFUPTQFBL 4JS
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*OMBX JUhT
DBMMFEWJPMBUJPOPGEVFQSPDFTT5IBUhTXIBU%PO
)BODPDLXBTUBMLJOHBCPVU*UhTBMTPUIFBSSPHBODF
PGQPXFS:PVLOPX *XFOUUPUIFDPVSUIFBSJOHTPO
UIFMBDLPGBOFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUTUBUFNFOU5IF
FOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUTUBUFNFOUGSPNBOEUIF
SFDPSEPGEFDJTJPOBSFEFBEBOEHPOF5IBUGBDJMJUZ
O





 DBOOPUCFCVJMUCFDBVTFPGUIFTFJTNJDQSPCMFNT


0LBZ
"OEZPVLOPX XIFOJUHPUSJHIUEPXOUPUIF
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CPUUPNMJOF 3PHFS4OZEFSBOEIJTBUUPSOFZTBSF
DSZJOHOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ
/PX *BDUVBMMZSFBETPNFPGUIFTF
EPDVNFOUTUIBUZPVQFPQMFXSJUFBOEZPVS
KVTUJGJDBUJPOGPSOPUDPOTJEFSJOHBMUFSOBUJWFT BOE
XIFOZPVEFBMUXJUIUIFKVTUJGJDBUJPOGPSOPU
CVJMEJOHUIJTGBDJMJUZBUBMM UIFKVTUJGJDBUJPOXBT 
XFMM 1SFTJEFOU0CBNBBOE7JDF1SFTJEFOU+PF#JEFO
IBWFTBJEXFHPUUPIBWFUIJT
/PX JUhTPOFUIJOHUPTBZUIBU BOE*DBO
TFF3PHFSTNJMJOHCBDLUIFSF#VUZPVLOPX JUhT
BOPUIFSUIJOHXIFOZPVIBWFHPU.S%PO4UPTGJFME
 QIPOFUJD QJNQJOH QJNQJOHUIFGFEFSBMHPWFSONFOU
GPSGVOET:PVLOPX )FHPFTUPUIFTFDPOGFSFODFT
BOEUIFTFCVEHFUIFBSJOHT BOEFWFSZUIJOH)FTBZT 
ZPVLOPX KFF[ ZPVLOPXIFDPNCJOFTXJUIUIF
PUIFSMBCEJSFDUPST BOEUIFZHFUUPHFUIFSBOEUIFZ
TBZ ZPVLOPX XFhWFHPUUPIBWFUIJTTUVGGGPS
OBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZUPQSPUFDUPVSTFMWFT ZPVLOPX
*USFNJOETNFPGBCPPL*SFBEZFBSTBHPJO
BOUISPQPMPHZ BOE*hNOPUTVSFXIPXSPUFJU ZPV
LOPX CVUJUhTBCPVUDBOOJCBMT"OEUIFZXPVMEHP
BOEHSBCPOFHVZBOEUBLFIJNCBDLBOEDPPLIJNBOE
O






FBUIJN
BOEUIFOUIFZhEHFUBMMQBSBOPJE ZPVLOPX 


UIFZhECFPOUIFEFGFOTJWF
CFDBVTFUIFZLOFXUIBU
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UIFSFXBTHPJOHUPCFTPNFLJOEPGSFWFOHFDPNJOH
EPXOUIFSPBE
"OEUIBUhTXIFSFUIJTDPVOUSZJTXJUI
OBUJPOBMEFGFOTF ZPVLOPX8FhSFTPQBSBOPJEBCPVU
UIFSFTUPGUIFXPSME#VUNPSFUIBOUIBU JUhTB
NPOTUFSNPOFZNBLFSGPSZPVSQFPQMF JTOhUJU 
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5IBUhTXIBUJUhTBCPVU JTUIFNPOFZ:PVIBWFHPU
UIJTQSPKFDU
8FhWFHPUUIJTQSPKFDUhTHPOFGSPN
NJMMJPOBOEUIFOXIFOZPVEJTDPWFSFETFJTNJD
QSPCMFNT JUXFOUUPNJMMJPO/PXZPVhSFUBMLJOH
BCPVUZFBSTPVUJOUPUIFGVUVSF UPFWFOGJOJTI
UIJTUIJOHBTTVNJOH BTTVNJOHZPVDBOPWFSDPNFUIF
TFJTNJDQSPCMFNT BOEUIFFOHJOFFSJOHBOEEFTJHO
QSPCMFNTUIBUZPVBSFGBDFEXJUI CVUUIBUhTBOPUIFS
ZFBST4P MFUhTGJHVSF XIBUXBTUIFQFSDFOUBHF
SBUFPGDPTUFTDBMBUJPOGSPNNJMMJPOUP
CJMMJPOPWFSMFUhTTFF GSPNUIFUJNFQFSJPEPG
UP UIBUhTFJHIUZFBST*EPOhULOPX *
EPOhUIBWFBDBMDVMBUPSJONZIFBE
#VUJGZPVBSFHPJOHUPDPOUJOVFUIBULJOE
PGFTDBMBUJPOPGDPTUT XIBUBSFXFMPPLJOHBU 
CJMMJPO ZPVLOPX BOEUIFOZPVNBLFUIFTFTJMMZ
O






SFNBSLTJOZPVS4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4BCPVU
XFMM HFF 


UIFPME$.3
XPOhUXPSL CVUXFhSFHPJOHUPIPMEJU
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430-1

430-1

Continued use of the CMR Building is one of the alternatives considered in the
CMRR-NF SEIS; however, this alternative would not meet NNSA’s purpose and
need for action as stated in the SEIS. As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, the
CMR Building’s nuclear operations and capabilities are currently restricted to
maintain compliance with safety requirements. Due to facility limitations, the
CMR Building is not being operated to the full extent needed to meet DOE and
NNSA operational requirements for the foreseeable future. These limitations
do not currently support the missions that NNSA has assigned to LANL. See
Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.


























































JOSFTFSWFKVTUJODBTFUIBUXFSVOJOUPGJOBODJBM
QSPCMFNT 
8FMM XIJDIJTJU :PVHPJOHUPTIVUEPXO

430-1
cont’d

UIF$.3PSOPU ZPVLOPX
/PX MFUhTUBMLBMJUUMFBCPVUUIF
BSSPHBODFPGQPXFS BHBJO XIFOJUDPNFTUP
TDJFOUJGJDJOWFTUJHBUJPO:PVXFSFTVQQPTFEUP
EJTDPWFSXIBUUIFEFFQTFJTNJDTUBUVTCFOFBUI5"
XBT:PVXFSFTVQQPTFEUPCVJMEBUMFBTUUISFFEFFQ
CPSFIPMFT:PVCVJMUPOFUPGFFU*SFBEUIF
,MJOFGFMUFS QIPOFUJDT SFQPSU BOE*SFBEBOPUIFS
SFQPSUUIBUUIBUXBTCBTFEPO"OE GSBOLMZ ZPVS
TVQQMFNFOUBM&*4JTBOBEWFSUJTFNFOUGPSTVDIHSPTT
EFGJDJFODJFTJOZPVSVOEFSTUBOEJOHPGUIFTFJTNJD
TJUVBUJPOVQUIFSF UIBUUIJT&*4PVHIUUPCFBSFE
MJHIUUPZPV UIBUXFDBOhUCVJMEUIJT5IJTJTOhU
FWFOXPSUIDPOTJEFSJOHUIJTTJUFBTBMPDBUJPOGPS
TUPSJOH QPVOETPGQMVUPOJVN XIJDIJTPOFPG


UIFNPTUFYQMPTJWFBOEEBOHFSPVTTVCTUBODFTPOUIF

GBDFPGUIFQMBOFU
:PVLOPX XIBUBSFZPVUIJOLJOH :PVLOPX 
JTZPVSNPSUHBHFTPJNQPSUBOUUPZPVUIBUZPVBSF
XJMMJOHUPSJTLFWFSZUIJOHJOUIFTUBUFPOZPVS
O






JHOPSBODF
ZPVSBSSPHBODF ZPVSPCTUJOBDZ 


:PVLOPX
UIFSFXFSFQFPQMFJO'VLVTIJNB 
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430-2

430-2

There has been extensive seismic characterization of TA-55 and the CMRR
Project site. Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2.4 of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has been
revised to address the deep seismic characteristic borings referred to by the
commentor. Deep geotechnical borings were drilled at TA-55 to characterize the
complete geologic column down to the basement bedrock level. These borings
were completed for geotechnical characterization of the subsurface and not for
the purpose of identifying the presence or absence of deep faults. Three boring
locations were initially identified; however, only two borings were deemed
necessary to provide corroborative characterization of the deeper portions of the
geologic column. The third boring was identified as an alternative and would
have been drilled only if the currently planned site at TA-55 were deemed
not viable. Borehole DSC-1B was drilled to a depth of 741 feet (226 meters)
below ground surface, while borehole DSC-2A reached a total depth of 550
feet (168 meters) below ground surface. The geologic formations that are most
relevant to TA-55 are those that would influence seismic ground response and
foundation performance. Seismic ground response, as determined by these two
deep seismic characterization borings, is affected by the relatively high seismic
wave velocity of the basement rocks, consisting of the Cerros del Rio basalt and
Tschicoma Formation dacite (both of which are relatively hard volcanic rocks),
and the much lower seismic wave velocities of the overlying, softer Bandelier
Tuff. From data provided by Kleinfelder (2007a), DSC-1B was the only deep
borehole to penetrate into the Tschicoma Formation dacite.
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UIFZhSFFMEFSMZOPX5IFZhSFJOUIFJST BOEUIFZ
TBJEEPOhUCVJME EPOhUCVJMEUIJTOVDMFBSSFBDUPS
IFSF5IJTJTBEBOHFSPVTTJUF8FDBOIBWF
UTVOBNJTIFSF ZPVLOPX
/PX ZPVhWFHPUUIFQVCMJDIFSF BOE
UIFZhSFTBZJOH EPOhUCVJMEUIJTUIJOHIFSF5IJTJT
BEBOHFSPVTTJUF ZPVLOPX#VUZPVhSFOPUHPJOHUP
MJTUFOUPUIFN*UhTCFDBVTFPGUIFBSSPHBODFPG
QPXFS0ODFZPVTUBSUNBLJOHUIBULJOEPGNPOFZZPV
GFFMMJLFZPVDBOEPBOZUIJOH"OEZPVhWFHPUZPVS
+PF#JEFOBOEUIFQSFTJEFOUPOZPVSTJEF4PZPVhWF
HPUVOMJNJUFESFTPVSDFT
:PVLOPX UIBUDPVSUSPPNIFBSJOHUIBUZPV
XFSFPVUUIFSF 3PHFS EPFTOhUJUUIFSFhTBCJH
TFBMCFIJOEUIFKVEHF BOEJUTBZT 6OJUFE4UBUFT
%JTUSJDU$PVSU*UEPFTOhUTBZ QFPQMFhTDPVSUPG
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFT"OEUIBUhTXIBUUIFQVCMJDJTVQ
BHBJOTU:PVLOPX UIFDPVSUTBTTVNFBOEHJWFHSFBU
EFGFSFODFUPUIFTPDBMMFEFYQFSUTPGUIFHPWFSONFOU
5IFZhSFTVQQPTFEUPLOPX
4PJGUIFQVCMJDXBMLTJOXJUIBOFYQFSU
BOETBZT ZPVLOPX UIBUhTXSPOH UIFKVEHFKVTU
XBWFTUIFNBTJEF
O






/PXZPVHVZTLOPXJOUIFGFEFSBMHPWFSONFOU


UIBUZPVhWFHPUUIBUHPJOHGPSZPV:PVLOPX
ZPVhWF
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HPUNPOFZ ZPVhWFHPUQPXFS ZPVhWFHPUUIFDPVSU
TZTUFNPOZPVSTJEF4PZPVDBOHPBIFBEXJUIUIF
NPTUJOTBOF TUVQJE JEJPUJDMPDBUJPOGPSCVJMEJOHB
GBDUPSZ:PVPVHIUUPCFBTIBNFEPGZPVSTFMWFT ZPV
PVHIUUPCFBTIBNFEPGZPVSTFMWFT "QQMBVTF 
#VUNPSFUIBOUIBU ZPVPVHIUUP
SFDPOTJEFS ZPVTIPVMEKVTUSFDPOTJEFS
8IBU"OBTUBTJPOFFETUPEP BOE.S4OZEFS 
BOEUIFSFTUPGZPVHVZT UIBUIBWFBMMUIFQPXFS JT
ZPVOFFEUPHPCBDLBOEUFMMUIFQSFTJEFOU 
.S1SFTJEFOU ZPVLOPXXIBU *UhTUPPEBOHFSPVTUP
CVJMEUIJTTUVGGIFSF:PVOFFEUPIBWFBNPNFOUPG
IPOFTUZ8IFOZPVSFBMMZTUBUFUIFUSVUI BOEZPV
TUBSUUIJOLJOHBCPVUTPNFUIJOH PUIFSUIBOZPVS
NPSUHBHF ZPVTUBSUUIJOLJOHBCPVUUIFTBGFUZPGUIF
QVCMJD UIFTBGFUZPGUIF"NFSJDBOQVCMJD BOEZPV
TUBSUHJWJOHUIF1SFTJEFOUBOE.S#JEFOTPNFSFBM
JOGPSNBUJPO UIJTTJUFJTUPPEBOHFSPVT GPMLT ZPV
LOPX4UPQQJNQJOHUIF1SFTJEFOU TUPQQJNQJOHUIF
WJDFQSFTJEFOUGPSGVOET "QQMBVTF 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*KVTUIBWF
TPNFUIJOHWFSZCSJFGUPTBZ
.3.BD"--*45&3.BhBN JOUIFCMVF DPNF
O






GPSXBSE


6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3"OEUIBUJTBUUIF
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MBTUIFBSJOHUIBUXFIBE XFIBEUIFSFXBTB
QSPGFTTJPOBMGBDJMJUBUPS BOEIFIBEBQPEJVNBCPVU
SJHIUUIFSF"OETPUIFTQFBLFSUIPVHIIFXBTGBS
BXBZGSPNUIFTQFBLFS UIFTQFBLFSDPVMETFFIJN BOE
IFDPVMETBZ XFMM ZPVLOPX UXPNJOVUFT UISFF
NJOVUFT POFNJOVUF BOE ZPVLOPX BOEUIFTQFBLFS
BOEUIFGBDJMJUBUPSDPVMETQFBLUPFBDIPUIFSBU
EJTUBODFTPUIBUUIFTQFBLFSXBTOhUJOUJNJEBUFE*
KVTUXBOUFEUPTVHHFTUUIBU
.3.BD"--*45&3.BhBN 
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3*KVTUIBWFB
RVFTUJPOUPBTL*VOEFSTUPPE%PO)BODPDLUPTBZ
UIBUCFDBVTFUIFBHSFFNFOU BDDPSEJOHUPUIFSVMFT
GPSIPMEJOHUIJTNFFUJOH IBEOPUCFFONFUQSPQFSMZ 
UIBUEBZTIBTUPCFJUIBTUPCFBOOPVODFE

431-1

EBZTBIFBEPGUIFNFFUJOH"OEIFTBJE JG*hN
SFNFNCFSJOHDPSSFDUMZ UIBUCFDBVTFPGUIJT UIBUZPV
OFFEUPHPCBDLBOETUBSUGSPNTDSBUDI POUIJTXIPMF
JTTVF BOEHPCBDLUPUIFSFHVMBUJPOT GPMMPXUIF
SFHVMBUJPOT BOEFSBTFFWFSZUIJOHUIBUXFOUPOUIBU
XBTOPUBDDPSEJOHUPUIPTFSFHVMBUJPOT BOETUBSU
GSPNTDSBUDIXJUIBXIPMFOFX&*4 UIBUZPVDBOhU
TUBSUXJUIXIBUZPVDBOhUDBSSZPOUIJTDPOUJOVJOH
O






QSPDFTTXIFOXIBUZPVIBWFUPEPJTTUBSUGSPN


TDSBUDI
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431-1

DOE regulations state that “DOE shall hold at least one public hearing on DOE
draft EISs. Such public hearings shall be announced at least 15 days in advance.
The announcement shall identify the subject of the draft EIS and include the
location, date, and time of the public hearings” (10 CFR 1021.313(b)). NNSA
published a Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS in the Federal
Register on April 29, 2011 (76 FR 24018). That notice stated that the public
review and comment period would continue until June 13, 2011, and announced
public hearings to be held in Los Alamos, Espanola, and Santa Fe on May 24,
25, and 26, respectively. On May 16, 2011, NNSA published a Federal Register
notice (78 FR 28222) to extend the comment period 15 days and to add a hearing
in Albuquerque. While the Federal Register notice appeared a week before
the Albuquerque public hearing, a notice of the Albuquerque public hearing
was published in the Albuquerque Journal on May 8 and 19, 2011, meeting the
requirement for a 15-day advance notice.
All comments submitted to NNSA were considered in preparing the Final
CMRR-NF SEIS.
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4P BSFZPVHPJOHUPHPCBDLBOEEPB
EJGGFSFOUTUBSUXJUIBOFX&*4BOEMPPLBUUIF
SVMFTBOEBCJEFCZUIFN HJWFEBZThBOOPVODFNFOU
GPSUIFNFFUJOH UIBUhTBQVCMJDNFFUJOH UIBUXJMM
CFIFME BOETUBSUBHBJOXJUIUIFCFHJOOJOHXJUIUIF
&*4 
*G%POJTTUJMMBSPVOE JG*MFGUTPNFUIJOH
PVUPSJG*NJTVOEFSTUPPEXIBUIFTBJE *XPVMEMJLF
 UPIBWFUIBUDPSSFDUFE BOEHFUBOBOTXFSGSPNZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3'SPNNF 
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3:FBI ZFBI
.3.BD"--*45&3*hNTPSSZ NBhBN CVUNZ
SPMFJTTJNQMZBTBGBDJMJUBUPSUPTFFUIBUFWFSZCPEZ
NBLFTIBTBDIBODFUPNBLFDPNNFOUT
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&30I XFMM JGZPV
DPVME
.3.BD"--*45&3*DBOhUTQFBLPOCFIBMG
PGUIF%FQBSUNFOU CVU
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&30LBZ8FMM XIP
IFSFDBOTQFBLPOCFIBMGPGUIFEFQBSUNFOU 
.3.BD"--*45&3*hNOPUTVSFUIBUUIJTJT
HPJOHUPCFUIFWFOVFXIFSFUIBUDBOIBQQFO
 -BVHIUFSGSPNBVEJFODF 5IJTJTDPNNFOUTUIJT
O






JTEFTJHOFEUPSFDFJWFDPNNFOUT
OPUUPEJTDVTTUIF


QSPDFEVSFT
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6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&34PZPVDBOhUEJTDVTT
UIFQSPDFEVSFT -BVHIJOH 8FMM *TUJMMXBOUUP
LOPXXIBUXFIBWFUPEPIFSF JGXFIBWFUPTUBSUBMM
PWFSCFDBVTFZPVEJEOhUHJWFEBZThOPUJDF BOE
CFDBVTFUIFSFTUPGUIFSFHVMBUJPOTXFSFOPUDBSSJFE
PVUUIBUXFSFQBSUPGUIFPSJHJOBMBHSFFNFOU
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3*DBOBOTXFSUIF
RVFTUJPOGPSZPVUPTPNFFYUFOU
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&30LBZ
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&38FEJEQVCMJTIJOUIF
"MCVRVFSRVF+PVSOBMJOBEWBODFPGEBZTOPUJDF
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003$BOZPVTQFBLVQ 
8FDBOhUIFBS
 4QFBLFSTGSPNUIFGMPPSXFSFUBMLJOHBU
UIFTBNFUJNFBOEDPVMEOPUCFSFQPSUFE 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003,FFQJONJOEUIF
USBOTDSJQU
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3/VNCFSPOF *XJMM
MPPLBUUIFOPUJDFBOE*EJEXFEJEQVCMJTIOPUJDF
PGUIJTNFFUJOHJOUIF"MCVRVFSRVF+PVSOBM/PSUIPO
4VOEBZ NPSFUIBOEBZTJOBEWBODFPGUIJTNFFUJOH
4PUIBU
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3*UXBT4VOEBZ 
O






.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3*UXBT4VOEBZ


41&",&3'30.5)&'-003"U"MCVRVFSRVF
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+PVSOBM/PSUI 
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3"U/PSUI
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003/PSUI 
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3"OEBMTPJOPUIFS
QBQFST4PXFJTTVFEUIFJOGPSNBUJPOXFQPTUFE
UIFJOGPSNBUJPOPOPVS//4"8FCTJUFXFMMJOBEWBODF
PGEBZT JODMVEJOHUIFEFDJTJPOUPBEEUIJT
NFFUJOH CVU*XJMMHPCBDLBOEBTTVSFUIBU BOEMPPL
VQXIFOUIBUOPUJDFXBTNBEF BOE*EPBDDFQUUIF
DPNNFOU BOE*XJMMGPMMPXVQPOUIBU
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3*EPOhUUIJOLXFHFU
UIF"MCVRVFSRVF+PVSOBM/PSUIJO"MCVRVFSRVF *
UIJOLBUMFBTU *EPOhUHFUJU
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3*XJMMMPPLJOUPJU 
ZFBI CVUUIBUhTNZSFDPMMFDUJPO
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*EPOhUUIJOLUIBU
XBTUIF
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3$PNNFOUT TP
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3#VUUIBUhTOPU
BEFRVBUFBOZXBZ UIF"MCVRVFSRVF+PVSOBMJTOPUBO
BEFRVBUFOPUJDF
.3+0)/5&(5.&*&3*XJMMMPPLJOUPJU
.3.BD"--*45&3$PNNFOUhTOPUFEPOUIF
O






SFDPSE
TP


"SFUIFSFPUIFSGPMLTUIBUXPVMEMJLFUP
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NBLFZFT TJS XPVMEZPVMJLFUPNBLFBDPNNFOU 
5)&3&1035&3$PVMEZPVHFUOBNFT :PVhSF
OPUHFUUJOHOBNFT
.3.BD"--*45&3 *hNTPSSZ 
5)&3&1035&3:PVhSFOPUHFUUJOHUIF
OBNFT
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.3.BD"--*45&3"OE*hNCFJOHBTLFEJG
QFPQMFBSFXJMMJOH UPQMFBTFQSPWJEFUIFJSOBNF
BHBJOGPSFBDIDPNNFOUTPUIBUPVSDPVSUSFQPSUFSDBO
HFUUIBUEPXOGPSUIFSFDPSE#VUJGZPVBSF
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3:PVXBOUNZOBNF 
.ZOBNFJT JOBVEJCMF 
.3.BD"--*45&3"OEUIBUXBT'MPZ#BSSFUU
TQFBLJOH
.4(3&&/8"-%"OE*hN+BOFU(SFFOXBME*
EJETBZNZOBNF
.3.BD"--*45&3*hNTPSSZ
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&30LBZ *KVTUIBWFB
GFXBEEJUJPOBMDPNNFOUTUPNBLF CFDBVTFUIFSFXFSFB
MPUPGUIFN TFDPOESPVOEDPNNFOUTUIBUXFSFWFSZ
HPPE *UIPVHIU
5PNF UIJTQSPKFDUMPPLTMJLFJUhTBNBLF
 XPSLQSPKFDUGPSUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ*UhT
O






TPNFUIJOHUIBUJGXFhSFSFBMMZHPJOHUPCFXPSLJOH


GPSQFBDF
XIZBSFXFXPSLJOHGPSXBS :PVLOPX JU
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432-1

432-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the nuclear industry. Please refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.


























































KVTUTFFNTJODPOHSVPVTUPNF"OE*UIJOLTPNFPG
UIF*hNHVFTTJOHBUUIJT TPJUNBZOPUCFUPUBMMZ
WBMJE#VUNZBTTVNQUJPOJTUIBUTPNFPGUIFIJHIFS
QSJDFEQFPQMFUIBUXJMMCFXPSLJOHPOUIJTQSPKFDU 
BGUFSUIFQSPKFDUJTPWFSXJUI XJMMCFBCMFUPSVO
IPNFBOEOPUXPSSZBCPVUBOZQPMMVUJPOUIBUNJHIU
PDDVSBGUFSUIFQSPKFDUFOET JGBOZ-FUhTIPQF
OPU PLBZ 
 

#VUUIFSFDPSEPGTJUFTUIBUIBWFOVDMFBS

QSPKFDUTHPJOHPOBUUIFNBSPVOEUIJTDPVOUSZIBTOPU
JOUIFQBTUCFFOWFSZHPPE4P*hNKVTUZPVLOPX 
NZMBDLPGDPOGJEFODF *HVFTT JTTIPXJOHIFSF
"OPUIFSUIJOHUIBUXBTCSPVHIUVQ OPUJO
UIJTQBSUJDVMBSUFSNJOPMPHZ XBTUIFJEFBPGNVUVBM
BTTVSFEEFTUSVDUJPO*UTFFNTMJLFNBZCFXFhSF
IFBEFEJOUIBUEJSFDUJPO JGXFDPOUJOVFXJUI
QSPKFDUTMJLFUIJT XIFSFBMMXFhSFEPJOH TJODFXF
IPQFOFWFSUPVTFUIFQSPEVDUTUIBUXFBSFCVJMEJOH 
BUUIJTIJHIQSJDFUBHUIBUXFhSFHPJOHUPCF
CVJMEJOHUIFNBU JGJUIBQQFOT BOE*IPQFJU
EPFTOhU CVUXFBSFXPSLJOHUPXBSEXBSBHBJO8F
UBMLBCPVUQFBDF CVUJUTFFNTMJLFUIFXIPMFJEFBPG
UIJTQSPKFDUTFFNTUPCFGMZJOHJOUIFGBDFPGXIBU
O






XFUBMLBCPVUPOUIFTVSGBDF
PVS1SFTJEFOUUBMLT


BCPVUQFBDFPSBUMFBTUJOPUIFSDPVOUSJFT
NBZCF
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OPUIFSF *EPOhULOPX
#VU*LOPX NVUVBMBTTVSFEEFTUSVDUJPOIBT
CFFOOPSNBMMZSFGFSSFEUPBTNVUVBMBTTVSFE
EFTUSVDUJPOBCPVUJOUIFQBTUDPMEXBSFSBPGUIF
4PWJFU6OJPOIBEBOPMEOBNF GJSJOHJUTNJTTJMFTBU
VT BOEVTGJSJOHPVSNJTTJMFTBUUIFN BOE
FTTFOUJBMMZEPJOHJOUIFFOUJSFXPSME
8FMM UIFSFhTBOPUIFSXBZGPSNVUVBM
BTTVSFEEFTUSVDUJPOUPPDDVS BOEUIBUJT CZ
QPMMVUJOHUIFXPSME'VLVTIJNBTFSWFE*GPSHPU
 UIFFOUJSFGVMMOBNF#VUUIF'VLVTIJNBQSPCMFNJO
+BQBOUIBUKVTUPDDVSSFESFDFOUMZJTBHPPEFYBNQMF
PGUIFSFhTSFMFBTFTHPJOHJOUPUIFBJS*EPOhULOPX
IPXXFMMXFBSFNPOJUPSJOHPVSDPOEJUJPOT UIF
DIBOHFTIFSFJOUIF64 BOEJOPUIFSQBSUTPGUIF
XPSME CVU*XPVMEJNBHJOF SFBEJOHTIBWFHPOFVQ
TJODF'VLVTIJNBhTQSPCMFNIBEPDDVSSFE"QQBSFOUMZ 
JUhTSJHIUOPXJONFMUEPXO GSPNXIBU*VOEFSTUBOE
#VU BOZXBZ FWFOJGJUJTOhU
8FhWFBMTPIBESFMFBTFTUIBUIBWFHPOFJOUP
UIFPDFBO8IPLOPXTIPXMPOHPSIPXJOUFOTFUIPTF
BGGFDUTNJHIUCFJOUIFGVUVSF 

"OEXFBSFBUBTUBUFOPXXJUIOVDMFBSPS
O






OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ
UIBUBOZBDDJEFOUUIBUIBQQFOT 


EPFTOPUKVTUBGGFDUUIFQMBDFXIFSFUIFBDDJEFOU
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































IBQQFOT*UIBTUIFQPUFOUJBMGPSBGGFDUJOHUIF
FOUJSFQMBOFU'PSHFUBCPVUKVTUUIF64 PS
XIFSFWFSBOBDDJEFOUNJHIUIBQQFO5IFSFTVMUTPG
BDDJEFOUTCZUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZDBOBGGFDUVTBMM
BSPVOEUIFFOUJSFXPSME"OE*EPOhUUIJOLXFTIPVME
BDDFQUJU
*hEMPWFUPTFFUIFOPOOVDMFBSOBUJPOTHFU
UPHFUIFSBOETBZ MPPL XFPCKFDUUPZPVHVZTIBWJOH
UIFTFOVDMFBSQPXFSQMBOUT XIJDIJTBQFBDFGVMVTF
PGOVDMFBSFOFSHZ CFDBVTFJGBOPUIFS'VLVTIJNBUZQF
BDDJEFOUIBQQFOT XIPLOPXTBTOVDMFBSQMBOUT
FYDVTFNF BTOVDMFBSQPXFSQMBOUTDPOUJOVFUPCF
EFWFMPQFEBOEQSPEVDFE UIFZNBZHFUCJHHFS TPUIBU
UIFQPUFOUJBMJTOPUPOMZGPS'VLVTIJNB CVUJUDPVME
CF NBZCFUFO BIVOESFEUIPVTBOEUJNFTUIF'VLVTIJNB
QSPCMFNIBQQFOJOH
"OE TP*UIJOLXFOFFEUPCFSFBMDBSFGVM
BCPVUIPXXFBMMPXPVSOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZUPPQFSBUF 
BOE*UIJOLUIBUhTQBSUPGUIFSFBTPOXFhSF
RVFTUJPOJOHUIF%0&BOEPUIFSHSPVQTJOWPMWFEXJUI
UIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ*UhTKVTUFTTFOUJBMMZNVUVBM
BTTVSFEEFTUSVDUJPOJOBOPUIFSGPSN JONZNJOE*
NFBO NJTTJMFTBSFBWFSZCBEUIJOH BOE*IPQFXF
O






OFWFSIBWFNVUVBMBTTVSFEEFTUSVDUJPO
DBMMFE."%

 *UhTBWFSZHPPEBDSPOZNUPSFNFNCFS JUTIPXTIPX
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NBETPNFPGUIFJEFBTXFIBWFJOUIJTXPSMEBSF
8FDPVMECFVTJOHUIJTNPOFZGPSJODSFBTJOH
BMUFSOBUJWFFOFSHZJOUIJTDPVOUSZ XFDPVMECFVTJOH
JUGPSNBOZ NBOZPUIFSUIJOHTFEVDBUJPO 
IFBMUIDBSF MPUTPGPUIFSUIJOHT5IFTFQSPKFDUTBSF
SFBMMZNBE
*KVTUXBOUUPFOEXJUIBQBSBQISBTF TJODF
*EPOhUSFNFNCFSUIFFYBDURVPUF CVUJUXBTTBJECZ
POFQFSTPOXIP*UIJOL*hNBUUSJCVUJOHJUUP*
XJMMBUUSJCVUFUPUIFN CVUZPVDBOhUXPSLPOQFBDF


BOEXBSBUUIFTBNFUJNF"OEJUhTBOPMERVPUF

XFMM BOPMEQBSBQISBTF TJODF*EPOhUUIJOL*IBWF
UIFXPSETEPXOIFSFFYBDUMZ#VUZPVSFBMMZDBOhU
XPSLPOXBSBOEQFBDFBUUIFTBNFUJNF"OEUIBUXBT
BWFSZXJTFXFMM *XJMMTBZTNBSU NBZCFOPU
XJTF*UIJOLJUXBTXJTFBMTP QSPCBCMZ CVUUIBU
XBT *CFMJFWF BUUSJCVUFEUP"MCFSU&JOTUFJO XIP
IBEUIPVHIUBMPUBCPVUUIJOHTMJLFUIJT BOE ZPV
LOPX *UIJOLXFOFFEUPFOEUIFNBEOFTT
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
*TUIFSFBOZCPEZXIPIBTOhUNBEFBTFDPOE
DPNNFOUUIBUXPVMEMJLFUPDPNNFOU 4JS 8PVMEZPV
O






MJLFUPTUBUFZPVSOBNF



.34$0558"540/:FBI
NZOBNFJT4DPUU
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432-2

432-2

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, alternative
energy and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































8BUTPO*XPVMEMJLFUPUIBOL+PIOGPSUBLJOHIJT
UJNFUPEPUIJT
8PX JUhTBWFSZFNPUJPOBMJTTVF *UIJOL
GPSBMPUPGQFPQMF BOE*hNBMXBZTJNQSFTTFECZ
UIFTFQVCMJDDPNNFOUT TPSUPGCPUITJEFTPGUIF
JTTVF
*HVFTT*XJMMTUBOEJOTVQQPSUPGUIF$.33
QSPKFDU)BWJOHCFFOBZFBSSFTJEFOUPG
-PT"MBNPT *hNXFMMBXBSFPGQPUFOUJBMGPSIB[BSEUP
NZIPVTFBOENZMJWFMJIPPEBOENZXFMMCFJOH NZ
GBNJMZ NZGSJFOET NZSFMBUJWFT NZDIJMESFO
5IFJTTVFTBSFTFSJPVT PCWJPVTMZ JOUIF
TFOTFUIBUUIFZUBLFDBSFGVMDPOTJEFSBUJPO BOE
EJGGFSJOHWJFXTXJMMCFQSFTFOUFEIFSFUPEBZ
*XBOUUPFNQIBTJ[FUIBUNZQPTJUJPOJT
CBTFEPOUIFQSPGFTTJPOBMJTN UIFFYQFSUJTF UIF
DBSF HFOFSBMSFTQFDUGPSQSPGFTTJPOBMTMJLF+PIOBOE
PUIFSTXIPEFBMXJUIUIJTXPSL XIPBMTPIBWFGBNJMZ 
DIJMESFO FUDFUFSB JODMPTFQSPYJNJUZUPUIFTF
GBDJMJUJFT
*BMTPMJWFEOFBS3PDLZ'MBUT*TQFOUUXP
UPVSTJO*SBR*XBTPOUIF#1PJMTQJMMFGGPSU


*hWFTFFOXIBUSFBMEJTBTUFSTBSF BOE*hWFTFFOXIBU
O






-PT"MBNPTJT"OEJUJTOPUBEJTBTUFSTJUF*UJT


OPUBOBDDJEFOUXBJUJOHUPIBQQFO
PSBOZPGUIF
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NNSA notes commentor’s support for the construction of the CMRR-NF.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)





UIJOHTUIBUhTCFFODIBSBDUFSJ[FEIFSF
4P *KVTUXBOUUPMFBWFUIPTFDPNNFOUTGPS
UIPTFUIBUBSFJOUFSFTUFE QFSIBQTBEJGGFSFOU
QFSTQFDUJWF5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.ZOBNFJT4DPUU8BUTPO
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003%PZPVXPSLBUUIF
-BCT 
.34$0558"540/:FT TJS
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFBOZCPEZFMTFXIP
IBTOhUBMSFBEZTQPLFOPSBMSFBEZNBEFBTFDPOE
DPNNFOU XIPXPVMEMJLFUPDPNNFOU *GOPU XFIBWF
UJNFGPSPUIFSDPNNFOUT BOE*CFMJFWF .S)BODPDL 
ZPVIBEZPVSIBOEVQOFYU


.3%0/)"/$0$,+VTUBOJNBHFUIBU*

XPVMEMJLFUPMFBWFQFPQMFUPUIJOLBCPVU BOE*hE
MJLFUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZUPJODMVEFJUJOJUT
GVSUIFSEJTDVTTJPOT8FhWFUBMLFEBCPVUOVNCFST*
XPVMEIPQFUIBUNPTU JGOPUFWFSZCPEZJOUIJTSPPN
IBTCFFOBUUIFTUBUFDBQJUPMCVJMEJOHJO4BOUB'F
5IFTJ[FPGUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ BTCFJOHQSPQPTFE
JOUIJTEPDVNFOU JTQFSDFOUMBSHFSUIBOUIFTUBUF
DBQJUPM
4P POFDBODBVTFBMPUPGJNBHFTJOUFSNT
O






PGUIFJNQPSUBODFPGBTIJOZOFXCPNCQMBOUWFSTVT


UIFJNQPSUBODFPGUIFTUBUFHPWFSONFOU
BOETUBUF
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



















































































































DBQJUPM#VUUIJOLBCPVUXIFUIFSBOEUIJTJTB
OFXCVJMEJOH*UEPFTOhUUBMLBCPVUUIFTJ[FPGUIF
FYJTUJOHGBDJMJUJFTPG-PT"MBNPT5IJTJTKVTUUIF
OFXCVJMEJOH8IBULJOEPGTUBUFNFOUUIBUNBLFTJO
UFSNTPGXIBUhTJNQPSUBOUJOUIFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP
JOUFSNTPGTJ[FBOEGVODUJPOTPGCVJMEJOHT 
BDUVBMUIFTUBUFDBQJUPMBOEQSPQPTFEOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZ
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS:PVBSF
OFYU*GUIFSFhTOPCPEZXIPQMBOTUPTQFBLBGUFSPVS
OFYUTQFBLFS TP*DBODVFZPVVQ TJS:PVBSF
OFYU.BhBN ZPVhSFPODVFOPX BOE*hNKVTUDVJOH
VQUIFOFYUQFSTPO
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&38FMM *XBTUIJOLJOH
BT*IFBSEUIJTUBML BOE*XBTUIJOLJOHBCPVUUIF
NBHNB*EPOhUUIJOLXFhWFFWFSNFBTVSFEUIFFYBDU
UFNQFSBUVSFPGUIFNBHNBBUJUTEFQUI*OPUIFS
XPSET XFhWFOFWFSCFFOUPUIFDFOUFSPGUIF&BSUI
"OEXIPXBTJUXIPXSPUF +PVSOFZUPUIF$FOUFSPG
UIF&BSUI 0OFPGPVSBVUIPST"OE ZPVLOPX NBZCF
JGXFEJHEFFQFOPVHI XFDBONFBTVSFJU"OE ZPV
LOPX *MPPL*MPPLBUFWFSZUIJOHJOBQPTJUJWF
XBZ*USZUPNBLFKFMMZPVUPGCFSSJFT ZPVLOPX
O






XIBU*NFBO
NBLFJUBHPPEUIJOH"OE*KVTUDBOhU


SFBMMZGJOECFDBVTFFWFSZUIJOHBCPVUUIF8*11TJUF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



IBTCFFOTPOFHBUJWF
8IFO*TUBSUFEXJUI$BSMTCBE *USJFEUP
TBWFUIFBOJNBMTJO$BSMTCBE5IFCBUT1IJM
(BOZPO QIPOFUJDT IBTHJWFOVQPOUIFCBUTBU
$BSMTCBE$BWFSOTCFDBVTFTPNFPGUIFTUSFBNTUIBUBSF
TVQQPTFEUPCFVOEFSOFBUIUIF8*11TJUFIBWFCFFO
DPOUBNJOBUFE
*hNTPSSZ CVUUIFSFJTQSPPGUIBUTPNFPG
UIFOVDMFBSFOFSHZGSPNUIF8*11TJUFJTHPJOHJOUP
$BSMTCBE$BWFSOT"OE*EPOhUMJLFUPIFBSUIJOHT
MJLFUIBU:PVLOPX XIBUBSFXFHPJOHUPEP )PX
BSFXFHPJOHUPNBLFUIJTQPTJUJWF *DBOhUTFF
BOZUIJOHUIBUDBONBLFUIJTBQPTJUJWFUIJOH8IZ
OPUKVTUUBLFEJHBEFFQFSIPMFUIBOXFFWFSIBE
CFGPSF PSJTJUUPUSZUPNBLFUIFCJHHFTUCPNC 
8IBUJTUIFQVSQPTFPGJU 8IBUFYBDUMZBSFXF
SFBMMZUSZJOHUPEP "OE ZPVLOPX 3VTTJBIBTB
CPNC TPXFCVJMEBCPNC"OEUIF(FSNBOTIBEUIF
GJSTUCPNCT BOE ZPVLOPX*NFBO UIJTHPFTPO
BOEPOBOEPO8IZBSFXFDPNQFUJOHXJUIPVSGFMMPX
IVNBOCFJOHTUPNBLFUIFCJHHFTUCPNC 5IBUJTXIBU
*DBOhUTFF


"OE *hNTPSSZ CVU*hNUJSFEPGUBMLJOHUP
O






UIFQSFBDIFS5IFQSFBDIFSLOPXTUIJT8FBMMLOPX


UIJT


3-1093

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































.ZQPJOUJT IPXEPXFTQSFBEUIBU
JOGPSNBUJPO )PXEPXFNBLFJUJOUPTPNFUIJOHUIBU
XFDBOSFBMMZQSFWFOU #FDBVTF ZPVLOPX XFDBOHP
POJOUIFNFFUJOHIFSF BOEUBMLJOHBCPVUJU BOE
*hWFCFFOUPUIFTFNFFUJOHTCFGPSF BOEUIFZhWFOFWFS
EPOFBOZHPPE4PXIZEPXFIBWFUIFN 8IZEPXF
IBWFB644FOBUF 8IZEPXFIBWFBHPWFSONFOU *G
XFDBOhUJGQFPQMFDBOhUMJTUFOUPPVSDPODFSOT


BOEQSFWFOUDFSUBJOUIJOHTUIBUTIPVMEOPUIBQQFOJO

UIFGJSTUQMBDF 8IZEPOhUXFUBMLBCPVUQFBDF 8IZ
EPOhUXFNBLFUIFCJHHFTUQFBDFNPWFNFOUJOUIF
DPVOUSZ /PXUIBUXPVMECFTPNFUIJOH"OEUIFO
TQSFBEJUUP.FYJDP BOETQSFBEJUVQUPUIF
/PSXFHJBOT5IFZBSFQSFUUZHPPEBUQFBDF"OENBLF
JUHSPX*NFBO QFPQMFUSJFEUIBUZFBSTBHP CVUJU
EJEOhUXPSL#VUUIFCPNCXPSLFE"OEJUhTNPOFZ 
JUhTNPOFZ BOEIPXUPHFUJU BOEIPXUPLFFQJU
"OE*hNTPBHBJOTUUIBU*hNTPSSZ *TPNFUJNFTHFU
LJOEPGFNPUJPOBM
.3.BD"--*45&34JS ZPVBSFUIFOFYUPOF
 UPTQFBL
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003:PVIBWFUPHJWF
IFSZPVSOBNF
O






0I


6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3*XPVMEKVTUMJLF
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)





UP
.3.BD"--*45&3.FOUJPOZPVSOBNFJG
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3*EPOhUSFBMMZXBOU
UP
.3.BD"--*45&30LBZ
 6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&35IFHFOUMFNBOCBDL

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
























































UIFSFUIBUXPSLTBU-PT"MBNPT 4DPUU *XBOUUP*
UIJOLJUhTHPPEUIBUZPVHPUVQIFSFBOETQPLF*
UIJOLJUhTJULJOEPGJUHJWFTVTBOBCJMJUZUP
TQFBLUPUIFQFPQMFUIBUXPSLGPSUIF%0&"OE*hN
TVSFUIBUZPVhSFBOJDFHVZ ZPVLOPX *hNTVSFUIBU
JG*XBTESJWJOHBSPVOE-PT"MBNPT ZPVQSPCBCMZ
XPVMEOhUDVUNFPGGJOUSBGGJD ZPVLOPX#VU *
IBQQFOUPLOPXTPNFPGUIFFOHJOFFSTUIBUEPTBNQMJOH
JO$PDIJUJ-BLF"OEUIFSFJTQMVUPOJVN
DPOUBNJOBUJPOJOUIFTFEJNFOUTJO$PDIJUJ-BLF"OE
*MJWFEPXOUIFTUSFBNGSPN$PDIJUJ*MJWFJOUIF
4PVUI7BMMFZ BOEXFJSSJHBUFPVSXBUFS8FIBWFB
XFMM"OETPUIBUXBUFSDPNFTGSPNUIF3JP(SBOEF
4PXFhSFEPXOTUSFBNGSPNUIFQPMMVUJPOUIBU
UIFQFPQMFUIBUXPSLBUUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ
DSFBUF
*NFBO JUhTCFFOTIPXOUIBUUIFSFBSF
O






SBEJPBDUJWFNBUFSJBMTJOUIF3JP(SBOEF3JWFS


4P
*EPOhUVOEFSTUBOE ZPVLOPX IPX JG
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434-1

434-1

There are established programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and
cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are
sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results are
reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies are
available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). NNSA intends
to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will obtain all
necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made to construct
the CMRR-NF. A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in the
2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, including reports of
contamination in Cochiti Lake and the Rio Grande, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, for more information on cleanup of past contamination.




























































ZPVXPOhUDVUNFPGGJOUSBGGJD JUhTPLBZGPSZPVUP
NBLFBMJWJOHQPMMVUJOHPVSXBUFSBOEPVSBJS
:PVLOPX XFhSFSFBMOJDFUPFBDIPUIFSPO
TPNFTVSGBDFMFWFM CVUBUBOEUIFCPUUPNMJOFJT 
XFEPOhUSFBMMZHJWFB FYQMFUJWFEFMFUFE BCPVUFBDI
PUIFS ZPVLOPX XFhSFHPJOHUPEPXIBUFWFSXFDBOUP
NBLFNPOFZ BOECVZOJDFDBST BOEIBWFOJDFIPVTFT 
BOEKVTUMJWFUIFMJGFPGMVYVSZ:PVEPOhUDBSFXIP
JUIVSUT8IBUZPVEPGPSBMJWJOHIVSUTNF"OE*
EPOhUMJLFUIBU "QQMBVTF 
.34$0558"540/*G*NBZSFCVUUIF
DPNNFOUTNBEFBCPVUXIBU*EPGPSBMJWJOH
.3.BD"--*45&38PVMEZPVMJLFUPDPNFUP
UIF
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*TOhUUIJTB
DPOGMJDUPGJOUFSFTU 
.34$0558"540/*IBWFIFBSEBMPUPG
EJTDVTTJPOUIJTFWFOJOHBCPVUNVUVBMSFTQFDUPSBU
MFBTUSFTQFDU8JUIBMMEVFSFTQFDUUPZPV TJS ZPV
IBWFOPJEFBXIBU*EPGPSBMJWJOH0LBZ :PVIBWF
OPJEFBXIBUNPUJWBUFTNF:PVIBWFOPJEFBXIBU
NPUJWBUFTNZOFJHICPST:PVIBWFOPJEFBXIBU
NPUJWBUFTNZGBUIFS:PVIBWFOPJEFB"OEGPSZPV
O






UPNBLFTVDIBDPNNFOUJTQSFUUZGBSPVUUIFSF


5IBUhTSFBMMZXIBU*IBWFUPTBZBCPVUJU
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
"SFUIFSFBOZGVSUIFSDPNNFOUTSFMFWBOUUP
UIFNFFUJOHUPQJDPOUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDU
TUBUFNFOU 
0LBZ5IBOLZPV5IBOLZPVWFSZNVDIGPS
ZPVSQBSUJDJQBUJPO8FXJMMCFBWBJMBCMFVOUJM
JGUIFSFXFSFPUIFSDPNNFOUT*BQQSFDJBUFZPVS
DPVSUFTZBOEZPVSDJWJMJUZ5IBOLZPV
 5IFSFXFSFOPNPSFTQFBLFSTVOUJMDMPTFUP
 
.3.BD"--*45&3.BZ*IBWFZPVS
BUUFOUJPO QMFBTF 8FIBWF-FPOB.PSHBO XIPXPVME
MJLFUPNBLFBDPNNFOU
.4-&0/".03("/)J5IBOLZPVGPSZPVS
UJNFBOEGPSIFBSJOHNFBUUIFWFSZMBTUNJOVUFPG


UIFIFBSJOHUPOJHIU.ZOBNFJT-FPOB.PSHBO*hN
%JOFI GSPNUIF/BWBKP/BUJPO BOEUIFNBKPSJUZPGNZ
GBNJMZBSFJOUIF$SPXOQPJOUBSFB
$SPXOQPJOU /FX.FYJDP JTPOFPGUIF
 DPNNVOJUJFTJOFBTUFSO/BWBKPXIJDIIBTCFFOQMBHVFE
XJUIBMPUPGDPOUBNJOBUJPOGSPNUIFVSBOJVNNJOJOH
UIBUIBEHPOFPOEVSJOHUIFNJEUIDFOUVSZXIJDI
DPOUSJCVUFEUPUIF8PSME8BS**NBOVGBDUVSJOHPGBMM
O






UIPTFXFBQPOTPGNBTTJOTUSVDUJPO


3JHIUOPXPOFPGUIFJTTVFTXFhSFSFBMMZ
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DPODFSOFEBCPVUJTOPUPOMZUIFCVJMEJOHPGBOFX
QMVUPOJVNQJUGBDUPSZBOEVTJOHBMPUPGNPOFZGSPN
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFT(PWFSONFOUUPDPOUJOVFUIFTFBDUT
PGXBS8FhSFBMTPXPSSJFEBCPVUUIFQVTIGPS
OVDMFBSQPXFSCFDBVTFUIBUVSBOJVNUIBUTVQQMJFTUIF
OVDMFBSQPXFSQMBOUTDPNFTGSPNPVSBSFB BOEBMPU
PGUIF/BWBKPDPNNVOJUJFTXIPIBWFCFFOXPSLJOH
BHBJOTUOFXVSBOJVNNJOJOHBSFBMTPEFBMJOHXJUIB
MPUPGDPOUBNJOBUJPOGSPNQBTUNJOJOH "OEUIFSFhT
POFTJUFJO$IVSDI3PDLXIJDIJTB4VQFSGVOETJUF 
BOEBT*VOEFSTUBOE UIFFTUJNBUFEDPTUTGPSDMFBOJOH
VQKVTUPOFBSFBHPFTJOUPUIFIVOESFETZPVLOPX 
PWFSNJMMJPOGPSPOFMJUUMFBSFB"OEUIBUhT
OPUUPDPVOUBMMPGUIFBCBOEPOFEVSBOJVNNJOFTBMM
PWFS/BWBKP/BUJPOJO/FX.FYJDPBOEJO"SJ[POB4P
UIFDPTUUPDMFBOVQUIFTFDPOUBNJOBUFEBSFBTJT
PWFSXIFMNJOH
4P*IBWFUPKVTUTBZUIBU*BTBO
JOEJWJEVBMBNBHBJOTUUIJTOFX-"/-CVJMEJOHXIJDI
XPVMEBMTPDBVTFBMPUNPSFDPOUBNJOBUJPO"OEJG
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFTJTHPJOHUPTQFOECJMMJPOTPG
EPMMBST XIZEPOhUUIFZMPPLBUTQFOEJOHJUPO
TPNFUIJOHXIJDIXPVMEIFMQPVUPVSDPNNVOJUJFTCZ
O






DMFBOJOHVQUIFNFTTUIBUXBTMFGUGSPNUIFMBTU


DFOUVSZ
TPPVSHFOFSBUJPO NZTFMGBOEUIFQFPQMFXIP
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435-1

435-1

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to the CMRR-NF
project, concern regarding waste management, and concern regarding the
funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major
Federal programs (for example, environmental restoration) and projects at
LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope
of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction
and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



IBWFOPUFWFOCFFOCPSOZFUXFhSFHPJOHUPJOIFSJU
UIJTQSPCMFNUIBUXBTDSFBUFECZQFPQMFXFhWFOFWFS
FWFONFUXIPXJMMOPUCFBMJWFUPEFBMXJUIUIF
SBEJBUJPOUIBUXFhSFHPJOHUPIBWFUPMJWFXJUI"OE
XFLOPXUIBUZPVDBOhUDMFBOVQSBEJBUJPO PODFUIF
XBUFSJTDPOUBNJOBUFE PODFUIFFBSUIJT
DPOUBNJOBUFE UIFBOJNBMT PVSGPPETPVSDFT UIF
QMBOUT FWFSZUIJOHJTHPJOHUPDPTUOPUPOMZUIF

435-1
cont’d

MJWFTBOEUIFFDPMPHJDBMTZTUFNT ZPVLOPX*UhT
HPJOHUPDBVTFUIFNBMMUPCFBGGFDUFE CVUJUhTBMTP
HPJOHUPDPTUIVNBOMJGF BMPUPGIVNBOMJWFT"OE
XIFOXFhSFUBMLJOHBCPVUDPTUPGBIVNBOMJGFZPV
DBOhUSFBMMZQVUBQSJDFPOUIBU
4PCFJOHJOEJHFOPVT MJLF*TBJE *hN
/BWBKP *hN%JOFI BOE*hNTPSSZ *TIPVMEIBWF
JOUSPEVDFENZTFMG *O/BWBKP "OETPTQFBLJOH
GSPNUIFJOEJHFOPVTQFSTQFDUJWF XIFOXFMPTFIVNBO
MJGF XFBMTPMPTFPVSDVMUVSBMXBZT BOETPXIFOFWFS
XFUBMLBCPVUDPOUBNJOBUJOHUIFFBSUINPSF *hNGSPN
/BWBKPBOE*hNEFBMJOH ZPVLOPX XJUIUIFVSBOJVN
NJOJOH#VU*LOPXUPNPSSPXOJHIUZPVHVZTXJMMCF
JO-PT"MBNPTBOEZPVhMMQSPCBCMZIFBSGSPNTFWFSBM
PGUIFQVFCMPTBOEUIPTFDPOTUJUVFOUT
O






4P*KVTUXBOUUPMFBWFZPVXJUIBTUPSZ


UIBU*IFBSEMBTUTVNNFSGSPNTPNFPGUIFOBUJWF
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QFPQMFUIBUMJWFBSPVOEUIF-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCT
5IFZ BTBTPWFSFJHOOBUJPO IBWFHPOFJOUPBO
BHSFFNFOUXJUIUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTCBDLXIFOUIJTBSFB
XBTGJSTUCFJOHDPOTUSVDUFEUIBUJTJUUIFJS
QBUSJPUJDEVUZUPBMMPXUIF64(PWFSONFOUUPDPNF
JOBOEVTFUIFJSMBOEBOEUIFJSSFTPVSDFTUPCVJME
UIJTQMBOUUPXJOUIFXBS
4P*VOEFSTUBOEUIFBHSFFNFOUXBTUIBU
BGUFSUIFXBSXBTXPO UIBUUIF64(PWFSONFOUXPVME
UIFOMFBWF"OETPUIFSFBSFQMFOUZPGQFPQMFPVU
UIFSFXIPBSFXBJUJOHGPSUIJTUPIBQQFO BOETPUIJT
BHSFFNFOUIBTOPUCFFOGPSHPUUFO"OETP*LOPXB
MPUPGUIFQFPQMFXIPZPVXJMMTQFBLXJUIUPNPSSPX
BSFHPJOHUPTQFBLUPUIJT"OEUIBUJT MJLFUIF
VSBOJVNNJOJOH BOFYBNQMFPGFOWJSPONFOUBMSBDJTN
4P*XPVMEKVTUMJLFZPVBMMUPLOPXUIBUUIFTF
JTTVFTOFFEUPCFDPOTVMUFEXJUIPOB
HPWFSONFOUUPHPWFSONFOUCBTJTBOETP*UIJOLUIBUhT
POFUIJOHUIBUOFFETUPCFEPOF*UhTOPUPOMZUP
IBWFQVCMJDIFBSJOHTJO"MCVRVFSRVFMJLFUIJT CVU*
UIJOLZPVBMTPOFFEUPIBWFQVCMJDIFBSJOHTJOFBDI
PGUIFQVFCMPTBOEBMMPGUIFOBUJWFDPNNVOJUJFT
EPXOXJOEGSPNUIJTQSPKFDU
O






"OEUIBUhTBMM*XPVMEMJLFUPTBZ
TP


UIBOLZPV5IBOLZPVGPSZPVSUJNF
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435-2

435-2

NNSA has undertaken public outreach efforts to ensure that tribal members
understand the project and its implications. NNSA meets regularly with
governors and others representing the Pueblos and tribes near LANL. In
addition, DOE visited the San Ildefonso Pueblo during the public comment
period to discuss the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)



.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI
"HBJO XFXJMMCFBWBJMBCMFVOUJMUPUBLFBOZ
TUBUFNFOUTUIBUQFPQMFXBOUUPNBLF
 5IFIFBSJOHBEKPVSOFEBUQN 
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3&1035&3h4$&35*'*$"5&
* #&7&3-:"//4$)-&*.&3 /FX.FYJDP$FSUJGJFE
$PVSU3FQPSUFS %0)&3&#:$&35*':UIBU*EJESFQPSU
JOTUFOPHSBQIJDTIPSUIBOEUIFQSPDFFEJOHTTFUGPSUI
IFSFJO BOEUIFGPSFHPJOHJTBUSVFBOEDPSSFDU
USBOTDSJQUPGUIFQSPDFFEJOHT
*OUFTUJNPOZXIFSFPG *IBWFIFSFVOUPTFUNZ
IBOEPOUIJTUIEBZPG.BZ 
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Comments from the Albuquerque, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 23, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)
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3&1035&%#:4BMMZ1FUFST 313 /.$$3
.BSZ)BOLJOT 313 /.$$3
 #FBO"TTPDJBUFT *OD
1SPGFTTJPOBM$PVSU3FQPSUJOH4FSWJDF
5IJSE4USFFU /PSUIXFTU 4VJUF
"MCVRVFSRVF /FX.FYJDP
 O 
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses






















































































































.3.BD"--*45&3(PPEFWFOJOH GPMLT*G
ZPVDBOUBLFZPVSTFBUT8FXJMMTUBSUUIFNFFUJOH
(PPEFWFOJOHBOEXFMDPNFUPUIFTFDPOEPG
GPVS-"/-$.33/VDMFBS'BDJMJUZ%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUQVCMJDIFBSJOHT
.ZOBNFJT#SVDF.BD"MMJTUFS*BNUIF
TFOJPSQSJODJQBMJOBDPNQBOZDBMMFE#VTJOFTT
&YDFMMFODF4PMVUJPOT*BNBOPSHBOJ[BUJPOBM
DPOTVMUBOU DPNNVOJUZNFFUJOHGBDJMJUBUPS BOEB
DPOGMJDUSFTPMVUJPOTQFDJBMJTUEPJOHNFEJBUJPOXPSL
GPSUIFDPVSUTBOEGBDJMJUBUJPOXPSLBSPVOEUIF
DPNNVOJUZ
-FUNFHJWFZPVLJOEPGUIFMBZPVUGPS
UPOJHIUhTNFFUJOH5IFSFXJMMCFBTIPSU
QSFTFOUBUJPOPGBCPVUUFONJOVUFT GPMMPXFECZTPNF
JOUSPEVDUPSZHSPVOESVMFT GPMMPXFECZBQFSJPEGPS
TQFBLFSTUPDPNFUPUIFQPEJVN8FIBWFIBOEIFME
NJLFTUPOJHIU:PVBSFOPUDPOTUSJDUFEUPUIF
QPEJVN*GZPVIBWFOPUFTBOEXBOUUPXPSLGSPNUIF
QPEJVN ZPVBSFNPSFUIBOXFMDPNFUPVTFUIFQPEJVN
0OUIFPUIFSIBOE JGZPVBSFOPUDPNGPSUBCMFXJUI
UIFQPEJVN UIBUhTGJOFBTXFMM



#FDBVTFXFIBWFBSFMBUJWFMZTNBMMOVNCFS
O




PGQFPQMFTJHOFEVQUPNBLFDPNNFOUTUPOJHIU
BT



TPPOBTXFHFUBGJOBMOVNCFSBUUIFHSPVOESVMFT 
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)





CFGPSF*TUBSUUIBUDPNNFOUTFDUJPO XFXJMMHJWF
ZPVUIFFYBDUUJNFGSBNFPOUIBU
-FUNFHPUISPVHIBDPVQMFPGHSPVOESVMFT
CFGPSFXFHFUTUBSUFEBOEBGFXSFNJOEFST-FUNF
TUBSUXJUIFNFSHFODZFYJUT5IFSFJTBOFNFSHFODZ
FYJUCFIJOEUIPTFDVSUBJOT5IBUhTUIFRVJDLFTUXBZ
PVUPGUIFSPPN"TZPVLOPX UIFFOUSBODFDPNJOH
JOIFSFBMTPTFSWFTBTBOFYJU FYJUPVUUIFIBMMXBZ
BOEUPUIPTFGSPOUEPPST5IJTEPPSXBZVQIFSFJT
BMTPBOFYJU:PVXPVMEFYJUPVUUIJTIBMMXBZUP
UIFGSPOUEPPST5IFSFTUSPPNGBDJMJUJFT JGZPV


OFFEUIFN BSFPVUUIBUEPPSUPUIFMFGUBOEZPVS

JNNFEJBUFMFGU5IBUTIPVMEUBLFDBSFPGUIF
FNFSHFODZRVFTUJPOT
"TZPVLOPX XFIBWFUIFQPTUFSTFTTJPO
HPJOHPOCBDLIFSFXJUITVCKFDUNBUUFSFYQFSUT XIP
XJMMCFBWBJMBCMFUISPVHIUIFDPVSTFPGUIFNFFUJOH
UPBOTXFSRVFTUJPOTBCPVUUIFNBUFSJBMTUIFSF"OE
*XBOUUPPVUMJOFGPSZPVUIFWBSJPVTXBZTUIBUBSF
BWBJMBCMFUPZPV JOBEEJUJPOUPUIJTQVCMJDNFFUJOH
GPSNBU GPSNBLJOHDPNNFOUT5IFSFJTBCJHQPTUFS
CBDLCZUIFUBCMFJOUIFCBDLJOUIFSFBSDPSOFS



UIFSFUIBUIBTUIJTTBNFJOGPSNBUJPOPOJU
O




5IFSFBSFNVMUJQMFXBZTUIBUZPVDBONBLF



DPNNFOUTCFUXFFOOPXBOE+VOFUI PGUIJTZFBS
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5IFSFJTBDPVSUSFQPSUFSBWBJMBCMFUPUBLFZPVS
DPNNFOUEJSFDUMZ8FIBWFSFDPSEJOHFRVJQNFOUUIBU
ZPVDBOSFDPSEBTUBUFNFOUEJSFDUMZUIFSF5IPTF
TUBUFNFOUTBSFOPUMJNJUFEJOUJNF0GDPVSTF UIFZ
IBWFUPCFTVCNJUUFECFUXFFOOPXBOE+VOFUI CVU
ZPVEPOhUIBWFUPXPSSZBCPVUBUJNFMJNJUBUJPOGPS
UIFMFOHUIPGZPVSDPNNFOU:PVDBOTVCNJUXSJUUFO
DPNNFOUT5IFSFBSFXPSLTUBUJPOTCBDLUIFSFGPS


TVCNJUUJOHDPNNFOUTUIBUZPVDBOFOUFSUISPVHIB
DPNQVUFS0GDPVSTF ZPVDBOVTFUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT
NBJM GJMMJOBDPNNFOUGPSN VTFFNBJM BUPMM
GSFFQIPOF GBY"OETPUIFSFBSFNVMUJQMFXBZT
UIBUZPVDBOHFUZPVSDPNNFOUTJO
*GZPVEPXBOUUPNBLFBDPNNFOUUPOJHIU 
QMFBTFCFTVSFUIBUZPVDPNQMFUFPOFPGUIFTJHOJO
GPSNT5IFXBZXFXJMMUBLFDPNNFOUTUPOJHIUJT
EJSFDUMZPGGUIFGPSNJOUIFPSEFSJOXIJDIZPV
TJHOFEVQUPNBLFZPVSDPNNFOU*XJMMCFDBMMJOH
QFPQMFUPUIFNJLFBOEMFUUJOHUIFOFYUQFSTPOLOPX
UIBUUIFZBSFOFYUTPUIBUUIFZDBOCFQSFQBSFE
"OEBHBJO UIFPWFSBMMBHFOEB XFXJMM
IBWFBNJOVUFQSFTFOUBUJPOBUUIFPVUTFUCZUIF
EPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIFQSPHSBN +PIO5FHUNFJFS 
O




BOEUIFDPNNFOUTFTTJPOSVOTVOUJM4PXFXJMM



CFBWBJMBCMFCFUXFFOOPXBOEGPSBOZPOFXIP
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



DIPPTFTUPDPNFJO JOUIBUUJNFGSBNF


5IFDPNNFOUQFSJPEMFUNFKVTUEPVCMF

DIFDL"SFXFTUJMMHPPEUPHP 0LBZ4PCFDBVTF
XFIBWFBSFMBUJWFMZTNBMMOVNCFSPGDPNNFOUT
UPOJHIU XFXPVMEMJLFUPHJWFQFPQMFTFWFONJOVUFT
QFSDPNNFOU"OEXFXJMMIBWFBQFSTPO B
UJNFLFFQFSTJUUJOHVQGSPOUUPLFFQUIFUJNFGPS
ZPVSDPNNFOUTFRVJWBMFOU8FXPOhUDVUZPVPGGBU
FYBDUMZTFWFONJOVUFT:PVXJMMTFFBZFMMPXDBSE
UIBUXJMMHJWFZPVBTFDPOEXBSOJOH BNJOVUF
XBSOJOH TPUIBUBUTJYNJOVUFTZPVLOPXUIBUJUhT
UJNFUPTUBSUUIJOLJOHBCPVUZPVSNPTUDPNQFMMJOH
DMPTJOHTUBUFNFOU BOEBUTFWFONJOVUFT ZPVXJMM
HFUBSFEDBSE/PUMJLFJOIPDLFZPSTPDDFS8F
BSFOPUHPJOHUPLJDLZPVPVU:PVXJMMTFFBSFE
QPTUFS BOEUIBUhTZPVSTJHOBMUPRVJDLMZXSBQJUVQ
UPFOBCMFUIFOFYUQFSTPOUPTQFBL
"GUFSUIFGJSTUSPVOEPGDPNNFOUT *XJMM
UBLFBTIPXPGIBOET8FXJMMTFFIPXNBOZQFPQMF
IBWFBEEJUJPOBMDPNNFOUTUIBUUIFZXPVMEMJLFUP
NBLF BOECBTFEPOUIFTIPXPGIBOET XFXJMMNBLFB
EFUFSNJOBUJPOBCPVUUJNFGSBNFTGPSUIBU JGBOZ
-BTUOJHIUXFXFSFBCMFUPMFUQFPQMFKVTUTQFBLGPS
O




BOVOMJNJUFEBNPVOUPGUJNFXJUIJOSFBTPO
BOETPXF



BOUJDJQBUFUIBUUIBUXJMMMJLFMZCFUIFDBTF
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UPOJHIU8FXJMMKVTUTFFIPXUIBUHPFT%POhU
IPMENFUPUIBU QFOEJOHTFFJOHIPXNBOZIBOETNJHIU
QPQVQPSIPXNBOZMBUFBSSJWBMTNBZDPNFJO
0UIFSCBTJDHSPVOESVMFTCFGPSF*UVSOJU
PWFSUP.S5FHUNFJFS UIFNFFUJOHJTEFTJHOFE
QSJODJQBMMZUPGPDVTPOUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUGPSUIF$IFNJDBMBOE.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI
3FQMBDFNFOU#VJMEJOHMPDBUFEBU5"IFSFJO-PT
"MBNPT5IFDPNNFOUTBSFJOUFOEFEUPCFBQQMJFEUP
BOBTTFTTNFOUPGUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUPGUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIBUGBDJMJUZ
5IFPGGJDJBMTXIPBSFQSFTFOUUPOJHIUUP
BOTXFSZPVSUFDIOJDBMRVFTUJPOTBSFOPUBWBJMBCMFPS
JUhTOPUXJUIJOUIFJSSPMFUPBOTXFSRVFTUJPOTBCPVU
UIFMBSHFSQPMJDJFTPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOT PG
TDJFOUJGJDQSJPSJUJFT UIBUTPSUPGUIJOH4PZPV
BSFNPSFUIBOXFMDPNFUPNBLFDPNNFOUTJOUIBU
SFHBSE)PXFWFS UIFPGGJDJBMTIFSFXPOhUCFJOB
QPTJUJPOUIBUUIFZXJMMCFBCMFUPSFTQPOEPSBOTXFS
UIPTFUZQFTPGRVFTUJPOT5IJTJTBDPNNFOUQFSJPE 
TPUIFGPDVTXJMMCFPOMJTUFOJOHUPZPVSDPNNFOUT


5IFSPMFJTOPUUPIBWFMBCPSBUPSZPGGJDJBMTSFTQPOE
UPDPNNFOUTBUUIJTQPJOU
O




*GXFSVOPVUPGUJNFUPOJHIU
UIFSFBSF



UXPPUIFSTFTTJPOT BOEBHBJO UIFNVMUJQMFBWFOVFT
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



GPSSFQPSUJOH
4PBUUIJTQPJOU *XJMMCFCBDLBUUIF
NJLFCFGPSFXFTUBSUPVSTQFBLJOHUPSFNJOEZPVPG
TPNFHSPVOESVMFTGPSUIFTQFBLFST CVUBUUIJT
QPJOU*XPVMEMJLFUPUVSOJUPWFSUP+PIO
5FHUNFJFS XIPJTUIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIF
QSPKFDU
.35&(5.&*&3(PPEFWFOJOH*UIBOL
FWFSZPOFGPSBUUFOEJOH
"MJUUMFCJUBCPVUNZSPMFJOUIFQSPDFTT
BOEBMJUUMFCBDLHSPVOEPOUIF/&1"QSPDFTT JO
QBSUJDVMBSUPUIJTQSPKFDUUPEBUF BOEUIFOXIBUJT
HPJOHUPIBQQFOCFUXFFOOPXSPVHIMZBOEUIFFOEPG
UIFDPNNFOUQFSJPE
*XJMMTUBSUPGGXJUIKVTUBMJUUMF
CBDLHSPVOE.ZSPMFBTEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSJTUP
NBOBHFUIFEFWFMPQNFOUBOEQSFQBSBUJPOPGUIF
EPDVNFOU"MTPPOFPGUIFCJHSPMFT*IBWFJTUP
FODPVSBHFBOEGBDJMJUBUFQVCMJDJOWPMWFNFOUJOUIF
QSPDFTT BOE*CFMJFWFUIBUhTNZNPTUJNQPSUBOU
 SPMF"MTPPOFPGNZSPMFTJTUPFOTVSFUIF
UFDIOJDBMBEFRVBDZPGUIFEPDVNFOUBOEBEIFSFODFUP



UIF/&1"SFHVMBUJPOTCPUIGSPNUIF$PVODJMPG
O




&OWJSPONFOUBM2VBMJUZBOEUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ



'PSUIJTQSPKFDUXFQSFQBSFEBO
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&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUCBDLJO BOE
UIBUXBTGPMMPXFECZBSFDPSEPGEFDJTJPOJO
'FCSVBSZ"OEUIFSFDPSEPGEFDJTJPO CBTFEPO
UIFQSFWJPVT&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU 
BQQSPWFEBUXPCVJMEJOHDPODFQUUPCFMPDBUFEBU
5FDIOJDBM"SFBBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ
5IFGJSTUCVJMEJOHJTDPNQMFUFBUUIJT
UJNF BOEJUhTUIF3BEJPMPHJDBM
-BCPSBUPSZ6UJMJUZ0GGJDF#VJMEJOH PS3-60# BU
5FDIOJDBM"SFB5IBUhTMBSHFMZGJOJTIFE
DPOTUSVDUJPO BOEUIFZBSFPVUGJUUJOHUIFTQBDF
XJUIJOUIFGBDJMJUZ BOEXFBOUJDJQBUFQFPQMFXJMM
CFNPWJOHJOUPPGGJDFTBOEPUIFSGBDJMJUJFTQSPCBCMZ
XJUIJOUIFOFYUTJYNPOUITPSTP UIFOTPNFUJNFOFYU
ZFBSJOUPUIFMBCPSBUPSZTQBDFJOUIBUGBDJMJUZ
5IFTFDPOECVJMEJOHJTDVSSFOUMZJO
EFTJHO BOEUIBUhTUIF$.33OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ BOE
UIBUhTUIFNBJOGPDVTCVUOPUUIFFOUJSFGPDVTPG
UIJT&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU4VQQMFNFOU BOE
*XJMMHFUJOUPUIBUBMJUUMFNPSFJOBTFDPOE
4JODFUIF&*4BOEUIF3FDPSEPG
%FDJTJPO TPNFOFXJOGPSNBUJPOIBTDPNFUPMJHIU
BCPVUUIFQSPKFDUBOEUIFMPDBUJPOXIFSFJUhT
O




QSPQPTFEUPCFTJUFEBUUIJTUJNF4PNFBEEJUJPOBM



HFPMPHJDBMNBQQJOHXBTEPOFJOUJNFGSBNF BOEB
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MPUPGUIBUJTEFQJDUFEPOUIFQPTUFST BOEZPVBSF
GSFFUPBTLRVFTUJPOTBCPVUUIBUQSPDFTT5IFZEJE
CPSFIPMFESJMMJOH UIFZEJEGSBDUVSFNBQQJOH BOE
UIFZXFSFMPPLJOHJOMBSHFQBSUGPSUIFQSFTFODFPG
GBVMUTJOUIFWJDJOJUZ5IBUXBTPOFBTQFDUPGUIF
HFPMPHJDNBQQJOH
*OBEEJUJPO BOFXTFJTNJDTUVEZXBTEPOF
GPSUIF-PT"MBNPTBSFB QSJNBSJMZGPDVTFEPOUIF
BSFBCFUXFFO5FDIOJDBM"SFBBOE5FDIOJDBM"SFB 
BOEUIBUJTBSFRVJSFEUFOZFBSVQEBUFPGUIF
QSPCBCJMJTUJDTFJTNJDIB[BSEBOBMZTJT&BDI%0&
TJUFIBTUIFSFRVJSFNFOUUPEPUIBU4PUIBU
EPDVNFOUXBTDPNQMFUFEJO BOEJUJEFOUJGJFEBO
JODSFBTFJOUIFIPSJ[POUBMBOEWFSUJDBMHSPVOE
NPUJPOTBTTPDJBUFEXJUIQSPQPTFEFBSUIRVBLFTXJUI
EJGGFSFOUSFUVSOQFSJPETIFSFBUUIFTJUF4PBT
UIBUOFXEFTJHOJOGPSNBUJPOCFDBNFBWBJMBCMF UIBU
XBTTPNFPGUIFJOGPSNBUJPOUIBUXBTCSJFGFEBUUIF
TFNJBOOVBMQSPKFDUNFFUJOHTUIBUNBOZPGZPVIBWF
BUUFOEFE
#BTFEPOUIBUOFXJOGPSNBUJPO MBTUZFBS
UIFMBCPSBUPSZQSFQBSFEBTVQQMFNFOUBOBMZTJT
XIJDIJTQBSUPGUIF/&1"QSPDFTTXIFOZPVIBWFBO
O




FYJTUJOH&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU4PUIF



TVQQMFNFOUBOBMZTJTJTBGVSUIFSMPPLBUOFX
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JOGPSNBUJPOUPEFUFSNJOFXIFUIFSBOZBEEJUJPOBM/&1"
EPDVNFOUBUJPOJTSFRVJSFE BOEUIBUXBTTVCNJUUFEUP
UIF-PT"MBNPTTJUFPGGJDFMBTUTVNNFS
*OCFUXFFOUIBUQFSJPEPGUJNF BEFDJTJPO


XBTNBEFUPBDUVBMMZHPBIFBEBOEQSFQBSFUIF
4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIF
QSPKFDU4PXFJTTVFEB/PUJDFPG*OUFOUJOUIF
'FEFSBM3FHJTUFSPO0DUPCFSTUMBTUZFBS BOEXF
IBEBEBZQFSJPEGPSTDPQJOHXIJDIXBTFYUFOEFE
8FIBEUXPQVCMJDTDPQJOHNFFUJOHTJO8IJUF3PDLBOE
1PKPBRVF
4PIBWJOHUIBUJOGPSNBUJPOGSPNTDPQJOH 
MPPLJOHBUOFXJOGPSNBUJPO BOEBMTPMPPLJOHBUOFX
SFRVJSFNFOUTGPSUIF/&1"QSPDFTT TPNFPGUIPTFJO
UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZSFBMN XFMPPLFEBUTPNF
OFXBOBMZTFT4PPOFPGUIPTFBSFBTPGOFXBOBMZTJT
UIBUJTEFTDSJCFEBOEBOBMZ[FEJOUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUJTHSFFOIPVTFHBTFNJTTJPOT
8FBMTPMPPLFEBUJOUFOUJPOBMEFTUSVDUJWF
BDUT ZPVLOPX UFSSPSJTUBDUT UIJOHTUIBUNJHIU
DSFBUFTDFOBSJPTUIBUXPVMEIBWFFOWJSPONFOUBM
JNQBDUT JNQBDUTUPXPSLFST UIFQVCMJD PSUIF
FOWJSPONFOU8FBMTPEJEBOFXBOBMZTJTPGUIF
O




USBOTQPSUBUJPOPGEFNPMJUJPOXBTUF
0OFPGUIF



3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPOTBMTPXBTUPDPNQMFUFMZEFNPMJTI
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UIF$.3#VJMEJOHXIFOPQFSBUJPOTXFSFTVTQFOEFE TP
XFEJEBUSBOTQPSUBUJPOBOBMZTJTGPSUIBUEFNPMJUJPO
XBTUF
5IFBOBMZTFTXFVQEBUFE JODMVEJOHUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOJNQBDUT*OPSEFSUPNFFUUIFOFX
TFJTNJDSFRVJSFNFOUT UIFCVJMEJOHXPVMEOFFEUPCF
CVJMUTUSPOHFS5IFSFJTNPSFDPODSFUF NPSF
SFJOGPSDJOHTUFFM NPSFTUSVDUVSBMTUFFM NPSF
FYDBWBUJPO NPSFEJTUVSCFEBSFBTUPTVQQPSUUIF
BDUJWJUJFT MJLFMBZEPXOBSFBT FUDFUFSB)FSF
BHBJO UIBUJOGPSNBUJPOJTBWBJMBCMFJOBOZ
RVFTUJPOTGSPNUIFTVCKFDUNBUUFSFYQFSUT
8FBMTPMPPLFEBUPQFSBUJPOTJNQBDUT OPU
POMZGPSUIFOFXQSPQPTFEGBDJMJUZ CVUBMTP TJODF
JUhTGBJSMZDPNQMFUFBOEXFVOEFSTUBOE3-60# 
PQFSBUJPOBMJNQBDUTBTTPDJBUFEXJUI3-60#BOEUIF
FYJTUJOH$IFNJDBMBOE.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI#VJMEJOH
BU5FDIOJDBM"SFB8FBMTPVQEBUFEUIFBDDJEFOU
BOBMZTJTGPSUIF$.3#VJMEJOH8FIBWFBEPDVNFOUFE
TBGFUZBOBMZTJTUIBUUIFEFQBSUNFOUBQQSPWFEMBTU
TVNNFS BOEXFBMTPIBWFUIFMBUFTUQSFMJNJOBSZ
EPDVNFOUFETBGFUZBOBMZTJTGPSUIFQSPQPTFEOFX
GBDJMJUZ4PUIBUhTBMTPSFGMFDUFEJOUIFEPDVNFOU
O




BOEBTQFDJGJDBQQFOEJY



8FBMTPVQEBUFETPNFIVNBOIFBMUIJNQBDUT
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GSPNSBEJPMPHJDBMFNJTTJPOTEVFUPPQFSBUJPOT1BSU
PGUIBUXBTEVFUPTPNFOFXDIBOHFTJOUIFNPEFMJOH
UFDIOJRVF BOEBEEJUJPOBMMZXFGPDVTFEPOTPNFPG
UIFJOGPSNBUJPOBWBJMBCMFUPEBUFGSPNUIFMBUFTU
DFOTVT
5IFBMUFSOBUJWFTUIBUXFDVSSFOUMZIBWFJO
UIF%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4 XFIBWFB/P"DUJPO
"MUFSOBUJWF XIJDIJTUPDPOTUSVDUBOEPQFSBUFUIF
OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZBTJUXBTEFTDSJCFEJOUIF3FDPSE
PG%FDJTJPOJOBOBMZ[JOHUIF&*4*OUIBU
TFOTF B/P"DUJPO"MUFSOBUJWFJTOPUUPDIBOHFUIF


BDUJPOPSDIBOHFUIFEFDJTJPOUIBUXBTNBEFBUUIF
UJNF4PUIBUhTLJOEPGNBJOUBJOJOHUIFTUBUVTRVP
JO/&1"TQBDF5IBUhTBDPNNPOXBZUPMPPLBUOP
BDUJPO
8FBMTPIBWFUIFNPEJGJFE$.33/VDMFBS
'BDJMJUZ"MUFSOBUJWF XIJDIJTUPDPOTUSVDUBOE
PQFSBUFUIFOFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZBU5FDIOJDBM"SFB
 DFSUBJOEFTJHOBOEDPOTUSVDUJPONPEJGJDBUJPOT
UIBUBEESFTTUIFDIBOHFTUPUIFTFJTNJDTBGFUZBOE
HFPMPHJDBMDPOEJUJPOTPGUIFTJUF
8FDVSSFOUMZIBWFUXPPQUJPOT BEFFQBOE
TIBMMPXFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO5IFTIBMMPXFYDBWBUJPO
O




PQUJPOJTOFX
TJODFUIFUJNFPGUIF/PUJDFPG



*OUFOUCBDLJO0DUPCFS CBTFEPOJOGPSNBUJPOUIBU
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UIFDPOUJOVJOHEFTJHOFGGPSUTIBWFTIFEMJHIUPO TP
UIBUJTTUJMMVOEFSXPSL)FSFBHBJO UIBUhT
EFTDSJCFECBDLJOUIFQPTUFST8FBMTPIBWFB
DPOUJOVFEVTFPGUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBMUFSOBUJWF XIJDI
JTBMTPEFTDSJCFEJOUIFEPDVNFOU BOEUIBUhTUIFOP
DPOTUSVDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWF BOEUIBUhTOPUUP
DPOTUSVDUBSFQMBDFNFOUBOENBJOUBJOUIFMJNJUFETFU
PGPQFSBUJPOTJOUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBTMPOHBT
GFBTJCMFBOETUJMMNFFUUIFTBGFUZSFRVJSFNFOUT
"TGBSBTUIJTEPDVNFOUQSPDFTT TJODFUIF
TDPQJOH XFQPTUFEUIF%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4GPS
UIFQSPKFDUPOPVS/&1"XFCQBHF UIF//4"/&1"XFC
QBHFPO"QSJMOE BOEUIF/PUJDFPG"WBJMBCJMJUZ
XBTQVCMJTIFECZUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM1SPUFDUJPO"HFODZ
UIFGPMMPXJOH'SJEBZPO"QSJMUI XIJDI
UFDIOJDBMMZTUBSUFEUIFEBZDPNNFOUQFSJPE




5IF//4" CBTFEPOSFRVFTUTGSPNUIF

HFOFSBMQVCMJD FYUFOEFEUIFDPNNFOUQFSJPECZ
EBZT BOEUIBUEFDJTJPOXBTNBEFPO.BZUIPGUIJT
ZFBS BOEOPXUIFQVCMJDDPNNFOUQFSJPEFYUFOETUP


+VOFUI BT#SVDFNFOUJPOFE
#SVDFBMTPNFOUJPOFEUIFQVCMJDIFBSJOHT
*KVTUXBOUFEUPSFJUFSBUFUIPTF*OBEEJUJPOUP
O




UIJTFWFOJOH
XFIBWFBNFFUJOHUPNPSSPXFWFOJOHBU



UIF4BOUB$MBSBO)PUFMJO&TQB×PMB5IBUTBNF
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UJNFGSBNF TBNFGPSNBU TBNFQSPDFEVSFTXFXJMMHP
UISPVHI TPUIBUXJMMIBQQFOUPNPSSPXFWFOJOH"OE
BMTPJO4BOUB'FPO5IVSTEBZFWFOJOH TBNFUJNF 
TBNFGPSNBU BUUIF4BOUB'F$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHFTPVUI
PGUPXO
+VTUBMJUUMFCJUNPSFPOUIFDPNNFOUT


UIBU#SVDFNFOUJPOFE5IFSFBSFBOVNCFSPGXBZTUP
QSPWJEFDPNNFOUTPOUIFESBGUEPDVNFOU*FODPVSBHF
FWFSZPOFUPQBSUJDJQBUFJOUIBU:PVBSFOPU
MJNJUFEUPKVTUPOFTFUPGDPNNFOUT:PVDBONBLF
NVMUJQMFDPNNFOUTPWFSUJNF NBOZNFDIBOJTNT"T*
TBJE POFPGNZNBJOSPMFTJTUPFODPVSBHFBOE
GBDJMJUBUFUIBUQBSUJDJQBUJPO
4PXFBSFSFBMMZMPPLJOHBUDPNNFOUTPO
XIBUhTJOUIFESBGUEPDVNFOUBMUFSOBUJWFT 
BOBMZTFT XFNBZIBWFEPOF JNQBDUT FUDFUFSB4P
UIBUhTXIBUXFBSFIPQJOHUPHFU"OE*KVTUXBOU
UPSFNJOEZPVUIBUBOZPOFJTXFMDPNFUPQSPWJEF
DPNNFOUTBTBQSJWBUFDJUJ[FO OPNBUUFSXIPZPVS
FNQMPZFS TPXFXPVMEFODPVSBHFUIBU CVUBTB
QSJWBUFDJUJ[FO*LOPXUIFSFNBZCFTPNFJOUFSFTU
PVUUIFSF



"OEXJUIUIBU *XPVMEMJLFUPUVSOJU
O




CBDLPWFSUP#SVDF
BOEXFXJMMTUBSUXJUIUIFSFTU



PGUIFNFFUJOH
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.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV +PIO

.35&(5.&*&35IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3+VTUBGFXNPSFCSJFG
DPNNFOUT BOEUIFOXFXJMMUJFJOUPPVSDPNNFOU
TFTTJPO 5IFSFBSFBGFXHSPVOESVMFTUIBU*XBOU
UPMBZPVUGPSZPVBMMKVTUUPNBLFTVSFUIBUXFBSF
SFNJOEFEUIBUUIJTJTBOPGGJDJBMQVCMJDIFBSJOH
5IFDPNNFOUTBSFCFJOHSFDPSEFE5IFZXJMMCF


EJTUSJCVUFEUPNVMUJQMFTPVSDFTGPSNVMUJQMF

SFBTPOT
"OEBDDPSEJOHMZ TJODFUIJTJTBQVCMJD
IFBSJOH XFBSFSFRVJSFEUPFYQFDUBQQSPQSJBUF
EFDPSVNJOUIFNFFUJOH4P*hNHPJOHUPCFBTLJOH
ZPVBMMUPQMFBTFXBJUVOUJMZPVSTDIFEVMFEUJNFUP
DPNNFOU"OECFDBVTFXFBSFUSBOTDSJCJOHUIF
DPNNFOUT JUhTFYUSFNFMZJNQPSUBOUUIBUQFPQMFTQFBL
POFBUBUJNF$PNNFOUTGSPNUIFBVEJFODFNBLFJU
EJGGJDVMUGPSUIFUSBOTDSJCFSTUPIFBSUIF
USBOTDSJQUJPO BOE*XJMMCFBTLJOHQFPQMF JGUIFZ
BSFDBSSZJOHPODPOWFSTBUJPOTPSNBLJOHDPNNFOUT
GSPNUIFBVEJFODF UPLJOEMZTUFQPVUTJEFUPIBWF
UIPTFDPOWFSTBUJPOTBOEUPQMFBTFSFGSBJOGSPN
NBLJOHDPNNFOUTUPUIFDPNNFOUBUPSBTUIFZBSF
O




NBLJOHUIFJSDPNNFOUTTPUIBUXFDBOLFFQUIFGMPX



PGUIFNFFUJOHNPWJOHBOEUIFDPNNFOUTDMFBSBOE
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DPODJTFJOUIFSFDPSE
:PVBSFOPUBCTPMVUFMZSFRVJSFEUPEPUIJT
 JGZPVGFFMMJLFJUhTOPUTPNFUIJOHZPVBSF
DPNGPSUBCMFXJUI8FEPSFRVFTUUIBUZPVJEFOUJGZ
ZPVSTFMGBUUIFCFHJOOJOHPGZPVSTUBUFNFOU5IBU
BMMPXTUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFSUPLOPXXIFSFUIFGJSTU


QFSTPOTUBSUFE UIFOFYUQFSTPOTUBSUFE UIBUTPSU
PGUIJOH*GZPVBSFOPUDPNGPSUBCMFXJUIUIBU 
QMFBTFUBMLUPNFBOEXFXJMMJEFOUJGZZPVCZ
TQFBLFSOVNCFS
"HBJO QMFBTFLFFQUIFQSPDFTTDJWJMBOE
LFFQZPVSMBOHVBHFDJWJMBOEBQQSPQSJBUF3FNFNCFS 
BHBJO UIJTJTBOPGGJDJBMQVCMJDIFBSJOH BOEXF
XJMMIBWFQMFOUZPGUJNFGPSSPVOETPGBEEJUJPOBM


DPNNFOUT4PGPSUIFGJSTUSPVOE UPFOTVSFUIBU

FWFSZCPEZIBTBDIBODFUPTQFBLXJUIPVUIBWJOHUP
XBJUUPPMPOHUPNBLFUIFJSDPNNFOUT QMFBTFBCJEF
CZUIFUJNFMJNJUTUIBUXFIBWFTFU XIJDIXJMMCFB
TFWFONJOVUFUJNFGSBNFXJUIBXBSOJOHBUTJY
NJOVUFT4PQMFBTFZJFMEUIFNJLFUPNFJG*
SFRVFTUJUBUUIBUTFWFONJOVUFT"MMSJHIU
"OEKVTUBTBNBUUFSPGDPVSUFTZUP


PUIFST QMFBTFTJMFODFZPVSDFMMQIPOFTBOEBOZ
O




PUIFSOPJTFNBLJOHEFWJDFTUIBUZPVNJHIUIBWFPO



ZPVSQFSTPO*IFBSTPNFHPJOHPGGSJHIUOPX
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"OEBUUIJTQPJOU *XPVMEMJLFUP
SFDPHOJ[FUXPQVCMJDPGGJDJBMTJOUIFIPVTF8F
IBWF.BUUIFX3PZCBM XIPJTUIFDPOTUJUVFOUMJBJTPO
BOE*5BENJOJTUSBUPSGPS.S#FO3BZ-VKBO
.S3PZCBM UIBOLZPVGPSDPNJOH
8FIBWFSFQSFTFOUBUJWF/JDL4BMB[BSPGUIF
/FX.FYJDPMFHJTMBUVSFIFSFXJUIVT5IBOLZPV 
.S4BMB[BS GPSBUUFOEJOH*BQQSFDJBUFZPVS
JOUFSFTU
"UUIJTQPJOU BHBJO *XJMMNBLFUIF
QPEJVNBWBJMBCMFBOEBNJLFBWBJMBCMF:PVBSFOPU
SFRVJSFEUPVTFUIFQPEJVNJGZPVEPOhUXBOUUP
:PVDBOTQFBLXIFSFWFSZPVBSFDPNGPSUBCMFVQIFSF 
TPBTMPOHBTUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFSDBOTFFZPVBOE
CBTJDBMMZGPMMPXXIBUZPVBSFTBZJOH"OE*XJMMCF
DBMMJOHQFPQMFCZOBNF BOE*XJMMCFMFUUJOHUIF
OFYUQFSTPOJOMJOFLOPXUIBUUIFZBSFPOEFDL TP
UPTQFBL UPCFUIFOFYUTQFBLFS
4PXJUIPVUGVSUIFSBEJFV MFUNFDBMM3BZ
.#BDB BOEIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ%BOOZ#FBWFST
5IBOLZPV .S#BDB BOE*UIJOLUIJTNJLF
BDUVBMMZXPSLTCFUUFS*GJUEPFTOhUZPVDBOIBWF



UIJTPOF
O




.33":.#"$"5IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI



"HBJO NZOBNFJT3BZ#BDB*BNUIF



6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



























































3-1119





























































FYFDVUJWFEJSFDUPSGPSUIF/FX.FYJDP#VJMEJOH
5SBEFT$PVODJM*OUIBUDBQBDJUZ *SFQSFTFOUBMM
PGUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOMBCPSVOJPOTIFSFJOUIFTUBUF
PG/FX.FYJDP JODMVEJOHBQQSPYJNBUFMZ
DPOTUSVDUJPOBOENBJOUFOBODFXPSLFSTXIPDVSSFOUMZ
XPSLBUUIFMBCPSBUPSZ 5IFTFBSFHPPEQBZJOH 
GBNJMZTVTUBJOJOHKPCTUIBUVOGPSUVOBUFMZBSF
PUIFSXJTFOPUBWBJMBCMFJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPBOE
OPUGPSBMPOHEJTUBODF
-FUNFSFNJOEFWFSZCPEZUIBUUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO/FX.FYJDPJTJOEJSF
TUSBJUT*UJTJOBEFQSFTTFENPEFMJLFJUJTJO
NVDIPGUIFDPVOUSZ5IFVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFTGPS
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTJO/FX.FYJDPJTGVMMZEPVCMF
JGOPUUSJQMFUIFSBUFTPGUIFBWFSBHFVOFNQMPZFE
/FX.FYJDBO*UJTOPUVODPNNPOUPTFFVOFNQMPZNFOU
SBUFTBOEVOEFSFNQMPZNFOUSBUFTPGUPQFSDFOU
JONBOZPGUIFDSBGUTUIBUBSFSFQSFTFOUFE
5IFQSPKFDU UIF$.3QSPKFDU JGJUFWFS
DPNFTUPCF XPVMEFNQMPZVQXBSETPG 
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTPGGBOEPOPWFSUIFDPVSTFPGB
UPZFBSQFSJPE0CWJPVTMZUIJTXPVMECFB
IVHFCPPTUUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO/FX
O




.FYJDP
CVUNVDI NVDIJNQPSUBOUMZ JUXPVMECFB



IVHFCPPTUUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOGBNJMJFTJO/FX



6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

501-1

501-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)





.FYJDPXIPBSFJOEJSFOFFEPGUIFTFQPTJUJPOT
8JUIBMMEVFSFTQFDUUPUIPTFQFPQMFXIP
BSFPQQPTFEUPUIJTQSPKFDUBOEPUIFSTJNJMBS
QSPKFDUT XFSFTQFDUGVMMZVSHFUIFMBCPSBUPSZBOE

501-1
cont’d

%0&BOEBMMUIFPUIFSQPXFSTUIBUCFUPCFHJOUIJT
QSPKFDUTPPOFSUIBOMBUFS5IBOLZPV

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses




















 































 






.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
%BOOZ#FBWFSTGPMMPXFECZ3PCFSU$BSNBO
.3%"//:#&"7&34.ZOBNFJT%BOOZ
#FBWFST*BNBCVTJOFTTSFQSFTFOUBUJWFGPS
1MVNCFSTBOE1JQFGJUUFST -PDBM6OJPO8F
SFQSFTFOUBQQSPYJNBUFMZ NFNCFSTBDSPTTUIF
TUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP"OE*BNIFSFUPTQFBLJO
GBWPSPGUIFQSPKFDUBMTP OPUPOMZGPSUIFFDPOPNJD
JNQBDUUPUIFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP OPSUIFSO/FX
.FYJDP UIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJUTFMG CVUNZ
VOEFSTUBOEJOH JG*SFNFNCFSDPSSFDUMZ UIFGBDJMJUZ
UIBUJTTDIFEVMFEUPCFSFQMBDFEJTQSPCBCMZ
ZFBSTPME




5IFSFJTHPJOHUPCFOVDMFBSXFBQPOTBOE

UIFSFJTHPJOHUPCFUIJOHTPGUIBUOBUVSFBTMPOH
BTUIFDPVOUSZBOEUIFXPSMEJTJOUIFTUBUFUIBU
JUhTJO*XPVMEKVTUBTTPPOIBWFUIFNEPOFJOB
O




CSBOEOFX
TUBUFPGUIFBSUGBDJMJUZUIBUhTCVJMUUP



UIFDPEFTBOEUIFTQFDTUIBUJUOFFETUPCFCVJMUBU
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502-1

502-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building
cannot provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Special
designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect workers and the public
would be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. As stated
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction
project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor
force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that
the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties
would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New
Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public comment
period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.





























































UIBOJOUIFBOUJRVBUFEGBDJMJUZUIBU*XPSLFEJO
XIFO*XPSLFEVQIFSFZFBSTBHPBOEXBTCVJMUCZ
NZGBUIFSXIPIBTCFFOBNFNCFSPGUIJTVOJPOGPS
ZFBST4PUIFCVJMEJOHJTBOUJRVBUFE*UOFFETUP
 CFSFQMBDFE
/PUPOMZXJMMXFIBWFBTBGFSGBDJMJUZ
5"JUTFMG*XPSLFEPOZFBSTBHPXIFOUIFZXFSF
CVJMEJOHJU TPUIBUTIPXTUIFBHFPGUIBUGBDJMJUZ

502-1
cont’d

4PUIFZCPUIOFFEUPCFXPSLFEPO SFQMBDFE BOE
LFQUVQ BOEOPUUPNFOUJPOUIFUIPVTBOE
DPOTUSVDUJPOKPCT UIFNPOFZUIBUUIBUXPVMEDSFBUF
UISPVHIUIFTUBUF BOEUIFFDPOPNJDJNQBDUJUXPVME
IBWFUISPVHIPVUOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP TP*EPTVQQPSU
UIJTQSPKFDU5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
3PCFSU$BSNBOGPMMPXFECZ"MGSFE"SJBT
.330#&35$"3."/(PPEFWFOJOH 
FWFSZPOF.ZOBNFJT3PCFSU$BSNBO*XBTCPSOJO
-PT"MBNPTBCPVUPOFZFBSBGUFSUIF4PWJFU6OJPO
EFUPOBUFEUIFJSGJSTUBUPNJDCPNC.ZGBUIFS XIP
XBTESBGUFEJOUPUIFBSNZ XBTTFOUUP-PT"MBNPT
BOEIFMQFEEFTJHOBOECVJMEBMMUIFGJSTUBUPNJD
XFBQPOT*HVFTT BTTVDI*DPVMECFDPOTJEFSFEBO
O




PGGTQSJOHPGUIFBUPNJDBHF



*IBWFBOVODMFXIPXBTCMPXOUP
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



TNJUIFSFFOTVQIFSFJOUIFhTXIFOBDIFNJTUSZ
FYQFSJNFOUXFOUUFSSJCMZXSPOH*IBWFPUIFS
SFMBUJWFTXIPIBWFEJFETMPXBOEQBJOGVMEFBUIT
XPSLJOHBUUIFGPSNFS%1QMVUPOJVNTJUFT"TB
UFFOBHFSEVSJOHUIFhT *SFNFNCFSSFBEJOHUIBU
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFTBOEUIF4PWJFU6OJPOIBEFOPVHI
 OVDMFBSXFBQPOTBUUIBUUJNFCFUXFFOUIFNUPCMPX
UIFFBSUIVQTFWFSBMIVOESFEUJNFT
8IZTUPQUIFSF 8IZOPULFFQCVJMEJOH
UIFTFXFBQPOTPGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPOVOUJMXFDBO
EFTUSPZUIFFBSUIBNJMMJPOUJNFT *POMZIBWF
UISFFXJTIFTGPSTVDIBOFWFOU/P UIBU*CF
VOEFSUIFGJSTUPOFPGUIFTFHBEHFUTUPCFEFUPOBUFE
JOPSEFSUIBUNZBUPNTNJHIUCFTDBUUFSFEUISPVHIPVU
UIFVOJWFSTFJOTFBSDIPGBTBOFQMBDFUPSFTU
/P UIBUBMMPGZPVXIPEFTJHOUIFTF
UIJOHTBOEZPVSMPWFEPOFTTVSWJWFUIJTFWFOU 
UFNQPSBSJMZTBGFJOUIFVOEFSHSPVOECVOLFSTXIJDI
ZPVIBWFVOEPVCUFEMZEFTJHOFEBOEDSFBUFEGPSKVTU
TVDIBOPDDBTJPO
/P UIBUZPVESJWFPVUPGZPVSCVOLFST
JOZPVSBSNPSFEIVNWFFT BOEBTZPVBOEZPVSMPWFE


POFTTMPXMZCFHJOUPTVDDVNCUPUIFJOFWJUBCMF
O




IPSSPSPGZPVSBDU
ZPVIBWFQMFOUZPGUJNFUP



DPOUFNQMBUFXIBUZPVIBWFEPOFUPUIJTFBSUIBOEUP
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503-1

503-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and nuclear
facilities. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses


































 






















































































UIFNJSBDMFXFIBWFDPNFUPSFGFSUPBTMJGF
(FOPDJEFJTUPPLJOEBXPSEGPSXIBUZPV
BSFDPOUFNQMBUJOH(FOPDJEFJNQMJFTUIF
JOEJTDSJNJOBUFEFBUIPGIVNBOT:PVSFOEFBWPSTXJMM
SFTVMUJOUIFEFBUIPGUIFQMBOFUFBSUI
*EPIBWFPOFUJECJUUPPGGFS IPXFWFS 

503-1
cont’d

BOEUIBUJTUIBUUIF$PME8BSJTPWFS8IZOPUEP
TPNFUIJOHOPOEFTUSVDUJWFXJUIBMMUIFSFTPVSDFTBU
ZPVSEJTQPTBM 
5IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI)BWFBOJDFEBZ
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
"MGSFE"SJBTGPMMPXFECZ.JDIBFM-PZB


.3"-'3&%""3*"4*BN"MGSFE"SJBT
*BNBSFQSFTFOUBUJWFPG-PDBM6OJPO 1MVNCFST
BOE1JQFGJUUFST6OJPO
8FOFFEXPSL8FOFFEUIJTQSPKFDUUPHFU
PGGUIFHSPVOE8FOFFEJU8FEPOhUOFFEOPNPSF
EFMBZT8FOFFEJUUPHFUHPJOH
5IF6OJUFE4UBUFTJTBUPQEPHPGUIF
XPSME BOEUIFZOFFEUPTUBZPOUPQPGFWFSZUIJOH 
JODMVEJOHOVDMFBSQPXFS:PVLOPX BTMPOHBTXF
BSFUIFUPQEPHPGUIFXPSME ZPVLOPX UIFSFJT



QFPQMFJOUIFXPSMEUIBUIBUFUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT 
O




UIBUIBUF6OJUFE4UBUFTDJUJ[FOT
BOEJGUIF6OJUFE



4UBUFTTUBSUTTIPXJOHXFBLOFTTFTBOEXFBLOFTTFTBOE
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504-1

504-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



TUBSUTTIPXJOHUIBUXFBSFXFBL ZPVLOPX UIF
$IJOFTF QFPQMFBSFHPJOHUPDPNFJOBOEUBLFPWFS
"OE ZPVLOPX UIFSFBTPOXIZUIFSFIBT
CFFOOPOVDMFBSXBSJOUIFMBTUZFBSTJTCFDBVTF
XFIBWFCFFOUIFUPQEPHJOUIFXPSME"OEBMTP 
ZPVLOPX XIBU%BOOZ#FBWFSTTBJE UIFSFBSFB
UIPVTBOEKPCTIFSFPOUIFMJOF BOEUIFDPOTUSVDUJPO
JOEVTUSZJTMJLF QFSDFOUVOFNQMPZFESJHIU
OPX"OEUIFSFBSFGBNJMJFTUIBUOFFEUPHFUGFE

504-1
cont’d

 5IFSFJTMJUUMFCPZTBOEHJSMTUIBUOFFEUPHFUGFE
8FKVTUOFFEUPQSPDFFEXJUIUIJTQSPKFDUBOEHFUJU
HPJOHGBTUBOEHFUJUEPOF5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS


.JDIBFM-PZBGPMMPXFECZ3FWFSFOE)PMMZ

#FBVNPOU
.3.*$)"&--0:".ZOBNFJT.JDIBFM
-PZB BOE*BNIBQQZUPCFIFSFUPNBLFNZDPNNFOUT
*XBOUUPTBZGJSTUPGBMMUIBU*BNBHFOFSBUJPOBM
/FX.FYJDBO BOE*BNBIJTUPSZCVGG BOEJUJTWFSZ
JNQPSUBOUUIBU*TUBUFNZDPNNFOUTUPEBZ*IBWF
IBEUIFGPSUVOFPGBOBMZ[JOHBMPUPGEBUBPOUIF
DMFBOVQVQIFSFBU-PT"MBNPT TPUIJTJTBMTPWFSZ
JNQPSUBOUBOEBOPUIFSSFBTPOXIZ*BNIFSFUPTQFBL
O




BCPVUUIJT



8IBU*UIJOL UPP JTBMTPUIBUCFDBVTFPG
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

























































































































UIJTMBC JUQVUBOFOE BOFBSMZFOEUPUIJTXBS 
UP8PSME8BS** BOE*UIJOLUIBUUIBUXBTWFSZ
JNQPSUBOU5IBUhTBWFSZJNQPSUBOUUIJOH




*IBWFHFOFSBUJPOBMUJFTUP/FX.FYJDP

.ZEBEhTGJSTUDPVTJO XIPNZHSBOEQBSFOUTSBJTFE 
GMFXXJUI#JMMZ.JUDIFMM BOEJUXBTBNB[JOHUIBU*
MJWFEJOBIPVTFXIFSFNZEBEBOENPNMJWFE8PSME
8BS**.ZQBSFOUTXFSFGBSNFSTBOESBODIFSTEPXO
TPVUI BOEUIFZXFSFEPXOXJOEFSTXIFOUIFZEFUPOBUFE
UIFGJSTUCPNCUIFSFBU5SJOJUZTJUF*IBWFUBMLFE
BCPVUUIJTTUPSZCFGPSF CVUJUXPLFNZEBEVQBOE
IFHPUNBEBOEIFTUBZFENBEUIFSFTUPGIJTMJGF
)FBMNPTUMJWFEVOUJMIFXBTZFBSTPME
4PIFXBTBRVJUFBGFMMPX)FXBTBMTPPOFPGUIF

505-1

GJSTUGBSNFSTBOESBODIFSTJO/FX.FYJDPUPIBWF
QSJTPOFSTPGXBSPOUIFGBSN5IBUXBTKVTUB
XPOEFSGVMUIJOH5IFSFJTBMPUPGTUPSJFTBCPVU
UIBU8FEPOhUCFMJFWFJOXBS CVUXFCFMJFWFUIBU
JGZPVBSFHPJOHUPHFUJOUPUIFXBS ZPVOFFEUP
IBWFUIFCJHHFTUTUJDLUIFSF BOEUIJTJTWFSZ
JNQPSUBOUUIBUXFIBWFUIJTGBDJMJUZIFSF OPUKVTU
POBDDPVOUPGUIFKPCT
5IFKPCTBSFWFSZJNQPSUBOU CVU
O




UFDIOJDBMMZUIJTJTWFSZJNQPSUBOU5IFTFHFOUMFNFO



BSFXPSLJOHJOGBDJMJUJFTUIBUBSFWFSZ WFSZPME
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505-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry
and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is the
result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements
across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF
should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide
analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE
and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support
over the next 50 years. Special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect the workers and public would be incorporated into the design and
operation of the CMRR-NF.
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result in a
requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to 9 years.
See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)





*EPOhULOPX5IFZBSFPWFSZFBSTPMEOPX BOE*
CFMJFWFJUhTUJNFUIBUUIFTFGBDJMJUJFTBSF
VQHSBEFE BOEUIFZCSJOHBMMUIFTFTBGFUZDPNQPOFOUT

505-1
cont’d

UPUIJTOFXGBDJMJUZ*UIJOLUIBUhTWFSZ
JNQPSUBOU
*LOPXUIBUCBDLXIFO*XBTZPVOHFS *IBE
UIFPQQPSUVOJUZPGUBMLJOHUPBMPUPG/FX.FYJDP
HFOUMFNFOUIBUXFVTFEUPSPQFXJUIPOUIFGBSN BOE
UIFZVTFEUPUBMLBCPVUTFSWJOHJOUIF1BDJGJDBOE
IPXUIFZXFSFUIBOLGVMUIBUUIFZEJEIBWFUIFTF
CPNCTUPQVUBRVJDLFOEUPUIFXBSJO+BQBOJOUIF
1BDJGJD*UXBTWFSZJNQPSUBOU CFDBVTFXFXPVME
 IBWFMPTUIVOESFETPGUIPVTBOETPGCPZTPVUUIFSFJG
JUIBEOhUCFFOGPS0QQFOIFJNFSBOEIJTHSPVQ*
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UIJOLUIBUhTWFSZJNQPSUBOU
"OPUIFSUIJOH UPP JTUIFGJOBODJBM
JNQMJDBUJPOTIFSF5IFTFHFOUMFNFOGSPNUIFUSBEF
VOJPOTBOETUVGGCSPVHIUVQTPNFUIJOHUIBUhTWFSZ 
WFSZJNQPSUBOUBOEJUhTWFSZDSJUJDBM UIBUJUhT
UJNFUIBUXFNPWFGPSXBSEXJUIUIJTQSPKFDUBOEXF


QVUQFPQMFUPXPSL1FPQMFOFFEUPXPSL1FPQMF
XBOUUPXPSL"OEUIJTJTWFSZJNQPSUBOU
5IJTMBCIBTEPOFBHSFBUTFSWJDFUP/FX
O




.FYJDPBOE
ZFT UIFSFIBTCFFOQSPCMFNTXJUIIFBMUI



BOEXIBUFWFS CVUUIBUhTKVTUUIFGBMMPVU CVUUIFZ
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505-1
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































IBWFEPOFBMPUPGUIJOHTOPXUPVQHSBEFUIF
GBDJMJUJFTBOEUIFXPSLJOHFOWJSPONFOU5IBUhTCFFO
WFSZDSVDJBM BOE*GJOEUIBUWFSZJNQPSUBOU"OE*
CFMJFWFUIJTGBDJMJUZJTHPJOHUPFWFONBLFUIF
XPSLJOHFOWJSPONFOUGPSUIFQFPQMFUIBUXPSLJO

505-1
cont’d

UIFTFEFQBSUNFOUTFWFOTBGFS"OE*UIBOLUIFNBOE
*UIBOLUIFJSCPTTFT BOE*UIBOLUIFHPWFSONFOU
NPWJOHGPSXBSEXJUIUIJT
"MPUPGQFPQMFIBWFUPVOEFSTUBOEBCPVU
UIFHFPQPMJUJDBMQSPCMFNTUIBUBSFHPJOHPOSJHIU
OPX8FIBWFTPNFWFSZTFSJPVTUIJOHTHPJOHPOJO
UIF.JEEMF&BTU1BLJTUBOSJHIUOPXJTJOBCJH
QVTI5IFZCVJMUBOPUIFSGBDJMJUZ BOEUIFZBSFJO
 BCJHQVTIUPCVJMENPSFXFBQPOT4PXFIBWFUPCF
SFBEZ8FIBWFUPNBLFTVSFUIBUXFBSFBSNFE 
CFDBVTF*IBWFTBJEUIJTCFGPSFBUUIFMBTU
DPNNFOUQFSJPEZPVDBOhUUBLFBLOJGFUPB
HVOGJHIU4PXFIBWFUPCFSFBEZGPSUIJT
*IBEUIFHSFBUIPOPSIFSFBXIJMFCBDL
*XBTJOXFTU5FYBT BOEUIJTJTXIFOUIFGJSFTXFSF
HPJOHPO BOEXFXFSFTUBZJOHJOBNPUFM5IFSFXBT
UIJTMJUUMFHFOUMFNBO BOE*LFQUOPUJDJOHIJN)F
XBTKVTUBXPOEFSGVMHVZ)FIBEBTNJMF BOEXF
O




TUBSUFEUBMLJOH)FXBTBOPMEDPXCPZBOEIFTBXNF



UIFSFXJUINZIBU TPXFXFSFTUBSUJOHUPUBML"OE
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



UIJTHFOUMFNBOXBTPOFPGUIFTBJMPSTPOUIF"CCPU
.FSSJMM*CFMJFWFUIBUhTUIFXBZZPVQSPOPVODFJU 


CVUUIBUXBTBTIJQUFOEFSBOEJUXBTBTFBQMBOF
UFOEFS BOEIFXBTJOWPMWFEJO0QFSBUJPO$SPTTSPBET
*TBUUIFSFGPSIPVSTBOE*XBTMJTUFOJOH
UPXIBUUIJTHFOUMFNBOIBEUPTBZ)FTBJEJUXBT
WFSZJNQPSUBOUCFDBVTFIFXBTUIFSFEVSJOH8PSME
8BS**IFTBJEJUXBTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUIBUXFIBE
UIFTFXFBQPOTUPEFGFOEPVSTFMWFT:FT UIFSFJTB
NPVOUBJOPGXFBQPOTBOE ZFT XFDBOEFTUSPZUIF
XPSMENVMUJQMFUJNFT CVUXFBSFHPJOHUPIBWFUPCF
SFBEZ5IFSFhTWFSZTFSJPVTUIJOHTHPJOHPO
5IFSFhTWFSZTFSJPVTJNQMJDBUJPOTJGXFBSFOPU
QSFQBSFE BOE*CFMJFWFJUhTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUIBUXF
NPWFBIFBEBTRVJDLMZBTQPTTJCMFXJUIUIJT
GBDJMJUZ5IBOLZPV"N*DVUPGG 
.3.BD"--*45&3/P ZPVhSFHPPE:PVhSF
GJOF
 .3-0:"(PPE
.3.BD"--*45&33FWFSFOE)PMMZ#FBVNPOU
GPMMPXFECZ+PIOOJF.BSUJOF[
3&7&3&/%)0--:#&"6.0/55IBOLZPV*BN
UIF3FWFSFOE)PMMZ#FBVNPOUXJUI-BT.VKFSFT)BCMBO
O




*XBOUUPCFHJOCZTBZJOHUIBU*IBWFEFFQ



SFHBSEBOESFTQFDUGPSQFPQMFXIPEFWPUFEUIFJS
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MJWFTUPUIF-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ XIPBSF
WFSZQSPVEUIBUUIFZIFMQFEUPCVJMEJUBOETVTUBJO
JUCZTFSWJOHJU8FEPOhUBMXBZTBHSFFXJUIUIF
SFTVMUTJOOVDMFBSXFBQPOT CVUUIBUhTSFBMMZOPU
XIBUXFXBOUUPUBMLBCPVUUPOJHIU
8IBUXFXBOUUPUBMLBCPVUJTUIBU-PT
"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ *UIJOLJOBSFBMXBZ 
EPFTOPUFYJTUBOZNPSF CFDBVTFBTPG UIF#VTI
BENJOJTUSBUJPOUVSOFEUIFOBUJPOBMMBCPSBUPSZPWFS
UP#FDIUFM BOEUIBUhTXIBUXFXBOUUPUBMLBCPVUJO
UIFOFYUGFXNJOVUFT0OFPGUIFGJSTUUIJOHTUIBU
#FDIUFMEJEXBTUISPXPVUBNJMMJPOPSJHJOBM
QMBOBOETUBSUPWFSBHBJO4PBMSFBEZUIFDPTUJT
NJMMJPOBOEQSPDFFEFEGSPNUIFSFUPXIFSFXF
BSFUPEBZXJUIDPTUTDPOUJOVJOHUPFTDBMBUF4PBT
 *XBTEPJOHTPNFSFTFBSDI *SFBMJ[FEUIBU#FDIUFM
IBTMFGURVJUFBHMPCBMGPPUQSJOU
8IJDIDPOUJOFOUXPVMEZPVMJLFUPCFHJO
XJUI -FUhTCFHJOXJUI/PSUI"NFSJDB*O/PSUI
"NFSJDB#FDIUFMJTSFTQPOTJCMFGPS5IF#JH%JH
5IJTJTUIFEFTJHOPGUIF#PTUPO$FOUSBM"SUFSZ
5VOOFMQSPKFDUJOXIJDI*OUFSTUBUFQBTTFTVOEFS
UIFDJUZ5IFGFEFSBMMZGVOEFEQSPKFDUJTUIFNPTU
O




DPTUMZDJWJMFOHJOFFSJOHVOEFSUBLJOHJO64IJTUPSZ



*UXBTFTUJNBUFEBUCJMMJPOJO1SPKFDU
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506-1

506-1

DOE and NNSA continue to provide oversight of LANL as in the past. The
managing and operating contract for LANL was openly competed in 2005 for the
first time in the 63-year history of the LANL site. Through 2005, the University
of California had been the sole managing and operation contractor for the LANL
site since its creation in 1943. The new managing and operating contractor, Los
Alamos National Security, LLC, began managing LANL in June 2006. The
selection of a new managing and operating contractor did not change the DOE
and NNSA work performed at LANL.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



FYQFOTFTSFBDIFECJMMJPOJO8BUDIEPHT
BSHVFEUIBUJUJTFYUSFNFMZSBSFGPSBDPNQBOZUP
EFTJHO SFDFJWFTFWFSBMDPOTUSVDUJPODPOUSBDUT BOE
NBOBHFBQSPKFDUBTIVHFBT5IF#JH%FBM
#FDIUFMhTHSPTTFSSPSTJODMVEFEUIF
DPNQMFUFBCTFODFPGUIFQMBOOFE'MFFU$FOUFSUIFZ
KVTUPWFSMPPLFEUIFDPOWFOUJPODFOUFSJOUIFJS
QMBOTBOEBMTPBOBDUJWFOJOFGPPUXJEFQJQF
DBSSZJOHTFXBHFBOETUPSNSVOPGGXIFSFQMBOOFSTIBE
ESBXOBTVQQPSUXBMMBOEDPVMEOPUTVTUBJOUIF
UVOOFMXBMM4PUIJTJTPOFPGUIFFYBNQMFTPGUIF
XPSLUIBU#FDIUFMIBTUBLFOPOJO/PSUI"NFSJDB
 8FDPVMEHPGSPNUIFSFUPUIF#BZ"SFB
3BQJE5SBOTJU*XPOhUCPSFZPVXJUIUIFEFUBJMT
5IJTJTBMMPOMJOF4VGGJDFJUUPTBZUIBUUIF
QSPKFDUTVGGFSFEOVNFSPVTEFMBZT NBTTJWFDPTU
PWFSSVOT BTXFMMBTTFWFSBMBDDVTBUJPOTPGGSBVE
*O"QSJM UXP#"35CPBSENFNCFSTTBJEUIFZ
XPVMECMPDLTFJTNJDSFUSPGJUUJOHJG#FDIUFMXPOUIF
DPOUSBDUEVFUPUIFJSQPPSSFDPSEPOIVNBOSJHIUT 
NJOPSJUZDPOUSBDUJOH DPTUPWFSSVOT5IFSFXFSF
NJMMJPOJODPTUPWFSSVOTBOEIVHFEFMBZT
5IFOXFDBOHPPOUPUIF"MBTLBQJQFMJOF
O




5IF"MZFTLB1JQFMJOF4FSWJDF$PNQBOZBXBSEFE#FDIUFM



UIFSPMFPGQSJNFNBOBHFNFOUBUCJMMJPO4PPO
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BGUFSXBSE "MZFTLBDMBJNFEUIBU#FDIUFMPWFSTUBGGFE


TFOJPSMFWFMFYFDVUJWFTUPNVMUJQMZUIFDIBSHFTPO
UIFDPTUQMVTDPOUSBDU PWFSGJMFEGPSQJQFMJOF
XPSLFST BOEUIBUUIFQSPKFDUXBTQMBHVFEXJUI
POTJUFUIJFWFSZ GFBUIFSCFEEJOH MPXQSPEVDUJWJUZ 
BOEDPOTQJDVPVTTVQQMZQSPCMFNT'VSUIFSNPSF 
#FDIUFMTUPPEBDDVTFEPGPSEFSJOHUIFRVBMJUZ
DPOUSPMTUBGGUPGBMTJGZUIPVTBOETPGYSBZTBOE
QJQFMJOFXFMETJOPSEFSUPBDDFMFSBUFDPOTUSVDUJPO
*O.BZ "MZFTLB*EPOhULOPXIPX
UPQSPOPVODFJUGJSFE#FDIUFMGPSPWFSBMM
NJTNBOBHFNFOU5IBUJT/PSUI"NFSJDB
8FDBOHPPOUPUBMLBCPVUXIBUIBQQFOFE
JO4PVUI"NFSJDBXJUIUIF#PMJWJBOQSJWBUJ[BUJPOPG
XBUFSUIBUUIFJOEJHFOPVTQFPQMFXFSFEFQFOEFOUPO
5IBUSFTVMUFEJO#FDIUFMBDUVBMMZTVJOHUIJT
JNQPWFSJTIFEOBUJPOGPSNJMMJPOTPGEPMMBSTGPSOPU
BMMPXJOHUIFNUPDPNQMFUFUIFQSPKFDU
8FDBONPWFGSPN4PVUI"NFSJDBUP"TJBBOE
EJTDVTTUIF#BTSB$IJMESFOhT)PTQJUBMJO*SBR*UhT
OPXBDUVBMMZMJTUFEBTBDPNQMFUFEQSPKFDUXIFO JO
GBDU JUXBTOPUDPNQMFUFE"UUIFUJNFUIBUJUXBT
MJTUFEBTDPNQMFUFE JUXBTPOMZQFSDFOU
O




GJOJTIFE
BOEUIBUhTXIFOUIFZTUPQQFE5IF



PSJHJOBMDPTUXBTFTUJNBUFEBUNJMMJPO BOECZ
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



UIFOFYUZFBS +VOF UIFQSPKFDUXBTBMSFBEZ
NPOUITCFIJOEUJNFMJOF"OEJO JUXBTBXBSEFE
BOBEEJUJPOBMNJMMJPO.BZCFUIBUXBT
CJMMJPO
4P*XPOhUUBLFVQBOZNPSFUJNFFYDFQUUP
TBZUIBUUIJTJTNZRVFTUJPO PVSRVFTUJPO)PX
NVDIQSPGJUEPFT#FDIUFMIBWFUPNBLFCFGPSFJU
EFDJEFTUPBCBOEPOBQSPKFDU *DBOhUGJOEB
QSPKFDUBOZXIFSF BOZXIFSFUIBU#FDIUFMIBTBDUVBMMZ
DPNQMFUFE*XPVMEOhUFWFOKVEHFJUBTTVDDFTTGVM
PSOPU CVU*BNOPUFWFOGJOEJOHQSPKFDUTUIBUUIFZ
IBWFBDUVBMMZDPNQMFUFE4PPVSRVFTUJPOJT)PX
NVDIUJNFJTMFGUGPS#FDIUFMPO$.33CFGPSFZPV
XJMMCFBCBOEPOJOHUIJTQSPKFDU )PXDMPTFBSFXF
UPUIBUUJNFMJOF "OEIPXNVDIEPZPVUIJOLJUXJMM
VMUJNBUFMZDPTUVTCFGPSFZPVXBMLBXBZGSPNJU 
5IBOLZPV























O
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.3.BD"--*45&3+PIOOJF.BSUJOF[
.3."35*/&;(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNFJT
+PIOOZ.BSUJOF[*BNBZFBSSFTJEFOUPG/PSUIFSO
/FX.FYJDPBOEZFBSFNQMPZFFPGUIF-PT"MBNPT
/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSJFT*hNBMTPBGBUIFSBOEB
HSBOEGBUIFSXIPJTDPODFSOFEBCPVUUIFTBGFUZBOE
TFDVSJUZPGIJTGBNJMZ
*TVQQPSUUIF$IFNJTUSZBOE.FUBMMVSHZ
3FTFBSDI3FQMBDFNFOU1SPKFDU BOE*IBWFTFWFSBMSFBTPOT
GPSEPJOHTPUIBU*hEMJLFUPTIBSFXJUIZPV'JSTU
SFHBSEJOHOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ *CFMJFWFWFSZTUSPOHMZJO
UIFWBMVFPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOTBTEFUFSSFODFUPBMMPVU
HMPCBMXBSGBSF*hWFIBEUIFGPSUVOFPGXPSLJOHJOUIF
XFBQPOTQSPHSBNIFSFJOUIFMBCPSBUPSZ BOEUIBUXBTB
ESJWJOHDPOTJEFSBUJPOJOOPUPOMZNZEPJOHTPCVU*TBX
UIJTFWJEFOUJONZDPMMFBHVFTBTXFMM
"T%S/PSSJT#SBECVSZ BGPSNFSEJSFDUPS
PGUIFMBCPSBUPSZ TPBQUMZTUBUFEBOE*LOPX*hN
QBSBQISBTJOHUIFQVSQPTFPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOTJTOPUUP
VTFUIFNCVUUPGPSDFQFPQMFUPGJOEPUIFSNFBOTUP
TPMWFUIFJSEJGGFSFODFT*BNQSPVEUPCFQBSUPGBO
JOTUJUVUJPOUIBUhTIFMQFENBLFUIFTFGJOBMXPSETB
SFBMJUZ
O




*BNBMTPQFSTPOBMMZDPOWJODFEUIBUUIF



TDJFODFBOEUFDIOPMPHZVOEFSQJOOJOHUIJTOBUJPOhT
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507-1

507-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



OVDMFBSEFUFSSFODFDBQBCJMJUJFTNVTUCFNBJOUBJOFEBOE
TIPVME JOGBDU CFTUSFOHUIFOFEUPBEESFTTOFX
DIBMMFOHFTQPTFECZUFSSPSJTNBOEQSPMJGFSBUJPOPG
OVDMFBSXFBQPOTBOEOVDMFBSNBUFSJBMTBTXFMM5IF$.33
GBDJMJUZJTEFTJHOFEUPBEESFTTUIFTFOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ
OFFETBOE UIFSFGPSF TVQQPSUDPOTUSVDUJPOBOEPQFSBUJPO
BTBTBGFBOEFGGFDUJWFSFTPVSDFGPSEPJOHTP
3FHBSEJOHUIFFOWJSPONFOU BT%BOOZ
NFOUJPOFEFBSMJFS UIFFYJTUJOH$.3#VJMEJOHJTPME*O
GBDU JUhTBMNPTUBTPMEBT*BN BOE*CFMJFWF
DPOUJOVFEPQFSBUJPOQPTFTBNVDIHSFBUFSQPUFOUJBM
UISFBUUPUIFFOWJSPONFOUUIBOEPFTUIFQSPQPTFE$.33
GBDJMJUZ
*hWFIBEUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPBUUFOE
CSJFGJOHTBOEUPVSTPGUIF$.33TZTUFNGBDJMJUZ UIF
3-60# UIF3BEJPMPHJDBM-BCPSBUPSZ6UJMJUZ0GGJDF
#VJMEJOH BOE*hWFHPUUFOUPUIFDPOWJDUJPOUIBU
FOWJSPONFOUBMTBGFUZJTBLFZDPNQPOFOUJOUIFQMBOTGPS
UIF$.33hTGBDJMJUJFTDPOTUSVDUJPOBOEXJMMCFB
GVOEBNFOUBMFMFNFOUUPJUTPQFSBUJPO
3FHBSEJOHUIFFDPOPNZBOEZPVhWFIFBSE
UIJTGSPNPUIFSQFPQMF/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPXBT
TFMFDUFEJOBTUIFTJUFPGUIF.BOIBUUBO1SPKFDU
O




CFDBVTFPGJUTJTPMBUJPO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPJTTUJMM



SFMBUJWFMZJTPMBUFE BOENBOZPGVTSFNBJOWFSZ
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EFQFOEFOUPO-"/-BTBOFDPOPNJDSFTPVSDF"OEUIBUhTB
TJUVBUJPOUIBU*UIJOLIBTCFFOJGBOZUIJOH 
TUSFOHUIFOFEBTBSFTVMUPGUIFSFDFOUHMPCBMFDPOPNJD
DPOEJUJPO
5IF$.33QSPKFDUXJMMQSFTFOUFNQMPZNFOU
BOEQSPDVSFNFOUPQQPSUVOJUJFTJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP
UIBUXPVMEPUIFSXJTFCFEJGGJDVMUPSOFBSMZJNQPTTJCMF
UPGJOEJOUPEBZhTFDPOPNJDFOWJSPONFOU
4P*UIBOLZPVGPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPTIBSF
NZUIPVHIUTUIJTFWFOJOH
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFBOZCPEZFMTFXIP
DPNQMFUFEBDBSEUIBU*EJEOPUDBMM 
"MMSJHIU8FIBWFQMFOUZPGUJNF
BWBJMBCMFGPSBEEJUJPOBMDPNNFOUT)PXNBOZQFPQMF
XPVMEMJLFUPNBLFDPNNFOUT 
"MMSJHIU8IBU*hMMEPGPSUIJTGPMMPXVQ
DPNNFOUTFTTJPOJTKVTUDBMMBTQFPQMFSBJTFUIFJS
IBOET BOE*hMMUSZUPSFDPHOJ[FQFPQMFJOPSEFSBOEUSZ
UPLFFQUPUIBUPSEFSBTCFTUBTNZPMENJOEXJMMXPSL
0LBZ 
4P TJS JGZPVhEMJLFUPNBLFBDPNNFOU 
ZPVhSFXFMDPNFBUUIJTUJNF
.3."/4'*&-%5IBOLZPV
O




 
.ZOBNFJT$IBSMFT.BOTGJFME*hNBMBC


SFUJSFF QSFTJEFOUPGUIF-BCPSBUPSZ3FUJSFF(SPVQ"OE
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507-2

507-2

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



*BDUVBMMZPQFSBUFUISFFTNBMMCVTJOFTTFTJOUIF
DPNNVOJUZ TPNBOZXPVMETBZUIBU*IBWFGMVOLFE
3FUJSFNFOU
5IFUIJOHUIBU*XPVMEMJLFUPUPVDIPOJT
BTUPSZUIBU*IBWFMFBSOFEPWFSUIFZFBSTUIBUTPNF
ZFBSTQSPCBCMZ ZFBSTBHP BTDJFOUJTUJOUIF
MBCPSBUPSZXBTNFTTJOHBSPVOEXJUIBOJOLKFUQSJOUFS
BOESFBMJ[FEUIBUJGIFQVUBOFMFDUSJDDIBSHFPOUIF
BDSPTTUIFTUSFBNPGJOL IFDPVMEEFGMFDUJUGSPNPOF
TJEFUPBOPUIFS*UUVSOTPVUUIBUMBTFSTXFSFSFBMMZ
HFUUJOHHPJOHHPPEBUUIFUJNF BOE ZPVLOPX IFXBT
FYQMBJOJOHUIJTUPBOPUIFSDPMMFBHVF


5IFDPMMFBHVFTBJE 8FMM JGIFVTFEB

MBTFSXJUIUIFSJHIUXBWFMFOHUIBOE*IBWFBESPQMFUPG
NBUFSJBMXIJDIIBTBWFSZTNBMMBNPVOUPGJNQVSJUJFTJO
JUBOE*OFFEUPHFUSJEPGUIFJNQVSJUJFT DPVMEZPV
EFUFDUUIFJNQVSJUZ -FUhTUSZJU5VSOTPVUUIBUUIFZ
DPVMEEFUFDUUIFJNQVSJUZJOBESPQBTTNBMMBTBOJOL
KFUQSJOUFSESPQ5IFSFXBTBOFNQJSJDBMMZQJDLFE
SFKFDUCVDLFU*GJUXBTHPPETUVGG ZPVMFUJUHPJOUP
UIFNBJOCVDLFU
"OPUIFSDPMMFBHVFDBNFJOBOETBJE 8FMM 
DPVMEZPVEPUIJTXJUIPSHBOJDNPMFDVMFT 5IFHVZTBJE 
O




*TVQQPTFXFDPVMEMFUhTUSZJU8IFSFDBO*GJOE



PSHBOJDNPMFDVMFT 
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8IBUUIFZJOWFOUFEUIFOXBTDBMMFEUIF
$PVMUFS$PVOUFS5IBUCFDBNFUIF)VNBO(FOPNF1SPKFDU
'PSUIFGJSTUUJNF UIFMBCPSBUPSZCFHBOTFRVFODJOHUIF
IVNBOHFOPNF8BTJUJNQPSUBOUUPUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG
&OFSHZ :FT5IF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZXBTDPODFSOFE
BCPVUSBEJPBDUJWFNBUFSJBMPGDIBOHFTUPUIF%/"
&WFOUVBMMZ UIFQSPKFDUHSFXTPCJHBOETPGBTUUIBUUIF
%0&TBJE -FUhTUVSOUIJTPWFSUPQSJWBUFJOEVTUSZ BOE
OPXZPVIBWFHFOFUJDBOBMZTJTCFJOHEPOFDPNNFSDJBMMZJO
UIFDPVOUSZBMMCFDBVTFQFPQMF JOUIJTDBTF XIP
XPSLFEJOUIF$.3#VJMEJOHIBEUIFGSFFEPNUPBTL
RVFTUJPOTBOEUPEFWFMPQOFXJEFBT"OEUIJTJT


QSPCBCMZUIFNBJOSFBTPOGPSDPOUJOVJOHXJUIUIJTUZQF
PGSFTFBSDI*UIBTWFSZMJUUMFUPEPXJUIXFBQPOTBOE

508-1

508-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF
would provide, capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials
characterization, and plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission
(including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they
are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular
pit production level of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium
Facility. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.

509-1

509-1

Comment noted.

SFTFBSDIJUTFMG CVUJUEPFTBEWBODFUIFOBUJPOhT
DBQBCJMJUJFTBOENFFUTUIFOFFETUIBUUIFOBUJPOIBT
5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
0UIFSGPMLTXIPXPVMEMJLFUPDPNNFOU 
"OZCPEZFMTF 


4JS

.3,07"$5IBOLZPV
.ZOBNFJT4DPUU,PWBDXJUI/VDMFBS8BUDI
O




/FX.FYJDP



'JSTUPGG *XPVMEMJLFUPSFTUBUFNZ
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)





SFRVFTUGSPNMBTUOJHIU UIBUXFBDUVBMMZIBWFB
QSFTFOUBUJPO:PVNFOUJPOFEZPVLOPX HJWFBMJUUMF
QSFTFOUBUJPOZPVLOPX FYQMBJOUIFQPTUFST*GJOEJU
IBSEUP*UIJOLJUhTIBSETPNFUJNFTGPSUIFQVCMJD
UPZPVLOPX VOUJMUIFZHFUUIFJSGFFUXFUBOEUP
LOPXXIBUUIFSJHIURVFTUJPOTBSFUPBTL"OE ZPV

509-1
cont’d

LOPX UIFSFBSFWFSZGSJFOEMZQFPQMFPWFSBUUIF
QPTUFST CVUJUNBZTFFNJOUJNJEBUJOH'PSTPNFQFPQMF 
JUhTOPUUIFCFTUJUhTOPUUIFCFTUGPSVN*XPVME
TUJMMMJLFUPTFFBQSFTFOUBUJPOBUUIFCFHJOOJOHPG
UIFPGUIFIFBSJOH
'PSJOTUBODF ZPVNFOUJPOFEHSFFOIPVTF
HBTFT-JLFIPXNBOZMJLF ZPVLOPX XIBUBSFUIF
HSFFOIPVTFHBTFNJTTJPOT *TUIFSFBHSFFOIPVTFHBT
QPTUFSCBDLUIFSF *EPOhULOPXJGUIFSFJT*UhECF
OJDFUPLOPXXIBUUIFXBUFSVTBHFJT XIBUUIFXBTUF
HFOFSBUJPOJTPGUIF$.33*UXPVMECFOJDFUPLOPX 
ZPVLOPX XIBUUIFFMFDUSJDJUZVTBHFJTHPJOHUPCFBOE
JUFNTMJLFUIBU
"OEJUhTBMMJOUIFJUhTBMMJOUIF
4&*4 CVUJUhTKVTUBNBUUFSPG ZPVLOPX HFUUJOHUIF
JOGPSNBUJPOPVUUPUIFQVCMJD
*BMTPBQQSFDJBUFUIFXPSLUIBUUIF
O




MBCPSBUPSZEPFT*LOPXUIBUUIFSFhTNBOZ
NBOZHPPE



UIJOHTUIBUDPNFPVUPGUIFMBC"OEXFCVU ZPV
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509-2

509-2

The CMRR-NF SEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of the proposed
alternatives with respect to greenhouse gas emissions. Refer to Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.4.2, 4.3.4.2, and 4.4.4.2 of the SEIS. For all alternatives, annual
greenhouse gas emissions during construction and operation would be below
the draft CEQ guidance threshold that would require a more-detailed evaluation.
See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information
on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management
for more information on Waste Management.
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LOPX UIF$PME8BSJTPWFS8FXPO-FUhTHFUMFUhT
NPWFPO"OEXFXBOUKPCT5IF ZPVLOPX USVFDMFBOVQ
BUUIFMBC JODMVEJOHUIFSFNPWBMPGUIFXBTUFGSPN"SFB
( XPVMEZPVLOPX NZFTUJNBUJPOTBOEXFIBWF
UIFXFIBWFTPNFSFQPSUTPVU:PVLOPX SFNPWBMPG
UIFXBTUFGSPN"SFB(JTBUIPVTBOEKPCTGPSZFBST 
ZPVLOPX"OETP ZPVLOPX JGZPVXBOUKPCT MFUhT

509-3

509-3

DMFBOVQUIFMBC-FUhTTQFOEMFUhTEPTPNF
OPOQSPMJGFSBUJPOXPSL-FUhTZPVLOPX MFUhTEP
BDUVBMTDJFODFBUUIFMBC5IFSFBSFPUIFSUIJOHTXF
DBOEP

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Consent Order and Waste
Management, of this CRD for more information.
The CMR Building and CMRR-NF support nonproliferation activities, and
LANL has a number of ongoing activities that support scientific and technologydevelopment efforts.

0I BOETQFBLJOHPGKPCT *BMTPIBEPOF
RVFTUJPOBCPVUUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOU TUBUJOHUIBUUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPOXJMM

509-4

UBLFUIFTBNFBNPVOUPGUJNFUPCVJMEBTUIFTIBMMPX
FYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO#PUIPGUIFTFCPUIPGUIFTFUJNF
GSBNFTBSFHJWFOBTOJOFZFBST5IFEFFQFYDBWBUJPO
PQUJPOIBT   PGDVCJDZBSETPGDPODSFUF
BOEBIPMF XIJDI ZPVLOPX GSPNUIFGSPNUIF&*4 
JTBQQSPYJNBUFMZEBZTPS ZPVLOPX GPSKVTUUP
QPVSUIFDPODSFUF*EPOhULOPX5IPTFOVNCFSTBSFOhU
SFBMMZHJWFO#VU ZPVLOPXZPVLOPX JUhTHPJOHUP
UBLFBCPVUBZFBS *UIJOL UPEPBZFBSMPOHFSUPEP
O




UIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO
BOEUIBUhTKVTUOPUJUhT



OPUJODMVEFEJOUIF4&*4 CFTU*DBOUFMM"OEJUhT
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509-4

As indicated in the Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, it is
estimated that construction of the Modified CMRR-NF would take 9 years
to complete under either construction option. The additional excavation and
concrete pouring required for the Deep Excavation Option is not a time limiting
activity for completing the project. These activities would be conducted
in parallel with other site preparation and startup work required at the site
regardless of the construction option selected.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)





MJTUFEBTUFONPSFFNQMPZFFTUFONPSFXPSLFSTGPS
UIFGPSUIFMPOHFSGPSUIFMPOHFSQFSJPEPGUJNF 
GPSUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPO

509-3
cont’d

5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&3*hEMJLFUPDBMM,BUIZ
,FJUIUPUIFQPEJVN QMFBTF
.4,&*5)5IBOLZPVGPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZ
UPDPNNFOUUPOJHIU.ZOBNFJT,BUIZ,FJUI*hNUIF
FYFDVUJWFEJSFDUPSPGUIF3FHJPOBM%FWFMPQNFOU
$PSQPSBUJPO PUIFSXJTFLOPXOBTUIF3%$5IF3%$JTB
NVMUJDPVOUZFDPOPNJDEFWFMPQNFOUPSHBOJ[BUJPOJO


/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPXJUIBQPTJUJPOUPDSFBUFB
TVTUBJOBCMFBOEEJWFSTFFDPOPNZ
*DPNFUPTQFBLJOTVQQPSUPGUIFFDPOPNJD
JNQBTTFPGUIFQSPQPTFE$.331SPKFDUJO/PSUIFSO/FX
.FYJDP0VSFDPOPNZJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP NVDIMJLF
UIFFDPOPNZPGUIFDPVOUSZ IBTCFFONVDIBGGFDUFECZ
UIFEPXOUVSOPWFSUIFMBTUUISFFBOEBIBMGZFBST8F
IBWFTFFOVOFNQMPZNFOUTQJLFGSPNBCPVUUISFFQFSDFOUJO
UPEPVCMFEJHJUTJOUIFDPVOUJFTUIBUTVSSPVOE
-PT"MBNPTBOE/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP BOEUIBUhTB
TFWFODPVOUZSFHJPO
8FBSFUSVMZ JO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP B
O




EJWFSTFFDPOPNJDSFHJPO*O-PT"MBNPT$PVOUZ
UIF



NFEJVNIPVTFIPMEJODPNFJTPWFS BZFBS BOEPVS
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510-1
510-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and
4.4.9). As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF
under the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
result in a requirement for construction workers that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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TVSSPVOEJOHTJYDPVOUJFTXIFSFQPWFSUZSBUFTBMNPTU
FRVBMUPBOETPNFUJNFTGPVSUJNFTHSFBUFSUIBOUIPTFJO
"QQBMBDIJB
8IBUXFVOEFSTUBOEBCPVUUIF$.331SPKFDU
JTUIBUJUXJMMQSPEVDFVQUPKPCTQFSZFBSPWFSBO
FJHIUZFBSUJNFQFSJPEJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPBOEIFMQ
VTXJUIUIBUVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFUIBUIBTTQJLFEUP
TPNFUJNFTEPVCMFEJHJUTPWFSUIFMBTUUISFFZFBSTJOUIF
SFHJPO
8FBMTPFTUJNBUFUIBUGSPNUIPTFKPCT 
UIFSFXJMMCFBOPUIFSKPCTDSFBUFEJOEJSFDUMZJO

510-1
cont’d

PVSFDPOPNZXIFOBOJOWFTUNFOUJTNBEFPWFSBO
FJHIUZFBSQFSJPEPGBNVMUJCJMMJPOEPMMBSDPOTUSVDUJPO
QSPKFDU5IFTFKPCTBSFEFTQFSBUFMZOFFEFEJOUIFBSFB
PG/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPBOEFTQFDJBMMZJOUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSJFT XIFSFXFhWFTFFOSFBMEPXOUVSO
PWFSUIFMBTUUISFFZFBSTBOETQJLFTJOVOFNQMPZNFOU
MFWFMT
4P*UIBOLZPVGPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPDPNF
UPOJHIUBOETQFBLJOGBWPSPGUIFFDPOPNJDJNQBDUTPG
UIFQSPQPTFE$.331SPKFDUJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP
.3.BD"--*45&3"SFUIFSFPUIFSQFPQMF
XIPIBWFOhUBMSFBEZTQPLFOXIPXPVMEMJLFUPNBLFB
O




DPNNFOU






"SFUIFSFQFPQMFXIPIBWFBMSFBEZTQPLFO
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



UIBUXPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBGPMMPXVQDPNNFOU 
"UUIJTQPJOU XFXJMMSFDFTT8FXJMMCF
IFSFVOUJM CVUGFFMGSFFUPHFUVQBOENPWF
BSPVOE DIFDLPVUUIFEJTQMBZT*GZPVXBOUUPNBLFB
DPNNFOUUISPVHIBOPUIFSDIBOOFM UIPTFTUBUJPOTXJMMCF
BWBJMBCMFVOUJM"OEUIBOLZPVGPSBUUFOEJOHBOE
GPSZPVSQBSUJDJQBUJPO8FEFFQMZBQQSFDJBUFJU5IBOL
ZPV
+VTUBSFNJOEFS8FhMMUBLFBOZQVCMJD
DPNNFOUTUPCFEFWFMPQFE BGUFSUIPVHIUTPSBEEJUJPOBM
UIJOLJOHBTZPVBSFIFSFJOUIFNFFUJOHSPPN
 /PTQFBLFST QNUPQN 
.3.BD"--*45&3'PMLT KVTUBSFNJOEFS 
XFhSFUBLJOHQVCMJDDPNNFOU5IBUhTKVTUNZQFSJPEJD
SFNJOEFSJODBTFBOZCPEZBSSJWFEMBUF8FBSFTUJMM
PQFOGPSCVTJOFTTBOEUBLJOHDPNNFOUTVOUJM
 /PTQFBLFST QNUPQN 
.3.BD"--*45&3+VTUJODBTFZPVIBWFOhU
IFBSEUIFQSFWJPVTBOOPVODFNFOUT JGZPVhWFDPNFJO
MBUF XFhSFTUJMMPQFOBOEUBLJOHDPNNFOUT BOEXF
XFMDPNFNPSFDPNNFOUT5IBOLZPV
 /PTQFBLFST QNUPQN 
.3.BD"--*45&35IJTJTUIFPGGJDJBM
O




OPUJDFUIBUUIFNFFUJOHJTGPSNBMMZDMPTFE5IBOLZPV



 5IFQVCMJDIFBSJOHDPODMVEFE QN 
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 5IFGPMMPXJOHJTBOPOQVCMJDDPNNFOU
QSPWJEFEUPUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFS QN
UPQN 
.345&*/)"64.ZOBNFJT,VSU4UFJOIBVT 
BOE*XBTCPSOJO-PT"MBNPT*hNBMBCFNQMPZFF XPSL
GPSUIF$PNNVOJUZ1SPHSBNT0GGJDF"OE*hNBQBSFOUPG
UXPDIJMESFO TP*hNIFSFBTBDJUJ[FOPGUIF6OJUFE
4UBUFTBOEBQBSFOUBTXFMM
.ZDPNNFOUTXJMMCFJOGPVSDBUFHPSJFT
4BGFUZ OBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ FOWJSPONFOUBOEFDPOPNJD
JOWPMWFNFOU
.ZGBUIFSXBTPOFPGUIFGJSTUQFPQMFUP
NPWFJOUP8JOHPGUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBOETQFOUNPTUPG
IJTDBSFFSJO8JOH JOUIFGJFMEPGQIZTJDTBOE
TQFDUSPTDPQZ"OEBTBDIJME UIFMBCIBE
WJTJUZPVSEBEEBZPSXPSL BOETP*HPUUPTFF8JOH
PGUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBTBDIJME"OE*hWFSFDFOUMZUBLFO
DPNNVOJUZMFBEFSTPOUPVSTPGUIF$.3#VJMEJOHBOEDBO

511-1

TFFUIBUUIFCVJMEJOHJTPME*UEPFTOhUNFFUNPEFSO
TBGFUZTUBOEBSET BOEGPSUIBUSFBTPO *UIJOLJUhT
FTTFOUJBMUIBUUIF64(PWFSONFOUCVJMEBOFXGBDJMJUZ




"OE*IBEUIFGPSUVOFPGMJTUFOJOHUP

CSJFGJOHTBCPVUUIFEFTJHOPGUIFOFX$.33 BOE*
O




CFMJFWFUIBUUIFMBCIBTCFFOUIPVHIUGVMBOEDBSFGVMJO



QMBOOJOHUIFTBGFUZSFRVJSFNFOUTGPSUIFOFXCVJMEJOH



6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

511-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry
and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is the
result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements
across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF
should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide
analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE
and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support
over the next 50 years. Special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public would be incorporated into the design and
operation of the CMRR-NF.
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)



"OE*GFFMDPOGJEFOUUIBUJUXJMMCFBTBGFCVJMEJOH 
OPUPOMZGPSUIFFNQMPZFFTCVUBMTPGPSUIFTVSSPVOEJOH
DJUJ[FOTPG/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP4PUIBUhTTBGFUZ
6OEFSOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ *CFMJFWFUIBU
TDJFODFBOEUFDIOPMPHZJTUIFGVOEBNFOUBMBOEQSJNBSZ
VOEFSQJOOJOHPGUIFMBChTXPSLJONFFUJOHPVSOBUJPOBM
TFDVSJUZNJTTJPO BOE$.33JTBOFTTFOUJBMQBSUPGUIF
TDJFODFBOEUFDIOPMPHZUIBUhTOFDFTTBSZGPSUIBU
OBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZUPNFFUUIBUOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ
6OEFSFOWJSPONFOU *hWFIBEUIFGPSUVOFPG
SFBEJOHCSJFGJOHTBCPVUUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUBOEUIFQSPDFTTUIBUXBTGPMMPXFEBOEUIF
QSPDFTTUIBUhTCFJOHGPMMPXFESJHIUOPX BOE*CFMJFWF


UIBUUIPTFXJMMDPWFSUIFJNQPSUBOUJTTVFTUIBUOFFEUP

CFBEESFTTFEUPNBLFTVSFUIBU$.33JTFOWJSPONFOUBMMZ
TPVOEBOENFFUTBMMPGUIFGFEFSBMSFRVJSFNFOUTGPSBO
FOWJSPONFOUBMMZTBGFCVJMEJOH5IBUhTFOWJSPONFOUBOE
FDPOPNZ
*LOPXUIBUUIFFDPOPNZPG/PSUIFSO/FX
.FYJDPXJMMCFJNQBDUFEJOBWFSZQPTJUJWFXBZXJUIUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOPG$.33BOEUIFTVSSPVOEJOHCVJMEJOHT BOE
GPSUIBUSFBTPO *UIJOLBMMPGVTTIPVMEKPJOJO
TVQQPSUJOHUIJTJOJUJBUJWF
O




"OEXJUIUIBU
*hEMJLFUPTBZUIBOLZPV



GPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPQSPWJEFNZDPNNFOUT



3-1145

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

511-1
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses














































































 








































45"5&0'/&8.&9*$0
$06/5:0'#&3/"-*--0
$&35*'*$"5&0'$06353&1035&34
* 4"--:1&5&34 /FX.FYJDP$FSUJGJFE$PVSU
3FQPSUFS/P BOE3FHJTUFSFE1SPGFTTJPOBM3FQPSUFS 
BOE* ."3:$)"/,*/4 /FX.FYJDP$FSUJGJFE$PVSU
3FQPSUFS/P BOE3FHJTUFSFE1SPGFTTJPOBM3FQPSUFS 
EPIFSFCZDFSUJGZUIBU*SFQPSUFEUIFGPSFHPJOHQVCMJD
IFBSJOHDPNNFOUTJOTUFOPHSBQIJDTIPSUIBOEBOEUIBUUIF
GPSFHPJOHQBHFTBSFBUSVFBOEDPSSFDUUSBOTDSJQUPG
UIPTFQSPDFFEJOHTUIBUXFSFSFEVDFEUPQSJOUFEGPSNCZ
NFUPUIFCFTUPGNZBCJMJUZ
*'635)&3$&35*':UIBU*BNOFJUIFS
FNQMPZFECZOPSSFMBUFEUPBOZPGUIFQBSUJFTPS
BUUPSOFZTJOUIJTDBTFBOEUIBU*IBWFOPJOUFSFTUJO
UIFGJOBMEJTQPTJUJPOPGUIJTDBTF
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Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 24, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
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4BOUB$MBSBO)PUFM
/3JWFSTJEF%SJWF
&TQB×PMB /FX.FYJDP
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QN


3&1035&%#:#FWFSMZ"OO4DIMFJNFS 3%3/.$$3
.BSZ"CFSOBUIZ4FBM 3%3$33/.$$3
#FBO"TTPDJBUFT *OD
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5IJSE4USFFU /PSUIXFTU 4VJUF
"MCVRVFSRVF /FX.FYJDP
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 QN 
8FMDPNF MBEJFTBOEHFOUMFNFO.ZOBNFJT
#SVDF.BD"MMJTUFS*XJMMCFZPVSGBDJMJUBUPSGPS


UIFNFFUJOHUPOJHIU*XPSLGPSBOPSHBOJ[BUJPO
DBMMFE#VTJOFTT&YDFMMFODF4PMVUJPOT XIJDIJTB
DPOTPSUJVNPGQSPGFTTJPOBMTXIPDPOEVDUNFEJBUJPOT 
DPNNVOJUZGBDJMJUBUJPOT BOEPSHBOJ[BUJPOBM
FYDFMMFODFDPOTVMUJOH BOE*IBWFCFFOGBDJMJUBUJOH
UIFMBTUUXPNFFUJOHT
8FXJMMIBWFBNFFUJOHBHBJOUPNPSSPXOJHIU
BUUIF4BOUB'F$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHF
-FUNFTUBSUCZSFNJOEJOHFWFSZPOFXIP
XBOUTUPTQFBLQVCMJDMZ UIBUUIFSFhTBSFHJTUSBUJPO
UBCMFPWFSSJHIUCZUIFGSPOUEPPS1MFBTFDPNQMFUF
BSFHJTUSBUJPODBSE CFDBVTFUIFXBZUIFQSPDFTTXJMM
XPSL XFXJMMUBLFDPNNFOUTJOUIFPSEFSJOXIJDIXF
SFDFJWFUIFSFHJTUSBUJPODBSET GPSUIFGJSTUSPVOE
-FUNFSFNJOEZPVUIBUJGZPVEPOhUDIPPTF
UPTQFBLQVCMJDMZ UIBUhTGJOF*GZPVTUJMMXBOUUP


HJWFBDPNNFOU UIFSFBSFBUMFBTUOJOFXBZTZPVDBO

HJWFBDPNNFOU
'JSTU UIFSFhTBLJPTLBUUIFCBDLXJUIB
DPNQVUFSXPSLTUBUJPOXJUIBSFDPSEJOHTUBUJPOCBDL
O






UIFSFGPSWFSCBMDPNNFOUT5IFSFJTBQMBDFUP


SFDFJWFIBOEXSJUUFO
XSJUUFODPNNFOUT5IFSFhTBO
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FNBJMWFOVF UIFDPNNFOUTDBOCFSFDFJWFECZNBJM 
GBDTJNJMF PSHJWFOEJSFDUMZUPBDPVSUSFQPSUFSBU
UIFCBDLPGUIFSPPN
*GZPVXBOUUPNBLFBQVCMJDTUBUFNFOU XF
XJMMCFEPJOHUIBUCZXPSLJOHPGGPGUIFSFHJTUSBUJPO
DBSET BOEXFXJMMFYQMBJOUIBUQSPDFTTJOKVTUBGFX
NJOVUFT
5IFNFFUJOHXJMMCFHJOXJUIBCSJFG
BCPVUBNJOVUFQSFTFOUBUJPOCZUIF%PDVNFOU
.BOBHFSGPSUIFQSPKFDU +PIO5FHUNFJFS XIPJTVQBU
UIFGSPOUUBCMFIFSF
"OEGPMMPXJOHUIBUQSFTFOUBUJPO XFXJMM
NPWFEJSFDUMZJOUPUIFDPNNFOUQFSJPE BOEDPNNFOUT
XJMMGJSTUCFUBLFOGSPNFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMT GPMMPXFE
CZGPMLTJOUIFPSEFSUIBUUIFZDPNQMFUFEUIFJS
DBSET
/PX MFUNFKVTUDIFDLSJHIUOPX"SF
UIFSFBOZFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMTJOUIFSPPNXIPXPVME
MJLFUPCFSFDPHOJ[FE PSXIPJOUFOEUPDPNNFOU 
1MFBTFSBJTFZPVSIBOEJGUIFSFBSF"MMSJHIU TP
UIBUFMJNJOBUFTUIBU
5IFGPDVTPGUIJTIFBSJOHJTUPSFDFJWF
DPNNFOUTSFMBUJOHUPUIF%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM
O






&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIF$IFNJTUSZBOE


.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI#VJMEJOH
BSFQMBDFNFOUGBDJMJUZ 
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UIFOVDMFBSQPSUJPOPGUIBU UIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ


MPDBUFEOFBS5"JO-PT"MBNPT /FX.FYJDP
5IFNFFUJOHJTOPUEFTJHOFEUPCFB
RVFTUJPOBOEBOTXFSTFTTJPO*UhTBGPSNBMDPNNFOU
QFSJPEEFTJHOFEUPFOBCMFUIFQVCMJDUPWPJDFUIFJS



PQJOJPO BOEUPFYQSFTTDPNNFOUTBOEDPODFSOT
SFMBUJWFUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOBOEUIFFOWJSPONFOUBM
JNQBDUGPSUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIJTGBDJMJUZ
#BTFEPOUIFOVNCFSPGDPNNFOUTXFIBWF XF



XJMMCFQSPWJEJOHUIFTUBOEBSEGJWFNJOVUFXJOEPXGPS
QFPQMFUPHJWFUIFJSWFSCBMDPNNFOU
8FXJMMIBWFBQFSTPOQMBDFEJOUIFGSPOU
SPX JNNFEJBUFMZJOGSPOUPGUIFQPEJVN TPUIBU
QFPQMFXIPBSFTQFBLJOHXJMMCFBCMFUPTFFUIBU
QFSTPO"OEBUUIFGPVSNJOVUFNJMFTUPOF UIBU
QFSTPOXJMMIPMEVQBZFMMPXTIFFUPGQBQFSUPMFU
ZPVLOPXUIBUZPVIBWFBNJOVUFMFGU




8IFOZPVTFFBSFEDBSEGMBTIVQ JU

EPFTOhUNFBOUIBUZPVhSFLJDLFEPVUPGUIFTPDDFS
HBNFPSPVUPGUIFIPDLFZHBNF8IBUUIBUNFBOTJT
ZPVSGJWFNJOVUFTJTVQ PLBZ 
1MFBTF IFMQNFIPOPSFWFSZCPEZFMTFJOUIF
SPPNCZSFTQFDUJOHUIFUJNFMJNJUTBOEBMMPXJOHUIF
O






OFYUQFSTPOUPUBLFUIFNJLFBGUFSUIBU


8IBU*XJMMCFEPJOHUPLFFQUIFGMPXBT
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)





RVJDLBTQPTTJCMFJOUIFDPNNFOUXJOEPX JTDBMMJOH
PVUUIFGJSTUOBNFPGUIFQFSTPOXIPJTVQDBMMJOH
PVUGJSTUUIFOBNFPGUIFQFSTPOXIPJTVQ OPUKVTU
UIFJSGJSTUOBNF GPMMPXFECZUIFQFSTPOXIPXJMMCF
OFYU TPUIBUUIFTQFBLFSXIPJTDPNJOHVQOFYUDBO
CFSFBEZUPDPNFBOEUBLFUIFNJLFBUUIFDPODMVTJPO
PGUIFQSFWJPVTTQFBLFS


5IFSFBSFTVCKFDUNBUUFSFYQFSUTPWFSJO

UIFQPTUFSTFTTJPOBSFBBWBJMBCMFUPBOTXFSUFDIOJDBM
RVFTUJPOTBCPVUUIFQSPKFDU5IFZBSFOPUIFSFPS
BVUIPSJ[FEPSXPSLJOHBUUIFMFWFMXIFSFUIFZBSF
 BCMFUPDPNNFOUPSSFTQPOEBCPVUMBSHFSJTTVFTPG
OBUJPOBMQPMJDZBSPVOEOVDMFBSXFBQPOTPSBSPVOEUIF
PWFSBMMQSPHSBNNBUJDEJSFDUJPOTPGUIFOBUJPOPSUIF
MBCPSBUPSZ5IFZBSFIFSFUPBOTXFSZPVSUFDIOJDBM
RVFTUJPOTBCPVUUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU
BOEBCPVUUIFGBDJMJUZUIBUJTVOEFSDPOTJEFSBUJPO
*GXFSVOPVUPGUJNFUPOJHIU BHBJO UIFSF
BSFNVMUJQMFBWFOVFTUPHJWFZPVSDPNNFOUTBUUIF
CBDLPGUIFSPPN"OEJOBEEJUJPO UIFSFXJMMCF
BOPUIFSNFFUJOHUPNPSSPXOJHIUBUUIF4BOUB'F
$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHFJO4BOUB'F /FX.FYJDP4PXF
XJMMIBWFPUIFSBWFOVFT
O




  
5IFDPNNFOUXJOEPXGPSHJWJOHDPNNFOUTSVOT


UISPVHI+VOFUI
4PUIFSFXJMMCFQMFOUZPG
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UJNFUPTVCNJUTUBUFNFOUTCZNBJM TUBUFNFOUTCZ
FNBJM GBY UPMMGSFFQIPOFMJOF BOETPUIFSFBSF
NVMUJQMFBWFOVFTUPHJWFZPVSDPNNFOU
4PBUUIJTUJNF *XPVMEMJLFUPUVSOUIF
GMPPSPWFSUPUIF%PDVNFOU.BOBHFS +PIO5FHUNFJFS
'PMMPXJOHIJTQSFTFOUBUJPO *XJMMSFWJFXBGFX
HSPVOESVMFTGPSUIFOFYUQIBTFPGUIBU CVUXFXJMM
HFUUPUIBUQPJOUBUUIBUUJNF
.35&(5.&*&35IBOLZPV5IBOLZPV 
#SVDF
'JSTUPGBMM *XPVMEMJLFUPXFMDPNF
FWFSZPOFIFSFUPUIFIFBSJOH*BQQSFDJBUFUIF
UVSOPVU*USVMZBNMPPLJOHGPSXBSEUPDPNNFOUTPO
UIJTESBGUEPDVNFOU+VTUBMJUUMFCJUBCPVUNFBOE
NZSPMFJOUIJTEPDVNFOU
*XPSLGPSUIF/BUJPOBM/VDMFBS4FDVSJUZ
"ENJOJTUSBUJPO -PT"MBNPT4JUF0GGJDF"OENZSPMF
JOUIJTQSPKFDUJTUIF%PDVNFOU.BOBHFS4P*hN
SFTQPOTJCMFGPSBOVNCFSPGUIJOHTUIFQSFQBSBUJPO
PGUIFEPDVNFOUJUTFMG BOEBMTP*UIJOLNZMBSHFTU
SPMF NZNPTUJNQPSUBOUSPMF JTUPFODPVSBHFBOE
GBDJMJUBUFQVCMJDDPNNFOUPOUIFESBGUEPDVNFOU*
UBLFUIBUWFSZTFSJPVTMZ
O






4P
POFPGNZPUIFSSPMFTBOE


SFTQPOTJCJMJUJFTJTUPFOTVSFUIFUFDIOJDBMBEFRVBDZ
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PGUIFEPDVNFOU BOEJTUPFOTVSFDPNQMJBODFXJUIUIF
/&1"QPMJDZ /BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"DU
SFRVJSFNFOUT BTXFMMBTUIF%0&JNQMFNFOUJOH
SFRVJSFNFOUT
4P*KVTUXBOUFEUPTUBSUXJUIBMJUUMF
CBDLHSPVOEPGUIF/&1"IJTUPSZCFIJOEUIJTQSPKFDU 
BOEUIFOUBMLBMJUUMFCJUNPSFBCPVUUIFTQFDJGJDT
PGXIBUNJHIUCFJOUIFEPDVNFOUBTGBSBTBHFOFSBM
OBUVSF BOEUIFOBMTPUIFQSPDFTTOPXCFUXFFO
+VOFUI
8FQSFQBSFEBO&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUGPSUIJTQSPKFDUCBDLJOMBUF*UXBT
JTTVFEJO/PWFNCFSPG5IFSFhTB3FDPSEPG



%FDJTJPOQSFQBSFE BOEJUXBTJTTVFEJO'FCSVBSZPG

5IFEFDJTJPOPVUPGUIBU&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU"OBMZTJTGSPNBQQSPWFEBUXPCVJMEJOH
DPODFQUUP5FDIOJDBM"SFB
5IFGJSTUCVJMEJOHPGUIBUQSPQPTFE
DPOTUSVDUJPOQSPKFDUJTUIF3BEJPMPHJDBM-BCPSBUPSZ
6UJMJUZ0GGJDF#VJMEJOH XIJDIJTWJSUVBMMZDPNQMFUF
BUUIJTUJNF"OEJUhTCFJOHPVUGJUUFEXJUI
MBCPSBUPSZFRVJQNFOUBOEPGGJDFFRVJQNFOUGPSNPWJOH
O






JOEJWJEVBMTJOUPUIFJSPGGJDFTJOUIFGBDJMJUZ
*


CFMJFWFMBUFSUIJTZFBS
BOEUIFOJOUPMBCPSBUPSZ
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TQBDFTPNFUJNFOFYUZFBS4PUIBUGJSTUQIBTFJT
DPNQMFUF
5IFTFDPOECVJMEJOHJTDVSSFOUMZEFTJHOFE
5IBUhTUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZQPSUJPOPGUIFQSPKFDU 
 BT#SVDFNFOUJPOFE5IBUhTBMTPBEKBDFOUUPUIF
GBDJMJUZBU5FDIOJDBM"SFB
4JODFUIFUJNFPGUIFQSFQBSBUJPOPGUIF
&*4 BOEUIFJTTVBODFPGUIF3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPO 
BEEJUJPOBMHFPMPHJDBMTJUFNBQQJOHXBTEPOFJO
"MPUPGUIBUJTSFQSFTFOUFEPOUIFQPTUFSTFTTJPOT
UIFSF BOETPNFPGZPVNBZIBWFBTLFETPNFRVFTUJPOT
BCPVUTPNFTQFDJGJDT
"OEBDPVQMFPGUIJOHTDBNFPVUPGUIBU
0OFPGUIFNJTUIFZIBEMPPLFEBUUIFTJUF BOEUIFZ
EJEGSBDUVSFNBQQJOH BOEUIFZEJETPNFCPSFIPMF
JOWFTUJHBUJPOPGUIFQIZTJDBMTJUF MPPLJOHGPSNPSF
VOEFSTUBOEJOHPGUIFHFPMPHJDOBUVSFPGUIFTJUFUIBU
XBTQSPQPTFEUPCFCVJMUPOJU
*OBEEJUJPO BOFXTFJTNJDTUVEZXBTEPOF 
BDUVBMMZBOVQEBUF JO5IF%0&SFRVJSFTBU
FBDIGBDJMJUZBSPVOEUIFDPNQMFY UPEPBUFOZFBS
CBTJT BSFWJFXPGUIFQPUFOUJBMTFJTNJDJTTVFTBU
FBDITJUF"OE TP UIBUXBTDPNQMFUFEJO
O






5IFSFTVMUPGUIBUXBTJODSFBTFEHSPVOE


BDDFMFSBUJPOTBTTPDJBUFEXJUIUIFFYQFDUFEFBSUIRVBLF
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PGBDFSUBJOSFUVSOQFSJPE MJLFUIFFBSUIRVBLFXPVME
DPNFFWFSZ ZFBST GPSFYBNQMF


4PBTOFXJOGPSNBUJPOCFDBNFBWBJMBCMF OPU

POMZUIFHFPUFDIOJDBMJOGPSNBUJPO BOETFJTNJD
SFTQPOTFJOGPSNBUJPO UIFQSPKFDUDPOUJOVFEPOXJUI
JUTQSFMJNJOBSZEFTJHO BOEJUXBTJEFOUJGJFEUIBU
UIFGBDJMJUZXPVMEIBWFUPCFCVJMUNVDINPSF
SPCVTUMZUPSFTJTUUIPTFFBSUIRVBLFHSPVOENPUJPOT
"OEB4VQQMFNFOUBM"OBMZTJTXBTEPOFUPMPPLBUUIF
QPUFOUJBMDIBOHFTUPUIFBTTVNFEFOWJSPONFOUBM


JNQBDUTBOEWBSJPVTSFTPVSDFBSFBTBTEFTDSJCFEJO


4PUIBU4VQQMFNFOU"OBMZTJTXBTDPNQMFUFE
CZ-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZJOUIFTVNNFSPG
MBTUZFBS BOETVCNJUUFEUPPVSPGGJDFBUUIF
-PT"MBNPT4JUF0GGJDFGPSSFWJFX
#FGPSFBGJOBMEFDJTJPOXBTNBEFCBTFEPO
UIBU4" //4"EFDJEFEUPHPBIFBEBOEQSFQBSFB
4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUUP
BEESFTTUIFDIBOHFT
"/PUJDFPG*OUFOUXBTJTTVFEPOUIF
BUUFNQUUPQSFQBSFUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4 XBTJTTVFE
PO0DUPCFSTUPG"OEXFIBEUXPQVCMJD
O






TDPQJOHNFFUJOHTJO8IJUF3PDLBOE1PKPBRVF


8FGBDUPSFEJOUIBUJOGPSNBUJPOJOMPPLJOH
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BUUIFJOQVUBOEDPOUJOVJOHPGUIFEFTJHO
JOGPSNBUJPO BOEBMTPMPPLFEBUOFXSFRVJSFNFOUT
TJODF BTGBSBTUIFOBUVSFPGUIJOHTUIBUXF
OFFEFEUPBOBMZ[FPSVQEBUF
4PUIFOFXEPDVNFOUEFTDSJCFEJOTPNF
EFUBJMUIFJNQBDUTPGHSFFOIPVTFHBTFNJTTJPOT GSPN
CPUIDPOTUSVDUJPOPQFSBUJPOTBOEPQFSBUJPOTGPMMPXJOH
UIFDPNQMFUJPOPGUIFGBDJMJUZ
8FBMTPEJEBOJOUFOUJPOBMEFTUSVDUJWFBDUT
BOBMZTJT CBTJDBMMZUFSSPSJTUUZQFBDUJWJUJFT 
TPNFUIJOHUIBUNJHIUDBVTFTPNFUIJOHJOUIFGBDJMJUZ
UIBUDPVMEJNQBDUUIFFOWJSPONFOUPSUIFQVCMJD
"OEXFBMTPEJEBTFQBSBUFVQEBUF PS
SFBMMZBGBJSMZOFXBOBMZTJTPGUIFUSBOTQPSUBUJPOPG
UIFEFNPMJUJPOXBTUFGSPNUIFDVSSFOU$IFNJTUSZBOT
.FUBMMVSHZ#VJMEJOH XIJDIJTOFBSJOHZFBSTPME
SJHIUOPX
4PNFPGUIFTFBOBMZTFTXFVQEBUFE XF


VQEBUFE BT*NFOUJPOFE UIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJNQBDUT

8FBMTPMPPLFEBUUIFPQFSBUJPOTJNQBDUT OPUPOMZ
GPSUIFQSPQPTFEOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ CVUGPSUIF3-60#
GBDJMJUZ*NFOUJPOFEFBSMJFS BOEUIFPOHPJOH
PQFSBUJPOTPGUIF$IFNJTUSZBOE.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI
O






#VJMEJOHJUTFMG
UIFPMEFSGBDJMJUZ CFDBVTFQFSUIF


TDIFEVMFBOEUIFOFXDPOTUSVDUJPO
JUXPVMECF
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SFRVJSFEUPCFPQFSBUFEGPSMPOHFSUIBOBOUJDJQBUFE
JO4PUIBUhTJOUIFEPDVNFOU BTXFMM
8FBMTPVQEBUFEUIFBDDJEFOUBOBMZTJTGPS
UIFQSPQPTFEOFXQSPKFDU UIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ BOE
GPSUIFFYJTUJOHGBDJMJUZ CBTFEPOWFSZSFDFOU
EPDVNFOUFETBGFUZBOBMZTFTUIBUPVSPGGJDFBQQSPWFE
MBTUZFBS
"OEXFBMTPVQEBUFEUIFIVNBOIFBMUI
JNQBDUTBOESBEJPMPHJDBMJNQBDUT1BSUPGUIBUXBT
DIBOHFEJONPEFMJOH BOEJOMPPLJOHBUQPQVMBUJPOTBU
WBSJPVTEJTUBODFTGSPNUIFGBDJMJUZ"OE BMTP XF
UPPLBEWBOUBHFBOEVTFEUIFMBUFTUDFOTVTEBUB
BWBJMBCMFBUUIFUJNF
"MMPGUIBUJOGPSNBUJPOIBTOhUDPNFJO CVU
BTJUEPFT XFhMMGPMEUIBUJOUPUIFGJOBMEPDVNFOU
5IFBMUFSOBUJWFTBSF BTEFTDSJCFEJOUIF
TVQQMFNFOUBM XFIBWFB/P"DUJPO"MUFSOBUJWF XIJDI
JTDPOTUSVDUBOEPQFSBUFUIFGBDJMJUZBTJUXBT
EFTDSJCFEJO BOEUIFEFDJTJPOCBTJTJO
3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPO*OUIFTFOTFJUhTB/P"DUJPO
"MUFSOBUJWF JOUIBUJUEPFTOhUDIBOHFUIFQBTU/&1"
EFDJTJPO"OETPUIBUhTBXBZPGMPPLJOHBUUIF/P
"DUJPO"MUFSOBUJWF
O






8FBMTPIBWFUIFNPEJGJFE$.33/VDMFBS


'BDJMJUZBMUFSOBUJWF
CBTJDBMMZMPPLFEBUUIFDIBOHFT
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JOUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOBOEPQFSBUJPOTPGUIFOFX
GBDJMJUZ XIJDIJTSFRVJSFEUPCFMBSHFS BMCFJUGPS
UIFTBNFQSPHSBNNBUJDPQFSBUJPOT UPSFTJTUUIF
TFJTNJDGPSDFTXFHFUTJUUJOHPOUIFOFXHFPMPHJD
JOGPSNBUJPOXFIBWF
8FBMTPVQEBUFEUPMPPLBUUIFMBUFTU
OVDMFBSTBGFUZSFRVJSFNFOUT CFDBVTFUIBUhTBLFZ
QBSU
4JODFUIFTDPQJOHNFFUJOH UIFQSPKFDUUFBN
IBTJEFOUJGJFE JOBEEJUJPOJOUIBU UXPPQUJPOTOPX
*OUIF/PUJDFPG*OUFOU UIBUQSFGFSSFEBMUFSOBUJWF
XBTEFTDSJCFEBTUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO8IBUXF
IBWFUPEPJTBMPUNPSFFYDBWBUJPOJOUPUIFWPMDBOJD
UVGG
5IFQSPKFDUhTJEFOUJGJFEBOEJTXPSLJOHUP
EFWFMPQBTIBMMPXFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO BOEUIPTF
BOBMZTFTPGQSPQPTFEPQUJPOTBSFJOUIFEPDVNFOU
8FBMTPIBWFDPOUJOVFEVTFPGUIF$.3
CVJMEJOHBMUFSOBUJWF BOEUIBUhTXIBUZPVXPVME
DPOTJEFSUIFOPDPOTUSVDUJPOBMUFSOBUJWF 4PUIBUhT
JOUIFSF4P XFDBOVQEBUFUIFDPOUJOVFEVTFPG
UIBUCVJMEJOHBUBSFEVDFEDBQBCJMJUZ VOUJMUIFOFX
QSPKFDU BTQSPQPTFE TIPVMEXFEFDJEFUPDPOUJOVF
O





 BOEGJOJTIUIBUCVJMEJOH UIPTFPQFSBUJPOTFOUFS
JU


JOUPBMJUUMFCJUGVSUIFSJOUPUIFGVUVSF
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4PBTGBSBTUIFBDUVBM/&1"QSPDFTTGPS
UIJTEPDVNFOUUPEBZ XFQPTUFEUIF%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM
&*4POPVSVTVBM//4"XFCQBHFPO"QSJMOE XIJMF
XFTFOUPVUEPDVNFOUTUPUIPTFUIBUIBESFRVFTUFE
UIFNPO"QSJMTU"OEUIF&1"QVCMJTIFEB/PUJDF
PG"WBJMBCJMJUZPGUIFESBGUEPDVNFOUGPSQVCMJD
DPNNFOUPO'SJEBZ "QSJM"OEUIBUTUBSUFEUIF
PSJHJOBMEBZDPNNFOUQFSJPE
8FIBESFRVFTUTUPFYUFOEUIBUQFSJPE BOE
UIF//4"EFDJEFEUPFYUFOEUIBUQFSJPECZEBZTPO
.BZUI"OE TP OPXUIFDPNNFOUQFSJPESVOT
UISPVHI+VOFUI
#SVDFNFOUJPOFEUIFQVCMJDIFBSJOHT8F
IBEBIFBSJOHJO"MCVRVFSRVFPO.POEBZ -PT"MBNPT
ZFTUFSEBZFWFOJOH UIJTFWFOJOHIFSFJO&TQB×PMB
"OEUIFOXFIBWFBOPUIFSIFBSJOH TBNFGPSNBU TBNF
UJNF JO4BOUB'FBUUIFDPNNVOJUZDPMMFHFUPNPSSPX
FWFOJOH
"OE#SVDFNFOUJPOFENBOZPGUIFXBZTUP
TVCNJUDPNNFOUT*KVTUXBOUFEUPSFJOGPSDFUIBUBOE
FODPVSBHFFWFSZPOFUIBUUIFSFhTOPMJNJUPOIPXNBOZ
UJNFTZPVDBODPNNFOU IPXNBOZXBZTZPVDBODPNNFOU
"OE*KVTUXBOUFEUPQPJOUUIBUPVU8FhWFIBE
O






RVFTUJPOTJOUIFQBTU


*KVTUXBOUFEUPXSBQUIBUVQ
BOEXFBSF
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OPUIFSFUPBOTXFSRVFTUJPOT CVUZPVDBOQVUB
RVFTUJPOJOBDPNNFOU
#VUXJUIUIBU *XPVMEMJLFUPUVSOJUCBDL
UP#SVDF BOEXFXJMMHPBIFBEBOEHFUTUBSUFEXJUI
UIFNBJOQBSUPGPVSIFBSJOHUIJTFWFOJOH#SVDF
.3.BD"--*45&30LBZ0ODFBHBJO JG
UIFSFhTBOZCPEZXIPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBLQVCMJDMZBOE
ZPVIBWFOhUDPNQMFUFEUIJTDBSE QMFBTFTFFUIFLJOE
GPMLTBUUIFGSPOUUBCMFUIFSFSJHIUCZUIFGSPOU
EPPS BOEXFXJMMDPNQMFUFUIJTDBSE
*G*EJEOhUNFOUJPOUIFFNFSHFODZFYJUTBOE
GBDJMJUJFT UIFSFTUSPPNTBSFSJHIUVOEFSUIBUFYJU
TJHOPWFSUPZPVSSJHIU5IFNBJOFYJU PGDPVSTF 
JTUIFFOUSBODFUIBUZPVDBNFJOUPKPJOUIFNFFUJOH
UPEBZ5IFSFhTBOPUIFSFNFSHFODZFYJUPWFSUPZPVS
GBSSJHIU BMNPTUCFIJOEZPV BUUIFCBDLPGUIFSPPN
UIFSF UIBUZPVDBOVTFJGXFOFFEUP
-FUNFHPUISPVHIBDPVQMFPGHSPVOESVMFT
GPSUIFSFTUPGUIFOJHIU BOEUIFOXFXJMMHFU
TUBSUFE
-FUNFKVTUEPVCMFDIFDL BSFUIFSFBOZ
FMFDUFEPGGJDJBMTUIBUIBWFTIPXOVQTJODF*BTLFE
FBSMJFS 
O






0LBZ*hNHPJOHUPDBMMOBNFT
BT*


EFTDSJCFE*XJMMDBMMUIFGJSTUQFSTPOGPMMPXFE
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)





CZBOE*XJMMUFMMUIFOFYUQFSTPOXIPJTPOEFDL 
TPUPTQFBL UPCFSFBEZ
#FDBVTFXFBSFUSBOTDSJCJOHFBDIQFSTPOhT
DPNNFOU BOEQFPQMFBSFTQFBLJOHJOUPUIFNJLF JUJT
JNQFSBUJWFUIBUXFIBWFBTRVJFUBSPPNBTQPTTJCMF
TPUIBUUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFSDBOHFUUIFPOFQFSTPO
TQFBLJOH UIFDPOUFOUPGUIFJSDPNNVOJDBUJPOEPXO
4PDPNNFOUTGSPNUIFGMPPSXJMMOPUCFBQQSPQSJBUFJO
UIJTNFFUJOH*XJMMOPUUPMFSBUFQFPQMF
JOUFSSVQUJOHUIFTQFBLFST CFDBVTFUIFDPVSU
SFQPSUFSTXJMMCFEVUJGVMMZUSZJOHUPHFUUIF
TQFBLFSTDPNNFOUTUSBOTDSJCFE
1MFBTFJEFOUJGZZPVSTFMGFBDIUJNFZPVDPNF
UPUIFQPEJVN*UJTMJLFMZ BMUIPVHIOPU
HVBSBOUFFE KVTUEFQFOEJOHPOIPXNBOZQFPQMF
SFHJTUFS UIBUXFXJMMIBWFUJNFGPSGPMMPXVQ
DPNNFOUT8FIBWFJOFWFSZNFFUJOHTPGBS BOEJU
MPPLTQSPNJTJOHUIBUXFXJMMCFBCMFUPEPUIBU
UPOJHIU
4PFBDIUJNFZPVDPNFUPUIFQPEJVN QMFBTF
HJWFZPVSOBNFTPUIBUUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFSDBOLFFQ
USBDLPGXIPJTNBLJOHUIFDPNNFOUT*GGPSBOZ
SFBTPO ZPVhSFOPUDPNGPSUBCMFVTJOHZPVSOBNF 
O






UIBUhTBDDFQUBCMF
CVUQMFBTFVTFBTQFBLFSOVNCFS


XIJDI
JG*DPNFUPBDBSEIFSFUIBUEPFTOhUIBWFB
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OBNF *XJMMCFDBMMJOHZPVPVUCZBOVNCFS BMM
SJHIU 
"HBJO QMFBTF IPOPSUIFQSPDFTTCZLFFQJOH
ZPVSDPNNFOUTDJWJM5IJTJTBOPGGJDJBMIFBSJOH
5IJTJTBOPGGJDJBMEPDVNFOUUIBUhTCFJOHHFOFSBUFE
5IJTXJMMCFSFBECZBOVNCFSPGQFPQMF TPXFXBOU
UIFDPNNFOUTUPCFJOBOBQQSPQSJBUFMBOHVBHF
:PVhSFDFSUBJOMZGSFF BOEWFSZHSBUFGVMUPIBWFZPV
IFSFUPWPJDFZPVSNBOZWBSJFEPQJOJPOT
5IFUJNFGSBNF BHBJO XJMMCFGJWFNJOVUFT
QFSDPNNFOU.ZDPIPSUCBDLIFSFJOUIFGSPOUPGUIF
SPPNXJMMCFIPMEJOHVQBZFMMPXQJFDFPGQBQFS 
XIJDIXJMMOPUJGZZPVXIFOZPVBSFBUGPVSNJOVUFT 
XIJDIXJMMHJWFZPVBGVMMNJOVUFUPXSBQVQ8IFO
ZPVTFFUIFSFEDBSE QMFBTFXSBQVQBTRVJDLMZBT
ZPVDBOSFBDIBOBQQSPQSJBUFFOE:PVEPOhUIBWFUP
TUPQNJETFOUFODF CVUEPOhUDBSSZPOJOUPZPVSOFYU
QBSBHSBQI
*GZPVIBWFXSJUUFOTUBUFNFOUTUIBUZPVBSF
SFBEJOHGSPN BOEZPVXPVMEMJLFUPHJWFUIPTF MFBWF
UIPTFUPFOTVSFUIBUZPVSTUBUFNFOUJTBDDVSBUFMZ
USBOTDSJCFE:PVBSFNPTUXFMDPNFUPHJWFUIPTFUP
NF BOE*XJMMTFFUIBUUIFZHFUUPUIFDPVSU
O






SFQPSUFS


"OEKVTUBTBGJOBMOPUF
XFhSFBMMMJWJOH
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JOUIBUNPEFSOBHFXIFSFUIFLJETBSFHPJOHUPCF
 DBMMJOHVTPSXIBUIBWFZPV QMFBTFTJMFODFZPVSDFMM
QIPOFT BOEBOZUIJOHFMTFUIBUNJHIUHPPGG BMBSNT
PGBOZLJOE TPUIBUXFDBOLFFQUIFGMPXPGUIF
NFFUJOHBTVOJOUFSSVQUFEBTQPTTJCMF




*GBOZCPEZOFFETBTTJTUBODFHFUUJOHUPUIF

NJLFPSOFFETPUIFSQIZTJDBMBTTJTUBODF KVTULJOEMZ
DPOUBDUNF BOE*XJMMIFMQZPV ZPVLOPX BOZXBZ 
JGOFDFTTBSZ"HBJO XFXJMMPOMZCFUBLJOHDPNNFOUT
GSPNUIFQPEJVNUPOJHIU XJUIUIFFYDFQUJPO BT*
FYQMBJOFECFGPSF UIBUZPVBSFXFMDPNFUPHJWFBT
MPOHBDPNNFOUBTZPVXBOUJOUIFBVEJPSFDPSEJOH
CBDLUIFSF PSFOUFSPOFJOUIFDPNQVUFS PSTVCNJUB
XSJUUFODPNNFOU5IFSFBSFOPUJNFMJNJUBUJPOTPO
UIPTFBTGBSBTUIFEVSBUJPOPGUIFDPNNFOUT
"MMDPNNFOUTBSF IPXFWFS EVFCZ
+VOFUI
4PXJUIPVUGVSUIFSBEP MFUhTHFUTUBSUFE
XJUIUIFQSPDFTT BOEMFUNFDBMMUIFGJSTUTQFBLFS
UPUIFQPEJVNBOEOPUJGZXIPUIFTFDPOEQFSTPOJT
0VSGJSTUTQFBLFSUPOJHIUJT3BZ#BDB BOE
IFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ%BOOZ#FBWFST5IBOLZPV
.33":#"$"(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNFJT
O






3BZ#BDB
BOE*BNUIF&YFDVUJWF%JSFDUPSGPSUIF


/FX.FYJDP#VJMEJOH5SBEFT$PVODJM*OUIBU
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DBQBDJUZ *SFQSFTFOUBMMPGUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOMBCPS
VOJPOTIFSFJOUIF4UBUFPG/FX.FYJDP"OEUIJT
JODMVEFTBQQSPYJNBUFMZXPSLFST DPOTUSVDUJPOBOE
NBJOUFOBODFXPSLFSTXIPBSFDVSSFOUMZFNQMPZFECZUIF
-BCPSBUPSZ
5IFTFBSFHPPEQBZJOH GBNJMZTVTUBJOJOH
KPCT*XPVMEMJLFUPKVTUSFTQFDUGVMMZSFNJOE
FWFSZCPEZIFSFUIBUUIFVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFGPS
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTJO/FX.FYJDP BTJUJTJONVDI
PGUIFDPVOUSZ JTBUMFBTUEPVCMF BOEJONBOZ
DBTFT USJQMFUIBUPGUIFBWFSBHFVOFNQMPZFEXPSLFS
*UJTOPUVODPNNPOGPSVTUPTFFVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFT 
PSVOEFSFNQMPZNFOUSBUFTPGUPQFSDFOUJONBOZ
PGPVSDSBGUTUIBUXFSFQSFTFOU
5IJTNFBOTOPUPOMZVOFNQMPZFEXPSLFST CVU
GBNJMJFTUIBUBSFTFSJPVTMZIVSUJOHJONBOZ NBOZ 
TQFDUSVNTUIFGVMMTQFDUSVNPGPVSXIPMFTPDJFUZ 

601-1

JONBOZDPNNVOJUJFTUIBUXFSFQSFTFOUBDSPTTUIF
TUBUF BOEPCWJPVTMZBDSPTTUIFDPVOUSZ
*GUIJTQSPKFDU UIF$.3QSPKFDUDPNFTUP
CF BOEDPNFTUPGSVJUJPO JUXJMMFNQMPZVQXBSETPG
 DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTPGGBOEPOPWFSUIFDPVSTF
PGBUPZFBSQFSJPE0CWJPVTMZ UIJTXPVMECF
O






BIVHFCPPTUUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO


/FX.FYJDPGPSPWFSBMMFDPOPNJDEFWFMPQNFOU
CVUNPTU
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601-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



JNQPSUBOUMZ JUXJMMCFBIVHFCPPTUGPSUIPTF
 XPSLJOHDPOTUSVDUJPOGBNJMJFTXIPBSFDVSSFOUMZJO
WFSZEJSFTUSBJUT
8JUIBMMEVFSFTQFDUUPUIPTFPGZPVXIP

601-1
cont’d

BSFPQQPTFEUPUIJTQSPKFDU XFSFTQFDUGVMMZBTLUIF
-BCPSBUPSZBOE%0& BOEBMMPGUIFPUIFSQPXFSTUIBU
CF UPCFHJOUIJTQSPKFDUTPPOFSUIBOMBUFS
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSTFDPOETQFBLFSXJMM
CF%BOOZ#FBWFSTGPMMPXFECZ4UVBSU#BSHFS
.3%"//:#&"7&34(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNF
JT%BOOZ#FBWFST*hNBCVTJOFTTSFQSFTFOUBUJWFGPS
1MVNCFSTBOE1JQFGJUUFST-PDBM6OJPO*XPSLFE
JO-PT"MBNPTGPSNBOZZFBSTQSJPSUPCFJOHB
CVTJOFTTSFQSFTFOUBUJWF
*hNIFSFUPUPOJHIUUPTQFBLJOGBWPSPG
UIJTQSPKFDUGPSTPNFPGUIFSFBTPOT3BZ#BDBTQPLF

602-1

PG UIFFDPOPNJDJNQBDUUPUIFMPDBMDPNNVOJUJFTBOE
UPUIFTUBUF BTXFMMBTUIFGBDUUIBUUIFCVJMEJOH
UIBUUIFZBSFMPPLJOHUPSFQMBDF UIF$.3CVJMEJOH 
IBTCFFOPQFSBUJOHTJODFUIFFBSMZhT MBUFhT
*UIJTJT NZTFMG *EJEMJWFJO
&TQB×PMBGPSNBOZZFBST *IBWFGBNJMZUIBUMJWFT
O





 BOE*hESBUIFSTFFUIFNIBWFBOFX
IFSF


TUBUFPGUIFBSUCVJMEJOHQSPDFTTJOH
BOEXPSLJOHPO
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602-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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UIJTUZQFPGFRVJQNFOUBOEXFBQPOT UIBOUPIBWFB
CVJMEJOHUIBUhTPSZFBSTPME
"OE UIFSFGPSF UIF6OJUFE"TTPDJBUJPO

602-1
cont’d

XPVMEMJLFUPTUBOEJOGBWPSPGUIJT BOEXPVME
SFRVFTUUIBUXFDPOUJOVFXJUIJU
5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT
4UVBSU#BSHFS GPMMPXFECZ.JLF(PNF[
.3456"35#"3(&3.ZOBNFJT4UVBSU
#BSHFS*MJWFJO-B1VFCMB*MJWFEPXOXJOEPG
-PT"MBNPT5IFPOMZKVTUJGJDBUJPOGPSUIFFYJTUFODF
PGHPWFSONFOUJTUPQSPUFDUJUTQFPQMF8IZUIFOJT
PVSHPWFSONFOUDPNNJUUFEUPPVSEFTUSVDUJPO :PVXIP
BSFIFSFUPOJHIUQSPNPUJOHUIJTQSPKFDU GPMMPXJOH
UIFGPPUTUFQTPG+3PCFSU0QQFOIFJNFS ZPVIBWF
CFDPNFEFBUI UIFEFTUSPZFSPGXPSMET4JODF 
ZPVIBWFQPJTPOFEPVS&BSUI QPJTPOFEPVSXBUFS 

603-1

QPJTPOFEPVSBJS QPJTPOFEPVSQFPQMF QPJTPOFEPVS
DIJMESFO BMMUPDSFBUFXFBQPOTPGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPO
5IFQSPKFDUFEDPTUPGUIJTGBDJMJUZJT
FTUJNBUFEOPXBUCJMMJPO*NBHJOFXIBUHPPE 
JOTUFBEPGFWJM DPVMECFEPOFXJUIUIJTNPOFZ6TF
JUUPEFDPOUBNJOBUFPVSMBOE QVSJGZPVSXBUFST DVSF
O






PVSQFPQMF
TBWFPVSDIJMESFO


"TOPXQSPQPTFE UIJTGBDJMJUZXJMMIBWF
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603-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government and notes commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
There is not, nor would there be, plutonium production at LANL. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Please refer to Section 2.4,
CMRR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



UIFDBQBDJUZUPQSPEVDF LJMPHSBNTPGQMVUPOJVN
5IBUhTFOPVHIGPSNJMMJPOOVDMFBSXFBQPOT 
NJMMJPOOVDMFBSXFBQPOT)PXNBOZXPSMETEPZPV

603-1
cont’d

OFFEUPEFTUSPZ 8IZEPZPVOPUJODMVEFUIF
BMUFSOBUJWFUPTUPQUIFQSPEVDUJPOPGQMVUPOJVN 
4P IPXEBSFZPVDPNFIFSFUPOJHIU
QSPNPUJOHUIJTBCPNJOBUJPO)PXEBSFZPVDPNFIFSF
)BWFZPVOPDPOTDJFODF IBWFZPVOPNPSBMT )BWFZPV
OPTPVM #FHPOFGSPNUIJTQMBDF(PIPNFUPZPVS
GBNJMJFTBOEUFMMUIFNUIBUUPEBZZPVIBWFQSPNPUFE
UIFEFTUSVDUJPOPGPVSFOWJSPONFOU UIFEFBUITPGPVS
QFPQMF8POhUUIFZCFQSPVE :PVBSFHVJMUZPG
DPNNJUUJOHDSJNFTBHBJOTUIVNBOJUZ5IF/B[J
DPODFOUSBUJPODBNQTQSPWJEFEHSFBUFNQMPZNFOU
PQQPSUVOJUJFTGPSQSJTPOHVBSET8FIBWFKVTU
DPOWJDUFEUIFMBTUPGUIPTF
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT.JLF
(PNF[ GPMMPXFECZBHFOUMFNBOXIPTFIBOEXSJUJOH*hN
IBWJOH*CFMJFWFJUhT$IBSMFTPS
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003$IVSMP
.3.BD"--*45&3$IVSMP *TJU$IVSMP 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*EPOhULOPX%JE
O






ZPVTJHOVQ



.3.*,&(0.&;)FMMP
*hN.JLF(PNF[ BOE
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*SFQSFTFOUUIF4IFFU.FUBM8PSLFSTh-PDBM
*VOEFSTUBOEUIJTQSPKFDUIBTHPUNBOZ
DPODFSOT BOENBOZIPQFTJOUIFQVCMJDFZFT*XPVME
MJLFUPFOEPSTFUIFQSPKFDUCFDBVTFPGUIFGBDUUIBU
-PT"MBNPTIBTCFFOUIFSFGPSZFBST BOEJUTFFNT
MJLFUIFHPWFSONFOUEPFTUIFJSCFTUUPLFFQ
FWFSZUIJOHTBGF*IBWFOhUTFFOBOZCJHOVDMFBS
BDDJEFOUTUIFSF*IBWFOhUIFBSEPGBOZCJH
DPOUBNJOBUJPOT4P *hNUIJOLJOHBCPVUUIFMJWJOH
OPX BOEOPUUIFQPUFOUJBMPGLJMMJOH*EPOhUXBOU
UPUIJOLBCPVUUIBU
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003#PZ ZPVhSFNBLJOH
B8*11
.3.BD"--*45&3&YDVTFNF OPDPNNFOUT
GSPNUIFGMPPS;FSPUPMFSBODF
.3.*,&(0.&;"OEXIZCFOFHBUJWF 
-FUhTCFQPTJUJWF5IFQPTJUJWFJNQBDUPGUIJTJT
HSFBUGPSUIFFDPOPNZPG/FX.FYJDP*UhTHPPEGPS
PVSGBNJMJFT GPSUIFJSGVUVSF*LOPXUIBUUIF
PQJOJPOTBSF ZPVLOPX ZFTBOEOP4PNZPQJOJPO
JT ZFT CFDBVTF/FX.FYJDPOFFETUIJTJOUIFTFEBSL
FDPOPNJDUJNFT
4P *EPBQQSPWFUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIJT
O






GBDJMJUZGPSUIFHPPEPGUIFQFPQMFJOUIFBSFB
BOE


GPSUIFHPPEPG/FX.FYJDPBTBXIPMF
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604-1

604-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
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NNSA notes the commentor’s statements.
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USBTIDBOT
8BUFSDPOUBNJOBUJPO IVN&OWJSPONFOUBM
SBDJTN MFUhTHPXJUIBRVFTUJPONBSL CFDBVTF
-PT"MBNPT$PVOUZJTPOFPGUIFGJGUISJDIFTU
DPVOUJFTQFSDBQJUBJOUIFOBUJPO#VUIPXNBOZ
QFPQMFMJWFUIFSF 4PKVTUBGFXUIPVTBOEQFPQMF 
IVN ZPVHVZTBSFUSJQQJOHUIBU HFUBOPUIFSKPC
-FUhTTFF8IFSFXBT* $BODFShTPOUIF
SJTF8FUBMLFEBCPVUUIBU#JSUIEFGFDUT
&OWJSPONFOUBMSJTLT ZFBI ZFBI ZFBI ZFBI5PQ
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



UJNFEP*IBWF UJNFLFFQFS 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003"NJOVUF
$)63-0(PE0I PI ZFBI ZPVLOPXXIZ
OPQPMJUJDJBOTBSFIFSFUPEBZ 1BZPGG IVTINPOFZ
"OEBMMPGUIFVOJPOHVZT PLBZ PLBZ NZGBNJMZJT
TUBSWJOH BMMSJHIU HPHFUGPPETUBNQT PLBZ "OE
UIFOUSZUPGJOEBOPUIFSKPC  MBVHIJOH .BZCFZPV
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XIBUZPVhWFHPU BOEQVUJUJOUIFUSVOLPGZPVSDBS
%JEXFMFBSOGSPN)JSPTIJNBPSXFHPUP
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O






LOPXXIBU*hNTBZJOH
-BVHIJOH 


4P
MJLF*TBJE DIBOHFZPVSXBZPG


3-1171

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

605-1
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



















































































































UIJOLJOH CFDBVTFXIFOZPVTUBSUFENBLJOHUIJTXBTUF
IFSF FWFSZCPEZFMTFJTHPJOHUPDPNFIFSFBOE
/FX.FYJDPhTBWJDUJN /FX.FYJDPhTBTUBUF BTUBUF
UIBUDBOhUUBML0OMZXFDBOUBMLGPSJU JUTMBOE 
JUTXBUFS JUTBOJNBMT JUJTQSJTUJOF
7BMMFT$BMEFSBWPMDBOP CPPN ZPVLOPX JU
DPVMEHPPGG BOE*EPOhULOPX KVTUCFDBVTFUIFZEJE
UIBUCPNCUIFSF FBSMZQBZPGGGPS-PT"MBNPTUPTFU
UIJTQMBDFVQ*UhTBMMBCPVUNPOFZ.POFZ NPOFZ 
NPOFZ NPOFZ NPOFZ *KVTUHPUBIVOESFEHSBOEB
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8IBUEPZPVUIJOLPGUIBU #VUNZGSJFOETEPXOUIF
SPBEJO&TQB×PMBXIFSFXBUFSXFMMTBSFDPOUBNJOBUFE
BMSFBEZ BMSFBEZDPOUBNJOBUFE5IFZBSF"OEQFPQMF
MJWFIFSF NBLFBMJWFMJIPPE+VTUBGFXJO
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IBOEJOIBOE
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
606-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project and nuclear
weapons. Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

606-2

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, renewable
energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

606-3

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.



.45"3"40.&37*--&)J*hNIFSFUP
WPJDFPQQPTJUJPOUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIFOFX
$.33/'CVJMEJOHBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCTGPSUIF
GPMMPXJOHSFBTPOT0OF *hNPQQPTFEUPUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOPGOFXOVDMFBSXFBQPOT UIFJSDBQBDJUZ

606-1

GPSHFOPDJEFBOENBTTJWFMPOHMBTUJOHFOWJSPONFOUBM
EBNBHF NBLFTUIFJSVTFCZBOZPOFGPSBOZSFBTPO
NPSBMMZSFQSFIFOTJCMF BOEUIFJSDPOTUSVDUJPO BT
XFMM
"OE BMTP UXP UIFFOPSNPVTBNPVOUPG
NPOFZTMBUFEGPSUIFQSPKFDUDPVMECFVTFEGPSUIF
CFUUFSNFOUPGPVSTUBUFBOEOBUJPOUPXBSETCVJMEJOH

606-2

VQHSFFOFOFSHZJOEVTUSJFT MJLFTPMBSBOEXJOEQPXFS
BOEPSHBOJDGBSNQSPKFDUT
"OE UISFF *hWFMJWFEJO5BPTTJODF 
BOEIBWFCFFOBCVTJOFTTPXOFSTJODF BOE
UIPVHIU*hWFPOMZCFFOIFSFTJODF UXPGSJFOET 
.BSJMZO)PQQBOE+FBO(SFFO FYQMBJOFEUIBUUIFTNPLF
GSPNUIF$FSSP(SBOEF'JSFJO NBEFJUUP5BPT 
BOEUIFEFTDSJQUJPOTXFSFUIBUJUXBTMJLFJUXBT
TOPXJOHBTI1FPQMFHPUTJDLXJUITZNQUPNTSBOHJOH
GSPNSFTQJSBUPSZJOGFDUJPOTBOEIFBEBDIFT UPCSBJO
UVNPST
O
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606-3

A number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts of the
2000 Cerro Grande fire. A summary of possible public health impacts resulting
from the fire is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a). As indicated in this section, 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 NMED
(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. This section of the LANL SWEIS also
discusses the Public Health Assessment (ATSDR 2006), for which the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) reviewed environmental
monitoring data from 1980 to 2001 and concluded that no harmful exposures

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses















































































































due to chemical or radioactive contamination detected in groundwater, surface
soil, surface water and sediment, air, or biota are occurring or are expected to
occur in the future. The data considered in the ATSDR assessment included at
least one full year of environmental monitoring results from the period following
the Cerro Grande fire.
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TVQQPTFEMZHPPENJOETBU-PT"MBNPT QMFBTFEP
TPNFUIJOHVTFGVMXJUIUIFN
$IJMESFO UIFFMEFSMZ UIFFEVDBUJPO NZ
HPPEOFTT UIFSFhTTPNBOZHPPEUIJOHTGPS
CJMMJPO UIBUhT   *NFBO IPXNVDI
NPOFZ BOEZPVSMJUUMFDPOTUSVDUJPOKPCT ZPVDPVME
CVJMEHSFFOIPVTFT:PVDPVMECVJMESPPUDFMMBST ZPV
DPVMECVJMETPNFUIJOHGPSUIFGVUVSF
4P *hNOPUHPJOHUPTBZNVDINPSF CVU*
EPGFFMGSPNBOVDMFBSTBGFUZFYQFSUXIPEJWFEPGG
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NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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XIZCPUIFS XIZCPUIFSDPNJOHUPBOPUIFSIFBSJOHXIFO

JUUBLFTUJNF FOFSHZ BOENPOFZ BOEQSFUFOEUIBUXF
BSFCFJOHIFBSE "OEJUhTKVTUQTZDIPMPHJDBMMZ
IFBSUCSFBLJOHUPDPNFUPUIFTFUIJOHT*UUBLFTTP
NVDIPVUPGNF BOE*LOPXBMMPGZPV"OEXFESPWF
GSPN%JYPO NJMFTGSPNIFSF
"OE*BNWFSZTPSSZUIBUUIFSFJTOPUB
TDIFEVMFEIFBSJOHJO5BPT*LOPXUIFSFhTBMPUPG


QFPQMFJOUIBUBSFBUIBUSFBMMZXBOUFEUPTQFBLPVU

"OEJOUIFTFGJOBODJBMUJNFTJUhTIBSEUPUSBWFMUIBU
EJTUBODF
8FhWFIBETPNBOZQFPQMFJOPVSDPNNVOJUZ 
UIBUhT%JYPOBOE&NCVEPBSFB UIBUIBWFEJFEJOUIF
MBTUUISFFUPGJWFZFBSTPSIBWFCFFOEJBHOPTFEXJUI
DBODFST QVMNPOBSZEJTFBTFT BOEIFBSUEJTFBTF XIJDI
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608-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.
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*HSFXVQJOUIFOPSUIFBTUFSODPSOFSPGUIF
TUBUF BOENZQBSFOUTCPUIIBEUXPUZQFTPGDBODFS
5IFZCPUIEJFEPGDBODFS"OEXFZPVLOPX *
DBOhUIFMQCVUUIJOLUIBUXIFSF*HSFXVQ JUXBT
SFBMMZSJHIUJOUIFNJEEMFPGXIFSF-"/- 1BOUFYBOE
3PDLZ'MBUT BMMLJOEPGBSFTVSSPVOEFECZUIBUXIPMF
BSFB
*GFFMUIBUXFSFBMMZOFFEUPTQFOEPVS
NPOFZXJTFMZBUUIJTQPJOU BOEUIJTJTBIPSSJCMF 
IPSSJCMFXBTUFPGNPOFZ
*XPVMEMJLFUPUIBOLBMMPGUIFQFPQMF
UIBUBSFDPOUJOVBMMZEFEJDBUJOHUIFJSMJWFTUPGJHIU
BOETQFBLPVUGPSUIFUSVUI
"OEXFMJWFJOUIJTBSFB NPTUPGVTDBOhU
BGGPSEIFBMUIJOTVSBODF CVUXFhSFMJWJOHEPXOXJOE
GSPN-"/- BOE*UIJOLUIBUUIFHPWFSONFOUTIPVME
EFGJOJUFMZCFQBZJOHGPSBMMPGPVSIFBMUIJOTVSBODF
0OFNPSFUIJOH *hEMJLFUPTBZ5IFPUIFS
OJHIU*IBEBESFBNBCPVU4IFSSZ,BLPXTLJ BOETIF
XBTXBMLJOHPOBUJHIUSPQF BOETIFXBTXBMLJOH
BDSPTTTPNFUIJOHMJLFUIF3JP(SBOEF(PSHF BOEJU
XBTPOJOUFSOBUJPOBMNFEJB BOE*IBQQFOFEUPUVSOPO
UIF57 BOEUIFSFTIFXBT BOETIFIBEBXJSFMFTT
O
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
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XSPUFDPNNFOUTCFDBVTF*XBTBGSBJEPGDSZJOH
'JSTUPGBMM *XBOUUPUIBOLUIF(SFH
.FMMPTPGUIFXPSME UIF$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS
/VDMFBS4BGFUZ /VDMFBS8BUDIEPH BOE-PT"MBNPT
4UVEZ(SPVQ BOEBMMUIPTFIFSFXIPIBWFWPMVOUBSJMZ
EFEJDBUFETPNF JGOPUBMPU PGUIFJSFOFSHZBOE
MJWFTUPRVFTUJPOJOHUIFWJBCJMJUZPGPVSOVDMFBS
QSFTFOUBOEGVUVSF5IJTQSFTFODFPGDPOTDJFODFJO
UIFGBDFPGTFFNJOHMZJOTVSNPVOUBCMFPEETJTUIFPOMZ
SFBTTVSJOHHMJNQTFPGTBOJUZJOUIJTSPPN
*IBWFUXPRVFTUJPOTGPSUIF
SFQSFTFOUBUJWFTPGUIFOVDMFBSEFGFOTFBOEFOFSHZ
JOEVTUSZXIJDI*XPVMEMJLFUPSFTVSSFDUGSPNUIF

609-1

ESPXOJOHPGJOEVTUSZQSPQBHBOEBUPXIJDIXFBSFBMM
TVCKFDUFE5IFTFUXPRVFTUJPOTBSF8IZEPXFOFFE

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear warheads. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.

NPSFOVDMFBSXBSIFBET 5PBOTXFSUIBUGJSTU
RVFTUJPO XFOFFEPOMZUPMPPLBUXIPQSPGJUTGSPN
O
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609-1

Regarding the commentor’s concern about managing risks in the nuclear
industry, there are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear
reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred
at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source of energy
that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and
oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves
and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active
cooling systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.


























































XPSMEJO
5IFTFDPOERVFTUJPOJT%PFTUIFOVDMFBS
JOEVTUSZIBWFUIFJODFOUJWF NVDIMFTTUIFNFBOT PG
BTTFTTJOHUIFUSVFSJTLTBOEDPTUTPGOVDMFBS *
TVHHFTUUIBUFDPOPNJDQTZDIPMPHZBOEIJTUPSZNJHIU
QSPWJEFTPNFBOTXFST1TZDIPMPHJDBMMZTQFBLJOH XF
EPBCBEKPCJONBOBHJOHSJTLTXIFOUIFZBSFTP
FOPSNPVTBOEVOQSFEJDUBCMF8FIBWFMJUUMFFNQJSJDBM
CBTJTGPSKVEHJOHSBSFFWFOUT TPJUJTEJGGJDVMUUP

609-1
cont’d

BSSJWFBUHPPEFTUJNBUFT"GUFS$IFSOPCZMBOEOPX
+BQBO UIFSFhTOPUCFFOFWFOUIFSFTPVSDFTPSNFBOT
UPDPMMFDUUIBUEBUBBDDVSBUFMZ"OEXIFO
DPSQPSBUJPOTSVOUIFTIPX UIFSFNJHIUCFGFX
JODFOUJWFTUPUIJOLIBSEBUBMM0OUIFDPOUSBSZ 
XIFOPUIFSTIFBSUIFDPTUPGNJTUBLFT UIFJODFOUJWFT
GBWPSTFMGEFMVTJPO
&YQFSUTBTTVSFVTUIBUOFXUFDIOPMPHZBMM
CVUFMJNJOBUFTUIFSJTLPGDBUBTUSPQIF&WFOUTQSPWF
UIFNXSPOH/PUPOMZEPUIFSJTLTFYJTU CVUUIFJS
DPOTFRVFODFTBSFTPFOPSNPVTUIBUUIFZFBTJMZFSBTF
UIFTVQQPTFECFOFGJUTPGOVDMFBSUFDIOPMPHZ8IBU
JOTVSBODFDPNQBOZJTXJMMJOHUPCFMJBCMFJODBTFPG
BOVDMFBSDBUBTUSPQIF /POF5IBOLTUPUIF64
O






1SJDF"OEFSTPO/VDMFBS*OEVTUSJFT*OEFNOJUZ"DU



#FDIUFMJOUIJTDBTF
QBTTFTPGGMJBCJMJUZUPUIF
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QVCMJD




*TUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZMPCCZXJMMJOHUP

SFTDJOEUIBU"DU 4PXFDBODPODMVEFUIBUBTZTUFN
UIBUTPDJBMJ[FTMPTTFTBOEQSJWBUJ[FTHBJOTJTEPPNFE
UPNJTNBOBHFSJTL$PNQPVOEJOHUIJTTFMGEFMVTJPOPG
UIFJOEVTUSZJTUIFTFDSFDZTVSSPVOEJOHUIFOVDMFBS
JOEVTUSZXIJDIQSFWFOUTUIFQVCMJDGSPNHBJOJOHNVDI
JOGPSNBUJPOBCPVUSJTLTBSJTJOHGSPNUIFJS
PQFSBUJPOT NVDIMFTTJOLOPXJOHIPXUPQSPUFDU
UIFNTFMWFTJOUIFFWFOUPGBDSJTJT8IBUBSFUIF
TPDBMMFEFNFSHFODZFTDBQFSPVUFTGPS&TQB×PMB
SFTJEFOUT NVDIMFTTGPSUIF+BQBOFTF 8IBUFTDBQF
SPVUFFYJTUTXIFOJUBGGFDUTUIFXIPMFQMBOFU "OE
JGVOJWFSTJUZQSPGFTTPSTBSFIJOEFSFEJOUIFSFTFBSDI
QSPHSBNTUPTUVEZUIFUPYJDPMPHJDBMFGGFDUTPG
MPOHUFSNMPXMFWFMFYQPTVSFUPSBEJPOVDMJEFT
DPOUBNJOBUJPO IPXDBOXFBEFRVBUFMZUSBDFUIF
FGGFDUTCBDLUPUIFTPVSDF "OEXIPQBZTBOEXJMM
QBZGPSUIFOFYUQMVTUIPVTBOEZFBSTGPSUIF
TUJMMVONBOBHFEEJTQPTBMPGOVDMFBSXBTUF "GUFS
ZFBSTPGUSZJOH OPBDDFQUBCMFTPMVUJPOTGPSMPOH
BOE*NFBOMPOHUFSNTUPSBHFPGOVDMFBSXBTUFIBT
CFFOGPVOE5IBU FWFOCZHPPECVTJOFTTTUBOEBSET 
O






TIPVMECFVOBDDFQUBCMF#VUOPU
BT*TBJE JGQBJE


GPSCZUIFQVCMJD*GUIFDPTUTBSFIJEEFO
XIPJT
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UPCMBNF 
4PXFDBODPODMVEFUIBUWFTUFEJOUFSFTUT
DBVTFEUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZUPDPNQVMTJWFMZ
VOEFSFTUJNBUFUIFTFDPTUTBOEUIFSJTLT*EPOPU
UIJOLUIFSFJTBOZEPVCUMFGUJOUIFQVCMJDNJOEUIBU
PVSQPMJUJDBMJOTUJUVUJPOTBSFUPPXFBLUPTUBOEVQ
UPUIFOVDMFBSMPCCZ JOUFSNTPGTBGFUZ4PXIPJT
UPMPCCZGPSUIFFOWJSPONFOU GPSUIFVSBOJVNNJOFST 
GPSUIFQPQVMBUJPOTEPXOXJOE GPSOBUVSF 0OMZUIF
GFX(SFH.FMMPT +POJ"SFOET +BZ$PHIMBOT FU
DFUFSB BOEVT5IBUhTXIP
&WFOUIPVHIUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZIBTQVU
NJMMJPOTJOUPQSPQBHBOEBUPBTTVSFVTUIBUUIFSJTLT
BSFBMMCVUOPOFYJTUFOU UIFSFBSFIJTUPSJDBMGBDUT
BOEHFPMPHJDBMVODFSUBJOUJFTXIJDIEPVORVFTUJPOBCMZ
FYJTU8IBUQPMJUJDBMJOTUJUVUJPOEPZPVDPOTJEFS
TFDVSFBGUFSPVS"SBC4QSJOH "GUFSBDLOPXMFEHJOH
XIPhTQSPGJUJOHBOEXIPhTQBZJOHGPSOVDMFBS "SF
OVDMFBSQSPMJGFSBUJPOPSUFSSPSJTUTBQBSUPGUIF
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU 5IFZTIPVMECF 
CFDBVTFUIFZ UPP BSFQBSUPGUIFIJEEFODPTUTPG
PVSOVDMFBSGPMMZ"OEJGUIFFYQFSUTXBOUUPBSHVF
UIBUXFOFFEUIFXFBQPOTJOEVTUSZUPTVQQMZUIFGVFM
O






GPSOVDMFBSFOFSHZUPDPNCBUHMPCBMXBSNJOH
UIBU


TPDBMMFETPMVUJPOXPVMECF
BUCFTU POMZ
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609-2

609-2

Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information. NNSA has prepared a
classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS that evaluates the potential impacts
of malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive acts. Refer to Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.10.3, Intentional Destructive Acts, for a summary of the classified
appendix.
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USBOTJUJPOBM5IFEFQMPZNFOUPGOFXOVDMFBSFOFSHZ
QMBOUTDBOOPUCFEPOFRVJDLMZFOPVHIUPNJUJHBUF
HMPCBMXBSNJOH*UUBLFTUFOZFBSTUPCVJMEPOF BOE
UIFOUIFJSPVUQVUXPVMEPOMZUBLFDBSFPGBGSBDUJPO
PGPVSFOFSHZEFNBOE OPUUPNFOUJPOUIBUUIFDPTUPG
EFBMJOHXJUIPOFNFMUEPXOJTTVGGJDJFOUUPNPWFUIF
FOUJSFXPSMEUPTPMBSQPXFSPWFSBZFBSQFSJPE
0ODFUIFUSBOTJUJPOUPTPMBSJTBDIJFWFE HVFTTXIBU 


5IFGVFMJTGSFF
"OEXIJMF*hNPOUIFTVCKFDU JUhTXPSUI
OPUJOHUIBUUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZIBTTVQQSFTTFE
SFOFXBCMFFOFSHZEFWFMPQNFOUGPSEFDBEFT*O
BEEJUJPO JSPOJDBMMZ BTUIFTFIJEEFODPTUTPG
OVDMFBSQPXFSBSFSJTJOHBTUSPOPNJDBMMZ UIFDPTUPG
XJOEBOETPMBSQPXFSJTGBMMJOHGBTU
4PJODPODMVTJPO JUJTMPHJDBMUIBUPVS
OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ TPFNCFEEFEXJUIUIFEFGFOTFBOE
FOFSHZJOUFSFTUTPGUIJTDPVOUSZBTUIFZBSF JTEFBG
UPBMMPVSQMFBTGPSSBUJPOBMJUZBOENPSBMJUZ BT
UIFJSQSFTFOUFYJTUFODFEFQFOETPOUIFDPOUJOVFE
GVOEJOHPGUIJTJOTBOJUZ#VUJGZPV EFBS-"/-
FNQMPZFFT BSFTPFOBNPSFEXJUIOVDMFBSFOFSHZUIBU
ZPVDBOOPUHSBTQUIFTDBMFPGUIFEJTBTUFSJO+BQBO
O






BOEUIFPOHPJOHUISFBUPGBMMPVSOVDMFBSBEWFOUVSFT


UPUIFFOUJSFQMBOFU
UIFOZPVMPTFBMMNPSBM
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DSFEJCJMJUZBOEBOZDMBJNUPSBUJPOBMJUZ
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV%BWJE#BDPO
GPMMPXFECZQBSEPONFJG*NJTQSPOPVODFZPVSMBTU
OBNF+PBO-PHHIF
.3%"7*%#"$0/(PPEKPC5IBUhTBIBSE
BDUUPGPMMPX5IFSFhTTPNBOZTVCTUPSJFTHPJOHPO
 IFSF5IFSFhTPOFUIBUBMMUIJTNPOFZJTHPJOHUP
#FDIUFM POFPGUIFXPSTU NPTUDPSSVQUDPSQPSBUJPOT
JOUIFXPSME BTGBSBT*DBOUFMM BOEPOFPGUIF
NPTUJODPNQFUFOU*EPOhULOPXJGZPVBMMIBWFTFFO
BNPWJFDBMMFE8IZ8F'JHIU CVUJUTIPXFEIPX
#FDIUFMQPJTPOFEBMMPGPVSTPMEJFSTJO*SBR KVTUJO
UIFNPTUJSSFTQPOTJCMFBOEDPNQMFUFMZ ZPVLOPX 
EJTSFHBSEJOHXBZ
5IFPUIFSTUPSZUIBU*XBTKVTUTUBOEJOH
UIFSFOPXJTIPXTUVQJEJTPVSGFEFSBMHPWFSONFOU 
:PVLOPX UIFSFhTSFQSFTFOUBUJWFTBOE
TFOBUPST BOEPOFQSFTJEFOU BOEUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ
DBOKVTUUBLFUIFNEPXOBOZSPBEUIFZXBOUUP
NJMMJPOJTXIBUUIJTUIJOHTUBSUFEPVUBU*MPWF
UIFTFGJHVSFT BTJGUIFZhSFSFBMBOETPNFPOFUPME
$POHSFTT *UhTPOMZHPJOHUPDPTUNJMMJPO
O






"OEUIFOMBUFSUIFZTBZ
/P JUhTHPJOHUPHPVQUP


MJLFCJMMJPO
BOE$POHSFTTBQQBSFOUMZFWFSZ
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UJNFHPFT 0LBZ0LBZ8FHPUUIFNPOFZ
5IFSFhTUIJTTFOTFUIBUOPPOFhTBXBLFBU
UIFXIFFMJOUIJTDPVOUSZ0OFPGUIFXPNFOJO
"MCVRVFSRVF XIFOTIFUPPLUIFNJLFUIFTFDPOE
UJNFCFDBVTFUIFZDPVMEOhUGJHVSFPVUFWFOGJWF
NJOVUFTQFSQFSTPOPSUISFFNJOVUFTQFSQFSTPOJO
"MCVRVFSRVF*UXBTCFZPOEUIFJSNBUIDBQBCJMJUZ
#VUPOFPGUIFXPNFOXIPUPPLUIFNJDSPQIPOFUIF
TFDPOEUJNFKVTUTBJE :PVQFPQMFBSFJODPNQFUFOU
"OEJUhTUIFTFLJOETPGUSVUITUIBU*DPNF
UPUIFTFNFFUJOHTGPS CFDBVTFUIFJOUFMMJHFODFJO
UIJTSPPNJTBUTVDIBIJHIFSMFWFMUIBOUIF
JOUFMMJHFODFPGPVSGFEFSBMDPOHSFTTJPOBMEFMFHBUJPO 
JUhTSFBMMZRVJUFOJDFUPCFBSPVOE
*UMPPLTMJLFXJUI'VLVTIJNB 'VLVTIJNBJT
JOBTFSJPVT TFSJPVTTJUVBUJPOSJHIUOPX*UJTOPU
JOBOZXBZEPOF5IFMFWFMPGSBEJPBDUJWJUZDPNJOH
PGG'VLVTIJNBJTTUJMMJODSFEJCMZIJHI5IFZBSF
BENJUUJOHUIBUBMPUPGUIFNBKPSBDDJEFOUTIBQQFOFE
EVSJOHUIFFBSUIRVBLF OPUUIFUTVOBNJ*UMPPLT
MJLFXFNJHIUTFF(FSNBOZBOE+BQBOHFUDPNQMFUFMZ
PGGOVDMFBS5IBUhTRVJUFBQPTTJCJMJUZSJHIUOPX
:PVhSFHPJOHUPTFFUXPPGUIFNBKPSUFDIOPMPHJDBM
O






DPVOUSJFTJOUIFXPSMETUBSUHPJOHEPXOBOPUIFS


SPVUF
BOEUIBUJTBOFYDJUJOHUIJOH"TVTVBM 
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610-1

610-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to the
one that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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XFhMMCFMBHHJOHCFIJOE CFDBVTFPGUIFQPXFSPGUIF
OVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ
5IFUIJOHUIBUSFBMMZTDBSFTNFBCPVUUIJT
JT UIFZhSFHPJOHUPIBWFTJYNFUSJDUPOTPG
QMVUPOJVNJOUIJTCVJMEJOH BOEXFLOPXUIBUUIBUhT
HPJOHUPCFBEJTBTUFS8FEPOhULOPXIPXCJH CVU*
EPOhUTFFIPXJUDPVMECFBOZUIJOHCVU*UhTUJNF
UIBUXFTUPQBDDFQUJOHUIFDPMPOJ[BUJPOPG/FX.FYJDP
BTBOVDMFBSDPMPOZ5IBUhTOPUHPJOHUPCFFBTZ 
CVUXFIBWFUPEPJU5IFSFhTOPGVUVSFJOCFJOHB
OVDMFBSDPMPOZ FTQFDJBMMZOPX8FLOPXXIBUUIF
GVUVSFJT*UhTBGVUVSFPGEFBUI EFTUSVDUJPO BOE
IJHI IJHIBNPVOUTPGQPJTPOJOH
8F XJUIUIJTNPOFZ*EJEUIFNBUI*
XFOUUP#JOHBNBOhT4FOBUF4VCDPNNJUUFFPS4FOBUF
$PNNJUUFF1BOFMPO(MPCBM$MJNBUF$IBOHF $PMPSBEP
3JWFS#BTJO 3JP(SBOEF3JWFS#BTJO)FXBTUPMECZ
UISFFHVZTUIBUXFBSFJOCBEUSPVCMF8FhSFJO
USPVCMFXJUIEFDSFBTFETOPXQBDL EFDSFBTFESJWFS
GMPX TUPSNTXJMMHFUCJHHFSCVUMFTTGSFRVFOU8F
OFFEUPQBZBUUFOUJPOOPXUPPVSFOUJSFFDPTZTUFN
5IFTJYCJMMJPOXPVMEQVU QFPQMFUPXPSLBU
 BOIPVSGPSUFOZFBST5IBUhTIPXNVDIUIBU
O






XPVMEDPWFS5IFZDPVMEUIFOCFMPPLJOHBUXBUFSTIFE


SFTUPSBUJPO
GPSFTUSFTUPSBUJPO HSBTTMBOE
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610-2

610-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for
example, renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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SFTUPSBUJPO MPDBMBHSJDVMUVSF BOEBOJOUFMMJHFOU
FOFSHZTZTUFN8FIBWFNJMMJPOTPGBDSFTPGGPSFTUT
JOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPUIBUBSFJOEJSFOFFEPG
UIJOOJOH BOEUIF'PSFTU4FSWJDFJUTFMGEPFTOhUFWFO
IBWFUIFNPOFZUPEPUIBU4PXFDPVMEQVUXF
DPVMEBOE*GFFMMJLFXFSFBMMZIBWFUPCFHJOUP
JOTJTUOPXBOEQVUQSFTTVSFPOPVSDPOHSFTTJPOBM

610-2
cont’d

EFMFHBUJPOTUPQVUOPNPSFNPOFZEPXOBOVDMFBSSBU
IPMFBOETUBSUQVUUJOHJUJOUPUIFDPNNVOJUJFTJO
OPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP IJSFQFPQMFUPHPUPXPSLBU
HPPEXBHFT BOEUPCFHJOUPSFTUPSFPVSFDPTZTUFNT
BOETUPQQPJTPOJOHUIFN5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30OFSFRVFTU*
BQQSFDJBUFUIFBQQMBVTF*VOEFSTUBOEXIZZPVhSF
HPJOHUPXBOUUPBQQMBVETQFBLFST*GZPVDBOIPME
ZPVSBQQMBVTFVOUJMUIFFOEPGUIFTQFBLFShTUBML 
UIBUXJMMBMMPXPVSDPVSUSFQPSUFSTUPDBUDI
FWFSZUIJOHUIBUUIFZTBZ*GZPVBQQMBVE UIFDPVSU
SFQPSUFSTNBZNJTTTPNFUIJOHJOUIFNJEEMFPGUIF
TUBUFNFOU4P*BQQSFDJBUFZPVSIFMQXJUIUIBU
+PBO-PHHIF1BSEPONFJG*hN
NJTQSPOPVODJOHUIBU5IBUhTSJHIU 'PMMPXFECZ
.FMJTTB-BSTPO
O






.4+0"/-0(()&)J%BWJE#BDPO
CFGPSF


UIJTTUBSUFE
XBTTBZJOHUIBUUIFSFBSFEJGGFSFOU
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LJOETPGUSVUIT BOENBZCFNJOFTQFBLTGSPNBNPSF
FNPUJPOBMMFWFM*hNUIFNPUIFSPGUISFF 
HSBOENPUIFSPGUISFF BOEIBWFMJWFEJOUIFWBMMFZ
GPSZFBST*SFNFNCFSHPJOHUPCFEBUOJHIUBOE
KVTUQSBZJOHUIBUXFhECFPLBZMJWJOHCZ-PT"MBNPT
:PVLOPX NBOZPGVTHSFXVQJOUIF$PME8BSFSB8F
EJEOhULOPXBMJGFUIBUEJEOhUIBWFUIFCPNC
"OE*hNQBSUXIFOUIFZTBZ&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU UIFZNFOUJPOUIFDPNNVOJUJFT*hN
QBSUPGUIFFOWJSPONFOUUIBUJTJNQBDUFECZUIJT*
IBWFOFWFSTFFOEBUBPOXIBUhTHPJOHPOJONZ
DPNNVOJUZJOUFSNTPGUIFSBEJBUJPO5IJTEPFTOhU
TFFNUPCFBWBJMBCMF BOEZFUUIJTJTBDPNNVOJUZPG
TDJFOUJTUT5IFSFhTBQPMMFODPVOUPOUIFOFXTFWFSZ
OJHIUJOUIFTQSJOH8FUBMLBCPVUPVSBMMFSHJFT
8FEPOhUXBOUUIFSFUPIBWFUPCFBSBEJBUJPODPVOU 
CVU*UIJOLUIBUXPVMECFBQQSPQSJBUF+VTUMJLF
UIFZIBWF FMN NVMCFSSZ QMVUPOJVN*EPOhULOPX
*hNOPUBTDJFOUJTU"DPVOU"DDPVOUBCJMJUZ
*GFFMMJLFTPNFPGZPVBSFOhU*GFFM
MJLFUIFQFPQMFJO-PT"MBNPTIBWFHPPEIFBSUTBOE
UIFZXBOUGPSUIFJSGBNJMJFTBOEUIFZ*SFBMMZ
CFMJFWFUIJT"OEUIFZhSFTDJFOUJTUT BOEGPSPOF
O






SFBTPOPSBOPUIFS
UIJTJTUIFQBUIUIBUUIFJSMJGF


IBTMFEUIFNUPUBLF#VU*GFFMMJLFXFBMMIBWF
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611-1

611-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about emissions from LANL. Results
from environmental monitoring of air and water emissions at LANL are reported
annually in the reports available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.
shtml.
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HPPEIFBSUTBOEUIBUUIFNPSFXFTFQBSBUFPVSTFMWFT
GSPNUIBU UIFMFTTMJLFMZXFBSFUPIFBSPOF
BOPUIFS
.BZCFJUhTCFDBVTF*hNBQPFU BOE*GFFM
MJLFUIFXBZXFDBOHFUUPUSVUIJTCZBDDFTTJOHFBDI
PUIFShTIFBSUTBOEJOUFMMJHFODFJOUIBUXBZ#VU*hN
SFBMMZBHBJOTUOVDMFBSQSPMJGFSBUJPO CPUICPNCTBOE
QPXFS*IBWFCFFOTBZJOHGPSZFBST DBOhUXFUBLF
BMMUIFTFCSJMMJBOUNJOETBOEUVSOUIFNUPUIFHPPE
UIBUXFLOPXXFDBODSFBUF 8FhSFIVNBOT8FhSFTP
JNBHJOBUJWF8FhWFJOWFOUFEQJ[[BBOETPOOFUTBOE
4XBIJMJBOE-JUUMF%FCCJFDBLFT BOEBMMLJOETPG
BNB[JOHUIJOHT:PVLOPX XFDBOEPUIJTJGXF
BDDFTTFBDIPUIFShTJOUFMMJHFOUIFBSUT
8IFOUIFSFXBTUIFCJH$FSSP(SBOEF'JSF 
NZIVTCBOEXBTVQUIFSF)FXBTXPSLJOHBUUIF
$PVOUZBUUIFUJNF*O-B1VFCMB XIFSF*MJWF *
XBTESJWJOHUP4BOUB'FUPXPSL*UFBDIQPFUSZ
*UhTBWFSZIJHIQBZJOHKPC"OEBMMPWFSNZIPVTF 
UIFSFXBTBOPSBOHFBMMPWFS-B1VFCMB JUXBT
PSBOHF"OEUIFO*ESPWFUP4BOUB'FBOEQFPQMFXFSF
IBWJOHMBUUFT BOE*XBTMJLF EPOhUUIFZLOPXUIF
XPSMEJTDPNJOHUPBOFOE JOBXBZ "OEUIFO*
O




 ESPWFCBDLUIBUOJHIU


BOEXFXBUDIFE-PT"MBNPT


CVSO
BOEPVSIFBSUTXFSFBMMCSPLFOGPSUIBU"OE*
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611-2

611-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear proliferation. Please refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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UIPVHIU XFIBWFTPNVDIDPNQBTTJPO BOEXFXFOUBOE
XPSLFEBUUIF3FE$SPTT XFIBWFDPNQBTTJPOGPSUIJT
DPNNVOJUZ*UIJOLUIJTJTBOPQQPSUVOJUZGPSDIBOHF
GPSIFBSUTBOENJOETUPDIBOHF
"OEUIFO+BQBO*NFBO UIJOHTBSFCVJMU 
BOEUIFOUIFTFVOJNBHJOBCMFTJUVBUJPOTIBQQFO0I 
XFOFWFSJNBHJOFEUIJTDPVMEIBQQFO"OEZFUJU
LFFQTIBQQFOJOHJOUIFNPTUVOJNBHJOBCMFXBZ4P
FWFOUIPVHIXFhSFCFFGJOHVQ XFEPOhULOPXIPX
UIJOHTDBOTIBLFEPXO
%PFTUIBUNBLFTFOTFT 
*hNHPJOHUPSFBEZPVBQPFN*XSPUFUIJT
JO*hNBQPFU"OE*hNTQFBLJOHGPSNZTFMG
&WFOUIPVHI*BNUIFQPFUMBVSFBUFJO4BOUB'F *hN
TQFBLJOHGPSNZTFMG
"OTXFSNFUIJT
1FBDFJTOhUBQMBDFCP
)BWFOhUXFTXBMMPXFEUIFUISFBUPGXBS 
"OEEPOhUNFOXBOUUPNBLFQFBDFXJUIXPNFO
"OEBSFOhUXPNFOGVMMPGQFBDF
"TUIFZGJMMXJUICBCJFT
"OEBSFOhUCBCJFTNBEFPGNPMFDVMFTPG
QFBDF
O






 "OEBSFOhUCBCJFTGPPMTXIPCBCCMFPOJO


QFBDF
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5ISPVHIHVOTBOECPNCT "OEXPVMEOhUZPV
USZ
"OEXBHFQFBDFBOEEJEOhUZPVSHSBOENPUIFS 
"OEXBTOhUTIF)VOHBSJBO BOELOFXUPPNVDI
PGXBS 
*TOhUBEPCFNBEFPGNVEBOETUSBX
"OEJTOhUNZIFBSU "OEJTOhUBGJSFNBEF
PGXPPE
"OEMJHIUBOEEPOhUXBMLTFWFOUVBMMZUVSO
*OUPGMJHIUBOEJTOhUJUHSBOEUIFXBZ
QFBDFUSJDLMFT
'SPNNZIBOET "OEJTOhUSFDZDMJOHBXPSE
'PSQPQDBOTBOEZFTUFSEBZhTOFXTBOEOPU
'PSUIFFMFNFOU1MVUPOJVN"OEJTOhU
1MVUPOJVN
/BNFEBGUFS1MVUP HPEPGUIF6OEFSXPSME
5IBUQMBDFZPVUVSOXIFOUIFSFJTOPXBZ
VQ 
"OEDPVMEOhU-PT"MBNPTGJOBMMZUVSO
5IFXBZDPUUPOXPPETEPJOGBMM
5PUIFVTJOHPGTVOGPSIFBUBOEXBZT
5PNBLFGVFMPVUPGNVTJD "OEEPZPVXBOU
:PVSDIJMESFOEPXOXJOEPGQFBDFPSEPXOXJOE
O






0GQSFQBSBUJPOTGPSXBS
"OEJTOhUQFBDFB


SFBTPO
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'PSDIVSDIFTBOEEPOhUZPVXBOUUPCF
EPXOXJOE
0G(PEBOEBSFOhUZPVBMSFBEZ 
*XBOUUPHPPOSFDPSETBZJOH1MBDFNF
%PXOXJOEPGQFBDF)PXEPFTJUGFFM
%PXOXJOE /PEJGGFSFODFJOUIFTDFOU
0GMJMBDT OPDIBOHFJOUIFXJOEBGUFS
SBJO
%POhUZPVSFBMMZXBOUUPQMBOUHBSEFOT
"OEJTOhUUIFFDPOPNZMFTTGSBHJMF
5IBOUIFFBSUIBOEXIZJTJUNPOFZBMXBZT 
*JNQMPSFUIFDSZTUBMMJOFNJOETPGTDJFODF

612-1

5PUVSOUPUIFKPZPGTBMWBUJPO 


"/FX8PSME4FSJFT 4VQFS#PXMPG1FBDF

 "QQMBVTF 

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Please refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of
this CRD for more information.

.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF
.FMJTTB-BSTPO GPMMPXFECZ+BZ$PHIMBO
.4.&-*44"-"340/8IBUZPVDBOTFF 
DMFBOBJS DMFBOXBUFS MJGF/P$.33&WFSZCPEZ
IFSFIBTCFFOTQFBLJOHSFBMMZCFBVUJGVMMZBOE*hN
IBQQZUPCFIFSF UPP FWFOUIPVHIPSJHJOBMMZXF
XFSFOhUTVQQPTFEUPCFIFSFCFDBVTFUIJTJTBTIBN
IFBSJOH BOEBDUVBMMZ UIFZhSFBMSFBEZQMBOOJOHUP
O






CVJMEUIJTCVJMEJOHUIBUhTGFFUEFFQXJUIUPOTPG


DPODSFUFBOETUFFMBOEFWFSZUIJOH
BOEXFEPOhU
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612-1

As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL.
Plutonium metal and oxide used at the existing CMR Building, and that would
be used in the proposed CMRR-NF, cannot produce a nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that are associated
with nuclear reactors that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to
Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of the CRD for more information.
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SFBMMZXBOUUIFCVJMEJOH UIBUFWFSZCPEZhTOPUJDFE 
BOEXFEFGJOJUFMZBSFSFBEZUPCFEPOFXJUI
QMVUPOJVN UPP1MVUPOJVNJTBOPCTPMFUFFOUFSQSJTF
OPX8FhWFIBEPVSQMBZXJUIJU BOEFWFSZCPEZIBT
TFFOUIBUUIFSFJTNPSFQPMMVUJPOPOUIFFBSUIUIBO
BOZCPEZLOPXTXIBUUPEPXJUI BOEJUhTSFBM
FYQFOTJWFUPDMFBOUIBUVQ"OETPJGBOZUIJOH UIBU
NPOFZUIBUZPVhSFQMBOOJOHUPJOWFTUJOUPUIJT

612-1
cont’d

CVJMEJOHPVHIUUPCFVTFEUPDMFBOVQUIFNFTTZPV
IBWFBMSFBEZNBEFVQUIFSF"OEXFEPXBOUUPIBWF
PVSDMFBOXBUFS BOEUIFSFhTOPXBZUIBUZPVDBOQVU
UIFBNPVOUPGDPODSFUFXIFSFEPZPVHFUUIFXBUFS
UPCVJMEUIBUUIJOH "OEUIFOXIBUEPZPVVTFUP
DPPMPGGUIBUQMVUPOJVN *UhTKVTUBOPCTPMFUFUIJOH
BUUIJTQPJOU ZPVLOPXXIBU 


*IBWFCFFOSFBEJOHBCPVUUIFSFhTBO

FMFNFOUDBMMFEUIPSJVNUIBUMJLF*OEJBBOE$IJOBBSF
OPXVTJOHUPHFOFSBUFFMFDUSJDJUZBOETUVGG*UhT
BMTPTMJHIUMZSBEJPBDUJWF CVUUIFZDPNQBSFJUUP
MJLFXIBUVOMFBEFEGVFMJTUPMFBEFEGVFM*UhTB
MJUUMFCJUTBGFS*UhTOPUUIFCFTUTPMVUJPO CVUBU
MFBTUJUhTTPNFUIJOHUPNPWFPOUP BOEUIFOJU
EPFTOhUDSFBUFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT BOEUIFSFhTOP
O






CZQSPEVDUTUIBUZPVVTFUPCMPXQFPQMFVQBOETUVGG


4PJGQFPQMFSFBMMZOFFEUPXPSLPOQPXFS
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































*UIJOL ZPVLOPX GPSPOFUIJOH TPMBSFOFSHZJT
HSFBU ZPVLOPX0OFUIJOH*IFBSEJTUIBUUIBU
$BTTJOJNJTTJPOUIBUXFOUPVUUPPVUFSTQBDF JUXBT
DBSSZJOHQPVOETPGQMVUPOJVNPOCPBSE BOE
TPNFCPEZTBJEUIBUJGUIBUUIJOHEJEOhUNBLFJUBOE
DBNFEPXO JUXBTHPJOHUPLJMMMJLFUPNJMMJPO
QFPQMF BOEUIBUhTPOMZQPVOETPGQMVUPOJVN4P
ZPVDBOJNBHJOFXIBUNFUSJDUPOTPGJUJTHPJOHUP
EP
"OEUIFSFhTBMPUPGQMVUPOJVNPOUIFFBSUI
SJHIUOPX"DUVBMMZ JUhTBSFBMQSPCMFNGPSUIF
TDJFOUJTUT *VOEFSTUBOE CFDBVTFUIFZIBWFDSFBUFE
TPNVDIPGJU BOEXJUIUIFOVDMFBSQPXFSBOETUVGG
UIBUUIFZhSFUSZJOHUPQSPNPUFBMTP FWFOUIPVHI
'VLVTIJNBIBTQSPWFEUIBU FWFSZCPEZXJUIBOZCSBJOT
BUBMMXBOUTUPMPPLBUUIFGVUVSF UIFZhSFBMSFBEZ
UIJOLJOHXFhWFHPUUPGJOETPNFPUIFSQPXFSTPVSDF 
ZPVLOPX
4P*UIJOLTPMBSFOFSHZJTHSFBU*OGBDU 
*IFBSEMJLFUIPTFNJTTJPOTUPPVUFSTQBDF UIFZhSF
BMXBZTTBZJOHPI QMVUPOJVN UIBUhTMJLFBTQBDF
CBUUFSZBOETUVGG#VUBDUVBMMZ TPMBSFOFSHZXPSLT
SFBMMZHPPEGPSTQBDFNJTTJPOTBOEFWFSZUIJOH UPP
O






4PZPVLOPX
UIFTDJFOUJTUTLOPXUIBU


UIFSFhTMPUTPGPUIFSXBZTUPEPJU*UhTOPUUIBU


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1192

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)





JUhTTPIBSEUPDPNFVQXJUIUIFTFOFXJEFBT*UhT
KVTUUIBUUIFPMEJEFBTBSFLJOEPGUIFZhSFTUJMM
NBLJOHUIFNPOFZ4PNFIPX MJLFUIJT *HVFTT *
EPOhULOPXXIPhTHPUJOWFTUFEJOJUUIBUNVDI 
CFDBVTFPCWJPVTMZOPOFPGUIFQFPQMFUIFPOMZPOFT
XIPSFBMMZXBOUUPTFFUIJTUIJOHHPVQBSFUIFPOFT

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
























































XIPIBWFHPUKPCTUIFSF BOEBSFHPJOHUPCFCVJMEJOH
JU PSTPNFUIJOH#VUPUIFSXJTF BMMUIFQFPQMFJO
/FX.FYJDPXBOUUIFJSDMFBOMBOE UIFJSDMFBOXBUFS 
UIFJSDMFBOBJS5IBUhTUIFPOMZUIJOHUIBUhTHPJOH
UPLFFQUIFMJGFIFSFHPJOH
"OEXFMPWFUIJTMBOE ZPVLOPX BOEXF
MPWFBMMUIFMJWJOHUIJOHTIFSF TPXFEPOhUXBOUUP
TFFJUBMMHPEPXOJOUPTPNFQMVUPOJVNUIJOHBOE
FWFSZPOFHFUFWBDVBUFEBOEIBWFUPNPWFGBSBXBZBOE
MFBWFUIFMBOEUPXBTUF ZPVLOPX
4PXFhWFBMSFBEZTFFOUIBUIBQQFOJOHJO
'VLVTIJNBUPEBZ BOE*OPUJDFEJOUIF4&*4BCPVUUIJT
QMBOUIBUUIFZPOMZIBEMJLFPOFTNBMMQBSBHSBQI
BCPVUUIF'VLVTIJNBUIJOH BOEJUEJEOhUSFBMMZHP
JOUPBOZEFUBJMBUBMM BOE*TVQQPTFZPVOFFEUP
IBWFBOJDFTFDVSJUZDMFBSBODFJOPSEFSUPHFUUIF
JOGPSNBUJPOUIBUUIFZhSFOPUUFMMJOHVT CVU*UIJOL
O






UIBUSFBMMZKVTUDPNNPOTFOTFXPVMEIBWFBOZCPEZ


LOPX
BOEFWFSZCPEZIFSFUIBUhTUBMLJOHBHBJOTUJU
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612-2

612-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. As
discussed in the response to Comment 612-1, the plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems.


























































TFFNTUPVOEFSTUBOEUIBUJUhTKVTUTPNFUIJOHUIBUXF
EPOhUOFFEBOEUIBUUIFSFhTBCFUUFSVTFGPSUIF
NPOFZBOEUIFSFhTCFUUFSVTFTGPSUIFTDJFOUJTUTh
NJOET
"OEZPVLOPX QMVUPOJVNXBTBDVUFMJUUMF
FYQFSJNFOUCBDLJO BOENBZCFBMPUPGHVZTHPU
SFBMUVSOFEPOBCPVUJUPSTPNFUIJOH CVU*UIJOL
UIBUJUhTBOPMEUIJOHOPX LJOEPGMJLFUIPTF ZPV
LOPX WJEFPDBTTFUUFUIJOHTUIBUUIFZVTFEUPIBWF 
BOETUVGGMJLFUIBU0ODFJUCFDPNFTBOPCTPMFUF
UIJOH ZPVKVTUIBWFUPHPPVUBOEEPTPNFUIJOHFMTF
:PVDBOhUKVTULFFQVTJOHUIFTBNFPMEUIJOH5IBUhT
QSPWFEUIBUJUhTOPUXPSLJOH BOEUIBUJUhTPOMZ
HPJOHUPXSFDLUIFFBSUI
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4PBOZXBZ CBTJDBMMZ UIFTFIFBSJOHTBSFB
TIBNCFDBVTFUIFZIBWFBMSFBEZEFDJEFEUIBUUIF
CVJMEJOHJTXIBUUIFZhSFHPJOHUPEP"OEUIFZhSF
KVTUUSZJOHUPTBZUIFZhSFDPOTJEFSJOHUIFTF
BMUFSOBUJWFT CVUUIFSFhTOPBMUFSOBUJWFUIFZhSF
DPOTJEFSJOH
"OETP*DBNFIFSF KVTUGPSUIFSFDPSE UP
MFUZPVLOPXUIBU*EPOhUUIJOLJUhTBHPPE
BMUFSOBUJWF BOE ZPVLOPX HPUISPVHIUIFQSPDFTT
O






XJUIZPV
CVUNBLFUIFNPUJPOT ZPVLOPX#VU


PCWJPVTMZ
UIFSFhTOPXBZUPTUPQJU:PVLOPX 


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

612-1
cont’d
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UIFSFhTOPXBZUPTUPQJU OP UIFSFhTOPXBZUPTUPQ
JU$BOhUTUPQJUFWFOJGZPVUSZ "QQMBVTF 

612-3
cont’d

.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF


+BZ$PHIMBO GPMMPXFECZ+VMJF4VUIFSMBOE

.3+":$0()-"/*hN+BZ$PHIMBO XJUIUIF
/VDMFBS8BUDI/FX.FYJDP*hNHPJOHUPSFTQFDUGVMMZ
EJTBHSFFXJUIUIFQSFWJPVTTQFBLFS8FDBOTUJMM
TUPQUIJTUIJOH ZPVLOPX BOEXFhSFHPJOHUPXPSL
IBSEUPXBSETUIBUFOE
*hNBTFMGDPOGFTTFEXPOLBUUJNFT*hN
HPJOHUPTQFBLXPOLTQFBLJOBOBUUFNQUUP *EPOhU
LOPX JNQFEFUIJTQSPDFTT#VUUIFTFIFBSJOHT PG
DPVSTF BSFIBQQFOJOHQVSTVBOUUPBGFEFSBMMBX 
TQFDJGJDBMMZUIF/BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"DU
"OE*CBTJDBMMZXBOUUPEJTDVTTXIBU*TFFBTUXP
CSPBEWVMOFSBCJMJUJFTUPUIJT%SBGU4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4
5IFGJSTUJTUIBUJUNBLFTOPBUUFNQUBOE 

613-1

JOGBDU SFKFDUTSFWJTJUJOHUIFQVSQPTFBOEOFFEJO
XIBUUIFNJTTJPOTIPVMECFGPSUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ
 *USFKFDUTUIBULJOEPGDPOTJEFSBUJPOPVUPGIBOE 
BOECBTJDBMMZKVTUUSJFTUPDPOGJOFUIFTUVEZ
FTTFOUJBMMZUPTFJTNJDJTTVFTBOEUIFDPOTUSVDUJPO
NFUIPETVTFEUPNJUJHBUFUIPTFDPODFSOT FUDFUFSB 
O






FUDFUFSB


#VU*XPVMEMJLFUPTVHHFTUBOEUIF//4"
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613-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the purpose and need for
the CMRR-NF project. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform
chemistry and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is
the result of evaluations going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements
across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF
should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide
analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all DOE
and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over
the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have
been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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GPMLTNBZXBOUUPUIJOLBCPVUUIJTUIBUZPV
QPTTJCMZNBLFUIJTQSPDFTTMFHBMMZWVMOFSBCMFCZOPU
HPJOHCBDLBOESFFYBNJOJOHNJTTJPOBOEOFFE"OEUIF
4&*4FYQMJDJUMZTUBUFTUIBUOPUIJOHIBTDIBOHFETJODF
UIF&*4"OEKVYUBQPTFEBHBJOTUUIBU *GPVOE

613-1
cont’d

JUJSPOJDUIBUKVTUBDPVQMFPGEBZTBHP //4"
SFMFBTFEBGJTDBMZFBSTUSBUFHJDQMBOBOEUIF
GJSTUUIJOHJUTBZTJTUIBUTPNVDIIBTDIBOHFETJODF
XFMBTUSFMFBTFEBTUSBUFHJDQMBOJO


5IFGJSTUUIJOHUIBUUIJT//4"TUSBUFHJD

QMBOQPJOUTUPJT1SFTJEFOU0CBNBhT"QSJMTQFFDI
JO1SBHVFJOXIJDIIFFOVODJBUFEBGVUVSFXPSMEGSFF
PGOVDMFBSXFBQPOTUPCFBOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZHPBM
"OE*CSJOHUIBUVQ UIBUUIBUJTBEPVCMFFEHFE
TXPSE CVU*XJMMSFFNQIBTJ[FUIFGBDUUIBU UPNF 
JUDMFBSMZDPOUSBEJDUTUIFBTTFSUJPOUIBU//4"NBLFT
JOUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4UIBUOPUIJOHIBTDIBOHFE
/PX GPSNFUPDJUF0CBNBhT1SBHVFTQFFDI
JT BHBJO EPVCMFFEHFECFDBVTFPVUPGPOFTJEFPG
IJTNPVUI 0CBNB ZPVLOPX IBTIJTMPGUZHPBMPGB
GVUVSFXPSMEGSFFPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOT"OECBTJDBMMZ
JOIJTOFYUQBSBHSBQI IFHPFT *OUIFJOUFSJN XF
PGDPVSTFBSFHPJOHUPNBJOUBJOBTUSPOHOVDMFBS
O






EFUFSSFODF


4PJUhTUXPTJEFTPGBDPJO
BOEJUhTUPVHI
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UPEFBMXJUIJOUIBU0CBNB UIFBENJOJTUSBUJPO 
TVCTFRVFOUMZDBNFPVUXJUIBIJHIMFWFMQPMJDZ
EPDVNFOUDBMMFEUIF/VDMFBS1PTUVSF3FWJFX BOEUIBU
SFWJFXTQFDJGJDBMMZFOEPSTFEDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIF$.33
QSPKFDUBOEUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ#VUUIFPOFLFZ
UIJOHUIBUUIBUSFWJFXEJEOPUEPBOEUIJTHFUT
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5IFMBCPSBUPSZJTWFSZGPOEPGTBZJOHUIBU
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TBZJOH CFDBVTFXIBUUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZSFBMMZJT 
JUJTUIFLFZTUPOFUPBOFYQBOEFEQMVUPOJVN
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As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA needs to
act to provide the physical means for accommodating the continuation of
mission-critical analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities
at LANL beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound
manner. Concurrently, NNSA proposes to take advantage of the opportunity to
consolidate analytical chemistry and materials characterization activities for the
purpose of increasing operational efficiency and enhancing security. The CMR
Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities
for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium
research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship,
maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s
pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that
would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As described in Chapter 1,
Section 1.2, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA’s ability to perform these capabilities
has been curtailed because of safety restrictions at the existing CMR Building;
some types of materials characterization work have been suspended because of
these limitations. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more
information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































UIBU:PVBSFTFUUJOHPVUBHBJOUPDSFBUFUIJT
FYQBOEFEQSPEVDUJPODPNQMFYGPSQMVUPOJVNQJUT

613-2
cont’d

/PX PUIFSUIJOHTUIBUIBWFPDDVSSFETJODF
UIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIF$.33 XF
IBEBQSFTUJHJPVTQBOFMPGJOEFQFOEFOUFYQFSUTDPNF
PVUXJUIBTUVEZUIBU/VLF8BUDIJOJUJBUFE CZUIF
XBZ CVUBTUVEZUIBUDPODMVEFEUIBUQMVUPOJVNQJUT
IBWFSFMJBCMFMJGFUJNFTPGCBTJDBMMZBDFOUVSZ"OE
BHBJO UIJTHFUTUP *CFMJFWF UIFIFBSUPGUIFOFFE
PS CFUUFSQVU UIFMBDLPGOFFE+VTUCFDBVTF
QMVUPOJVNQJUTMBTUPOUIFPSEFSPGBDFOUVSZ XIFSF
JTUIFOFFEGPSOFXQSPEVDUJPOBUXIJDIUIFOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZJTHPJOHUPQMBZBLFZQBSU 
"OE*DBOTFF*hNPOMZHPJOHUPHFUIBMGXBZ
UISPVHINZDPNNFOUT TP*MPPLGPSXBSEUPUIFOFYU
SPVOE BOE*hMMHFUUPUIFMBDLPGBMUFSOBUJWFT
UIBUhTCFJOHDPOTJEFSFEJOUIFTJUF&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU
#VUJOBOBUUFNQUUPDMPTFOPX UIFSFJTOP
SFBMNJTTJPOOFFEGPSUIJTOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ*UJT
QSPWPDBUJWFUPCFCVJMEJOHJU*hWFSBJTFEBGBNJMZ
*IBEUPIBWFBKPC*hNWFSZTZNQBUIFUJDUPUIF
OPUJPOUIBU ZPVLOPX UIFQPQVMBUJPODMFBSMZOFFET
O






KPCT+VTUUSZUPJNBHJOFUIFKPCTUIBUXFDPVME


DSFBUFJGXFQVUUIBUCJMMJPOJOUPTPNFUIJOHFMTF


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

613-3

613-3

NNSA reviewed pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation of
plutonium in a majority of nuclear weapons will not affect warhead reliability
for a minimum of 85 years. NNSA plans to continue studying plutonium aging
through surveillance and scientific evaluation. NNSA will annually reassess the
status of plutonium in nuclear weapons as the weapons laboratories continue
to evaluate new data and observations (NNSA 2006a). It should be noted that
plutonium aging is only one of the variables affecting nuclear weapon system
reliability; other variables can control overall life expectancy of nuclear weapon
systems.
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As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action. This CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses
changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information
and safety requirements.

EFTUSVDUJPO8JOEBOETPMBSFOFSHZBSFUIF
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NNSA notes the commentor’s statements about additional nuclear weapons and
legacy waste. Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for a discussion of the nuclear
weapons mission. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked
to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste
Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses







































































































 









615-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.

615-2

The CMRR-NF SEIS is an SEIS to specifically address changes in the design of
the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and safety requirements.
The design has matured since the 2003 CMRR SEIS and more information is
available about construction and operations impacts. The description of the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS presents information about the two construction options, the Deep
Excavation Option and the Shallow Excavation Option.
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JTBMFBEFSPGBCBOE TPIFXJMMQSPCBCMZPGGFSB
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UIPSPVHIOFTTPGBDPNQMFUF&*45IF&*4QSFUFOETUP
TVQQMFNFOU BEESFTTUIFCVJMEJOHEFTJHOUIBUJTOP
MPOHFSPOUIFESBXJOHCPBSE
4P OPX XFGJOENPSFDPTUMZBOE
DPNQMJDBUFETUJMMFWPMWJOHEFTJHOT ZFUUIFGJOBM
DVSTPSZQMBOTGSPNBNFSFTVQQMFNFOUBM
5IJTTJUFJTDPNQMJFECZBIBSEMZOFVUSBM
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615-2

All proposed new DOE facilities are required to be designed, constructed,
and operated in compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and
governing standards, established to protect public and worker health and the
environment. DOE Order 420.1B, “Facility Safety,” requires that nuclear or
nonnuclear facilities be designed, constructed, and operated so that the public,
the workers, and the environment are protected from the adverse impacts of
natural phenomena hazards, including earthquakes. The order stipulates the
natural phenomena hazards mitigation requirements for DOE facilities. DOE
Standard 1020-2002, Natural Phenomena Hazards Design and Evaluation
Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities (DOE 2002a), implements DOE
Order 420.1B and provides criteria for the design of new structures, systems,
and components to ensure that DOE facilities can safely withstand the effects of
natural phenomena hazards.
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As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, the CMRR-NF
would be constructed in accordance with DOE requirements for nuclear
facilities, protection, site seismic design, and security. The building design
includes safety-class fire suppression equipment. Fire suppression water storage
tanks would be located on the lowest building floor or level. The dedicated
water source for fire protection within the building and backup generators
would ensure fire protection in the case of a power outage. Regarding the
commentor’s statement about plutonium releases, the dangers of plutonium have
been recognized since its first large-scale production in 1945. The awareness
and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has resulted in DOE using special
designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect workers and the public;
such safety features and controls would be incorporated into the design and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential human health impacts of the proposed
alternatives, including the impacts of potential accidents.
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The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based
on requirements related to additional seismic information. The proposal to
construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy research involving
plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations going back more
than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed
future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and concluded in the
associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644).
As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a
continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and materials
characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA
has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the
necessary level of support over the next 50 years.
The CMRR-NF SEIS contains three alternatives: Although many commentors
expressed a preference for an alternative of taking no action at all, that is, neither
operating the existing CMR Building nor constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an
alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need to continue to provide
mission-critical analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities
beyond the present time in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner
(see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS). The No Action Alternative
included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is based on the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR
EIS (69 FR 6967). See Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































EJEOPUUBLFJOUPBDDPVOUUIFSFDFOUMZVQHSBEFE
EBOHFSPGFBSUIRVBLFT5IVTUIF4&*4SFEFGJOFT OP
 BDUJPOUPNFBOUPUBMMZTUVQJEBDUJPO
5IFPOMZPUIFSBMUFSOBUJWFJOWPMWJOH
-PT"MBNPT CJMMJPO$.33/'DPOUBJOFEJOUIF4&*4 
JTUPDPOUJOVFXJUIUIBUQMVUPOJVNJOUIFPME$.3 
XJUIPVUSFGVSCJTIJOHUIBUCVJMEJOHPSDMFBOJOHVQUIF
QPMMVUFESBEJPBDUJWFNFTTJUIBTCFDPNF5IF4&*4
IBTSFEFGJOFEUIJTBMUFSOBUJWFUPNFBOUPUBMMZ
TUVQJE TBNFPME TBNFPME
8JUIOPUIJOHCVUUPUBMMZTUVQJE
BMUFSOBUJWFTUPDIPPTFGSPN XFhSFMFGUXJUIUIF
CMVSSZ$.33/' XIJDIUIF4&*4DBOOPUCSJOHJOUP
GPDVT
5IF4&*4EPFTOPUDPOUBJOUIF/P"DUJPO
"MUFSOBUJWFUIBUXPVMEUSVMZSFTVMUJOOPBDUJPO
"OEIFODFOPCJMMJPOTJOBQQSPQSJBUJPOT
5IF4&*4EPFTOPUDPOUBJOBOZPGUIF
EJTDVTTJPOPGUIFOFFEGPSB$.33/'4VDIB
EJTDVTTJPOXJMMCFSFRVJSFEJOBGVMMGMFEHFE
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU CVUUIF4&*4GBMMT
TIPSUPGUIFTUVEJFT UIFDPOTJEFSBUJPOTUIBUBO&*4
XPVMESFRVJSF5IVT UIF4&*4DBOSFGVTFUPDPOTJEFS
O






SFGVSCJTIJOHUIFPME$.3CVJMEJOH
PSCVJMEJOHUIF


OFX$.33/'JOBEJGGFSFOU
TBGFS DIFBQFSMPDBUJPO 


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

615-3
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1202

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



POMFTTTIBLZHSPVOE PSEJTDPOUJOVJOHUIF
 NBOVGBDUVSFPGQMVUPOJVNQJUTOVDMFBSXFBQPOT PS
DIBOHJOHUIFNJTTJPOPG-"/-UPTPNFUIJOHNPSF
QSPEVDUJWF
5IF4&*4DBOEJTNJTTTVDIBMUFSOBUJWFT BOE
JUhTJODPOTJTUFOUXJUIUIF$.33/'NJTTJPO XIJMF

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
























































WFOUVSJOHOPEJTDVTTJPOPGUIFQSPTBOEDPOT PSFWFO
UIFQVSQPTFPGUIJTBMMFHFENJTTJPO
0TUFOTJCMZXFhSFIFSFUPUBMLBCPVUBOE
DSJUJRVFUIF4&*4 CVUXIBUUIJT4&*4JTOPU GBS
PVUXFJHITXIBUJUJT8IBUJUJTJTBMBDLJOHKPC
EPOFXJUIBQQFBSBODFTUPDPOUFOEXJUIUIF/&1"MBX

615-3
cont’d

UIBUSFRVJSFTJU*UEPFTUIFMFBTUUIBUDPVMECF
EPOFUPTBUJTGZUIJTMBX*UTNBLFSTNBZXFMMHFU
BXBZXJUITUSFUDIJOHUIF/&1"MBXUPHJWFVTBNFSF
TVQQMFNFOUUPDPWFSIPXUIFXIPMFQSPDFTTJTBMM
BCPVUTPNFUIJOHUIBUJTJODPNQMFUF
5IJT4&*4QSPGFTTFTUPBTTFTTBOPUZFU
GVMMZSFBMJ[FECVJMEJOHUPCFCVJMUBUFYUSBPSEJOBSZ
DPTUTGPSBOFYUSFNFMZEBOHFSPVTQVSQPTF JOBO
VOTBGFMPDBUJPO UIBUXJMMCSJOHFOPSNPVTGJOBODJBM
XJOEGBMMTUPVOOBNFEDPSQPSBUJPOT"OEUIF4&*4
XPOhUUFMMVTXIPUIPTFCFOFGJDJBSJFTBSF
O






5IF4&*4EPFTOPUBTLXIPOFFETBOZNPSF


OVDMFBSXFBQPOTQFSZFBS5IF4&*4EPFTOPUFYBNJOF


3-1203

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

615-4
615-4

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s statements about nuclear weapons and
the nuclear arms reduction treaty. Current operations at LANL do not violate
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other nonproliferation treaties to which the
United States is a signatory, nor would the operations that would be performed
in the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance,
of this CRD for more information.
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Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and 4.4.11, describes the environmental
justice analyses for the three alternatives and concludes that there would not be
any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income
populations under any of the alternatives. Funding decisions regarding major
Federal programs (for example, defense, education, healthcare and renewable
energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS
were available throughout the public comment period.
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The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses three alternatives. The No Action Alternative
included in the CMRR-NF SEIS is to construct and operate a new CMRR-NF
at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS and selected
in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS
ROD. Based on new information learned since 2004, however, the 2004
CMRR-NF would not meet the standards for a PC-3 structure as required
to safely conduct the full suite of NNSA analytical chemistry and materials
chemistry mission work. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA considers the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative
in which a Modified CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated, and the
Continued Use of the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF would
not be constructed and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue to
be used for SNM operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so.
This latter “no build” alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization
operations at a level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission
support functions. Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis
in the CMRR-NF SEIS. These include possible alternatives such as extensive
upgrades to the existing CMR Building, distributing the functions assigned to
the CMRR-NF among different LANL facilities, or considering other possible
locations outside of LANL for the activities that would be accomplished in the
CMRR-NF. Upgrading existing facilities at LANL to accomplish the CMR
mission was considered in the original CMRR EIS and the current CMRR-NF
SEIS (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7). The existing CMR Building operates at
a reduced level due to seismic and security concerns associated with this
60-year-old building. The renovations needed to upgrade the existing CMR
Building would be extensive. This alternative was considered in the CMRR-NF
SEIS, but was determined to not be a reasonable alternative for a number of
technical and programmatic reasons as discussed in the section referenced
above. Section 2.7 of the SEIS has been expanded to include additional
information on why it is not technically feasible to upgrade the Existing CMR
Building. Also see Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for
additional information.
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The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, and is not a required part of an EIS or SEIS. However, cost
will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration when making its decision.

616-4

The CMR Building provides, and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide,
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level of
activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take
place in the CMR Building and would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Before DOE awards a contract to prepare an EIS, or in this case an SEIS,
it reviews the contractor’s proposal and makes a determination that there is
no conflict of interest. The simple fact that SAIC does work for agencies or
companies involved in defense work does not constitute a conflict of interest.
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Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10, presents the accident analysis for the 2004 CMRRNF. Accidents involving this facility would be expected to result in very large,
unmitigated releases of radioactive materials.
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS that evaluates
the potential impacts of malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive acts.
Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios, security countermeasures,
and potential impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of
this information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.10.3, presents information about the classified appendix.
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616-7

There are established programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and
cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are
sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results are
reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies are
available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). A monitoring
program is conducted at LANL (described in the LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted from past practices.
See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information
on water resources at LANL, including reports of contamination in Cochiti Lake
and the Rio Grande. NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and
regulations. NNSA will obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if
the decision is made to construct the CMRR-NF.
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The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses public health and safety of the local
communities, including impacts on water supply. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency
preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program. The environmental
consequences or impacts on human health from normal operations,
facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, and Appendix C of the SEIS.
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As noted in the response to comment 616-2, the CMRR-NF SEIS addresses
three alternatives: (1) a No Action Alternative, to construct and operate a new
CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS
and selected in the associated 2004 ROD and the 2008 Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD; (2) the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative in which a Modified
CMRR-NF would be constructed and operated; and (3) the Continued Use of
the CMR Building Alternative in which CMRR-NF would not be constructed
and the existing CMR Building in TA-3 would continue to be used for SNM
operations until it was no longer considered safe to do so. This third, “no build”
alternative, however, would not satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to
carry out analytical chemistry and materials characterization operations at a
level satisfying the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions.
Furthermore, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS addresses
alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis in the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The CMRR-NF SEIS does addresses the possible impacts
from decontaminating and decommissioning the existing CMR Building in
Chapter 4, Section 4.5.
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for a new EIS. Based on CEQ
and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for more information.

616-10

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected
of being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and
cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE
in accordance with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental
restoration to be optional and progress on implementing environmental
restoration activities is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information.
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EFDPSVNJTJOBQQSPQSJBUF0OFNPSFPVUCVSTUMJLF
UIBU ZPVXJMMCFSFNPWFE*IBWFTFDVSJUZIFSF
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BMMOFFEUPTQFBL
05)&341&",&34'30.5)&'-0035BLFBMM
UIFUJNFZPVXBOU HVZT
.4%&/&7"/8FMM TPNBOZPGUIFQFPQMF
XIPIBWFQSFDFEFENFIBWFTBJEBMPUPGUIFUIJOHT
UIBU*UIJOLBOEGFFM
#VUXIBU*XBOUFEUPTBZJTUIBUXIFOXF
UBMLBCPVU$.33/' XIBUXFhSFSFBMMZUBMLJOHBCPVU
JTOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ UIFCVEHFU KPCT BOEUIFO*
SFBMJ[FE XFMGBSF
/BUJPOBMTFDVSJUZOPX *hEMJLFUPLOPX 
IPXTFDVSFDBOXFGFFMXIFOXFLOPXUIFZhSFCVJMEJOH

617-1

UIJTCVJMEJOHPWFSBTFJTNJDBSFBUIBUSFDFOUSFQPSUT
TBZDPVMEIBWFUIFQPUFOUJBMPGXIBUIBQQFOFEJO
+BQBO 4PIPXTFDVSFBSFXFXIFOXFLOPXUIFZBSF
CVJMEJOHUIJT "OEUIFOIPXTFDVSFBSFXFXIFOXF
LOPXUIBUJOUIFCVJMEJOHPGUIFGBDJMJUZJUTFMG 
O






UIFSFhTBMMPGUIJTHSFFOHBT
HSFFOIPVTFHBT


FNJTTJPOT4PIPXTFDVSFDBOXFGFFMXIFOXFLOPXXF
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617-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to the
one that occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
Construction and operation of the CMRR-NF is expected to add very little to
LANL’s overall greenhouse gas emissions (refer to Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.4.2
and 4.3.4.2).
























































617-2


BSFCSFBUIJOHUIJTTUVGGUIBUhTQPJTPOJOHVT 
"OEUIJOLBCPVUBMMPGUIFXBUFSUIBUhT
OFDFTTBSZ4PNFCPEZCSPVHIUUIBUVQ8FBMMLOPX 
XFBSFXFOFFEXBUFS8FBSFBUBXBUFSTIPSUBHF
)PXNVDIXBUFSJTVTFEGPSUIFQSPEVDUJPOPGUIFTF

617-2

QJUTUIBUUIFZTBZUIFZBSFOPUCVJMEJOH ZFU*hWF

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation
SPEIS ROD in December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building provides,
and the proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing
analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in
support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance,
and pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4,
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not occur in the CMR Building and
would not occur in the CMRR-NF. See Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD
for more information.

 IFBSEUIFUFSNPWFSBOEPWFSUIBUUIFZXBOUUPCVJME
BZFBS"OEXFhWFIFBSEUIFTIFMGMJGFPGFWFSZ
QJUJTBIVOESFEZFBST"OE*SFDFOUMZSFBEUIBU
UIFSFhTBTNBOZBT PGUIFTFQJUTUIBUBSFBU
PVSEJTQPTBMSJHIUOPX4PXIZEPXFOFFENPSF 
4PNFCPEZBTLFEUIBUUIFXIBUFWFSUIF
TUSBUFHJDQMBO OFWFSUBLFTJOUPDPOTJEFSBUJPOXIBU
JTUIFQVSQPTFPGUIJTCVJMEJOH "OEXIBUJTUIF
OFFE 8FEPOhUOFFEJU8IFOUIJTJTTBJE JUhT

617-3

PCTPMFUF/VDMFBSXFBQPOTXFSFPCTPMFUFUIFNJOVUF
UIFZXFSFQSPEVDFE8FEPOhUOFFEUIFN

617-3

Although a number of commentors expressed the opinion that nuclear weapons
are obsolete, the President and Congress have assigned NNSA the mission of
ensuring the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in
the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence
will continue to be an important element of national security policy for the
foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

617-4

Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12, and 4.4.12, of the CMRR-NF SEIS describe
waste management impacts of all of the alternatives. As addressed further in
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD, it is expected that
sufficient disposal capacity would exist for all radioactive waste projected from
any of the alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Low-level radioactive
waste disposal capacity currently exists at LANL at Area G within TA-54. When
the disposal units at the existing Area G location are closed, plans are to transfer
low-level radioactive waste disposal operations to the adjacent Zone 4 within

IBQQFOFE UIFXIPMFXPSMELOPXTLOFXBUUIBUUJNF 
UIBUUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTIBEUIFMBSHFTUOVDMFBS
XFBQPOT TVQQMJFTTUPDLQJMFE*UEJEOhUTUPQ
4PXFOFFEUIJTGPSOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ PI EFBS EFBS
NF*EPOhUCFMJFWFJU
5IFOXIBUBCPVUUIFOVDMFBSXBTUF 8F
O






EPOhULOPXXIBUUPEPXJUIUIFOVDMFBSXBTUFXFIBWF



BOEZFUPVSHPWFSONFOUJTQSPQPTJOHUPUBLF
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617-4

NNSA notes commentor’s concern with water usage in construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Water use for construction and operation under the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would exceed that of the other two alternatives.
As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1214

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
Area G. Offsite disposal capacity also exists at both commercial and DOE
locations.



Transuranic waste disposal capacity currently exists at WIPP. If waste disposal
capacity at WIPP is no longer available over the operating life of CMRR-NF,
then any transuranic waste generated at CMRR-NF or elsewhere at LANL would
be safely stored until additional disposal capacity becomes available. Please
refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more
information.

CJMMJPOPGPVSUBYNPOFZUPQSPEVDFNPSFOVDMFBS
XBTUF"OEJUNBLFTOPTFOTFUPNFBUBMM
"OE UIFO KVTUUIJOL OBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ
)PXTFDVSFBSFXFXIFOXFLOPXUIBUUIFZBSF

617-4
cont’d

QSPQPTJOHUPCSJOHFWFONPSFOVDMFBSXBTUFUP
/FX.FYJDP #FDBVTFXFBSFFNQUZ *HVFTT

617-5

0LBZ5IFSFhTCJMMJPO UBYEPMMBST 
UIBUBSFHPJOHUPCFTQFOUUPCVJMETPNFUIJOHXF
EPOhUOFFE BOEXFDBOhUQPTTJCMZVTF+VTUUIJOL B
OVDMFBSXBSXIFSFUIFDPVOUSJFTBSFGJSJOHUIFTF
UIJOHTBUFBDIPUIFS XIPhTHPJOHUPTVSWJWFJU 8F
EPOhUOFFEUIFTFQJUT0I EFBSNF


5IFO UIFCVEHFU"MMPGUIBUNPOFZXFOU
BUBUJNFXIFOKVTUUIJOL IPXNBOZUJNFTIBWFXF
IFBSEUIBUBEFNPDSBDZEFQFOETPOBOFEVDBUFE
DJUJ[FOSZ BOEXIBUIBQQFOFEUPEBZJO/FX.FYJDP 
8FMM OP *DPNFGSPN5BPT"DUVBMMZ *MJWFOPSUI
PG5BPT*OPVSTDIPPMEJTUSJDU UIFZhSFMBZJOHPGG
UFBDIFST5IBUNFBOTUIFSFBSFHPJOHUPCFNPSF
LJETQFSDMBTT BOEIPXNBOZUJNFTIBWFXFIFBSEUIF
TNBMMFSUIFDMBTT UIFHSFBUFSUIFMFBSOJOH 
"OEJGBEFNPDSBDZEFQFOETPOFEVDBUFE
DJUJ[FOSZ EPFTUIBUXIBUhTUIBUNFBOGPSPVS
O






EFNPDSBDZ
4PXFOFFEUIBUNPOFZUPTBWFPVS


EFNPDSBDZ
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617-5

Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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"OEUIFOUIFQFPQMFXIPDBNFVQBOETBJE 
GSPNUIFCVJMEJOHJOEVTUSJFT PLBZ XIBU*XPVMEMJLF
 UPLOPX JTJGXFDBOCVJMEUIJTCVJMEJOHUPQSPEVDF
QMVUPOJVNQJUT XIZDBOhUXFCVJMEUIBUCVJMEJOHUP
QSPEVDFSFOFXBCMFFOFSHZ 8FIBWFTDJFOUJTUTBOE
FOHJOFFSTXIPBSFXPSLJOHUIFSF8IZDBOhUUIFZUBLF
UIFJSLOPXMFEHFBOEVTFJUUPQSPEVDFSFOFXBCMF

617-5
cont’d

FOFSHZ 8FIBWFBTLFEQFPQMFXIPTFKPCTIBWFCFFO
PVUTPVSDFE*hNTPSSZ5IFZIBWFCFFOUIFJSKPCT
IBWFCFFOPVUTPVSDFE8FhWFBTLFEUIFNUPSFUSBJO
*XPVMEMJLFUPTBZ XIZDBOhUTDJFOUJTUTBOE
FOHJOFFSTCFSFUSBJOFEUPQSPEVDFSFOFXBCMFFOFSHZ 
5IBOLZPVTPNVDI
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT+3


5SVKJMMP BOEIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ+FBO/JDIPMT
.3+3536+*--0)J.ZOBNFJT+3
5SVKJMMP BOE*MPPLFEJOUIFSPPNBOE*XJTIFE*
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LOFXNPSFPGZPV*BNIBQQZ UIPVHI UPTFFUIBU
UIFSFBSFTPNBOZQFPQMFIFSFUIBUDBSFBCPVUPVS
DPNNVOJUZ#VU ZPVLOPX &TQB×PMBIBTBMPUPG
EJGGJDVMUJFT BOEPOFPGUIFEJGGJDVMUJFTUIBUXF
GBDFJTBMBDLPGPQQPSUVOJUZ BMBDLPGFDPOPNJD
HSPXUI BOEBTBGBNJMZNBO *IBWFBXJGFBOE
O






DIJMESFO
BOEBTBCVTJOFTTNBO BTBQBTU$JUZ


$PVODJMPSIFSFJOUIF$JUZPG&TQB×PMB
XFSFBMMZ


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

618-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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IPQFUIBUUIJTQSPKFDUNPWFTGPSXBSE8FIPQFJU
QSPWJEFTBOFDPOPNJDFOHJOFUIBUDBOIFMQPVS
DIJMESFOPCUBJOKPCTBOEFEVDBUJPO8FIPQFJUXJMM
IFMQUBLFTPNFPGUIFTFQFPQMFPGGPGUIFJSQBUIUP
ESVHBCVTF8FIPQFUIBUXFXJMMTFFBCSJHIUFS
GVUVSFGPSUIJTQBSUPGUIFDPVOUSZ CFDBVTF*XJMM
UFMMZPV UIFSFhTWFSZMJUUMFGPSPVSQFPQMFUPEP 
WFSZMJUUMFGPSPVSQFPQMFUPIBWF"OEJUhT
CFDPNJOHEJSF
0VSNBZPS .BZPS-VDFSP IBTBTLFENFUP
DPNFIFSFUPOJHIUUPWPJDFUIBUXFXFSFJOGBWPSPG
UIJTQSPKFDU8FIPQFUIBUUIFTFIVSEMFTDBOCF
DMFBSFE8FIPQFUIBUUIFQSPKFDUTUBSUTRVJDLMZ
*hNBMTPPOFPGUIFCPBSENFNCFSTGPSUIF
3FHJPOBM%FWFMPQNFOU$PSQPSBUJPO8FBSFJOGBWPSPG
UIJTQSPKFDU8FIPQFJUNPWFTBIFBERVJDLMZ
"OE BHBJO BTUIF$IBJSNBOPGUIF4NBMM
#VTJOFTT"EWJTPSZ$PNNJUUFFGPSUIF$JUZPG&TQB×PMB 
UIFTNBMMCVTJOFTTFTIPQFUIBUUIJTQSPKFDUNPWFT
BIFBETXJGUMZ
8FIBWF PGDPVSTF BTLFEUIBUUIF
DPOUSBDUPSTVQPOUIFIJMM BTJOUIFQBTU VUJMJ[F
PVSTNBMMCVTJOFTTFT VUJMJ[FPVSXPSLGPSDF UPIFMQ
O






XJUIUIJTHSFBUFGGPSU


"OEJGXFDBOHJWFBOZBTTJTUBODFUPZPV
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BMPUPGPUIFSPOFT8FIBWFUPSFBMMZUBMLUP
XFMM *EPOhULOPX XIPEPXFUBMLUP 8FhWFCFFO
UBMLJOHGPSZFBST
:PVLOPX *EJEOhUQSFQBSFBOZUIJOHUPOJHIU
CFDBVTF*XBTOhUFWFOHPJOHUPDPNF*UhTTVDIB
TIBN8FOFFEBOFX&*4POUIJT5IJTJTBOJMMFHBM
BOEJNNPSBMQSPDFTT:PVLOPX XIBUFWFS*UIBOL
TPNVDIBMMUIFQFPQMFXIPDBNFXJUIBMMPGUIFJS
QSFQBSFETUBUFNFOUT
"OE*XBOUUPSFNJOEZPVUIBUTPNFQFPQMF
POMZTQPLFGPSBNJOVUF PSTPNFUIJOH TP*CFUJG
ZPVBWFSBHFEJUPVU UIFQFPQMFUIBUXFOUPWFSB


MJUUMF JUXBTPLBZ
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O





 BOEXFhSFUIFBHSJDVMUVSBMLJOEPGDSBEMFPG
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619-1

619-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding the need for a new EIS. As
discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of
analysis for the proposed action.
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*O UIFEVTUJONZIPVTFXBT
EFUFSNJOFEUPCFUPPIJHIXJUITUSPOUJVN BOEUIF
QMVNUSFFTPO-B:FHVBXFSFUPPIJHIXJUIBNFSJDJVN 
BOEUIFQFPQMFXIPUFTUFEJU UPMEUIFQFPQMFMJWJOH
UIFSF EPOPUGFFEUIFTFUPZPVSHSBOEDIJMESFO*
NFBO UIJTJTSFBM:PVLOPX *IBWFUFTUSFTVMUT
GSPNUIJT
5IJTJT ZPVLOPX POFUIJOHUPHFUUIF
KPCT CVU ZPVLOPX XFTBZ PLBZ MFUhTIBWFB
CSJHIUGVUVSF*UDPVMECFBCSJHIUGVUVSFUIBUHPFT
VQJOBGMBTI
:PVLOPX NZOFYUEPPSOFJHICPS IFhTHPU
CMBDLMVOHEJTFBTFGSPN ZPVLOPX IJTKPCUIBUIF
IBE ZPVLOPX XPSLJOHJOUIFNJOFT*UhTJOTBOJUZ
XIBUXFBSFEPJOHIFSF"OE*LOPXUIBUJUhTUIF
QPMJUJDBMXJMM BOETPJUhTOPUUIFQFPQMFIFSF JUhT
OPUQFPQMFBUUIF-BCXIPDBOEPJU*UhT$POHSFTT
"T*QVMMFEJOUPUIFQBSLJOHMPUUPEBZ *
XBTMJTUFOJOHUPUIFOFXT BOEUIFZXFSFTBZJOH ZPV
LOPX $POHSFTThTCJHHFTUQSPCMFNSJHIUOPXJTUIF
CVEHFUEFGJDJU BOEZFUXFhSFHPJOHUPTQFOE
CJMMJPOUPNBLFOVDMFBSNPSFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT
:PVLOPX JUNBLFTZPVXBOUUPDSZ
O






5IFSFhTBOVDMFBSOVNCOFTTHPJOHPO5IBUhTXIZ


UIFSFJTOhU
ZPVLOPX NPSFQFPQMFIFSFTQFBLJOHPVU 
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619-2

619-2

Current air sampling programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air
monitoring programs, a radiological ambient air sampling network, and stack
sampling for radionuclides. All LANL operations, regardless of when they
began, currently comply with state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act)
and Federal (Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act, DOE, and EPA)
regulations and have valid permits. NNSA will obtain all necessary permits as
the project progresses if the decision is made to construct the CMRR-NF.
The question about contaminated fruit was addressed in an issue response in the
CRD for the 2008 LANL SWEIS. In May 2006, the New Mexico Environment
Department reported detecting americium in a single fruit sample collected in
Dixon, New Mexico, one of the sites where LANL collects regional samples.
LANL scientists evaluated New Mexico Environment Department data and
concluded that this was likely a “false positive.” Americium is a heavy
radioactive element that is found as a contaminant in the plutonium used for
research and pit fabrication and is one of the radionuclides for which LANL
routinely monitors. Low concentrations of americium are found throughout
the environment, mainly as a result of past releases to the atmosphere from
aboveground nuclear weapons tests.
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CFDBVTFQFPQMFKVTUEPOPUXBOUUPUIJOLBCPVUJU

8FBSFFYQFDUFEFWFSZEBZUPBDDFQUVOBDDFQUBCMF
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 JUhTUPUBMMZDIBOHFEJUTTDPQF5IBUhTXIZXF
OFFEFEBCSBOEOFX&*4"OEXIBUXJUIUIFXIPMF
HMPCBMXFJSEJOHUIBUJTHPJOHPO BOEKVTUUIF
UPSOBEPFT*NFBO UIFSFhTHPJOHUPCFNPSFPGUIBU
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cont’d

 TUVGGIBQQFOJOHBMMUIFUJNF5IFSFTIPVMECFKPCT
GPSFWFSZCPEZKVTUHPJOHUPIFMQXJUIUIPTF
EJTBTUFST
:PVLOPX JUhTUJNFGPSUIFXPSMEDPNNVOJUZ
UPHFUUPHFUIFSBOEUBLFDBSFPGUIFXPSME*LOPX
ZPVEPOhUDBSFBU-PT"MBNPTBCPVUUIFQFPQMFBOEPVS
IFBMUI CVU ZPVLOPX UIFSFhTTPNBOZQFPQMFXJUI
CSBJOUVNPST DBODFST*XBTEJBHOPTFEXJUIUIF
DBODFSMBTUZFBS:PVLOPX DPVMEJUCFUIBU*IBWF
TUSPOUJVNJONZEVTU *NFBO *EPOhULOPX#VU
JUhTKVTUVOSFBM5IFMBDLPGIFBSUBOEUIFMBDLPG
DPNNPOTFOTFBOE *NFBO JUhTKVTUJOTBOF
0LBZ*XJMMHJWFNZMBTUGFXNJOVUFTUP
UIFOFYUQFSTPOXIPhTQSFQBSFE
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620-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS were available throughout the public comment period.

620-2

The commentor is referring to a dose reconstruction project initiated by the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to estimate the possible exposures
of populations from releases of radioactive and chemical materials from LANL
during its historical operations. A final report addressing the first phase of
the project – the Los Alamos Historical Document Retrieval and Assessment
project – has been published (ChemRisk et al. 2010). This report addresses past
operations at LANL and is not representative of current processes.



XIFUIFSUIFZDPVMEIBWFBIFBSJOHJO5BPT8FLOPX
UIFSFRVFTUXBTNBEFBMNPTUBNPOUIBHP4P *XBOU
UPBQQSFDJBUFFWFSZCPEZXIPTQFOUFOFSHZBOEHBTPMJOF


620-1

BOENPOFZUPHFUIFSF
4PGPSUIFHFOUMFNBOXIPTQPLFFBSMJFSXIP
EJEOhUGFFMBOZFGGFDUTGSPN-"/- *KVTUXBOUUP
SFJUFSBUFTPNFPGUIFQPJOUTUIBUIBWFCFFONBEFPWFS
UIFUJNFTUIBU-"/-IBTSFMFBTFEDPOUBNJOBUJPOJOUP
UIFBJS JOUPUIFTPJM BOEJOUPUIFXBUFS
"OEPOFFYBNQMFPGUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOJOUP
UIFBJSXBTGSPNUIFFBSMZPQFSBUJPOT XIFSF
FNJTTJPOTGSPNPOFGBDJMJUZBUUIF-BC JOUIFMBUF
hT FBSMZhTXBTNPSFUIBOBMMPGUIFSFMFBTFTPG
QMVUPOJVNGSPN4BWBOOBI3JWFS GSPNUIF)BOGPSE
1SPEVDUJPO'BDJMJUZ BOEGSPN3PDLZ'MBUT BOPUIFS
QSPEVDUJPOGBDJMJUZ
5IBUDPOUBNJOBUJPOJTEPDVNFOUFEJOUIF
-PT"MBNPT)JTUPSJDBM%PDVNFOU3FUSJFWBMBOE
"TTFTTNFOU1SPKFDU
8JUISFTQFDUUPDPOUBNJOBUJPOJOUIFTPJM 
 UIFSFhTPWFSNJMMJPODVCJDGFFUPGXBTUFCVSJFE
DPOUBNJOBUJPOJTNJHSBUJOHUPHSPVOEXBUFS UPTVSGBDF
XBUFS4PNFFWJEFODFPGCVSJFEXBTUFJTUIBUJOPOF
O
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620-2

Current air sampling programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air
monitoring programs, a radiological ambient air sampling network, and stack
sampling for radionuclides. All LANL operations, regardless of when they
began, currently comply with state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act)
and Federal (Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act, DOE, and EPA)
regulations and have valid permits. NNSA intends to comply with all applicable
laws and regulations. NNSA will obtain all necessary permits as the project
progresses if the decision is made to construct the CMRR-NF.
Regarding the comment about contaminant migration, there are established
programs at LANL that address liquid discharges and cleanup of past
contamination. Liquid discharges through permitted outfalls are sampled and
analyzed to evaluate compliance with permit conditions; results are reported
annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report (copies are available at
http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). A monitoring program is
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conducted at LANL (described in the LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5)
to detect contamination that has resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10,
Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water
resources at LANL, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, for more
information on cleanup of past contamination.



DMFBOFEVQ CVUUIFZXBOUFEUPTIJQUIBUXBTUF
UISPVHI"OUPOJUPJOQPMZFUIZMFOFTBDLTXJUI[JQQFST
"OEXJUISFTQFDUUPDPOUBNJOBUJPOJOUIF
XBUFS DPOUBNJOBUJPOIBTCFFOGPVOEJOUIF#VDLNBO
8FMMT DPOUBNJOBUJPOIBTCFFOGPVOEJOUIF3JP

620-3

(SBOEF DPOUBNJOBUJPOIBTCFFOGPVOEJOUIFDBOZPOT
UIBUGMPXGSPNUIFMBCUPUIFSJWFS
"OETQFBLJOHPGXBUFS UIF&*4TBZTJO
UBCMFUIBUUIFNPEJGJFEOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ
BMUFSOBUJWFXJMMVTFNJMMJPOHBMMPOTPGXBUFSQFS
ZFBS5IBUhTBCPVUBDSFGFFU5IBUhTBMPUPG
JSSJHBUJPOXBUFS5IBUhTBMPUPGXBUFSUIBUDPVME
CFVTFEGPSBT%BWJEXBTUBMLJOHBCPVU
XBUFSTIFESFTUPSBUJPO BEKVTUJOHUPDMJNBUFDIBOHF 
BDSFGFFUQFSZFBSGPSOVDMFBSXFBQPOT
NBOVGBDUVSJOH OVDMFBSXFBQPOTQMVUPOJVNDPNQMFYBU
UIFMBCPSBUPSZ
*UhTBMTPJNQPSUBOUUPLOPXUIBU-PT"MBNPT


$PVOUZIBT BDSFGFFUPG4BO+VBO$IBNBXBUFS

UIBUUIFZIBWFOhUEJWFSUFE BOEUIFZIBWFQSFTFOUFEB
QSPQPTBMUPUIF#VDLNBO%JWFSTJPO#PBSEUPEJWFSU
UIBUXBUFSBUUIF#VDLNBOBOEQJQFJUBDSPTTUIF
SJWFSBOEMJGUJU GFFUUPUIF8IJUF3PDLXBUFS
O
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All shipments of radioactive and chemical waste are conducted in accordance
with Federal and state requirements.

620-1
cont’d

620-3

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources at
LANL.
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UIBUMJLFSJHIUOPX UIFSJWFSJTSVOOJOHBCPVU
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SFTUSJDUJPOT"OE-BT7FHBTJT UPP#VUUIFGMPX
JOUIFSJWFSSJHIUOPXEPFTOhUJODMVEFUIFGBDUUIBU
UIF$PVOUZIBT BDSFGFFUBZFBSUPCFBCMFUP
EJWFSU
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cont’d
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621-1

621-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns. NNSA considers every comment
received by U.S. mail, email, toll-free telephone or fax line, or at the public
hearings. NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS that
evaluates the potential impacts of malevolent, terrorist, or intentional destructive
acts. Refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3, Intentional Destructive Acts, for a
summary of the classified appendix.
Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.
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EFBUI
5IFMBCJTFOEBOHFSJOH/FX.FYJDBOTJOTP
NBOZXBZT5IFZDSFBUFIFBMUIIB[BSETBOEQPJTPOPVS
BJSBOEPVSFBSUI BOEUIFNPSFBOEUIFCJHHFSBOE
UIFNPSFDPNQMFY-PT"MBNPTCFDPNFT UIFIVHFSB
UFSSPSJTUUBSHFUJUCFDPNFTXJUIUIFCJPMPHJDBMMBCT
VQUIFSF"OE5"BMPOF*NFBO UIFXIPMF
QSPDFTTIBTCFFOGMBXFEGSPNUIFCFHJOOJOH5P


CFHJO ZPVLOPX ZPVSFOWJSPONFOUBMTUVEJFTBGUFSZPV
IBWFEVHBHJBOUNJMMJPOIPMFJTSFBMMZBWFSZ
EFGFDUJWFXBZUPEPBO&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UVEZ
*UTFFNTMJLFZPVOFWFSSFBMMZDPOTJEFSFE
BOZBMUFSOBUJWFT*NFBO JUhTBCTPMVUFMZJOTBOFUP
QVUCPNCGBDUPSJFTPOUPQPGBIVNPOHPVTWPMDBOP
*UhTUIFCJHHFTUWPMDBOPPOUIFDPOUJOFOUBOEXIP
XBOUTUPCVJMECPNCTPOBWPMDBOP 5IJTJTBUPUBMMZ
O






JOTBOFBMUFSOBUJWF
UIBUZPVEJEOhUGJOEBOZQMBDFJO
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cont’d
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PSBGBVMUHPJOHUIFXIPMFXBZBDSPTTUIFTUBUFBOE
WPMDBOJDBDUJWJUZ BOEWFOUJOHTUFBNUISPVHIIPU
TQSJOHTBMMBSPVOEJU ZPVLOPX*KVTUDBOhU
JNBHJOFQFPQMFVQUIFSFIBWFBOZCSBJOTBUBMM
TPNFUJNFT
"MMUIFBMUFSOBUJWFTBSFJOTBOFBOEUIFSF
IBTOhUOPUPOFSFBTPOBCMFPOFXBTTVHHFTUFEGPS 
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cont’d

ZPVLOPX JGZPVSFBMMZGFFMMJLFZPVIBWFUPCFIBWF
MJLFUIJTBOECVJMECPNCTBOEQMBOUPNVSEFSQFPQMF
BTZPVSIPCCZPSZPVSXBZPGNBLJOHBMJWJOH#VU
NBZCFZPVTIPVMEIBWFDPOTJEFSFEMJLFUIBUTBMUGMBUT
PSTPNFQMBDFJO*EBIPPSTPNFQMBDFPOTPMJEHSPVOE
5"JTFYUSFNFMZPMEBOEJUSFBMMZOFFET
UPCFEFDPNNJTTJPOFEBOEEFDPOUBNJOBUFEJUTFMG*
CFUZPVBOZUIJOHJUhTB4VQFSGVOETJUF*CFUJGZPV
IBEUIF(FPMPHJDBM4FSWJDFPSUIF"SNZ$PSQTPG
&OHJOFFSTHPUISPVHIBOEEPBOIPOFTUBOBMZTJTPG

621-2

5" ZPVhEGJOEJUXBTKVTUSFBEZGPS
EFDPOUBNJOBUJPOBT ZPVLOPX B$.3CVJMEJOH BOEZPV
LOPX ZPVTIPVMEOPUCFBEEJOHPOUPJU5IPTF
UVOOFMTUIFZNFOUJPOFE ZPVLOPX OPOTQFDJGJD
5"IBTHPUUPCFJOBSFBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUBOEOPU ZPVLOPX KVTUUBHHFEPOUPTPNF
O
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621-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for a new EIS. Based on CEQ
and DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action. Please refer to Section 2.2, NEPA
Process, of this CRD for more information.
The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry and metallurgy
research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result of evaluations
going back more than 10 years. In the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS,
NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related requirements across the complex and
concluded in the associated ROD that the CMRR-NF should be built at LANL
(73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS,
NNSA has a continuing purpose and need to provide analytical chemistry and
materials characterization in support of all DOE and NNSA nuclear mission
work. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building cannot
provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years.
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SFBMMZTFSJPVTMZXBOUFEUPQVSTVFCVJMEJOHCPNCTBU
-PT"MBNPT XIJDIJTOPUBWFSZHPPEJEFBGPS
BOZCPEZ FJUIFSUPCVJMECPNCTPSUIBUhTBCPVUBT
EVNCBQMBDFBTZPVDBOCVJMEUIFN BOENBLJOHB
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NPDLFSZPGUIF/&1"QSPDFTT"OEZPVTIPVMEMJLF
TIVUEPXOUIFQSPKFDUSJHIUOPXBOETPSUJUPVUJOB


NPSFJOUFMMJHFOUXBZ QMFBTF "QQMBVTF 

.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT1BU
7JHJM GPMMPXFECZ#FBUB5TPTJF1BU7JHJM 
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"MMSJHIU *hMMDPNFCBDLUPIJN.BZCFIF
TUFQQFEPVU#FBUB5TPTJF 
.4#&"5"5404*& *O/BWBKP .ZOBNFJT
#FBUB5TPTJF1F×B*hNBHBJOTUUIF$.33/' BO
BDSPOZNGPSJOTBOJUZ*UJTOPUXBOUFEPSOFFEFE
IFSF*UJTOPUOFFEFEJOBXPSMETUSVHHMJOHGPS
QFBDF GPSIFBMJOH SFQSJFWFGSPNWJPMFODF
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*hNJOTPMJEBSJUZXJUINZSFTQFDUFE
TPWFSFJHOHPWFSONFOU5IF5SJCBM$PVODJMPG4BOUB
$MBSB1VFCMP ,IBhQhPP0XJOHF QBTTFE3FTPMVUJPO
/VNCFSPQQPTJOHUIFFYQBOTJPOPGUIFDVSSFOU
$.3GBDJMJUZBOEBOZBDUJWJUZUIBUXPVMEJODSFBTFQJU
QSPEVDUJPOBOENBLFUIFGBDJMJUZQFSNBOFOU
O
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622-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF, pit production,
and the existence of nuclear weapons. The CMR Building provides, and the
proposed CMRR-NF would provide, capabilities for performing analytical
chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research in support of
the plutonium mission (including stockpile stewardship, maintenance, and
pit production), but they are not tied specifically to LANL’s pit production
capability or to any particular pit production level of activity that would take
place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, pit production does not take place in the CMR Building and
would not take place in the CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR
Mission, of this CRD for more information.
NNSA has undertaken public outreach efforts to ensure that tribal members
understand the project and its implications. NNSA meets regularly with
governors and others representing the Pueblos and tribes near LANL.
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HPWFSONFOUUPHPWFSONFOUSFMBUJPOTUPCFSFTQFDUFE 
UIBUPVSUSJCFJTOPUTVCPSEJOBUFECZOPUCFJOH
IFBSE-JLFPUIFSUSJCBMMFBEFST *BNDPODFSOFEGPS
PVSXFMMCFJOHBOEIFBMUI PVSDVMUVSBMQSFTFSWBUJPO 
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cont’d

PVSSJHIUTBTJOEJHFOPVTQFPQMFT8IFUIFSUIF64
 SFDPHOJ[FTUIFTFSJHIUTPSOPUJTJSSFMFWBOU5IFZ
FYJTU XFFYJTU
*BNBGSBJECFDBVTFPGUIFOVNFSPVTTBGFUZ
JNQMJDBUJPOTUIBUDPNFXJUIUIFJOTUBCJMJUZPGUIF
HFPMPHJDBMTUSBUBCFOFBUIUIJTGBDJMJUZ XIJDIBSF
OPUBEESFTTFEBEFRVBUFMZJOUIFDVSSFOU&*4 UIBU
JODSFBTFETFJTNJDIB[BSETBSFOPUBEESFTTFEJOUIJT
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU5IFQSPCMFNPG
GPSFTUGJSFTJTOPUBEESFTTFE FJUIFS5IF
EFTFDSBUJPOPGPVSTBDSFETJUFT UIFQSFTFSWBUJPOPG

622-2

NZQFPQMFBOEBMMQFPQMF GVUVSFHFOFSBUJPOT UIF
QMBOUQFPQMF UIFBOJNBMQFPQMF UIFJOTFDUQFPQMF 
UIFXBUFSCFJOHT UIFDMPVECFJOHT BSFOPUBEESFTTFE
JOUIJT&*4"OFX&*4NVTUCFDSFBUFE5IJT
QSPDFTTPGQVCMJDDPNNFOUJTOPUNFBOJOHGVMFYDFQU
GPSUIJTNPNFOU BMMPGVTIFSFUPHFUIFS XIJDI*hN
HSBUFGVMGPSBOE*BQQSFDJBUF
*UJTOPUSFMFWBOU8FBSFHPJOHUISPVHI
O






NPUJPOTUIBUBSFTFWFSFMZGMBXFE8FEFTFSWFSFBM


DPNNVOJDBUJPOBOEEJBMPHVF*EFNBOE
BTBNPUIFS 


6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

622-1
cont’d

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities
are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas
in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
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materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources). Also,
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more information.



BTBDJUJ[FO UIBUUIJTQSPKFDUJTGSP[FO IBMUFE 
TUPQQFE*EFNBOEUIBUTPNFPOFJOWPMWFEJOUIFGJOBM
EFDJTJPONBLJOHQSPDFTTUBMLUPNFBOENZQVFCMP UIF


TVSSPVOEJOHDPNNVOJUJFT BOETJUEPXOBOEMJTUFOUP

Impacts on all resource areas are included in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. NNSA does
not agree that a new EIS is required.

622-1
cont’d

VT FYQMBJOUPVTXIZXFBSFBOFYQFOEBCMF

622-3

QPQVMBUJPO XIZUIFMBCFMOBUJPOBMTBDSJGJDF[POF
IBTOFWFSCFFOSFUSBDUFE XIZPVSIFBMUIDBSFJT


BENJOJTUFSFECZUIFNJMJUBSZ8IZUIFSFIBTOFWFS
CFFODMFBOVQJOBDDPSEBODFXJUIUIF/FX.FYJDP
&OWJSPONFOUBM%FQBSUNFOUDPOTFOUPSEFS XIZOPIFBMUI
TUVEJFTJGUIJTOVDMFBSDPNQMFYJTTPHSFBUGPS

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
As summarized in Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, a number
of health effects studies have been completed or are underway for LANL.
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the 2008 LANL SWEIS provides additional detail
on these studies. See the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
website (http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/radiation/brochure/profile_los_alamos.htm)
for more information on the status of the LAHDRA study.

622-3

PVSFDPOPNZ UIFOXIZIBTPVSDPVOUZSFNBJOFEUIF
QPPSFTUJOUIFOBUJPOBOE-PT"MBNPTUIFSJDIFTU 
.ZIFBSUHPFTPVUUPXPSLFSTXIPBSFCFJOH

622-4

TQMJUJOUXP BOE*SFTFOUPVSDPNNVOJUZXPSLFSTXIP
BSFCFJOHQVUJOUIFQSFEJDBNFOUPGIBWJOHUPDIPPTF
CFUXFFOBMJWFMJIPPEUIBUTVQQPSUTUIFJSGBNJMJFTBOE
MJGF8FOFFEUPIFBMGSPNUIFTQMJUJOPVSTQJSJUT
UIJTDPOUSBEJDUJPOBHBJOTUPVSMJGFXBZTPGCFJOH
MBOECBTFEQFPQMF ZFUUSZJOHUPTVSWJWFJOBO
JNQPTFEDVMUVSFPGWJPMFODF
5IFKPCTDSFBUFECZUIJTGBDJMJUZBSFOPU
QFSNBOFOU OPUTVTUBJOBCMF5IFCJMMJPOTUIBUXPVME
O






CFTQFOUNBLJOHCJMMJPOBJSFTSJDIFSBOEPVS


DPNNVOJUJFTQPPSFSPOTPNBOZMFWFMTTQFOEJU
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622-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government and economic impacts. Funding decisions regarding major
Federal programs (for example, defense, education, healthcare, and renewable
energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic
Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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JOTUFBEPOPVSTDIPPMT IFBMUIDBSF IFBMUITUVEJFT 
DMFBOVQPGMFHBDZXBTUF USVFTVTUBJOBCMFFOFSHZBOE
QSFTFSWBUJPOPGPVSGPSFTUTBOEIJTUPSJDBMBOE

622-4
cont’d

DVMUVSBMTJUFT5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF
.BSJBO/BSBOKP GPMMPXFECZ-JTB1VULFZ
.4."3*"//"3"/+0.ZOBNFJT.BSJBO
/BSBOKP*hNBNFNCFSPG,IBhQhPP0XJOHF LOPXOBT
4BOUB$MBSB1VFCMP*hNBNPUIFSPGGPVSDIJMESFO 
BOEBHSBOENPUIFSPGTJY*SFTJEFBU,IBhQhPP
0XJOHF*hNBMJGFUJNFQPUUFSBOEBMTPUIFGPVOEFS
BOEEJSFDUPSPGBDPNNVOJUZCBTFEPSHBOJ[BUJPOBU
,IBhQhPP0XJOHFDBMMFE)POPS0VS1VFCMP&YJTUFODF PS
)01&
*XPVMEMJLFUPUIBOLUIF//4"GPSUIJT
PQQPSUVOJUZUPNBLFDPNNFOUTPOUIF%SBGU
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUGPSUIFDPOTUSVDUJPO
BOEPQFSBUJPOPGUIFQSPQPTFE$.33QSPKFDUBOEBMTP
GPSUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPTQFBLNZUSVUI
*XPVMEMJLFUPCFHJOCZNBLJOHJUDMFBS
UIFHFPMPHJDBMGVODUJPOBOEXIBUUIJTQMBDFNFBOTUP
NFBOEUPNBOZQVFCMPQFPQMF5IJTBSFB PVS+FNF[
.PVOUBJOT JTBEPSNBOUWPMDBOPXJUINBOZMBZFSTBOE
O






NBOZUZQFTPGFBSUI5IFWPMDBOJDGMPXGPSNFEUIF


GJOHFSMJLFNFTBTQSFTFOUMZLOPXOBTUIF1BKBSJUP
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1MBUFBV5IJTTZTUFNXBTOBUVSBMMZEFTJHOFETPUIBU
UIFDMPVECMPTTPNTDPVMENBLFBOECMFTTVTXJUISBJO
BOETOPXUIBUJTOBUVSBMMZTUPSFEBOEGJMUFSFE
UISPVHIUIFSPDLTTPUIBUUIFTQSJOHTUISPVHIPVUUIF
BSFBDPVMEQSPWJEFMJWJOHUIJOHTXJUIQVSFXBUFS
5IJTJTLOPXOBTUIF1BKBSJUPGBVMUTZTUFN5IJT
QMBDFCSFBUIFTBOENPWFT5IJTQMBDFJTUIF
BCPSJHJOBMIPNFMBOETPGUIFQVFCMPQFPQMF5IJT
QMBDFIBTTVTUBJOFEPVSQFPQMFTJODFUJNFJNNFNPSJBM
5IFTFBODJFOUNPVOUBJOTBSFBQMBDFUIBUDPOUJOVFTUP
OVSUVSFPVSMJGFXBZTBTUIFZIBWFUISPVHIPVU
NJMMFOOJB
5IFQFPQMFTPGUIJTBSFBIBWFBMXBZT
VOEFSTUPPEUIFJSSFTQPOTJCJMJUZJOBSFMBUJPOBM
DPFYJTUFODFBTUIFDBSFUBLFSTPGUIJTQMBDF CFDBVTF
XFBSFUIJTQMBDF"TMBOECBTFEQFPQMF JOUIF
TIPSUQMVTZFBSTTJODFUIF.BOIBUUBO1SPKFDU XF
IBWFXJUOFTTFEIPXUIFNPEFSOJ[FEXPSMEUISPVHI
JOEVTUSZBOEUFDIOPMPHZIBTDIBOHFEPVSQSFTFOUBOE


GVUVSFSFMBUJPOTIJQUPUIFMBOE

8IFOUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT(PWFSONFOUBOEUIF
NJMJUBSZCFHBOJUTPQFSBUJPOTBU-"/-JO UIF
MBOEXBTTFJ[FEVOEFSBTFUPGWBMVFTUIBUTFQBSBUFE
O






UIFQFPQMFTGSPNUIFMBOE5IFQVSQPTFXBTUPDSFBUF


XFBQPOTPGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPO*UXBTBOVOOBUVSBM
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PDDVSSFODFUIBUDIBOHFEMJGFBTXFLOPXJU5IF
DVMUVSFPGWJPMFODFXBTGPSDJCMZJODPSQPSBUFEJOUP
PVSTUPSZ*UJTUSVUIUPTBZUIBUBMMQFPQMF 
FWFSZPOFJOUIJTSPPN BSFJOIFSFOUMZJOUFSDPOOFDUFE
XJUIUIFMBOE0VSFDPTZTUFNTNVTUCFSFTQFDUFEBOE
DBSFEGPSTPUIBUPVSDPNNVOJUJFTBSFIFBMUIZOPXBOE

623-1

JOUPUIFGVUVSF5IJTJTUIFUSVFOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ
*GXFEPOhUUBLFDBSFPGUIFMBOE BJS BOEXBUFS JU
XJMMOPUUBLFDBSFPGVT
0O.BSDI  BDPOTFOUPSEFSXBT
TJHOFEXJUIUIF/FX.FYJDP&OWJSPONFOU%FQBSUNFOUBT
B%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZDPNNJUNFOUUIBUSFRVJSFT
DMFBOVQPG"SFB( UIFOVDMFBSEVNQTJUFBU-PT
"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ'SPNXIBU*VOEFSTUBOE 
UPOTPGVODIBSBDUFSJ[FEXBTUFTGSPNOVDMFBSXFBQPOT
SFTFBSDIBOENBOVGBDUVSJOHJTTUPSFEJOVOMJOFE
USFODIFT QJUT BOETIBGUT*UhTFWJEFOUUIBUUIF
QSPQPTFE$.33XJMMPOMZBEEUPDPOUBNJOBUJPOBOEUIF
XBTUF FTQFDJBMMZXIFOJUQMBOTUPTUPSFTJYNFUSJD
UPOTPGQMVUPOJVN
5IJTEPFTOPUNBLFTFOTFUPNF FTQFDJBMMZ
 XIFOMPPLJOHBUUIFBNPVOUPGOVDMFBSXBTUFUIFSFJT 
BOEOPQMBOJOQMBDFPOXIFSFPSXIBUUPEPXJUIJU
O






*UBMTPNBLFTOPTFOTFUPNFXIZ%0&//4"XBOUTUP


CVJMEUIJTOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZJOBQMBDFUIBUJT
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623-1

The Consent Order referred to by the commentor includes Material Disposal
Area G among the specific sites to be addressed in accordance its requirements.
Note however, that there is a difference between the waste that has been disposed
at Material Disposal Area G and the six metric tons of plutonium mentioned in
the comment. The plutonium is not waste and would be stored within a vault
within the proposed CMRR-NF. NNSA does not consider compliance with
the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent
Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more
information. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for
more information.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS was
prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the public and has
been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated seismic hazards
analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion for a design-basis
earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground motion and
probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers occurring at
LANL. This information translated into design changes related to the structural
requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building and equipment
within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis earthquake without
major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under way and will continue
to evolve. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for
more information.
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VOTUBCMFHFPMPHJDBMMZBOE GVSUIFSNPSF DIBOHFTUIF
QMBOT BGUFSUIFGBDUPGUIFTFJTNJDIB[BSET
BOBMZTJT UPFYDBWBUF DVCJDZBSETPGFBSUI

623-1
cont’d

VOEFSUIFGBDJMJUZBOEGJMMUIFIPMFXJUIDPODSFUF
*UhTCBEFOPVHIUIBU%0&//4"XBOUTUP
DPOUJOVFEFTUSPZJOHBOEEFTFDSBUJOHUIJTTFOTJUJWF
OBUVSBMFBSUITZTUFN NVDIMFTTTQFOEJOHUBYQBZFSTh
NPOFZPONJTUBLFTBOEUBLJOHDIBODFTXJUI.PUIFS
/BUVSF*GZPVXBOUUPUBLFDIBODFT HPUPPVS
DBTJOP
*EPOhUNFBOUPCFEJTSFTQFDUGVM CVU*
IPQFZPVDBOTFFXIFSF*hNDPNJOHGSPN%PZPVLOPX
XIBUCJMMJPODPVMEEPUPDMFBOVQUIF
FOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUTUIBUTUJMMIBWFOPUCFFO
BEFRVBUFMZBEESFTTFEBOESFTUPSFUIJTTBDSFEQMBDF 
*BMTPEPOhUVOEFSTUBOEXIZCVJMEJOHUIJT
GBDJMJUZBOETFOEJOHPVUBO&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUJTQBSUPGUIF//4"NJTTJPO*VOEFSTUBOE
UIF//4"hTNJTTJPOhTSFTQPOTJCJMJUZJTGPSUIF
NBOBHFNFOUBOETFDVSJUZPGUIFOBUJPOhTOVDMFBS
XFBQPOTBOEOVDMFBSOPOQSPMJGFSBUJPO OPUCVJMEJOHB

623-2

623-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government and purpose and need to construct the CMRR-NF. Funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, environmental
restoration) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more information.

OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZXJUIDBQBCJMJUJFTUPNBLFNPSFUIBO
JUhTBMMPXFEQSFTFOUMZ
O






*UIPVHIUOVDMFBSOPOQSPMJGFSBUJPONFBOUUP


TUPQUIFTQSFBEJOHPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOT8BT*
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NNSA is charged with managing the Nation’s nuclear weapons complex and, in
this role, prepares environmental impact statements for proposals affecting the
complex.
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ESFBNJOHUIBUUIFSFhTB45"35USFBUZBOEUIBUUIF
QSFTJEFOUDBMMFEGPSBOVDMFBSGSFFXPSME 
*VOEFSTUBOEUIBUJUhTOPXSFDPHOJ[FEUIBU
UIFPME$.3XBTCVJMUPOUXPGBVMUT*TUIJTOPUB
TJHOPSXBSOJOHUPSFUIJOLUIJTQPSUJPOPGUIF
%0&//4"-"/-$PNQMFY5SBOTGPSNBUJPOPQFSBUJPOJO
UIJTQMBDF 
'PSUIFQBTUTFWFSBMZFBST UIFSFIBWFCFFO
HPWFSONFOUBET QSPHSBNT BOEUSBJOJOHPOQSFWFOUJPO
PGBMMUZQFTPGUIJOHTJOPSEFSUPCFIFBMUIJFS*U
XPVMECFHPPEGPS//4"UPDPOTJEFSUBLJOHUIFJS
DPOTUJUVFOUThBEWJDFPOQSFWFOUJPO*UXPVMECF
UFSSJCMFJG//4"IBEUPSFTQPOEUPBOVDMFBSPS
SBEJPMPHJDBMFNFSHFODZBUJUTPXOTBGFGBDJMJUZ
CFDBVTFPGBOBUVSBMEJTBTUFS TVDIBTTFJTNJD
BDUJWJUZ BOEUIJTJTBMTPQBSUPGUIF//4"NJTTJPO
SFTQPOEJOHUPOVDMFBSBOESBEJPMPHJDBMFNFSHFODJFTJO
UIF6OJUFE4UBUFTBOEBCSPBE"UUIJTUJNF *LOPX
PGOPFNFSHFODZFWBDVBUJPOQMBOGPSTVSSPVOEJOH
DPNNVOJUJFT%PFTUIBUNFBOJODBTFPGBOBDDJEFOU
PSSBEJPMPHJDBMSFMFBTF XFTIFMUFSJOQMBDF "SFXF
UIFOPSBSFXFBMSFBEZTUBNQFEBTDPMMBUFSBMEBNBHF 
FWFOUIPVHIUIFSJTLTPGCVJMEJOHUIJTOVDMFBS
O






GBDJMJUZ


.3.BD"--*45&3*OFFEUPHFUZPVBXBZ
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623-3

623-3

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.6, Emergency Preparedness and Security, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS addresses emergency response preparedness. Emergency
response facilities and equipment, trained staff, and effective interface and
integration with offsite emergency response authorities and organizations
support NNSA’s emergency management system at LANL. LANL personnel
maintain the necessary apparatus, equipment, and a state-of-the-art Emergency
Operations Center to respond effectively to virtually any type of emergency,
not only at LANL, but throughout the local community as well. Additional
information on the Emergency Operations Center can be found in the 2008
LANL SWEIS.
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41&",&3'30.5)&'-0034IFDBOIBWFNZ
UJNF
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0038FXBOUUPIFBS
IFSOPX
.4."3*"//"3"/+0*UhTKVTUBMJUUMF
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MJUUMFCJUPGNZUJNF
.3.BD"--*45&3%PJURVJDLMZ CFDBVTFXF
IBWFMPUTPGQFPQMF)PQFGVMMZXFhMMIBWFUJNFGPSB
TFDPOESPVOE
.4."3*"//"3"/+0"SFUIFSFBHSFFNFOUT
GPSDPNQFOTBUJPOBOEIFBMUIDBSFGPSHFOFSBUJPOTUP
DPNF 
5IJTQSPQPTFEBDUJPOCZUIF//4"JTOPUB
QMFBTBOUUIPVHIUGPSNFPSGPSPUIFSOBUJWFBOE
JOEJHFOPVTQFPQMF8FBSFOPUCMJOEUPUIFBDUJPOT
UBLJOHQMBDFHMPCBMMZUPPUIFSOBUJWFBOEJOEJHFOPVT
QFPQMFJOUIFOBNFPGQSPGJU)JTUPSZIBTBMSFBEZ
CFFOXSJUUFOPGUIFNBOOFSTPGUIJTHPWFSONFOUUPUIF

SFTQFDUUIFHPWFSONFOUUPHPWFSONFOUSFMBUJPOTIJQ
4BOUB$MBSBIBTXJUI%0& BMUIPVHI*IBWFTFFOBDUVBM
O






QSPPGPGDPOTVMUBUJPOJOPUIFS&*4TTVDIBTUIF


(SFBUFS5IBO$MBTT$%SBGU&*4
CVU*EJEOPUTFF


A section has been added to Chapter 5, Section 5.7.1, to describe how NNSA
carries out consultation requirements with federally recognized American Indian
Nations.

QSPGJUGPSBGFX"TBNFNCFSUPBO"DDPSE5SJCF *



623-4

Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Consultations with Agencies and Federally Recognized
American Indian Nations, of the Final CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to
include more information regarding government-to-government interactions
with the Pueblos that are specific to the SEIS.

TFJ[JOHPGOBUJWFMBOETBOEOBUVSBMSFTPVSDFTGPS
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623-4




























































UIJTJOUIF$.33&*4PSUIF$.334&*4
*hNOPUGJOJTIFE CVU
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV0VSOFYU
TQFBLFSXJMMCF-JTB1VULFZ GPMMPXFECZ3FWFSFOE
 )PMMZ#FBVNPOU
.4-*4"165,&::P)FZ*hEMJLFUP
SFNJOEQFPQMFUIBUUIFSFBSFTPNFMPWFMZTOBDLTPWFS
JOUIFDPSOFSQSPWJEFECZ%POFBBOENZTFMGUPIFMQ
ZPVHVZT:PVLOPX XIFO*HFUEFQSFTTFEBOEBOYJPVT
BOETUSFTTFEBCPVUUIFEFBUIPGNZDPNNVOJUZUISPVHI
SBEJPBDUJWFDPOUBNJOBUJPO JUIFMQTUPFBUTPNFUIJOH
HPPE
.ZOBNFTPSSZ*hNTJDLUPEBZ.ZOBNF
JT-JTB1VULFZ*NPWFEIFSFUP$IJNBZPBZFBSBHP
$IJNBZP /FX.FYJDP*MPWFJU4BEMZ *XJTIUIBU
*DPVMETBZUIBUUIJTJTUIFQMBDFUIBU*XPVMEMPWF
UPSBJTFNZGBNJMZ CVUXIFOFWFS*UIJOLBCPVUIBWJOH
DIJMESFOIFSFBOEIBWJOHDIJMESFO XJUIBMMUIF
SFMFBTFTUIBUIBWFBMSFBEZCFFOJOUIFBSFBBOEBMM
UIBUBSFHPJOHUPDPNF JUTDBSFTJUTDBSFTNF
*UTDBSFTUIF FYQMFUJWFEFMFUFE PVUPGNF
*XPSLXJUIBOPSHBOJ[BUJPODBMMFE5IJOL
0VUTJEFUIF#PNC8FDBNF*DBNFIFSFBOENPWFE
O






IFSFGSPN8BTIJOHUPO
%$ XIFSF*XBTXPSLJOHPOB


OBUJPOBMMFWFMUPLJMMUIF$.33QSPKFDUBMPOHXJUI
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UXPPUIFSGBDJMJUJFTUIBUNBLFUPHFUIFSXJUI0BL
3JEHF 5FOOFTTFF IFSFJO-PT"MBNPT BOEJO,BOTBT
$JUZ .JTTPVSJ UIFTFUISFFGBDJMJUJFTNBLFBMMUIF
QBSUTPGBOVDMFBSXFBQPO BOEBMMUISFFPGUIFN
IBQQFOUPCFCFJOHSFCVJMUXJUIGPVSUJNFTUIF
DBQBDJUZUPNBLFOFXCPNCQBSUT
5IBUhTSFBMGVOOZ FTQFDJBMMZXIFOXFhSF
TBZJOHXFhSFHPJOHUPEJTBSNBOEXFBMSFBEZIBWF

624-1

 OVDMFBSXFBQPOT KVTUBCPVU BOE UIBU
BSFPOIBJSUSJHHFSBMFSU XFMM CFUXFFOVTBOE
3VTTJB KVTUGMPBUJOHBSPVOE GMPBUJOHBSPVOEUIF
XPSMESFBEZUPCFVOMFBTIFEUPPCMJUFSBUFUIF
QPQVMBUJPOT
*XBOUUPUBMLBMJUUMFCJUBCPVU
QMVUPOJVN TJYNFUSJDUPOWBVMUTPGQMVUPOJVN
1MVUPOJVN BTJUhTCFFOEFTDSJCFEUPNF JTUIFNPTU
DBSDJOPHFOJDTVCTUBODFLOPXOUPFYJTU$BSDJOPHFOJD 
*NFBODBODFS0OFMJUUMFJOWJTJCMFTQFDLBCPVUUFO
TJ[FTTNBMMFSUIBOUIFXJEUIPGBIVNBOIBJSDBO
DBVTFDBODFS JGJOIBMFE*hNKVTUHPJOHUPSFQFBU
XIBU+POJTBJEFBSMJFS+POJTBZT
8IPB8BT*UPPMPVE *hNTPSSZ:PV
EPOhUOFFEUPUVSONFPGG
O






"T+POJTBZTDBOZPVSBJTFJU
*NFBO 


*IBWFBSFBMMZTPSFUISPBUSJHIUOPX0LBZ
UIBOL
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624-1

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would be
incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. The CMRR-NF
SEIS addresses public health and safety of the local communities, including
impacts on water supply. The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed
in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including
radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health
effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and
the LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences or impacts
on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or intentional
destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10,
and Appendix C of the SEIS.
Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
includes a summary of a number of epidemiological studies that have been
conducted in the LANL area, as well as a summary of cancer incidence and
mortality figures for the Los Alamos region as derived from data from the
National Cancer Institute. During the period 2003 through 2007, the annual
cancer death rate for Los Alamos County was smaller than that for the state of
New Mexico as a whole, and for the entire United States. The cancer incidence
rates, however, of melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, thyroid cancer, and
female breast cancer were elevated in Los Alamos County with respect to state
averages, while cancers of the lung, colon, and rectum occurred at rates below
the state averages.
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ZPV*hMMUSZ*HFUFYDJUFE
4P*hNUBMLJOHBCPVUQMVUPOJVNBOEB
TJYNFUSJDUPOWBVMU TPBNPMFDVMFUFOTJ[FTTNBMMFS
UIBOBIVNBOIBJSDBODBVTFDBODFS JOB
TJYNFUSJDUPOWBVMUVQPOBGBVMUMJOFJO-PT"MBNPT
UIBUXFBSFEPXOXJOEPG*OUFSFTUJOH
+POJUBMLFEFBSMJFSBCPVUUIFZFBSTCFUXFFO
BOE UIBUUIF-PT"MBNPT)JTUPSJDBM
%PDVNFOU3FUSJFWBM"TTFTTNFOU1SPKFDUTIPXFEUIBUJO
UIBUBNPVOUPGUJNF GSPNUIBUPOFGBDJMJUZ UIFSF
XFSFJOTUBODFTXIFSFQMVUPOJVNXBTMFUPVUJOUP
UIFBJS5IJTBSFBJTNPSFDPOUBNJOBUFEUIBO3PDLZ
'MBUT XIJDIXBTDMPTFE*UXBTDMPTFECFDBVTFPG

624-2

UIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOPGUIFDPNNVOJUZ.PSF
DPOUBNJOBUFEUIBO3PDLZ'MBUT 4BWBOOBI3JWFSTJUF 
BOE)BOGPSE JOKVTUUIBUTNBMMXJOEPX8FBSFNPTU
DPOUBNJOBUFETJUFPGQMVUPOJVNJOUIJTDPVOUSZ BOE
UIFZXBOUUPCSJOHTJYNFUSJDUPOT5IBUhTUSJQMJOH
PVSDVSSFOUDBQBDJUZ
8IZ 8IZEPXFIBWFUPDPOUJOVFUPCFBS
UIFTBNFCVSEFOXIFOXFhWFBMSFBEZTVGGFSFE *IBWF
CFFOMJWJOHIFSFBZFBS BOEBMSFBEZ*IBWFOPUJDFE
UIBUUIFSFBSFTPNBOZIFBMUIQSPCMFNT4PNBOZ
O






QFPQMFIBWFEJBCFUFT4PNBOZQFPQMFIBWFDBODFS


"OESBSFUZQFTPGDBODFSUIBUZPVEPOhUTFF
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624-1
cont’d

624-2

There are established programs at address the monitoring of air, water, and soil
contamination in the area surrounding LANL. The results of these surveillance
efforts are reported annually in the LANL environmental surveillance report
(copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/air/reports.shtml). An
element of this monitoring program is conducted to detect contamination that
has resulted from past practices (described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5). To address contamination from past practices, NNSA intends
to continue activities to implement the Consent Order, which addresses
environmental restoration of past contamination and disposal sites, such as
Material Disposal Area G. NNSA does not consider environmental restoration to
be optional and progress on implementing those efforts is not linked to decisions
on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF; however, environmental restoration
activities are beyond the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
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FWFSZXIFSF4PNBOZQFPQMFIBWFEFGPSNJUJFT4P
NBOZQFPQMFUIBUIBWFIBENJTDBSSJBHFT"OEJU
DPOUJOVFTBOEDPOUJOVFTUPHPPO BOEUIFSFIBWFOPU
CFFOIFBMUITUVEJFT
$BOZPVQMFBTFHJWFVTTPNFIFBMUITUVEJFT 

624-1
cont’d

TPXFDBOBUMFBTULOPXXIBUZPVhSFEPJOHUPVT UP
PVSTFMWFT 8FEPOhUFWFOIBWFCBTFMJOFT CVUXFhE
MJLFUPTUBSU


4PZFBI FOWJSPONFOUBMKVTUJDF/PU
IBQQFOJOHIFSF"SFB(*UCPHHMFTNZNJOEUIBU
XFhSFTQFOEJOHCJMMJPOEPMMBSTPOUIJTOFXQSPKFDU
UPNBLFOFXXBZTBOEOFXOVDMFBSXFBQPOTXIFOXF
BMSFBEZIBWFUPOTXFIBWFBMMUIJTXBTUF
DPOUBNJOBUJPOVQUIFSF XBJUJOHUPCFDMFBOFE4UJMM

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

XBJUJOHUPCFDMFBOFE"SFB( MJLF+POJNFOUJPOFE 
BOE.BSJBO*XBTWFSZIPOPSFEUPHFUBUPVSPWFS
BSPVOEUIFBSFB "SFB( XFOUEPXOBDPVQMFNJMFT 
BOEPI UIFSFhTBMMUIFTFCBTFCBMMGJFMETXIFSF
FWFSZPOFDPNFTJOUIFTVNNFSBOEEPFTUIFJS
UPVSOBNFOUTSJHIUOFBSCZ


"SFB(JTMFBLJOH&WFOUIFMBCTIBWF

EPDVNFOUGPPUBHFPGUIFQMVNFTUIBUBSFTQSFBEJOH
SBEJPBDUJWFDPOUBNJOBOUT8IBUFMTFJTJOUIBUBSFB 
O






"OEVOEFSUIFHSPVOE
4BOUB$MBSBhTXBUFSTIFE)PX

 MPOHBSFXFEPZPVLOPXXIBUUIFJSDVSSFOUQMBOT 
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624-2
cont’d
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UIFJSOVNCFSPOFQMBO GPSDMFBOJOHVQ"SFB(JT 5P
QVUBUBSQPWFSJU CBTJDBMMZ*UhTBTQFDJBM
FWBQPUSBOTTPNFUIJOHUBSQ#VUCBTJDBMMZ XIBUUIFZ
OFFEUPEPJTFWBDVBUF BOEUIFZTIPVMETQFOEUIPTF
CJMMJPOTPGEPMMBSTPOFWBDVBUJOHBMMUIJTTUVGGUIBU

624-2
cont’d

IBTCFFOMFGUJOVOMJOFEQJUT6OMJOFE+VTUCVSJFE
JOUIFSF#VUOP UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZJT
MPPLJOHBUCSJOHJOHNPSFSBEJPBDUJWFXBTUFJO
*KVTUXBOUUP*hNHPJOHUPXSBQVQB
MJUUMF)PXJTNZUJNF 


.3.BD"--*45&3:PVhSFPVU CVU
.4-*4"165,&:0LBZ *hNCSJOHJOHJUUP
BDMPTJOH*IBWFCFFOXPSLJOHIFSFXJUIZPV BOE
TPNFPOFTBJEUIBUXFOFFEUPUIJOLBCPVUUIFGVUVSF
PGPVSZPVUIBOEIPXUIJTDPVMECFHPPEBOEQPTJUJWF
*IBWFCFFOMJWJOHJO$IJNBZP*IBWFCFFO
XPSLJOHXJUIZPVUI*LOPXBCPVUUIFESVHTBOEUIF
WJPMFODFBOEUIFHBOHTBOEUIFQFSDFOUESPQPVUBU
&TQB×PMB)JHI4DIPPM*UhTIPSSJCMF"OEUIFBOTXFS
UPUIBUJTOPUJOWFTUJOHJOUIFNJMJUBSZ5IFBOTXFS
UPUIBUJTJOWFTUJOHJOPVSDPNNVOJUJFT JOWFTUJOHJO
PVSZPVUI"OE*hNTPSSZ CVUBGUFSZFBSTPG
PQFSBUJPO UIFIJHIFTUNJMMJPOBJSFTQFSDBQJUBBSFVQ
O






JO-PT"MBNPT
BOEUIF"QQBMBDIJBPGUIFXFTU


XFhSFPOFPGUIFQPPSFTUDPVOUJFT
3JP"SSJCB$PVOUZ
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*hNTPSSZ CVUJGXFhSFTUJMMKVTUCMVFDPMMBS
XPSLFST *EPOhUTFFNVDIQSPHSFTT5IBOLZPV0I 
XBJU0OFNPSF/FWFSNJOE
.3.BD"--*45&3-FUNFSFNJOETQFBLFST 
JGUIFZXBOUUPBEEUPUIFJSUJNFBOEUIFZSVOPVUPG
UJNFVQIFSF UIFZDBODPOUJOVFUIFJSFOUSZ6TJOH
UIFNJDSPQIPOFTUIBUBSFSFDPSEJOHUIFTUBUFNFOUTJO


UIFCBDLJTPOFPQUJPO KVTUBTPOFBMUFSOBUJWF

0VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT3FWFSFOE)PMMZ
#FBVNPOU BOETIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ5FSFTB$IBWF[
3&7)0--:#&"6.0/5(PPEFWFOJOH*hN
UIF3FWFSFOE)PMMZ#FBVNPOUXJUI-BT.VKFSFT)BCMBO
*XBOUUPQSFGBDFNZTUBUFNFOUTUIJTFWFOJOHCZ
SFNJOEJOHVTUIBUPOFPGUIFUJNFUFTUFETUSBUFHJFT
PGFNQJSFBTBXBZPGDPOUSPMMJOHUIFQFPQMFUIBU
UIFZIBWFDPORVFSFEBOETFFLUPPQQSFTTJTCZUVSOJOH
UIFNBHBJOTUFBDIPUIFS*UhTXPSLFEJO*OEJB 
*SFMBOE GPSNFS:VHPTMBWJB 3XBOEB *SBR BOEJU
DPVMECFIBQQFOJOHIFSF4P*XBOUVTUPCFSFBMMZ
TFOTJUJWFUPUIFGBDUUIBUXFXJMMOPUTVDDFFEJO
UIJTVOMFTTXFCSPBEFOUIFCBTFPGPQQPTJUJPOUPUIF
$.33"OEUIBUNFBOTUIBUXFIBWFUPCFSFBMMZ
TFOTJUJWF BMMPGVT BTXFBSFSFMBUFEUPUIJT
O






JOEVTUSZXIJDIIBTDPOUSPMMFEBOEJONBOZXBZT


PQQSFTTFEVTOPXGPSHFOFSBUJPOT8FIBWFUPGJOE
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XBZTUPCFDPNJOHUPHFUIFSBSPVOEUIJT SBUIFSUIBO
BMMPXJOHFNQJSFUPQPMBSJ[FVT
*XBOUUPTIJGUNZGPDVTBHBJOUIJTFWFOJOH
GSPNUIFQSPKFDUUPUIPTFXIPBSFJODIBSHF:PV
QSPCBCMZBMMLOPXUIJT#VU*hNKVTUMFBSOJOH BOE
JUhTCFFOWFSZJOUFSFTUJOH
*UIJOLUIBUXBTBQJWPUBMNPNFOUGPS
-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSJFT*LOPXUIBUUIFSF
BSFNBOZIFSFXIPIBWFCFFOTUVEZJOHUIFMBCGPS
EFDBEFT CVU*UIJOLTPNFUIJOHJNQPSUBOUIBQQFOFEJO
XIFOUIFOBUJPOBMMBCPSBUPSZCFDBNFBGPSQSPGJU
JOEVTUSZBOEXBTUVSOFEPWFSUP PGBMMDPSQPSBUJPOT
POUIFGBDFPGUIFQMBOFU #FDIUFM
4PUIJTJTXIBU*LOPXBCPVU#FDIUFM UIBU
*hNMFBSOJOH BOE*EPXBOUUPBQPMPHJ[FGPSB
NJTTUBUFNFOU*NBEFMBTUOJHIUXIFO*XBTMJTUJOH
TPNFPG#FDIUFMhTQSPKFDUT XIJDIBSF#FDIUFMJTBU
XPSLPOFWFSZDPOUJOFOUPOUIFHMPCFFYDFQUGPS
"OUBSDUJDB-BTUOJHIU*TBJEUIBU*DPVMEOPUGJOE
BOZFWJEFODFPGBOZQSPKFDUUIBUUIFZIBWFFWFS
TVDDFTTGVMMZDPNQMFUFE"OE*BQPMPHJ[F UIBUhT
JODPSSFDU5IFZXFSFSFTQPOTJCMFGPSCVJMEJOH)PPWFS
%BN
O






4PWFSZRVJDLMZ
#BTSB$IJMESFOhT)PTQJUBM


JO*SBR*UXBTBCBOEPOFEPOMZQFSDFOUDPNQMFUF
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625-1

625-1

DOE and NNSA continue to provide oversight of LANL as in the past. The
managing and operating contract for LANL was openly competed in 2005
for the first time in the 63-year history of the LANL site. Through 2005, the
University of California had been the sole managing and operation contractor
for the LANL site since its creation in 1943. The new managing and operating
contractor, Los Alamos National Security, LLC, began managing LANL in June
2006. The selection of a new managing and operating contractor did not change
the DOE and NNSA work performed at LANL.
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BMUIPVHIJUJTMJTUFEBTDPNQMFUF.BOZEFMBZT
8JUIJOBZFBSUIFZXFSFBMSFBEZNPOUITCFIJOE
UJNF*EPOhULOPXIPXZPVTPNFCPEZFMTFEPUIF


NBUIPOUIBU%PVCMJOHUIFDPTU
5IFSFhTUIF#PTUPO$FOUSBM"SUFSZ5VOOFM
1SPKFDUGPS* XIJDIXBTEFTJHOFEUPQBTTVOEFS
UIFDJUZ BOEJUSFBDIFEBCJMMJPOQSJDFUBH
XJUIBOVNCFSPGTJHOJGJDBOUHSPTTFSSPST JODMVEJOH
UIFGBDUUIBU#FDIUFMPWFSMPPLFEQMBOTGPSUIF'MFFU
$FOUFS XIJDIJTB TFBUBSFOB*OUIFJSQMBOT
UPCVJMEUIJT UIFZKVTUGBJMFEUPOPUFUIBUUIFSF
XBTUIJT'MFFU$FOUFSQMBOOFESJHIUJOUIFJSQBUI
"DUJWFOJOFGPPUXJEFQJQFDBSSZJOHTFXBHFBOETUPSN
SVOPGGXIFSFQMBOOFSTIBEESBXOBTVQQPSUXBMM*U
XBTOPUFOPVHIUPTVQQPSUUIFUVOOFMXBMMT
5IFOUIFSFhTUIF"MBTLBQJQFMJOFQSPKFDU
BXBSEFEUP#FDIUFMJO#Z.BZPGUIJT
JTQSPCBCMZ ZPVLOPX BXPSMESFDPSE#FDIUFMIBE
BMSFBEZCFFOGJSFEGPSPWFSBMMNJTNBOBHFNFOU 
JODMVEJOHEVQMJDBUJOHDIBSHFT PWFSTUBGGJOH QMBHVFE
XJUITJUFUIJFWFSZ GFBUIFSCFEEJOH MPX
QSPEVDUJWJUZ DPOTQJDVPVTTVQQMZQSPCMFNT
'VSUIFSNPSF #FDIUFMXBTBDDVTFEPGPSEFSJOHUIF
O






RVBMJUZDPOUSPMTUBGGUPGBMTJGZUIPVTBOETPGYSBZT


PGQJQFMJOFXFMEJOHTJOPSEFSUPBDDFMFSBUF
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DPOTUSVDUJPO
4PUPOJHIU*UIPVHIU CFDBVTFXFhSFJOUIF
&TQB×PMB7BMMFZ JUXPVMECFJOUFSFTUJOHUPMPPLBU
#FDIUFMhTJOGBNPVTXBUFSXBSTJO#PMJWJB TJODFXBUFS
JTTVDIBOJTTVFGPSBMMPGVTBOETJODF MJLF
#PMJWJB UIJTMBOEIJTUPSJDBMMZCFMPOHTUPJOEJHFOPVT
QFPQMF
*O/PWFNCFSPG #FDIUFMTVFEUIF
DPVOUSZPG#PMJWJBGPSNJMMJPOGPSDBODFMMJOHB
DPOUSBDUUPSVOUIFXBUFSTZTUFNJOUIFUIJSEMBSHFTU
DJUZJOUIFDPVOUSZBGUFSMPDBMQFPQMFUPPLUPUIF
TUSFFUTUPQSPUFTUNBTTJWFQSJDFIJLFTGPSXBUFS
5IFQSJDFIJLFTUSJHHFSFEUIFXBUFSXBS BOEDMBJNT
NBEFCZ#FDIUFMUIBUUIFZEJEOPUJODSFBTFUIFXBUFS
SBUFTCZBOZNPSFUIBOQFSDFOUIBWFCFFOQSPWFOUP
CFGBMTFUIBU JOGBDU UIFZXFSFEPVCMFEBOE JO
TPNFDBTFT FWFONPSF POQFPQMFXIPXFSFJODSVTIJOH
QPWFSUZ 5IFQSJDFIJLFTUIBUUSJHHFSFEUIFXBUFS
XFSFESJWFOCZ#FDIUFMUIFOUPPLBTVJUUPUIF
8PSME#BOLBOETVFE#PMJWJBGPSNJMMJPOCBTFEPO
UIFGBDUUIBUUIFZXFSF PGDPVSTF MPTJOHUIFJS
QSPGJUTCVUBMTPUIFZIBECFFOSFRVJSFEUPQBZPGGB
NJMMJPOEFCUPXFECZUIFQSFWJPVTQVCMJDXBUFS
O






DPNQBOZ5IFEFCUXPSLTPVUUIBUUIJTNJMMJPO


XPSLTPVUUPCFSPVHIMZ#FDIUFMhTSFWFOVFTGPS
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POFIBMGPGPOFEBZ0CWJPVTMZ UIFZXFSFFYUSFNFMZ
QVUPVUCZUIBU BOEJO#PMJWJBNJMMJPOJTUIF
BOOVBMDPTUGPSIJSJOH SVSBMEPDUPST  
QVCMJDTDIPPMUFBDIFST IPPLJOHVQ GBNJMJFT
XIPEPOhUIBWFBDDFTTUPUIFQVCMJDXBUFSTZTUFN
4PUIFQPPSFTUQFPQMFJO#PMJWJBSBUFT
XFOUVQ #FDIUFMDMBJNFE CBSFMZQFSDFOUXIFOXF
LOPXOPXUIBUJUXBTGBSNPSF
#VUUIFO*XBOUUPDPODMVEFXJUIBQPTJUJWF
OPUFCFDBVTF*BNBDMFSHZQFSTPOBOE*BMXBZTIBWF
UPDMPTFXJUIIPQF#FDIUFMUPPLUIJTTVJUUPUIF
8PSME#BOLBOEJUBUUSBDUFETPNVDIBUUFOUJPO
XPSMEXJEFGSPNJOEJHFOPVTQFPQMFTBOEPUIFSBEWPDBDZ
HSPVQTBSPVOEUIFXPSMEUIBUUIF8PSME#BOLBDUVBMMZ
EFOJFE#FDIUFMhTTVJUBHBJOTU#PMJWJB BOEBDDPSEJOH
UPXIBU*SFBE UIJTJTBOVOQSFDFEFOUFEEFDJTJPO
4PMFUNFKVTUTBZUIJTBTBXPSEPGIPQF
#FDIUFMIBTCFFOEFGFBUFECFGPSF BOEXFDBOEPJU
BHBJO(PPEOJHIU "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT
5FSFTB$IBWF[ BOETIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ4IFJMB
$PPQFS
.45&3&4"$)"7&;.ZOBNFJT5FSFTB
O






$IBWF[
BOE*XPVMEMJLFUPJEFOUJGZNZTFMGBTBO


JOEJWJEVBMXIPJTOPUQSPGJUJOHGSPNUIFXBS
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JOEVTUSJBMDPNQMFY*IBWFMJWFEJOOPSUIFSO
/FX.FYJDPUIFNBKPSJUZPGNZMJGF BOE*IBWFCFDPNF
NPSFBXBSFJOUIFMBTUGFXZFBSTPGUIFOFHBUJWF
DPOTFRVFODFTPGXBTUFBOEDPOUBNJOBUJPOGSPN-"/-hT
PQFSBUJPOT
*QPTFBRVFTUJPO:PVTUBSUFEPGGUIJT
NFFUJOHUBMLJOHBCPVUCFOFGJUT TP*QPTFBRVFTUJPO
%PUIFCFOFGJUTPGUIF$.33PVUXFJHIUIFDPTUT 4P
UIFCFOFGJUJTPCWJPVT.POFZ-FUhTUBMLBCPVU
KPCTGPSMPDBMQFPQMF5IFZGBMMPOUIFMPXFOEPG
UIFTBMBSZTDBMF5IFZhMMCFUFNQPSBSZ4PEPFTJU
SFBMMZ JOUIFMPOHUFSN CFOFGJUMPDBMDPNNVOJUJFT 
ZPVLOPX )JHIFSTBMBSZKPCTXJMMOPUCFOFGJUMPDBM
DPNNVOJUJFT"UPOFPGUIFNFFUJOHT JUXBT
JOEJDBUFEUIBUUIJTCFBVUJGVMCVJMEJOHXBTHPJOHUP
USZBOEFNQMPZBOEBUUSBDUUIFCSJHIUFTUBOEUIF
CFTU CVU*IBWFBGFFMJOHUIBUhTOPUHPJOHUPHFU
XFhSFOPUMPPLJOHGPSUIFCSJHIUFTUBOEUIFCFTUJO
UIFTFDPNNVOJUJFT5IFZhSFGSPNOBUJPOXJEFQFPQMF
UIBUBSFOhUHPJOHUPCFGSPNIFSF$PSQPSBUF
QSPGJUT5IBUhTUIFNBKPSJUZPGXIBUhTHPJOH
XIBUhTUIFGPDVTPGBMMPGUIJT BOEXIZUIJT
DPOUJOVFTBOEUIFZXJMMCFOFGJU CVUUIBUEPFTOPU
O






CFOFGJUMPDBMDPNNVOJUJFT
BOEHVFTTXIBU 


$PSQPSBUJPOTEPOPUIBWFUPQBZUBYFT
TPUIBUhT
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626-1

626-1

The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an analysis of the
potential effect on the local labor market related to the different alternatives
under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9). As
discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under the
No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for more
information.
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BOPUIFSUIJOHUIBUXJMMOPUCFOFGJUPVSDPNNVOJUJFT
4PUIFDPOTFRVFODFTBSFIFBMUIDBSF BOE
UIFIFBMUIDBSFDPTUPGXPSLFSTXIPTFIFBMUIXJMMCF
JNQBDUFE5IFIFBMUIDBSFBOEUIFIFBMUIDPTUTPG
NFNCFSTPGUIFDPNNVOJUZ"TBQFSTPOUIBUXPSLT
XJUIZPVOHDIJMESFO GPSUIFMBTUUFOZFBST *IBWF
LOPXOPGNBOZDIJMESFOXJUIOFVSPMPHJDBMBOENFEJDBM
DPOEJUJPOTBOEIJHIJODJEFODFPGDBODFS BOEPOFPG
UIFQBSFOUTUIBU*LOPXPGXBTQPTFEUIFRVFTUJPO

626-2

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS shows
the cancer rates for the counties surrounding LANL and the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry issued a study of the health effects of LANL
operations in 2006, and concluded that, “Overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos
area are similar to cancer rates found in other communities. In some time
periods, some cancers will occur more frequently and others less frequently
than seen in reference populations. Often, the elevated rates are not statistically
significant” (ASTDR 2006).

626-3

It is understood that if a severe accident were to occur at LANL it would be
expensive to clean up. To minimize these potential costs, these facilities are
designed to minimize the release of radioactive materials in the event of an
accident. See Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for additional
information on this topic.

626-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to construction of the CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

626-2

GSPNB6/.EPDUPSTQFDJBMJTU 8IBUhTJOUIFXBUFSVQ
UIFSFVQOPSUI 5IFZIBWFTFFOBIJHIJODJEFODFPG
JMMOFTTFTUIBUBSFOPUTFFOJOPUIFSDPNNVOJUJFT 
OFVSPMPHJDBMEJTPSEFSTUIBUBSFKVTUTLZSPDLFUJOH 
BOEUIJTJTJNQBDUJOHDIJMESFOhTMFBSOJOH UIFJS
XFMMCFJOH




"OPUIFSVOGPSFTFFBCMFDPTUJTJGBO

BDDJEFOUPDDVST BOEBMTPUIFJNQBDUPGUIF

626-3

FOWJSPONFOUJODMFBOJOHVQUIFFOWJSPONFOU5IPTF
DPTUTUIPTFBSFIVHFDPTUT$PSQPSBUJPOTNBZIBWF
BOFRVBUJPOUIBUQMBDFTBOVNCFSWBMVFPOUIFDPTUPG
BMJGFWFSTVTQSPGJUUPCFNBEF CVUMJGFUPPVS
DPNNVOJUJFTDBOhUCFNFBTVSFE5IFDPTUPGUIF$.33
BSFFOPSNPVTBOEUIFCFOFGJUTNJOJNBM
O






*BNBEBNBOUMZPQQPTFEUPUIF$.33BOE


XPVMEMJLFUPDIBMMFOHFUIFHPWFSONFOUUPEPUIF
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626-4

In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected
of being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and
cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE
in accordance with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental
restoration to be optional and progress on implementing environmental
restoration activities is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information.
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SJHIUUIJOH IBMUDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIF$.33 BOETUBSU
DMFBOJOHVQUIFNFTTUIBUhTBMSFBEZCFFODSFBUFE

626-4
cont’d

 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT
4IFJMB$PPQFS BOETIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ+BZ
(JMCFSU4BODIF[
 .44)&*-"$001&3)FMMP.ZOBNFJT
4IFJMB$PPQFS BOE*MJWFJO"MDBMEF IFSFJOUIF
WBMMFZ"OE*IBWFMJWFE*BNOPXEPXOXJOEPG
-PT"MBNPT BOE*IBWFMJWFEJOUIFTIBEPXPG
-PT"MBNPTBMMNZMJGF
*VOEFSTUBOEUIFQFSTQFDUJWFPGUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTBOETDJFOUJGJDXPSLFSTXIPBSF
TVQQPSUJOHUIJTQSPKFDUBOEIPQJOHUIBUJUIBQQFOT
*VOEFSTUBOEUIBUUIFSFhTUSFNFOEPVTQPWFSUZJOUIJT
WBMMFZ BOEUIBUKPCTBSFEFTQFSBUFMZOFFEFE"OE*
VOEFSTUBOE*XBOUUPUFMMZPVBMJUUMFCJUBCPVU
XIBUNZTUPSZJT8IFO*XBTBDIJMEHSPXJOHVQ *
MJWFEOFYUEPPSUPTPNFPGUIFGBNJMZXIPPXOFEUIF
-PT"MBNPT3BODI4DIPPMBOEHBWFVQUIFJSQSPQFSUZ
GPS-PT"MBNPTUPIBQQFO*O NZGBUIFS UIF
GJSTUPGIJTGBNJMZUPHSBEVBUFGSPNDPMMFHF HPUB
 HPPEKPC)FHPUBHPPEKPCBU4BOEJB)FXBT
O






QSFTFOUBUBUNPTQIFSJDOVDMFBSFYQMPTJPOTBU


5POPQBIJO/FWBEB"UFBDIPOF
IFXBTUPMEBOEXF
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XFSFUPMEUIFSFXBTOPEBOHFS8FXFSFOPUBGSBJE
)FXBTOPUBGSBJE8FCFMJFWFEIJN*UXBTBHPPE
KPC8FXFSFIBQQZUPIBWFJU
)FXBTQSFTFOUBU*EPOhULOPXIPXNBOZ


BUNPTQIFSJDOVDMFBSFYQMPTJPOTJOUIF1BDJGJD
"HBJO XFXFSFUPMEBOEIFXBTUPMEUIFSFXBTOP
EBOHFS"OEJUXBTXFMMJOUFOUJPOFEQFPQMFXIP*
UIJOLCFMJFWFEXIBUUIFZXFSFTBZJOH UIBUXFSF


UFMMJOHVTUIBU
.ZGBUIFSEJFEPGBCSBJOUVNPSXIFOIFXBT
ZPVOHFSUIBO*BNOPX*MJWFJO"MDBMEF*IBWF
NBOZOFJHICPSTUIFSFXIPXPSLFEBU-PT"MBNPTCFDBVTF
UIFZXFSFUIFPOMZKPCTJOUIFBSFB.PTUPGUIPTF
OFJHICPSTBSFBMJUUMFCJUPMEFSUIBONF BOEUIFZhSF
EZJOHPGMVOHQSPCMFNTBOEPUIFSQSPCMFNT
8IFO*MJWFEJO4BOUB'F TPNFWFSZEFBS
GSJFOETPGNJOFXPSLFEBU-PT"MBNPTCFDBVTFUIBUXBT
UIFQMBDFUIBUUIFZDPVMEXPSL"OEUIFJSDIJMESFO
IBECJSUIEFGFDUT UIFDIJMESFOCPSOBGUFSIFTUBSUFE
XPSLJOHBU-PT"MBNPT"OEXFXFSFOFWFSUPMEUIFSF



XFSFBOZEBOHFST
4P*VSHFZPVBMMXIPBSFXPSLJOHGPS
BOE*XPVMEXJTI*IBEUIFPQQPSUVOJUZUPTQFBL
O






QFSTPOBMMZUPFWFSZCPEZUIBUhTIPQJOHGPSBKPCBU


-PT"MBNPT
CVUXFIBWFOPXBZPGLOPXJOHJGUIJTJT
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627-1

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
includes a summary of a number of epidemiological studies that have been
conducted in the LANL area, as well as a summary of cancer incidence and
mortality figures for the Los Alamos region as derived from data from the
National Cancer Institute. During the period 2003 through 2007, the annual
cancer death rate for Los Alamos County was smaller than that for the state of
New Mexico as a whole, and for the entire United States. The cancer incidence
rates, however, of melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, thyroid cancer, and
female breast cancer were elevated in Los Alamos County with respect to state
averages, while cancers of the lung, colon, and rectum occurred at rates below
the state averages.
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TBGF BOEXFIBWFOPXBZUIBUXFDBOUSVTUUIJT
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU"OE*BNTQFBLJOHJO
PQQPTJUJPOUPUIJTQSPKFDU FWFOUIPVHI*VOEFSTUBOE
UIFOFFEGPSUIFKPCTBOEIPXFOUJDJOHUIBUJT 
CFDBVTF*IBWFCFFOQFSTPOBMMZBOEEFWBTUBUJOHMZ
BGGFDUFECZUIFTFHPPEKPCT
6OUJMUIJT4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOU*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUGVMMZDPOTJEFSTBMMUIFBMUFSOBUJWFTBOE
GVMMZDPOTJEFSTUIFJNQBDUPOUIFIFBMUI TBGFUZ BOE
XFMGBSFPGUIFDPNNVOJUJFTUIBUJUTVSSPVOEFE XIJDI 
BTIBTCFFOUFTUJGJFEPWFSBOEPWFSBHBJOIFSF
UPOJHIU IBTOFWFSCFFOEPOF XFDBOhUBMMPXUIJTUP
HPGPSXBSE/POFPGUIJT5IPTFPGZPVXPSLJOHPO
JU UIPTFPGVTJOUIFBVEJFODF UIPTFIPQJOHGPSB
KPC XFDBOhUBMMPXUIJTUPHPGPSXBSE CFDBVTF
ZPVhSFJOEBOHFSBOEXFhSFJOEBOHFS4P*IPQFUIBU
XFDBOXPSLUPHFUIFSBOEGJOEHPPEKPCTUIBUEPOhU
JOWPMWFFOEBOHFSJOHIFBMUI


.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF

+(JMCFSU4BODIF[ GPMMPXFECZ8IJUOFZ/JFNBO
.3+(*-#&354"/$)&;5JNJOHNFOPX *
IBWFUPTBZBQJFDFCFGPSF*TUBSU5IBOLZPV
 /BUJWFMBOHVBHFTQPLFO 
O






6OEFSEJQMPNBUJDEJQMPNBDJFTUIBUXFIBWF



UIBUZPVIBWF
*IBWFKVTUTUBUFEUPUIFQFPQMFPG
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627-2

NNSA notes commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF SEIS. The CMRR-NF
SEIS addresses public health and safety of the local communities, including
impacts on water supply. The existing safety conditions at LANL are addressed
in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11, Human Health, including
radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment; industrial safety; health
effects studies; accident history; emergency preparedness and security; and
the LANL Security Program. The environmental consequences or impacts
on human health from normal operations, facility accidents, or intentional
destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10,
and Appendix C of the SEIS.
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4BOUB$MBSB BTBHVFTUJOUIFJSDPNNVOJUZ BOEBTBO
FMEFSBOEGPSNFSHPWFSOPS *IBWFUIBUSJHIUUPTQFBL
BTMPOHBT*IBWFUPXJUIPVUCFJOHJOUFSSVQUFE 
XJUIPVUCFJOHTUPQQFEPSHJWFOUJNFMJNJUBUJPOT




8JUIUIBUJONJOE NZOBNFJT+(JMCFSU

4BODIF["T*TUBUFE *hNUIFGPSNFSHPWFSOPSPG4BO
*MEFGPOTP*BNOPUIFSFSFQSFTFOUJOHUIFQVFCMPJO
BOZJPUB BOZXBZ BOZNFBOT


 *EPIBWFBDPODFSO"OEUIBUDPODFSO

IBQQFOTUPEPXJUINZTBDSFEBSFB*OPVSTBDSFE
BSFB * BTBZPVOHNBO BOENZZPVOHNFOBOEZPVOH
XPNFOHPUIFSFUPIBSWFTUXJMEHBNF8JUIUIF
BDUJWJUJFTBOEUIFBDUJPOTUIBUBSFPOHPJOHUPEBZ BT
ZPVTUBUF JOQSFQBSBUJPOGPSUIJTCVJMEJOHZPVhSF
CVJMEJOH *PQQPTFJU BOEXIPMFIFBSUFEMZ CFDBVTF
ZPVIBWFOPUBEESFTTFEIPXZPVBSFHPJOHUPBEESFTT
UIFNJHSBUJPOPGXJMEMJGFBOEXJMEHBNFTUIBUXFIBWF
IBSWFTUFETJODFUJNFJNNPSUBMUISPVHIPVUUIFUJNF
UIBUXFXFSFUIFSF
:FT EVSJOH8PSME8BS** XFHBWFVQUIBU
SJHIUUPHPJOUIFSFVOEFSUIFBTTVNQUJPOUIBUJUXBT
BUPQTFDSFUBDUJPOUIBUXBTHPJOHPOUIFSF#VUUIF
6OJUFE4UBUFTHPWFSONFOUBMTPCPVHIUUIF'FSOBOEP
O






)JMMHSBOUGSPNUIF1VFCMPPG4BO*MEFGPOTPBOEJUT

 )JTQBOJDOFJHICPST6QUPUIJTEBUF XFIBWFOPU
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628-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF and acknowledges
the commentor’s concern for the migration of wildlife. Text has been added to
the Final CMRR-NF SEIS in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7.1, to show that migration
patterns of wildlife would not be adversely impacted. Construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF, if chosen in the ROD, would take place within a
fenced area already maintained. Other areas potentially used outside of TA-55
during construction would only be temporary.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































CFFOBMMPXFEUPFYFSDJTFTPNFPGUIPTFXSJUUFO
UIJOHT5IFSFBSFXSJUUFOBHSFFNFOUTBOEXIBUOPU
*TUBOEXIPMFIFBSUFEMZXJUIFWFSZPOFXIPhT
TQPLFOVQBHBJOTUUIF$.33CVJMEJOH*UIJOLJUhTB
EJTHSBDFUPUIJTDPVOUSZXIFOUIJTDPVOUSZhT$POHSFTT
JTUBMLJOHBCPVUXFMGBSF DVUUJOHXFMGBSF DVUUJOHNZ
4PDJBM4FDVSJUZ NZ.FEJDBJE CVUZFUUIFOVDMFBS
XFMGBSFDIBJODPOUJOVFTUPNPWFBOEHSPXBUFWFSZ
PQQPSUVOJUZ*UJTBXFMGBSFDIBJO:PVBSFPO
XFMGBSF*hNOPUPOXFMGBSF*EFTFSWFUIBU *
XPSLFEBOE*QVUUIBU#VUXIFOUIFDPVOUSZhT
XFBMUIJFTUDPVOUZJTTJUUJOHVQUIFSFXJUIMFTTUIBO
UIFOVNCFSPGQFPQMFUIBUJUIBTVQUIFSF BOENPTU
PGUIFNBSFFNQMPZFFTPGUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ UIFSF
JTBXFMGBSFDIBJO OPUPOMZIFSFJOUIJTTUBUF CVU
JOBMMNBKPSTJUFTBDSPTTUIFDPVOUSZ
"OEZPVDPOUJOVFUPNJMLUIBUDPX 
CJMMJPOXIBUJUDPVMEEPXPOEFSTGPSVT GPSUIJT
DPVOUSZ$POHSFTTJTTJUUJOHUIFSFEFCBUJOH XBOUJOH
UPDVUFWFSZTPDJBMQSPHSBNUIFSFJT CVUZFU OPU
UPVDIJOHUIFXBSNBDIJOFThNPOFZQPDLFU8IFSFBSF
ZPVBU 
 "OE*TBZUIJTUPZPVHVZT IPXNBOZPGZPV
O






BSFIFSFBTFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMT
8IFSFXBTUIBU
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VTUPTBZ IFSFQSFTFOUFEBMMPGUIFTFQFPQMFBOEUIF
.BZPSPG&TQB×PMB BOEZFUOPUTJUIFSFUISPVHIPVU
UIFXIPMFUJNFUPMJTUFOUPXIBUhTHPJOHPO 
*XJMMUFMMZPVPOFUIJOH BQQMBVTF

JG

UIFSFhTB1VFCMPHPWFSOPS BDPVODJMNBOPSFMFDUFE
PGGJDJBMJOUIJTSPPNBUUIJTQPJOUJOUJNFHFUPGG
UIFTLJSUTPGUIFXFMGBSFMJOFTBOEOVDMFBSXFMGBSF
MJOFT(PPVUUIFSFBOEGJOETPNFUIJOH
5IFHSFBU$JUZPG$IJNBZPIBTBSUJTUT 
"MDBMEFIBTBSUJTUT5IF)JTQBOJDTIBWFBSUJTUT
ZFBSTBHP*UBMLFEUP1FUF%PNFOJDJ *UPMEIJN 
1FUF BOEUPMEIJN *HBWFIJNBOJEFB*TBJE JG
BMMPGUIPTFZPVOHNFOBOEXPNFOVQJO$IJNBZPBOE
UIFMPXFSWBMMFZ JO&TQB×PMB7BMMFZ DPVMETFUVQBO
PQQPSUVOJUZUPHPPVUUIFSFBOECVJMEMPXSJEFSDBST 
EFTJHOUIFNUPUIFDPNNJTTJPOTBOEXBZTPGQFPQMF
UIFZXBOU XFXPVMEIBWFBOFDPOPNJDHSPXUITPCJH
UIBUJUhTHPJOHUPPVUTIJOFUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZVQ
JO-PT"MBNPT CFDBVTFQFPQMFBSFHPJOHUPCFIJSFE
"OEXFBSFHPJOHUPCFBCMFUPHPUPUIFHSFBU
DFOUFSTXIFSF)JTQBOJDQPQVMBUJPOTBSF BOEFWFO
OPO)JTQBOJDTXJMMXBOUUPIBWFBDMBTTJDDBSSFCVJMU
BOEEFTJHOFEUIFXBZUIFZXBOUJU8FDPVMEEPB
O





 GBDUPSZVQIFSF


8FIBWFOPUEPOFUIBU
CFDBVTFXIZ 
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#FDBVTFKVTUMJLFUIFPOFTUIBUBSFTBZJOHUIFZVTFE
UPHPBSPVOE ZPVBSFPOXFMGBSF ZPVEPOhUXBOUUP
HFUPGGPGXFMGBSF5IBUhTXIBUZPVBSF5IF
OVDMFBSTDJFOUJTUT UIFQFPQMFUIBUBSFXPSLJOHVQBU
-PT"MBNPT ZPVhSFPOBOVDMFBSXFMGBSFDIBJO BOE
ZPVDBOhUHFUPGGPGUIBUOJQQMF#FDBVTFJUhTTP
NVDI JUhTTVDIBOFBTZXBZPGZPVHFUUJOHNPOFZ
"OEBTMPOHBTXFDPOUJOVFUPEPUIPTF
UIJOHT XFDBONBLFGJDUJUJPVTFOFNJFTUISPVHIPVUUIF
XPSME
.ZMJGFIJTUPSZIBTCFFOBCPVUTUSVHHMF
"OE*LOPXIPXUIJTHPWFSONFOUXPSLT"OE*LOPXIPX
ZPVBMMXPSL IPXZPVPGGFSUIJTXPSL BOE*LOPX
XIFSF*hWFCFFO BOE*hWFTFFOXIBU*hWFTFFO
8IFOZPVHPPVUUIFSFVOEFSUIFHVJTF VQ
JOUIFUFDI UPUBLFBCPX MJLFJO/PSUI,PSFBXIFO
ZPVUVSOPWFSBMMPGUIFOVDMFBSJOGPSNBUJPOUIFZ
XBOU TPZPVDBOIBWFBOFOFNZ ZPVDSFBUFZPVSPXO
FOFNZ BOEUIPTFBSFUIFUIJOHTUIBUZPVEP#VUHFU
PGGUIJTXFMGBSFMJOF(FUPGGOVDMFBSXFMGBSFMJOF
:PVIBWFEBNBHFENZQFPQMF:PVIBWFEBNBHFENZ
IPNFMBOE NZTQJSJUVBMMBOE:PVIBWFTQFOUUIJT
DPVOUSZIBTTQFOUCJMMJPOTBOECJMMJPOTPGNPOFZ
O






TJODFJOTVQQPSUJOHBOEEFGFOEJOHBSFMJHJPOJO


UIJTXPSME*TSBFM:FT
TPNFPGZPVNBZCFPGUIF
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)FCSFXQFSTVBTJPO ZPVNBZUISPXSPDLTBUNFBOE
XIBUOPU CVUUIBUJTBSFMJHJPOUIBUUIJTDPVOUSZJT
EFGFOEJOH:FUBUUIFTBNFUJNFJUhTEFTUSPZJOHNZ
SFMJHJPOXJUIPVUCMJOLJOHBOFZF
*BHSFFXJUITPNFPOFUIBUTBJEXFOFFEB
CBTFMJOF"OE*UIJOLJGZPVBSFHPJOHUPFNQMPZ
QFPQMFGSPNUIFWBMMFZ ZPVOFFEUPTFUVQBCBTFMJOF
BOEESBXCMPPEBOEVSJOFTBNQMFT BOEQVUJUJO
TUPSBHF CFDBVTF ZFBST ZFBSTGSPNOPXXIFO
UIFZTUBSUDPNJOHEPXOXJUIUIFJMMOFTTFTUIBU
UIFZhSFHPJOHUPDPNFEPXOXJUI JUJTHPJOHUP
JNQBDUVT IFBMUIDBSF FWFSZUIJOHFMTF8FOFFEBMM
PGUIBU*OFFEUIBU
"HBJO *PQQPTFUIFHPJOHGPSXBSEXJUIPVU
EPJOHBGVMM/&1"&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU 
CFDBVTFUIFSFBSFUIJOHTUIBUIBWFOPUCFFO
BEESFTTFE UIBUOFFEUPCFBEESFTTFE8BUFS UIF
BNPVOUPGXBUFSZPVBSFVTJOH5IFIFBMUIJNQBDU
UIBUXFIBWF UIFTQJSJUVBMJNQBDUTZPVIBWF 
DVMUVSBMJNQBDUTZPVIBWFJOPVSEBJMZMJWFTJT
TFMGTVTUBJOJOHGSPNUIFXJMEMJGFUIBUXFHBUIFSGSPN
UIJTTBDSFEBSFBUIBUXFIBWFOFYUUPZPV
*UIBOLBMMPGZPVXIPIBWFDPNFVQ*
O






UIBOLBMMPGZPVGPSCFJOHIFSF
GPSTIPXJOHDPODFSO 


GPSTUBOEJOHVQBHBJOTUUIFNPOTUFSUIBUJTIFSF*
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628-2
628-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action. NNSA prepared the CMRR-NF SEIS as a
result of changes in construction of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic
information.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.10.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, water use for
construction and operation under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would
exceed that of the other two alternatives. As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15
through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based
on current water use and the projected use under the Modified CMRR-NF
Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain below its allotment of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See Section 2.10, Water
Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on water resources
at LANL. Other impacts on resources, to include health effects and cultural
resources, for all alternatives are discussed in Chapter 4 of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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UIBOLZPVWFSZNVDI*hNOPUBTUFDIOJDBMBTBMMPG
ZPV BT*XPVMEMJLFUPCF CVUUIFNBOUPNZSJHIU
JTWFSZUFDIOJDBM IFXBUDIFTIJTDMPDL)FNVTUCF
QBJEQSFUUZXFMM(FUPGGPGUIBUXFMGBSFMJOF
.3.BD"--*45&38FTUJMMIBWFBOVNCFSPG
TQFBLFSTUPHP5IFOFYUTQFBLFSJT8IJUOFZ/JFNBO 
BOEIFXJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ+VMJBO1SBUU PS
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0031ZBUU
.3.BD"--*45&31ZBUU *hNTPSSZ *
UIJOLJUhT1ZBUU.S/JFNBO 
.48)*5/&:/*&."/.T
.3.BD"--*45&3.T/JFNBO *hNTPSSZ
.48)*5/&:/*&."/)BWFOhUZPVFWFSIFBSE
PG8IJUOFZ)PVTUPO 
)J.ZOJDLOBNFJT.PMMZ"OE*IBEB
XPOEFSGVMUJNFXJUIBHSPVQPGQFPQMFGSPN5BPTMBTU
XFFLFOEDSFBUJOHUIFTF"OEUIFSFBTPOXIZXFXFSF
DSFBUJOHUIFTFJTCFDBVTFXFXFSFUSZJOHUPGJOEB
XBZUPNBLFBDPOOFDUJPOCFUXFFOXIBUhTHPJOHPOVQ
UIFSF XIBUhTHPJOHPOXJUIPVSOVDMFBSFOFSHZBOE
PVSOVDMFBSXFBQPOTNBOVGBDUVSJOH
"OE*hNRVJUFCBGGMFE*hWFOFWFSBDUVBMMZ
QBSUJDJQBUFEJOBIFBSJOHCFGPSF CVU*hNKVTU
O






XPOEFSJOHXIPJTMJTUFOJOHUPUIJT
*NFBO *XBT


HPJOHUPCFUBMLJOHUPUIFQFPQMF*XBOUFEUIFNUP
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MJTUFOUPNF*NFBO *UIJOLUIFSFhTBTJNQBUJDP
HSPVQIFSF XFBSFCFBVUJGVM BOEJUhTIFBSUXBSNJOH
UPDPOOFDUUIJTXBZ BOEXFBSFDPOOFDUFE CVU
UIFSFhTBEJTDPOOFDU UIFSFhTBTFSJPVTEJTDPOOFDU 
JONZSFBMNBSSJBHFUPUIFCFBVUJGVMCSBJOBOEUIF
IVNBOCFJOHTUIBUXPSLVQJO-PT"MBNPTUPXBLFVQ 
XBLFVQ
5IJTJTUIFTUDFOUVSZ0VSNBJOJTTVF
JTPVS&BSUI PVSDMJNBUFDIBOHF BOEXIBUBSFZPV
EPJOH *KVTUUIFSFhTTPSUPGMJLFJUGFFMT
MJLFUIFUIDFOUVSZVQBU-PT"MBNPT5IBUhTB
NJOETFU XIFSFXJUIOVDMFBSFOFSHZ XFhSFHPJOHUP
TBWFUIFXPSME8FMM OPXUIBUhTOPUUIFUSVUI
*UhTOPU
"OE*KVTUIBWFBDPVQMFPGMPWFMZUIPVHIUT
IFSF*KVTUXPVMEMJLFUPTBZUPUIFQFPQMFXIP
BSFOhUIFSF UIFQFPQMF*XBOUFEUPUBMLUP UPUISPX
PVUUIBUUIDFOUVSZNJOETFU BEFBEFOE MJUFSBMMZ
*XPVMEMJLFUPTFFZPVSCSJMMJBOU 
CFBVUJGVMCSBJOTIBSOFTTFEGPSTPNFUIJOHXFSFBMMZ 
 SFBMMZOFFE BOEUIBUhTDVUUJOHFEHFHSFFO
UFDIOPMPHZ "QQMBVTF 1VUZPVSFOFSHZJOUP
DSFBUJOHSFTUPSBUJPOPGPVS&BSUI BJSBOEXBUFS
O






3FWJUBMJ[FBMMPGUIBUGSPNUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOPGXIBU


IBTCFFODPNJOHPVUPGPVSQBTUQSPEVDUJPOVQPOUIF


3-1257

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

















































































































IJMMBOEBSPVOEPVSDPVOUSZ
%POhUXBJUOPUPOFNPSFEBZ OPUPOFNPSF
EBZ OPUPOFNPSFNJOVUF*hNDBMMJOHPOZPVUPCF
IFSPFT ZPVCFBVUJGVM CSJMMJBOUQFPQMFJO
-PT"MBNPTXFBSFZPVSCSPUIFSTBOETJTUFSTBOEXF
BSFBTLJOHUIBUPGZPV
.PSFOVDMFBSXBSIFBETGSPNZPVSQJU
QSPEVDUJPOXJMMOPUCSJOHPVSTFDVSJUZBOEQFBDFBT
XFUBMLFEBCPVUUPOJHIU JUKVTUIBTOhUTIPXOUIBU
"MMJUEPFT JTJODSFBTFUIFQSPMJGFSBUJPONPSFUIBO
QFPQMFXBOUFEUPQSPUFDUUIFNTFMWFTBHBJOTUUIF

629-1

629-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF pit production
and the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information. NNSA has prepared a classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS
that evaluates the potential impacts of malevolent, terrorist, or intentional
destructive acts. Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios, security
countermeasures, and potential impacts are not released to the public because
disclosure of this information could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks.
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3, summarizes information about the classified
appendix. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons,
and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

630-1

630-1

After consideration of the request for a public hearing, NNSA decided to hold
an informational meeting in Taos, New Mexico, rather than a public hearing.
Taos is located over 50 miles (80 kilometers) from LANL and NNSA does not
believe that the projected environmental impacts from the CMRR project would
be likely to adversely affect the population residing in the area surrounding Taos.
In making its decision, NNSA considered the cost of a fifth public hearing,
the size of the population to be served by a public hearing in Taos, and the

6OJUFE4UBUFT
"OE PGDPVSTF EPOhUZPVUIJOLUIBUZPVhSF
WVMOFSBCMFGPSUFSSPSJTUBDUJWJUJFT 
"DSFBUJWFNJOEJTUSVMZBUFSSJCMFUIJOH
UPXBTUF*WPUFOPBDUJPOPOUIF$.33
.3.BD"--*45&3+VMJBO
.4+6-*"1:"55*HVFTTZPVDBOhUSFBENZ
XSJUJOH+VMJB
.3.BD"--*45&3+VMJB GPMMPXFECZ3VUI
5FMMFS
.4+6-*"1:"555IBOLZPV)FMMP
FWFSZCPEZ BOE*XBOUFEUPUIBOLBMMPGUIF
O






PSHBOJ[FSTBUUIJTNFFUJOHUPOJHIU*hNGSPN5BPT



BOE*KVTUXBOUFEUPBTL
POFNPSFUJNFJGXFDPVME
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)
absence of a previous record of a NEPA meeting being held in Taos. In addition
to a poster session similar to that associated with the hearing, NNSA made
presentations describing the CMRR-NF project and SEIS. Meeting participants
were invited to ask questions following the presentations and advised of ways
to provide comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS; comment forms were made
available at the meeting. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, NEPA Process,
of this CRD, a number of means of providing comments on the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS were available throughout the public comment period.



IBWFBIFBSJOHVQUIFSF*EPUIJOLJUhTSFBMMZ
JNQPSUBOUUIBUBMMPGUIFQFPQMFPGOPSUIFSO
/FX.FYJDPDBOCFIFBSEBOESFQSFTFOUFEBTXFMM XJUI
UIJTNBKPSQSPKFDU4P *hNBTLJOHGPSUIBU"OE
*hNWPUJOH ZFT GPSUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU

630-1
cont’d

In response to the commentor’s concern for construction on a seismic fault
line, the geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic
and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

4UBUFNFOU%FGJOJUFMZXFOFFEUIBU BOEBOFX&*4 
BOEOPCVJMEJOHPOUIFTFJTNJDGBVMUMJOF XIJDI
BDDPSEJOHUPXIBU*hWFSFBE JTPOUIFTBNF
HFPMPHJDBMNBHOJUVEFBTXFKVTUFYQFSJFODFEJO+BQBO
"OE*BMTPXPVMESFDPNNFOEUIBUXFIBWFUIF


TDJFOUJTUTBOEOVDMFBSFYQFSUTGSPN+BQBODPNFBOE

TQFBLUPVTIFSF DPNFBOETQFBLUPUIFTDJFOUJTUTBU
-PT"MBNPT NBZCFXFDBOMFBSOGSPNUIFNBOEGSPN
FWFSZUIJOHUIBUhTIBQQFOJOHJOUIBUQBSUPGUIFXPSME

630-2

BOE NZ(PE UIFJSXIPMFGJTIJOHJOEVTUSZJT
EFTUSPZFE BMMPGUIFFDPTZTUFN JUhTKVTUUIF
QFPQMFFWFSZUIJOHUIBUhTIBQQFOJOHUIFSF JUhT
KVTUSFBMMZIPSSJGJD
4P JGXFDPVMEMFBSOGSPN+BQBO MFBSO
GSPN3PDLZ'MBUT MFBSOGSPN$IFSOPCZM MFBSOGSPN
BMMUIFOVDMFBSJODJEFOUTUIBUIBWFIBQQFOFEBSPVOE
UIFXPSME"OE*EPIBWFUPBHSFFXJUI.PMMZUIBU 
JUTFFNTUPNFUIBUGPSUIFPUIFSDPVOUSJFTUIBUPVS
O






OVDMFBSXFBQPOTNBOVGBDUVSFSQSPEVDFST
UIBUJGUIF


6OJUFE4UBUFTCFJOHUIFHSBOELJOHPGBMMPGUIBU
JG
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630-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a
large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The
plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear
reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that
require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this issue
refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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UIFZBSFQSPEVDJOHNPSF XPVMEOhUUIBUNBLF1BLJTUBO
BOE/PSUI,PSFB BOEBMMPGUIPTFPUIFSDPVOUSJFT
XBOUUPBNQVQUIFJSXFBQPOT 8IFSFEPFTUIBUMFBWF
VT *HVFTT*SFBMMZEPHFUDPOGVTFEBCPVUUIBU
EJTDPOOFDU"OE*UIPVHIUXFXFSFTVQQPTFEUPCF
HPJOHUPBNPSFQFBDFGVMXPSME BNPSFQPTJUJWF 
EZOBNJD MPWJOHXPSME*NFBO JUXPVMECFTPDPPM
JGXF BTBQFPQMF BTBIVNBOSBDF UPBDUVBMMZKVTU
USZGPSPODF MFUhTUSZUPHPUIFQPTJUJWFSPVUF
-FUhTUSZUPEP ZPVLOPX TVTUBJOBCJMJUZ BOEUIF
IPMJTUJDXBZPGMJWJOH-FUhTUSZJUBTBO
FYQFSJNFOU5IJTPOFSFBMMZIBTOhUXPSLFEWFSZXFMM
4P *EJEFODPVSBHFUIBU *KVTU ZPVLOPX 
SFBMMZXPVMEFODPVSBHFBMMPGUIFXPOEFSGVMQFPQMF
UIBUXFIBWFBU-PT"MBNPT UPQVUUIFJSFOFSHJFT
UPXBSETUIBU*UIJOLJUXPVMECFKVTUBOBCTPMVUFMZ
NPOVNFOUBMFYBNQMFUPUIFXPSME*UDPVMEUPUBMMZ
DIBOHFUIFXIPMFEZOBNJDPGXIFSFXFBSFBUSJHIU
OPX*UXPVMECFWFSZFYDJUJOHGPSUIJTDPVOUSZBOE
GPSFWFSZPOFBSPVOEUIFXPSME
"OE UIFO MBTUMZKVTUBTBOUIFSFhTBO
JOUFSFTUJOHGJMNUIBUhTPVU XIJDI*IFBSEBO
JOUFSWJFXXJUI BOE*TBXUIFUSBJMFS BOEJGZPVBMM
O






XBOUUPHPTFF"UPNJD.PN"OEUIBUhTBEPDVNFOUBSZ


5IFEBVHIUFSPGPOFPGUIFTDJFOUJTUTBU-PT"MBNPT
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XIPXPSLFEPOUIF.BOIBUUBO1SPKFDUBOEPUIFSOVDMFBS
 QSPKFDUTBU:VDDB.PVOUBJO JUXBTIFSNPUIFShT
UFTUJNPOZ BOEIFSNPUIFSXBTTXPSOUPTFDSFDZ 
CFDBVTFFWFSZUIJOHXBT ZPVLOPX DMBTTJGJFE"OEJU
UPPLFWFSZPVODFPGDPVSBHFTIFIBEUPBDUVBMMZ


TQFBL ZPVLOPX XIBUXBTSFBMMZPOIFSNJOE UPXBSET
UIFMBTUEBZTPGIFSMJGF*UhTBCSBOEOFXGJMN
"OEUIFOBMTP3PCFSU,FOOFEZ +S IBTKVTU
DPNFVQXJUI$PME.PVOUBJO XIJDIJTTDSFFOJOHBU
4VOEBODFSJHIUOPX CVUJUhTSFMFBTFEOBUJPOXJEFJO
+VOF
4P UIBUhTOPUBCPVUUIJTJTTVF UIBUhT
BCPVUDPBMNJOJOHJO8FTU7JSHJOJB CVUUIPTFBSFUXP
GJMNTUIBUDPVMEFEVDBUFFWFSZCPEZ BOEUIBOLT UIBOL
ZPVBMMGPSCFJOHIFSF BOEUIBOLTGPSHPJOHJOUPUIF
QPTJUJWF
.3.BD"--*45&3/FYUTQFBLFSJT3VUI
5FMMFS GPMMPXFECZ4UFQIBOJF)JMMFS
.35365)5&--&35IBOLZPV:PVGPSHPU
UIF5*UhT53VUI5FMMFS*BNBOFMFDUFE
SFQSFTFOUBUJWF*BNUIFQSFTJEFOUFMFDUPG/PSUIFSO
/FX.FYJDP$PMMFHF/P OPUUIFQSFTJEFOUFMFDU
5IFTUVEFOUQSFTJEFOUFMFDU*hNTPSSZ4UVEFOU
O






QSFTJEFOUFMFDU"OEXIZBN*UIFPOMZFMFDUFE


SFQSFTFOUBUJWFIFSF
8IZBN*UIFPOMZPOFXJUIUIF
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JOUFHSJUZUPTQFBL #FO3BZ-VKBOSFDFJWFT 
GSPN#FDIUFMBOE GSPN)POFZXFMMKVTUJOUIF
MBTUUXPZFBST*UNJHIUCFCFDBVTFUIFNBKPSJUZPG
&TQBOPMB$JUZ$PVODJMPSTXPSLGPS-"/-.BZCF
UIFSFhTTPNFNPOFZDPSSVQUJPOHPJOHPO+VTUBO
JEFB
8FIBWFBDIPJDF8FDBOCFMJLFUIF
QFPQMFJO4QBJOBOESJTFVQBHBJOTUUIFDPSSVQUJPOPG
 PVSQPMJUJDBMJOTUJUVUJPOTJOGBWPSPGSFBMEFNPDSBDZ
OPX PSXFDBOCFMJLF+BQBOMJLF(FSNBOZ XIFSF
UIFZhSFEFDPNNJTTJPOJOHUIFJSOVDMFBSJOGSBTUSVDUVSF
0SXFDBOCFMJLF+BQBO8FDBOCFMJLF&HZQU XIFSF
UIFQFPQMFPWFSUISFXUIFDPSSVQUQPMJUJDBMEJDUBUPST
XIPGPSEFDBEFTXFSFEFTUSPZJOHUIFJSDPVOUSZBOE
TUFBMJOHUIFJSNPOFZ PSXFDBOCFMJLF+BQBOBOE
TVGGFSUIFDPOTFRVFODFTPGOVDMFBSDBUBTUSPQIF
5IJTQSPDFTT UIJTDIBSBEFPGBIFBSJOH JT
BGSBVEBOEBTIBN*UJTEJDUBUPSJBMCFDBVTFOP

631-1

BMUFSOBUJWFFYDFQUUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOPG$.33JTCFJOH
DPOTJEFSFE BOEPVSWPJDFTBSFOPUCFJOHHFOFSBMMZ
IFBSE5IJT4&*4FYQMJDJUMZTUBUFTUIBUBOESFGVTFT
UPBEESFTTNPTUPGUIFTVCTUBOUJWFDPODFSOTUIBU
PQQPOFOUTPG$.33SBJTFEJOUIFPSJHJOBM&*4
O






IFBSJOHT



5IJTJTGBLFEFNPDSBDZJOBDUJPO JF 
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631-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition for the CMRR-NF SEIS. As discussed
in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis
for the proposed action. The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes
in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information and
safety requirements. Regarding alternatives addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS,
as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions
previously made on the level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance
of CMR operational capabilities to support critical NNSA missions, reached
in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD.
Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have been considered
and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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EJDUBUPSTIJQ1PMJUJDTBTJEF BOEEJTDPVOUJOHUIF
NPSBMJUZPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOTQSPEVDUJPO UIFQMBOUP
CVJME$.33JOBTFJTNJDBMMZBDUJWFOVDMFBS[POFJT
TIFFSJOTBOJUZ5IF%FGFOTF/VDMFBS'BDJMJUZ4BGFUZ
#PBSEDSFBUFECZ$POHSFTTUPPWFSTFFUIF%0&hT
OVDMFBSGBDJMJUJFTTUBUFEUIBU-"/-FTUJNBUFTB
JODIBODFPGTFJTNJDDPMMBQTFEVSJOHBUFOZFBS
UJNFGSBNF XIJDIXPVMESFTVMUJOBDPMMBQTFPG
OVDMFBSNBUFSJBMT5IBUXBTBRVPUFGSPNUIF%FGFOTF
/VDMFBS'BDJMJUZ4BGFUZ#PBSE


*GUIF$.33JTCVJMUBTQMBOOFE UIFPME
$.33XJMMTUJMMOFFEUPCFVTFEGPSBUMFBTUUIFOFYU
UFOZFBST'PSBDJUJ[FOUPMJWFIFSF BQFSDFOU
DIBODFPGOVDMFBSDBSDJOPHFOJDJOUIFOFYUEFDBEFJT
QFSDFOUUPPIJHI5IF1SFGFSSFE"MUFSOBUJWFTIPVME
CFUPJNNFEJBUFMZEFDPNNJTTJPOUIF$.3BOETUPQ
CVJMEJOHUIF$.33
5IF&TQB×PMB4DIPPM%JTUSJDUSJHIUOPXJT
MBZJOHPGGUFBDIFST*hNBTUVEFOUJOUIFUFBDIFS
FEVDBUJPOQSPHSBN8IBUJT.BSZ"MJDF-VDFSPEPJOH
UPTBWFPVSUFBDIFST 8IBUJTUIFNBZPSEPJOHUP
DSFBUFHPPE IFBMUIZ HSFFO QPTJUJWFKPCTJOPVS
DPNNVOJUZ 8IZEJEIFSSFQSFTFOUBUJWFOPUTUBZIFSF 
O






*GUIFNBZPSXBTBTUVEFOUJONZDJWJDTDMBTT
TIF


XPVMEHFUBO'GPSEJTIPOFTUZ
DPSSVQUJPOBOETFMMJOH
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631-2

631-2

All proposed new DOE facilities are required to be designed, constructed,
and operated in compliance with applicable DOE orders, requirements, and
governing standards, established to protect public and worker health and the
environment.
As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, the CMRR-NF
would be constructed in accordance with DOE requirements for nuclear
facilities, protection, site seismic design, and security. The building design
includes safety-class fire suppression equipment.
Regarding the occupancy of the CMR Building, the existing CMR Building
operates at a reduced level due to seismic and security concerns associated
with this 60-year-old building. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, a series
of upgrades have been performed to address changing building and safety
requirements. As a result of operational, safety, and seismic issues, a number
of actions have been implemented to enable continued use of the current CMR
Building while ensuring safe and reliable operations. Changes that have
occurred to maintain safe and reliable operations have been to administratively
restrict the amount of material stored within the building and in use at any
given time, completely remove operations from three wings of the building,
and generally limit operations in the other three laboratory wings that remain
functional.
See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more
information.
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PVUPVSDIJMESFOhTGVUVSF4IFGJSFTUFBDIFSTXJUI
POFIBOEXIJMFTIFMPCCJFTUPCVJMECPNCTXJUIUIF
PUIFS8IFSFJTUIF3JP(SBOEF4VO 8IFSFJTPVS
DPNNVOJUZOFXTQBQFS "SFUIFZIFSF /P5IFZhSF
OPUIFSF5IFZMPWFUPSFQPSUHPTTJQCVUUIFZEPOhU
SFQPSUSFBMOFXT8IZ *OMJHIUPG'VLVTIJNB UIJT
JTSFBMMZBUSBWFTUZ
*XPVMEMJLFUPHFUQFSTPOBMGPSBNPNFOU
*XBTTJUUJOHCFIJOEZPV BOE*DPVMEOhUTFFZPVS
FZFT CVU*UIJOLZPVTIPVMESFBMMZCFBTIBNFEGPS
ZPVSSPMFJOBVUIPSJOHUIJTUSBWFTUZPGBEPDVNFOU
"OEZPV TJS *DPVMEMPPLJOZPVSFZFT 
BOE*UIJOLZPVTIPVMECFMPDLFEVQCFGPSFZPVLJMM
BHBJO CFDBVTFUIJTSFBMMZJTHFOPDJEF XIBUZPVBSF
EPJOHUPUIJTDPNNVOJUZ XIBUZPVhSFEPJOHUP
DPNNVOJUJFTBSPVOEUIFXPSMEGPSZPVSOVDMFBS
XFBQPOT"OEQFPQMFXIPTVQQPSUKPCTBOEXPVME
SBUIFSTBDSJGJDFUIFJSIFBMUIBOEPVSDPNNVOJUZhT
FOWJSPONFOUGPSBGFXEPMMBST*UIJOLZPVTIPVME
SFBMMZHPUP+BQBO CFDBVTF*IFBSUIFSFhTTPNFHSFBU
KPCTUIFSFDMFBOJOHVQBGUFSUIFJSOVDMFBSEJTBTUFS
(PUIFSF$MFBOVQUIFEJTBTUFSUIFSF
4P*IPQFUIBUXFSFBMMZDBOMFBSOGSPN
O





 BOEJUhTCFFOSFBMMZJOTQJSJOHUPMJTUFOUPBMM
UIJT


ZPVSWPJDFT
BOEXFTIPVMEIBWFUIJTLJOEPG
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DPNNVOJUZNFFUJOHXJUIPVU-"/-JOUIFSPPNBOESFBMMZ
EPTPNFUIJOHUPDIBOHFPVSDJSDVNTUBODFT"OEBT
ZPVSTUVEFOUQSFTJEFOU *MPPLGPSXBSEUPTFSWJOHZPV
JOUIFOFYUZFBS5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF
4UFQIBOJF)JMMFS GPMMPXFECZ"OESF[+VBSF[
4UFQIBOJF)JMMFS 
.445&1)"/*&)*--&3)FSF*BN)J 
FWFSZPOF*hN4UFQIBOJF)JMMFS*MJWFJO4BOUB'F 
BOEJUhTCFFOBHSFBUQMFBTVSFMJTUFOJOHUPBMMPG
ZPV*EPOhUIBWFBQSFQBSFETQFFDI*BDUVBMMZ
TUBSUFEPOF BOEUIFO*OFWFSGJOJTIFEJU BOETP*hN
BDUVBMMZKVTUHPJOHUPTBZBGFXUIPVHIUTJOSFTQPOTF
UPUIJOHTUIBUIBWFCFFOTBJECFGPSF NPTUMZ
*hNQSFUUZTIBLFOVQCZUIBUZPVOHNBOhT
QSFTFOUBUJPO:PVUIJTSVUIMFTT IVI "OEUIBOL(PE
GPSUIBU*UhTUJNFXFSFBMMZMJTUFOFEUPPVSZPVOH
QFPQMF BOEJUhTUJNFUIFZSFBMMZGFMUMJLFUIFZ
DPVMETIPVU"OEJUhTSFBMMZUJNFGPSBMMPGVTUP
TIPVU
5IFUIJOHTUIBUBSFIBQQFOJOHJOPVSXPSME
OPXBSFKVTUTPEJTUPSUFEBOEQFSWFSUFEBOEXFJSE 
BOEZPVLOPX XFhSFHFUUJOHVTFEUPJU5IFSFhTB
O






TUPSZBOVDMFBSBDUJWJTUMJLFTUPUFMMBCPVUUIFGSPH


FYQFSJNFOU'PSHJWFNFJGZPVIBWFIFBSEUIJTPOF
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CFGPSF CVUJUhTCFFOIBVOUJOHNFMBUFMZ5IFGSPH
FYQFSJNFOUJT ZPVIBWFBQPUPGCPJMJOHXBUFSBOE
ZPVUISPXBGSPHJOUPJUBOEUIFGSPHMFBQTPVU
*UhTIPU0SZPVIBWFBQPUPGXBUFS ZPVQVUJUPO
UIFTUPWF BOEZPVQVUUIFGSPHJOUPUIFQPUPG
XBUFS BOEZPVIFBUUIFXBUFSTMPXMZ BOEUIFGSPH
EJFT CFDBVTFIFTMPXMZHPUVTFEUPUIFSJTFJO
UFNQFSBUVSFBOEMPTUUIFWJN WJHPS BOEWJUBMJUZ
SFNFNCFSWJN WJHPSBOEWJUBMJUZ UPHFUPVU
*UhTUIJTTUSBOHFTMVNCFSPVTTUBUFXFhSFJO
JOUIJTDPVOUSZUIBUJTTPGSJHIUFOJOH"OEXFMBQTF
JOUPJU FWFOUIPTFPGVTXIPBSFIFSFTQFOEJOHPVS
FWFOJOHUBMLJOHBCPVUUIJTIPSSPSTIPXVQPOUIFIJMM
UIBUJTOPUKVTUVQPOUIFIJMM*UhTFWFSZXIFSF
*UhTBMMPWFSUIFQMBDF"OEXIFOZPVMPPLBUUIF
NBQBCPVUXIFSFOVDMFBSDPOUBNJOBUJPOJTJOUIJT
DPVOUSZ JUhTBMMPWFSUIFDPVOUSZ*UhTFWFSZXIFSF
:PVDBOhUKVTUMFBWF:PVDBOhUKVTUTBZ 0LBZ 
UIBUhTJU *hNHFUUJOHPVUPG4BOUB'F*TBZUIJT
FWFSZOPXBOEUIFO*EPOhULOPXXIZ*DBNFIFSF
*hNMFBWJOH5IFXBUFSIBT ZPVLOPX HPUQMVUPOJVN
JOJU*hNMFBWJOH
8IFSFBN*HPJOHUPHP *GZPVSFBMMZMPPL
O





 BUUIFNBQ
UIFSFhT*EBIP'BMMT UIFSFhT)BOGPSE 


UIFSFhT3PDLZNZTPOMJWFTSJHIUEPXOUIFSPBE
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NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the effects of nuclear
technology. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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GSPN3PDLZXIFSF3PDLZ'MBUTJT:PVLOPXUIFZ
NBEFBQBSLPVUPGJU :PVLOPX *UIJOLXF
SFBMMZXIFO*MJTUFOUPUIFQFPQMFIFSFGSPNUIF
QVFCMPTBOEJUhTIBQQFOFEUPNFCFGPSFXIFOUIFZ
TQFBLJUhTTPDMFBS BOE*KVTUUIJOLXFOFFEUP
MJTUFOUPUIFN CFDBVTFXFXIJUFQFPQMF XF
"NFSJDBOT XFhWFMPTUPVSNJOET0VSNJOETBSF
KVTUUIFZhSFOPUPQFSBUJOHBOZNPSF*NFBO UP
TQFOECJMMJPOBOEUBMLBCPVUUBLJOHTFOJPSTPGG
*DBOTQFBLUPUIBUUBLJOHTFOJPSTPGGPG
.FEJDBSF *NFBO UIJTJTKVTUUPUBMJUhTMVOBDZ
-FUhTKVTUTQFOENPSFNPOFZTPXFhSFQSFQBSFEUP
EFGFOEPVSTFMWFTCZLJMMJOHNPSFQFPQMFJOBNJOVUF
PWFSOJHIU
0QQFOIFJNFSPODFXBTGJMNFETBZJOH *TJU
USVFUIBUJGXFDPOUJOVFPOUIJTQBUI XFhMMCFBCMF
UPEFTUSPZNJMMJPOQFPQMFJOFJHIUDJUJFT
PWFSOJHIU :FT*UJTUSVF
"OEUIBUXBTUIFO4PUIJOLPGXIBUXFDBO
EPOPX
4PPOBTMJHIUMZIBQQJFSOPUF *XBOUFEUP
UFMMZPVUIBU0CBNBJTMPPLJOHGPSNPOFZGSPNUIF


OVDMFBSCVEHFUUPDVU)FXBOUTUPDVUCJMMJPO
O






GSPNUIFOVDMFBSXFBQPOTCVEHFU
TPNBZCFTPNFPGVT


XBOUUPXSJUFUPIJNBOENBLFBTVHHFTUJPOPG
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TPNFUIJOHIFDBODVU
-BUFMZ *IBWFCFFOUIJOLJOHPGUIFMJOF
UIBU*UIJOLJUXBTJOUIFhT8IBUJGUIFZ
IBEBXBSBOEOPCPEZDBNF "OEZPVLOPX JUhTNPSF
 UIBOKVTUBDMFWFSMJOF*UhTBTUSBUFHZ8IBU
BCPVUOPUQBSUJDJQBUJOHJOUIJTXIPMFFOHJOFPG
EFTUSVDUJPO 8IBUBCPVUKVTUQVMMJOHPVU QVMMJOH
UIFQMVH MPPLJOHBUBMMUIFQMBDFTXIFSFXFGFFE


JOUPJU BOEOPUEPJOHJUBOZNPSF "OEXFDPVMEIBWF
UPXONFFUJOHTBOEXFDPVMEEJTDVTTJU BOEXFDPVME
IPTUJU BOEXFDPVMEJOWJUFQFPQMFXIPXPSLBUUIF
MBC CFDBVTF*IPOFTUMZ*EPOhULOPXIPXBOZPOF
DBONBLFBMJWJOHNBLJOHUIJTTUVGG*KVTUEPOhU
*SFDPHOJ[FUIBUXFhSFBMMIVNBOCFJOHTBOE*CFMJFWF
UIBUXFSFBMMZDBO BMMPGVT DPNFUPHFUIFSUPHFU
PVUPGUIFSFBMMZEBOHFSPVTQSFEJDBNFOUXFhSFOPXJO
8FDPVMEEPUIBU BOEXFSFBMMZ SFBMMZNVTUUSZ
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT
"OESF[+VBSF[ GPMMPXFECZ,BUIZ4BODIF[
.3"/%3&;+6"3&;(PPEFWFOJOH FWFSZPOF
*hEMJLFUPUIBOLFWFSZPOFGPSTIPXJOHVQBOEPODF
BHBJO UPUIFDJUZDPVODJMNBOXIPXBTIFSFBOEXBOUFE
O






UPJNQSPWFPVSTDIPPMT
NBZCFIFTIPVMEDPOTJEFS


GJSJOHFWFSZCPEZPOUIFTDIPPMCPBSE
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*hNHPJOHUPCFIPOFTUXJUIZPV*hNGPS
UIJT*UIJOLUIFZTIPVMECVJMEUIF$.33 *OGBDU 
*UIJOLUIFNJMJUBSZJOEVTUSJBMDPNQMFYTIPVME
FYQBOE*UIJOLXIBUXFOFFEJTNPSFOVDMFBS

633-1

633-1

NNSA notes the comment. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF,
Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

SFTFBSDI8IBUXFOFFEJTNPSFCPNCT#FDBVTFGPS
FWFSZCPNCXFIBWF XFEPOhUIBWFUPCVJMEBTDIPPM
UPFEVDBUFQFPQMF8FEPOhUIBWFUPCVJMEBIPNFUP
IPVTFQPPSQFPQMF8FEPOhUIBWFUPTVQQMZIFBMUI
DBSFGPSQPPSQFPQMF"OEZPVLOPX UPCFIPOFTU *
UIJOLUIJTJT ZPVLOPX HPJOHUPFOTVSFUIBUPVS
DPVOUSZDPOUJOVFTEPXOJUTTQJSBMUPCFDPNJOHBUIJSE
XPSMEDPVOUSZ SFBMMZIPOFTUMZ CFDBVTFSFNFNCFS XF
POMZOFFEQFPQMFTNBSUFOPVHIUPPQFSBUFUIF
NBDIJOFT OPUTNBSUFOPVHIUPBTLRVFTUJPOT5IBOL
ZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT,BUIZ
4BODIF[ GPMMPXFECZ%BWJE/PSSJT
.4,"5):4"/$)&; *O/BWBKP .ZOBNF
 JT,BUIZ4BODIF[ BOE*hNGSPN4BO*MEFGPOTP1VFCMP 
BOE*BMTPXPSLXJUI5FXB8PNFO6OJUFE*EJEOPU
SFBMMZQSFQBSFBTQFFDI CVU*KVTUXBOUFEUPTQFBL
GSPNUIFIFBSUPGUIFUIJOHTUIBU*IBWFCFFOIFBSJOH
PSUIBUhTHPJOHPO5PNPSSPXXFhSFIPTUJOHBHSPVQ
O






PG.JEEMF&BTUFSOEJHOJUBSJFTBUPVSPGGJDF
BOE


UIFZhSFDPNJOHIFSFUPBTLVTOBUJWFQFPQMFBCPVU
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IVNBOSJHIUT8IBUhTUIF6/IVNBOSJHIUT
BQQMJDBCJMJUZIFSFJOUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT "OE*NVTU
TBZUIJTIFBSJOHJTBOFYBNQMFPGFOWJSPONFOUBM
JOKVTUJDFUIBUhTIBQQFOJOH0VSMJWFT PVSDVMUVSF 
BSFCFJOHEFNJTFEBOEXFhSFOPUSFBMMZCFJOH
JOGPSNFE TPIVNBOSJHIUTBSFCFJOHWJPMBUFE
*OEJHFOPVTIVNBOSJHIUTGJOBMMZXBT *
UIJOL BEPQUFECZUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTJO ZFUUIJT
UIJOHJTTJUUJOHJOPVSTBDSFEMBOET BOESJHIUOPX 
UIF*OEJHFOPVT'PSVNJTIBQQFOJOHJO/FX:PSL BOE
UIFZhSFUBMLJOHBCPVUCJPEJWFSTJUZBOEUBLJOHPG
SFTPVSDFT UIJOHTGSPNJOEJHFOPVTMBOETGPSVTF 
CFDBVTFUIFQFPQMFXJUIUIFNPOFZIBWFBSJHIUUPTVF
UIPTFJGUIFZEPOhUNBLFBQSPGJU
*UIJOLPODFUIFMBCIBTUVSOFEUPB
GPSQSPGJUPSHBOJ[BUJPOBOEPVSHPWFSONFOUJTQBSU
PGJUUIBUUIFZhSFQSPCBCMZHPJOHUPTVFBMMPGVT
JGUIFZEJFJOUIFQSPDFTTBOEEPOhUNBLFUIFJSNPOFZ
CBDL5IFZhSFQSPCBCMZKVTUHPJOHUPMFBWFUIFNFTT
GPSVTBHBJO BOEUIBUhTBSJHIUUIBUXFIBWFUPCF
XFMM BOEZFUUIFZhSFUBLJOHUIBUBXBZGSPNVT
"HBJO MBTUZFBS BDPVQMFPGZFBSTCBDL 
UIFSFXBTB/&1"QSPDFTT BQVCMJDIFBSJOH IBQQFOJOH
O






BHBJOBOEXFQPTFEUIFRVFTUJPOUIBUUIF/&1"QSPDFTT


JTOPUBEFRVBUF
JUhTMJLFUBLJOHPOFTUFQGPSXBSE 
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It is customary for NNSA final EISs to summarize what changes were made to
the draft EIS. Please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.8, Changes from the Draft
CMRR-NF SEIS.
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UXPTUFQTCBDL BOEUIFOUIFZMFBWFJUUIFSF5IFZ
EPOhUDPNFCBDLUPVTUPUFMMVTXIBUDPSSFDUJPOT
UIFZNBEF5IFZTBZ (PMPPLBUUIFCPPL XFNBEFB

634-1
cont’d

DPNNFOU OPUBQQMJDBCMF XIJDIJTXIBUUIF$.3&*4
JTBCPVU4PUIFZDVUUIBUPVU


4PBHBJO XFBMMLOPXWJPMBUJPOTBSF
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IBQQFOJOH8IPhTHPJOHUPIPMEPVSHPWFSONFOUPS
GPSQSPGJUPSHBOJ[BUJPOTBDDPVOUBCMF *UIBTUPCF
VTUIBUTQFBLVQ"OEUIFZPVUIBSFTUSPOHJOUIFJS
WPJDFBOE*hNHMBEUIFZXFSFBCMFUPTBZXIBUUIFZ
TBZ CFDBVTFPVSCFIBWJPSBMEJTQPTJUJPOJOHJTUBLFO
GSPNVT XIFOUIFZTBZ :PVDBOhUTIPVU ZPVIBWFUP
CFQPMJUF ZPVIBWFUPCFDBMNJOUIFTFTJUVBUJPOT 
XFhSFHPJOHUPHJWFZPVNPOFZ EPOhUXPSSZ
*XBTHPJOHUPTBZ FYQMFUJWFEFMFUFE

CVU

NBZCF*TIPVMEOhUTBZUIBUXPSE TPTDSBUDIUIBUPVU
#VUUIJTJTKVTUMJLFUIFZXFSFTBZJOH NBEOFTT 
DSB[Z)PXNBOZSFBDUPSTEPXFOFFEUPIBWF
NFMUEPXOT +BQBOJTPOUIFPDFBOBOEUIFPDFBOTBSF
OPXDPOUBNJOBUFE8IFSFJTPVSXBUFS 0VSXBUFSJT
IJEJOHGSPNVTCFDBVTFUIFXBUFSXBOUTUPCFTBGFGPS
QFPQMF XBOUTUPCFTBGFGPSDIJMESFO BOEZFU XIPhT
UBLJOHUIFCVMLPGUIBUTFDSFUXBUFSGSPNVT 
O






0VSDIJMESFO
DIJMESFOhTDIJMESFO BSF


NJTDBSSZJOHCFDBVTFUIFZDBOhUDPNFUPGVMMUFSN8F
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that
which occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant could happen at LANL. There are fundamental differences between the
functioning of a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological
accidents that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, and
earlier at the Chernobyl Nuclear Site, requires a large source of energy that is
produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide
used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do
not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use of active cooling
systems. For more information on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear
Accidents, of this CRD.


























































XFOUUPWJTJU$IFSOPCZMBOEWJTJUFEBTDJFOUJTUXIP
IBEKBSTPGBMMUIFCBCJFTUIBUXFSFTUJMMJOUIFJS


NPUIFShTXPNCGSPNXFFLPOF UXP UISFFNPOUIT GPVS

NPOUIT GJWFNPOUIT5IFZXFSFBMMCBLFEMJLFJOB

634-2
cont’d

NJDSPXBWFPWFO)FIBEUIFNVQUIFSFUPTIPXXIBU
IBQQFOTUPXPNFOUIBUBSFDBSSZJOHXIFOUIFSFhTBO
BDDJEFOUUIBUIBQQFOTMJLF+BQBO
8FMM PVSQFPQMFIFSF UIFJOEJHFOPVT
QFPQMFT UIFQPQVMBUJPOJTBMSFBEZTIPXJOHUIBUPVS
EFBUISBUFTIBWFGBSFYDFFEFEPVSCJSUISBUF BOE
 UIBUhTXIBU3VTTJBXBTUFMMJOHVTBUUIBUUJNF4P
XFhSFBMSFBEZFYQFSJFODJOHUIBUUIFSF5IFSFJTOP
MPHJDUPUIJT&*4$.33HPJOHPOBTVQQMFNFOUBM XIFO
ZPVOFFEBOFXPOF XIFOBMMUIFBDDJEFOUTUIBUIBWF
IBQQFOFEXJUIUIFGJSFTBOEBMMUIFGBVMUTBSF
TIPXJOH UIFTIBLJOH*UTIPVMEOhUFWFOCFUIFSFJO
PVSTBDSFEUIFZTIPVMEIBWFBMSFBEZMFGUCZOPX
5IBUJOEVTUSZTIPVMEIBWFBMSFBEZJOGPMEFEJOPO
JUTFMG CFDBVTF *NFBO JUhTKVTUJOTBOJUZUIBUhT
IBQQFOJOH BOEUIFDVMUVSFPGWJPMFODFIBTOVNCFEVT
BMMPVUUPXIFSFXFEPOhUFWFOSFDPHOJ[FPVSBCJMJUZ
UPCFTBDSFE UPCFDPOOFDUFEUPPVS.PUIFS&BSUI
8FBT5FXB8PNFO6OJUFEBSFXSJUJOHPVS
O






PCKFDUJWFT
BOEUIFQFPQMFXJUIUIFNPOFZXFSF


UFMMJOHVT
:PVDBOOPUXSJUFhNPUIFSFBSUIhJO
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As discussed in Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level
of analysis for the proposed action. The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses
changes in the design of the CMRR-NF based on additional seismic information
and safety requirements.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities
are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas
in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria
that are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that
the facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake. See Section 2.6,
Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
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UIFSF CFDBVTFUIBUhTOPUBOPCKFDUJWF
4PTUPQQJOHUIFWJPMFODFBHBJOTU.PUIFS
&BSUI *XPVMEEFDMBSFUIBUIFSF UIBUhTPOFPGPVS
WJPMBUJPOTUIBUBSFIBQQFOJOHXJUIPVSIVNBOSJHIUT
5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT%BWJE
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/PSSJT GPMMPXFECZ5FSFTB+VBSF[%BWJE/PSSJT 
"MMSJHIU5FSFTB+VBSF[ 
 

.45&3&4"+6"3&;*EPOhUSVOPOGJWF

NJOVUFT*UEJTUVSCTNFXIFOQFPQMFDPNFUPNZ
DPNNVOJUZBOEUIFZUFMMNF :PVHPUGJWFNJOVUFTUP
TQFBL"OEJG*IBEBTBMBSZMJLFZPVST *XPVMEOhU
XPSSZBCPVUJU
-FUhTTFF:PVLOPX JUhTLJOEPGIBSEUP
LFFQSFQFBUJOHXIBUFWFSZCPEZFMTFIBTBMSFBEZTBJE 
BOEUIFSFBTPOJTUIBUJUhTMJLF ZPVLOPX IPXNBOZ
UJNFTDBOXFDPNFUPUIFTFNFFUJOHTBOESFQFBUUIF
TBNFUIJOHTPWFSBOEPWFSBHBJO "OEUIFOUIFZHP
CBDLBOEUIFZQVUJOUIFTFCPPLT BCPVUUFOTUBDLTPG
CPYFT0OFUJNFXFBTLFEUIBUXFXPVMEMJLFUPSFBE
 TPNFPGUIJTTUVGG BOEUIFZTFOUMJLFCPYFTUIBU
IJHIPGNBUFSJBM BOE*TBJE 8FMM ZPVLOPX DBO
ZPVMJLFCSFBLJUEPXOGPSVT -JLFXFUSZUPCSFBL
O






JUEPXOIFSF


#VU*EPXBOUUPTQFBLUPPOFUIJOH
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635-1

The CMRR-NF SEIS is a large document due to the amount of material and
the level of detail required. For this reason, a Summary document is provided
to highlight the major conclusions. NNSA may provide a copy of just the
Summary of the CMRR-NF SEIS upon request.


























































LOPX BOEUIBUJTUIFQPWFSUZJOPVSDPNNVOJUJFT
:PVLOPX *IFBSEUIBUIFSFBXIJMFCBDLUIFSFXBTB
TUVEZEPOFUIBUTBJEUIBUPOFPVUPGFWFSZUISFF
DIJMESFOCPSOIFSFBSFCPSOJOUPQPWFSUZ"OEUIF
PUIFSUIJOHJTUIBU ZPVLOPX *EPOhUUIJOLUIFZ
IBWFEPOFBHPPETUVEZPGUIFIJHIDBODFSSBUFTUIBU


SFBMMZFYJTUJOUIJTBSFB QSPCBCMZCFDBVTFUIFZ

SFBMMZEPOhUXBOUUPLOPX ZPVLOPX*UXPVMEOhUCF
CFOFGJDJBMUPUIFN CFDBVTFXIBUJTCFOFGJDJBMUP
UIFNJTUPEFWFMPQUIJT$.33
*XBTUFMMJOHTPNFCPEZ*EPOhUFWFOLOPX
IPXUPTBZJU ZPVLOPX QSPOPVODFJU TP*hMMVTF
UIFBDSPOZNT BTFWFSZCPEZFMTFEJE
"OEUIFPUIFSUIJOHJTUIBUZPVLOPX *
UIJOLXFhWFIFBSEGSPNQFPQMFIFSF CPUI(JMCFSUBOE
,BUIZ4BODIF[ TQFBLJOHBCPVUUIFJNQBDUTUP
JOEJHFOPVTDPNNVOJUJFT BOEBMTPSFDPHOJ[JOH$IJDBOP
USBEJUJPOBMDPNNVOJUJFT )JTQBOJDDPNNVOJUJFTIFSF 
UIBUBSFJNQBDUFEBOEFWFSZPUIFSDPNNVOJUZUIBUJT
JNQBDUFECZUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOTJODFUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPO
IBTOPCPVOEBSJFT BOEEPFTOPUEJTDSJNJOBUF5IBUhT
POFUIJOHUIBUEPFTOhUEJTDSJNJOBUF4PXFTIPVME
BMMTBZXFGJOBMMZGPVOEBOBOTXFSUPEJTDSJNJOBUJPO 
O






CFDBVTFUIBUCBCZEPFTOhUEJTDSJNJOBUF
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635-2

635-2

It is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS to perform a government
health study of the residents in the Espanola Valley. However, Chapter 3,
Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS shows the cancer
rates for the counties surrounding LANL and the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry issued a study of the health effects of LANL operations
in 2006, and concluded that, “Overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities. In some time periods,
some cancers will occur more frequently and others less frequently than seen in
reference populations. Often, the elevated rates are not statistically significant”
(ASTDR 2006).
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DPOUBNJOBUFE FWFSZCPEZhTXBUFSHFUTDPOUBNJOBUFE
"OEXFIFBSEUIBUUXPXFMMTJO&TQB×PMBIBECFFO
DPOUBNJOBUFECVUUIFOUIFZCBDLUSBDLBOEUIFZTBJE 
8FMM ZPVLOPX UIFSFJTUIJTOBUVSBMPDDVSSFODF
UIBUIBQQFOTJOXBUFSUIBUDSFBUFTUIBU ZPVLOPX
4PZPVLOPX JUDBOhUCFDPOUBNJOBUJPODPNJOHEPXO
BOEZPVSXBUFSDBOhUCFDPOUBNJOBUFE4PZPVLOPX 
BHBJO HPCBDLUPTMFFQ
"OETPPOFPGUIFUIJOHTUIBUCPUIFSTNFB
MPU UPP JTUIFZBMXBZTUSZUPCSVTIUIJTPGG 
FTQFDJBMMZJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP XJUIUIFJTTVF
UIBUNPTUPGVTPSNPTUPGPVSGBNJMJFTPSFYUFOEFE
GBNJMJFTBSFBMMESVHHFEVQ/PUPOMZEPXFMJWFPO
XFMGBSF CVUXFhSFBMMESVHHFEVQ:PVLOPX "OETP
UIFOZPVHPUUPMPPLBSPVOEBOETBZ XFMM ZPVLOPX 
XIZJTUIBU #FDBVTF*IBWFBMXBZTXBOUFEUPLOPX 
XIZJUJTUIBUNPTUPGPVSDPNNVOJUJFTBDSPTTUIF
DPVOUSZ CFJUIFSFJO/FX.FYJDPPS4BWBOOBIPS
)BOGPSE XIFSFWFS IBTBESVHQSPCMFN 8FhSF
ESVHHFE VOFNQMPZFE BOEMJWJOHPOXFMGBSF5IBUhT
OPDPJODJEFODF8FIBETPNFPGUIFIJHIFTUSBUFPG
VOFNQMPZNFOUJOTPNFPGUIFTFDPNNVOJUJFT0VS
QFPQMFDBOhUFWFOHFUBKPC
O






"OEUIFOUPDPNQMBJOBCPVUUIFTFDPOEBSZ


NBSLFUT
ZPVLOPX BOEUIFOPVSTDIPPMT-PT"MBNPT
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HPUHPPETDIPPMT5IFZHPUHPPEUFBDIFST5IFZHPU
UIFCFTU#VUXIFOZPVDPNFEPXOIFSFUPUIFWBMMFZ
BOEZPVTUBSUUBMLJOHBCPVUFEVDBUJPO BOEZPVMPPL
BUXIBUPVSLJETIBWFUPHPUISPVHI UPGJHIUUP
HSBEVBUF JUhTJOTBOF ZPVLOPX#VUUIBUhTXIBU
UIJTHPWFSONFOUIBTEPOF
"OEUIFZQMBZUIFTFHBNFT)PXNVDIEPZPV
HFUQBJEUPTJUUIFSF 0OFUJNF*XBTBUBNFFUJOH
BOEUIFNBOGFMMBTMFFQ"OE*TBJE 0I HSFBU*
XJTI*XBTHFUUJOHQBJEXIBUZPVhSFHFUUJOHQBJE 
XIBU BUUIBUUJNF *UIJOLUIFZXFSFHFUUJOHQBJE
BMNPTUMJLFBOIPVS4PNFSJEJDVMPVTUIJOHGPS
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NBLJOHUPMJWFPO5IJTJTUIFSFBMJUZPGXIBU
-PT"MBNPTIBTEPOFUPUIJTDPNNVOJUZ*UIBT
JNQPWFSJTIFEPVSDPNNVOJUZ
%POhUDPNFVQIFSF TJS1MFBTFEPOhUDPNF
VQIFSF
.3.BD"--*45&3*hNKVTUMFUUJOHZPV
LOPX
.45&3&4"+6"3&;%POhUMFUNFLOPX*
LOPX0LBZ *EPOhUXBOUUPIFBSJU0LBZ:PV
LOPX TPUIBUhTXIBU-PT"MBNPTIBTEPOFUPVT
O
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FWFSZDPNNVOJUZUIBUZPVDBOUBMLBCPVU*UIBT
DSFBUFEQPWFSUZ8IBUEPXFIBWFUPEP (PXPSLBU
8BM.BSU BOIPVS JGZPVhSFMVDLZ /PCFOFGJUT 
$PNFPO MFUhTHFUSFBM QFPQMF
"OEEPOhUVQTFUNF CFDBVTFZPVLOPXUIFO
*hMMSFBMMZHFUVQTFU ZPVLOPX
.3.BD"--*45&3:PVSUJNFJTVQ
.45&3&4"+6"3&;.ZUJNFJTVQ TJS 
XIFO*TBZNZUJNFJTVQ"OEIFZ ZPVLOPXXIBU  *
EPOhUOFFEZPVSNJDSPQIPOF CFDBVTF*hNHPJOHUPUFMM
ZPVPOFUIJOH
.3.BD"--*45&3*XJMMIBWFZPVSFNPWFE
.45&3&4"+6"3&;)FZ ZPVDBOIBWFNF
SFNPWFE CFDBVTF*XPVMEMJLFUPTFFBOZPGUIF
OFXTQBQFSTTUBOEJOHIFSFSJHIUOPX
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003-FUIFSTQFBL
.3.BD"--*45&34JS *hNHPJOHUPOFFE
.45&3&4"+6"3&;*XBOUUPTBZ
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003-FUIFSTQFBL
-FUIFSTQFBL
.3.BD"--*45&38FTUJMMIBWFBSFZPV
XJMMJOHUPLFFQUIFSFTUPGUIFQFPQMFGSPNTQFBLJOH 
:PVXBOUIFSUPDVUPGGPUIFSQFPQMF 
O
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HFOUMFNFO IPMEPOBTFDPOE)PMEPOBTFDPOE
-JTUFOVQ0LBZ 5PMFUZPVLOPX UIJTJT4BOUB
$MBSB5SJCBM4FDVSJUZ5IJTJTUSJCBMMBOE5IJT
IBTOPUIJOHUPEPXJUIUIFTFNJOBSIFSF5IJTJTPVS
SPPN BOE*hNHPJOHUPUFMMZPVOPXXFIBWFSVMFT
UIBUXFFOGPSDFJOUIJTSPPN
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003"GJWFNJOVUF
SVMF 
4"/5"$-"3"4&$63*5:0''*$&35IJTJT
OPUZPVLOPXXIBU UIBUhTOPUUIBUSVMF5IJTJT
UIFSVMFPGPVSGBDJMJUZSJHIUIFSF5IJTJTPVS
GBDJMJUZ USJCBMMBOE:PVLOPXXIBU :PVHPUUP
GPMMPXUIFSVMFT
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*DBOhUIFBSXIBU
UIFSVMFXBT
.45&3&4"+6"3&;*BTLFEIJNUPMFUNF
TBZUIFMBTUDPNNFOUUIBU*IBE BOEIFXPVMEOhU
4"/5"$-"3"4&$63*5:0''*$&3:PVSUJNFJT
VQ
4JS JGZPVDBOHPBIFBEBOEDPOUJOVF
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.3.BD"--*45&38FhMMIBWFNPSFUJNFGPS
UIFTFDPOESPVOE8FhMMIBWFNPSFUJNF
O







"EJTDVTTJPOXBTIFMEPGGUIFSFDPSE 
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CBDLJOPSEFS IPQFGVMMZXFhMMIBWFUJNFGPSBOPUIFS
SPVOEPGTQFBLFST#VUJUhTEJTSFTQFDUGVMUPUIF
TQFBLFST
5IFOFYUTQFBLFSJT.JHVFM.PSFOP GPMMPXFE
CZ3PCFSU$IBWF[
.3.*(6&-.03&/0*XBOUUPUIBOL
FWFSZCPEZGPSDPNJOHPVUUPOJHIU5IBOLZPV /POOZ 
UIBOLTFWFSZCPEZGPS ZPVLOPX DPNJOHBOEHJWJOHZPV
HVZTHSFBUPQJOJPOTBCPVU ZPVLOPX UIFEFBUIBOE
EFTUSVDUJPOPGPVSDPNNVOJUJFT ZPVLOPX UIFMFHBDZ
PGEFBUIBOEDIBPTXJUIJOPVSXPSME
"OE ZFT *EPPQQPTFUIF$.33/'GBDJMJUZ 
UIF$IFNJDBMBOE.FUBMMVSHZBOE3FTFBSDI3FQMBDFNFOU
/VDMFBS'BDJMJUZ"OE OP BTBUBYQBZFS*EPOPU
XBOUUPJOWFTUCJMMJPOJOUPUIFXBSDPNQMFYGPS
UIFZPVLOPX POUIFDPVSTFPGUIFOFYUUFOZFBST
8IBU*hNTJDLBOEUJSFEPGJTCFJOHTJDLBOEUJSFE
4JDLBOEUJSFEPGDPNJOHUPUIFTFIFBSJOHT MJTUFOJOH
UPUIJT FYQMFUJWFEFMFUFE

BOEMJTUFOJOHUPUIFTF

QFPQMFUBMLBCPVUIPX ZPVLOPX XFBSFHPJOHUP
 XFXBOUUPBUUSBDUCSJHIU OFXNJOET ZPVLOPX 
CSJHIUZPVOHNJOET8IBUBCPVUUIFNJOETPGPVS
DPNNVOJUZ :PVLOPX XIBUBCPVUUIFIFBMUIPGPVS
O






DPNNVOJUZIFSFJO/FX.FYJDPBOEOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP



*KVTUDBNFGSPN4BWBOOBI3JWFSTJUFUXP


3-1279

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

636-1

636-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Funding
decisions regarding major Federal programs (for example, defense, education,
healthcare, and renewable energy) and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this
CRD for more information.
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XFFLFOETBHP:PVLOPX *HPBMMPWFS:PVLOPX 
UIJTJTOhUTPNFUIJOHOFX:PVLOPXUIJTDIBPT 
UIFZhSFQBJEUPCFIFSFUPMJTUFOUPPVS ZPVLOPX 
RVPUF VORVPUF FYQMFUJWFEFMFUFE CVU ZPVLOPX 
JUhTPLBZ CFDBVTFXFBSFIFSFGPSUIFMPOHSVO ZPV
LOPX.ZLJETBOENZLJEThLJET BSFUIFPOFTUIBU
BSFHPJOHUPIBWFUPEFBMXJUIUIFEFBUIBOE
EFTUSVDUJPOBOEUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOPGPVSDPNNVOJUZ 
UIFDPOUBNJOBUJPOPGPVSXBUFSBOEMBOE
:PVLOPX IFSF &TQB×PMBBMPOF XFIBEUP
TIVUEPXOUISFFXFMMT XBUFSXFMMT ESJOLJOHXBUFS
XFMMTCFDBVTFPGDPOUBNJOBUJPO EVFUP-PT"MBNPT
:PVLOPX *hNTJDLBOEUJSFEPGDPNJOHUP
UIFTF ZPVLOPX QVCMJDDPNNFOUT XJUINZHSBOENPUIFS
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UPEFBMXJUI
:FBI UIBUhTXIBU*IBWFUPTBZ BOE*
PQQPTFUIF$.33CVJMEJOH*PQQPTF ZPVLOPX BOZ
OFXDPOTUSVDUJPOUIBUHPFT ZPVLOPX BMPOHXJUIUIF
OVDMFBSDPNQMFY*GXFXBOUUPHFUSFBMBCPVUJUBOE
MFUhTIFMQPVSDPNNVOJUJFTUPUISJWFCZGPDVTJOHPO
TPNFPGUIFTFCSJHIU OFX ZPVOHNJOETUIBUZPVHVZT
O
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UPXBSET ZPVLOPX SFOFXBCMFFOFSHZ UPXBSETDMFBOJOH
VQPVSXBUFS UPXBSET ZPVLOPX HJWJOHPVS
DPNNVOJUJFTBGJHIUJOHDIBODF
5IBOLZPV




.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT

3PCFSU$IBWF[
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0033PCFSU
.330#&35$)"7&;)FMMP FWFSZCPEZ
5IBOLZPVHVZTGPSCFJOHIFSFUPEBZ*XPVMEMJLFUP
UBLFBDPVQMFPGTFDPOETGPSTJMFODFUPIPOPSUIF
QFPQMFXIPIBWFMPTUUIFJSMJWFT EFEJDBUFEQFPQMF 
JOBMMPGUIFOVDMFBSJOEVTUSJFTVQBOEEPXO
 4JMFODF "MMSJHIU5IBOLZPV


4P BTUIJTHFOUMFNBOCBDLIFSFTPGJOFMZ
UPMEZPV UIBUXFBSFPO/BUJWF"NFSJDBOMBOE BOE
*hN/BUJWF"NFSJDBO5IFTFBSFNZQFPQMFhTMBOE8F

637-1

IBWFCFFOIFSFGPSUIPVTBOETPGZFBST BOEXFXJTIUP
DPOUJOVFCFJOHIFSF
"U$IFSOPCZMUIFSFhTBOBSFBUIFTJ[FBO
UIBUJTOPUMJWBCMF NJMFTXJEFBOEBIVOESFE
NJMFTBDSPTT
*BNMFTTUIBONJMFTGSPN-PT"MBNPT
*GTPNFUIJOHXBTUPHPXSPOH XPVME*IBWFUPMFBWF
O






NZIPNF
XPVME*OPUCFBMMPXFEUPSFUVSOGPSUIF


SFTUPGNZMJGF
*UhTQMVUPOJVNUIBUXFBSFUBMLJOH
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637-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to the
one that occurred in Chernobyl at the nuclear reactor site could happen at LANL.
There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that occurred at
Chernobyl requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning
of nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce
a sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.
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PGIFSF QMVUPOJVN MBSHFBNPVOUTPGQMVUPOJVN
*EPOhULOPXBCPVUZPVHVZT CVU*hNOPUJO
GBWPSPGQMVUPOJVNPSBOZGBDJMJUZUIBUIPMETBOZ
BNPVOUXIBUTPFWFS CFDBVTFJUhTOPUCJHBNPVOUTPG

637-1
cont’d

QMVUPOJVN JUhTUIFWFSZTNBMMQBSUJDMFTUIBUHFUJO
ZPVSMVOHT'SPNXIBU*IFBS UIBUhTSFBMMZ
EBOHFSPVT
:PVLOPX QFPQMFIBWFEFEJDBUFEUIFJS
MJWFT IBWFHBWFVQUIFJSGVUVSFTUPUSZUPFYDVTF
NF *hNTQFBLJOH DBO*IBWFBMJUUMFCJUPGTJMFODF 
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003:FBI "QQMBVTF 
.330#&35$)"7&; *KVTUXBOUUPTBZUIBU
UISPVHIPVUJUBMM *XBOUUPUIBOLZPVHVZT:PV
HVZTIBWFSFBMMZUBVHIUNFBMPU:PVHVZTIBWF
HJWFONFBMFTTPOJOMJGF5IF$.33IBTJOUSPEVDFE
NFUPTPNFXPOEFSGVMQFPQMF*UIBTNBEFBOECSPVHIU
UPNFSFMBUJPOTIJQTUIBUXJMMMBTUBMJGFUJNF#VU*
IBWFUPTBZUIBUNBZCFUIFXBZJOXIJDIJUXBTEPOF
JTOPUUIFCFTUPGXBZT8IZEP*IBWFUPHPNFFU
QFPQMF XPOEFSGVMQFPQMF PQQPTJOHOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ
GJHIUJOHGPSNZGVUVSF GJHIUJOHGPSNZMJGF 
*TBZIFSFUPEBZ *TUBOEIFSFUPEBZ JO
UIFIPQFTUIBUJOUIFGVUVSF *XJMMCFBCMFUPIPME
O
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OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZIFSFJO/FX.FYJDPXIBUTPFWFS


1FPQMF *hWFMFBSOFEBMPUPWFSUIFMBTU


GFXZFBST BMPU*hWFCFFO*hWFLOPXOBCPVU


-PT"MBNPTNZXIPMFFOUJSFMJGF*UhTBMM*hWFFWFS


LOPXO TJODF*XBTZPVOH XBUDIJOHWJEFPT QSPQBHBOEB


WJEFPT MFBSOJOHBCPVUUIFFGGFDUTPGQMVUPOJVN 


MFBSOJOHBCPVUUIFFGGFDUTPGPUIFSIBSNGVM


SBEJPBDUJWFNBUFSJBMTBOEMFBSOJOHKVTUIPXJOWPMWFE


BMMPGVTBSFJOXIBUHPFTPO



&BDIBOEFWFSZQFSTPOTUBOEJOHIFSF FWFSZ


TJOHMFPOFPGZPVHVZT IBTBMJGF:PVPOMZMJWFJU


POFUJNF:PVNBZXBLFVQUPNPSSPX BOEUIFQFSTPO


CFTJEFZPVNBZOPUCFUIFSFBOZNPSF PSZPV 


ZPVSTFMG NBZOPUCFUIFSFBOZNPSF


*UhTBCPVUMJGF MBEJFTBOEHFOUMFNFO


*UhTBCPVUUIFSJHIUUPCFBCMFUPMJWFBIFBMUIZ 


XFMMEFTFSWFEMJGFUIBUFBDIPOFPGVTIBTHPUUFOUIF


 FRVBMPQQPSUVOJUZUPMJWF"OEJUhTKVTUOPU


IBQQFOJOH8FMFBSOFEGSPNPVSNJTUBLFT/P XF


IBWFOhU8FIBWFOhU OP/PUCZBMPOHTIPU5IFSF


JTNVDINPSFXPSLBIFBEPGVT BMPUNPSFGJHIU

 
XJUIJONF*XJMMQVUNZMJGFPOUIFMJOFGPSBMMPG


NZGFMMPXDPNNVOJUZ BMMPGNZGFMMPXQFPQMF OP
O








NBUUFSXIBUDPMPS
SFMJHJPOPSSBDF




4VSF
*hN/BUJWF"NFSJDBO CVUUIBUEPFTOhU





























































TUPQNFGSPNMPWJOHFWFSZCPEZ*UEPFTOhUNBUUFSJG
ZPVhSFXIJUF HSFFO ZFMMPX QJOL QVSQMF TJMWFS 
*hNTUJMMHPJOHUPDBSFBCPVUZPV ZPVLOPX
:PVQFPQMFXPSLJOHGPS-PT"MBNPT *DPVME
DPNFIFSFBOEJOTVMUZPVHVZTPSXIBUFWFS CVUZPV
HVZTBSFSFBMQFPQMF UPP:PVHVZTIBWFIFBSUCFBUT 
ZPVIBWFSFECMPPE BMMPGZPVHVZT:PVHVZTBMM
IBWFUXPFZFT:PVHVZTBMMTUBOEIFSFUPEBZ ZPV
HVZTXJMMBMMHPCBDLUPZPVSGBNJMJFTUPOJHIU 
MPWJOHBOEDBSJOH BOE*KVTUBTLZPVHVZTUIBUZPV
HJWFPVSDPNNVOJUZBDIBODFUPEPUIFTBNF
5IBOLZPV HVZT WFSZNVDI
.3.BD"--*45&38FIBWFGJOBMDBMMGPS
1BU7JHJMPS%BWJE/PSSJT'JOBMDBMM
8FIBWFKVTUBWFSZGFXNJOVUFTVOUJMUIF
PGGJDJBMFOEPGUIFNFFUJOH*TUIFSFTPNFCPEZXIP
XPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBDPNNFOU :FT TJS
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.34$055,07",5IBOLZPV TJS*UhT
QSPCBCMZPLBZ5IBOLZPVFWFSZPOF.ZOBNFJT4DPUU
,PWBLXJUI/VDMFBS8BUDI/FX.FYJDP*KVTUXPVME
MJLFUPUBLFBRVJDLTFDPOEIFSFBOESFBEGSPNUIF
4&*45VSOZPVSIZNOBMTUPQBHF4 BOEXFhSF
MPPLJOHBUUIFTPDJPFDPOPNJDJNQBDUTPGDPOTUSVDUJPO
O






PGUIFNPEJGJFE$.33/'BMUFSOBUJWF
BOE*RVPUF 
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638-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMRR-NF SEIS presents
the environmental impacts of construction and operation of the facility; one area
of environmental impacts is socioeconomics, including jobs. As stated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force
in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the
creation of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would
have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico as
was stated by a number of commentors during the public comment period. See
Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for additional information.
The commentor is correct. Workers that would work in the Modified CMRR-NF
are expected to come from the CMR Building and other facilities at LANL.
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QMVTJOEJSFDU XPSLFST FNQMPZNFOUXPVME
SFQSFTFOUMFTTUIBOPOFQFSDFOUPGUIFSFHJPOBM
XPSLGPSDFBOEXPVMEIBWFMJUUMFTPDJPFDPOPNJD
FGGFDU5IBUhTGPSDPOTUSVDUJPO
'PSPQFSBUJPOT TPDJPFDPOPNJDJNQBDUTSFBE 

638-1
cont’d

GPSUIFNPEJGJFE$.33/'BMUFSOBUJWF "QQSPYJNBUFMZ

Section 3
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XPSLFSTXPVMECFBUUIF$.33GBDJMJUZ BOEUIFZ
XPVMEDPNFGSPNUIF$.3CVJMEJOHBOEPUIFSGBDJMJUJFT
BU-"/-4PUIFGBDJMJUZXPVMEOPUJODSFBTF
FNQMPZNFOUPSDIBOHFUIFTPDJPFDPOPNJDDPOEJUJPOTJO
UIFSFHJPO
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0033JHIUPO
.34$055,07",4P OPX GJSTU*UIPVHIU 
XFMM IPXDBOZPVTQFOECJMMJPOBOEIBWFMJUUMF
TPDJPFDPOPNJDFGGFDU
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003:PVDBOhU
.34$055,07",5IFXBZZPVEPUIBU *
UIJOL JTCZNBJOUBJOJOHUIFTUBUVTRVP4PXIBU
DPVMEQPTTJCMZIBQQFO BOEXIBUXJMMIBQQFOJTUIBU
UIFNPTUPGUIFNPOFZ NPTUPGUIJTCJMMJPO XJMM
TUBZPOUIFIJMMBUUIF-BCPSBUPSZ5IFDSVNCTXJMM
SPMMPGGUIFIJMMUPUIFPVUMZJOHSFHJPO8FOFFEUP
TUPQBOEOPUBDDFQUUIFDSVNCTBOZNPSF
O






5IBOLZPV


.3.BD"--*45&3"OEXFBSF
MBEJFTBOE
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638-2

638-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions on major Federal programs (for example,
defense and education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President, and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for additional
information.




























































HFOUMFNFO BUUIFPhDMPDLNBSL"OETPUIJT
CSJOHTVTUPUIFPGGJDJBMDMPTFPGPVSNFFUJOH"OE
*UIBOLZPVBMMGPSZPVSBUUFOEBODF BOEB
RVFTUJPO 




.4+0/*"3&/%48IFSFhTZPVSFNBJM

USBGGJD *XJMMDPNFVQIFSFUPUIFNJLF.ZOBNF 
.3.BD"--*45&3:FT QMFBTF
.4+0/*"3&/%4+POJ"SFOETGPS$PODFSOFE
$JUJ[FOTGPS/VDMFBS4BGFUZ XJUI4VTBO(PSEPO XJUI
UIF"MMJBODFGPS/VDMFBS"DDPVOUBCJMJUZ +PIO(SFFO
XJUI$PEF1JOL BOEPUIFST XFXSPUFBMFUUFS BO
FNBJMUP.S5FHUNFJFSBCPVUUIFIFBSJOHQSPDFTT 
BOEIFTBJEUIBUGPSTBGFUZSFBTPOTUIFIFBSJOH
TIPVMEOhUHPCFZPOEQN4P*UIJOLUIF
RVFTUJPOOFFETUPCFBTLFEBUUIJTQPJOU IPXNBOZ
QFPQMFXBOUUPTQFBL BOEIPXNBOZNJOVUFTXJMMUIFZ
 UBLF"OEUPVOEFSTUBOEIPXMPOHXFXPVMETUBZ
MPOHFSGPSUIJTBUUIJTQFSJPEPGUJNF
5IBUXBTQBSUPGPVSFNBJMUSBGGJD
.35&(5.&*&31BSUPGUIFSFBTPOJOHGPSUIBUJT


UPNBLFTVSFUIBUFWFSZPOFIBEBDIBODFUPTQFBL BOE*

CFMJFWFXFDBONBLFBOPUIFSQBTTBUUIFSPPNGPS
UIPTFXIPIBWFOhUIBEBDIBODFUPTQFBLZFU
O






41&",&3'30.5)&'-003.BLFUIFNHPUP
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.35&(5.&*&3*XPVMEMJLFUPBTL JTUIFSF
BOZPOFFMTFIFSFUIBUhTOPUZFUIBEUIFDIBODFUPTQFBL 
PUIFSUIBO4DPUU BOE*XPVMEMJLFUPBDDPNNPEBUF
UIFN
.3.BD"--*45&3"SFUIFSFQFPQMFUIBU
XPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBTUBUFNFOUXIPIBWFOPUZFUIBE
UIFDIBODFUPNBLFBTUBUFNFOU 


 41&",&3'30.5)&'-0038IBUBCPVUQFPQMF

UIBUXBOUFEUPDPOUJOVFUIFJSTUBUFNFOU MJLFUIFZ
XFSFDVUPGGFBSMJFS 
.35&(5.&*&3)PXNBOZJOEJWJEVBMT *UIJOL
UIFSFXBTUXPPSUISFFUIBUXBOUFE#VUIFSFBHBJO XF
XPVMEMJLFUPMJNJUUIBUUPBGFXNJOVUFTUPGJOJTI
PVU GPSUIPTFXIPEJEOhU
41&",&3'30.5)&'-0030I ZFBI XFDBO
EPUIBU
.35&(5.&*&3 *CFMJFWFUIFSFhTPOMZBGFX
JOEJWJEVBMT
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003*POMZIBWFPOF
UIJOHUPBTL
.3.BD"--*45&3$BO*IBWFBTIPXPG
IBOETGPSQFPQMFPOF)PXNBOZPUIFSGPMLTXPVME
MJLFUPKVTU
O






.35&(5.&*&3*UIJOLKVTUBGFX


.3.BD"--*45&3-PPLTMJLFXFhWFHPUGPVS
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QFPQMFPSGJWF
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&35IFPOMZUIJOH*
XBOUUPBTL BOE*IPQFJUHPFTXJUIUIBUEPDVNFOU
ZPVBSFUZQJOHJOUIFSF
.35&(5.&*&3*UXJMMCFSFDPSEFE
.45&3&4"+6"3&;*TUIBU*UIJOLXIBUXF
OFFEIFSFJTUIBUXFOFFEUPEFWFMPQ BOEUIF
NPOFZBOEUIFSFOFFETUPCFNPOFZQMBDFEJOUIBU
TPXFDBOEFWFMPQBDPNNVOJUZCPBSE"OEUIBUJT
SFQSFTFOUBUJWFPGUIFQFPQMFUIBUBSFBGGFDUFECZ
UIJT BOEJUEPFTOhUNFBOUIFDJUJ[FOTBEWJTPSZ
CPBSE BOEJUEPFTOhUNFBOPUIFSTUBLFIPMEFST*U
NFBOTDPNNVOJUZQFPQMFUIBUBSFIBWJOHUPEFBMXJUI
UIFFGGFDUTPGUIFDPOUBNJOBUJPO XIFUIFSUIBUhTJO
PVSHSPVOEXBUFS XIFUIFSUIBUhTJOPVSTPJM PSBJS 
PSXIBUFWFSJUJT#VUUIBUDPNNJUUFFOFFETUPCF
EFWFMPQFETPUIBUXFDBOUBMLBCPVUBMTPUIFJNQBDUT
PG ZPVLOPX UIFQPWFSUZJOPVSDPNNVOJUZ BOEUIF
KPCMFTTOFTTUIBUFYJTUTJOUIJTDPNNVOJUZ"OEUIBU
UIFSFOFFETUPCFBGBJSNBSLFUJOPSEFSGPSPVS
QFPQMFUPIBWFBGBJSXBZUPHFUJOUPUIPTFKPC
NBSLFUTUIBUXFEPOhUIBWFBDDFTTUP
*GXFhSFHPJOHUBMLJOHBCPVU XFEPOhUXBOU
O






UIFNCSJOHJOHPVUTJEFDPOTUSVDUJPO
ZPVLOPX QFPQMF


UIBUDPNFBOECVJMEJUMJLFUIFHFOUMFNBOXBTUBMLJOH
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635-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement.
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BCPVU8FhSFOPUHPJOHUPCFOFGJUGSPNUIBU"OE*
UIJOLJUhTBCPVUUJNFUIBUXFCFBCMFUPIBWFUIPTF
DPNNJUUFFTUIBUBEESFTTFTPVSJTTVFT BOEOPUBMXBZT
UIFTUBLFIPMEFSPOUIFPUIFSTJEF "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30OFUIJOH*TIPVME
NFOUJPO CFDBVTFXFBSFTUJMMSFDPSEJOHFWFSZCPEZhT


TUBUFNFOU BOE*hNOPUOPXBOOPVODJOHZPVCZOBNF JU
XPVMECFWFSZIFMQGVM JGZPVEPOhUNJOE HJWJOHZPVS
OBNFPOUIFSFDPSE TPUIBUXIFOUIFQFSTPO
USBOTDSJCFTJU UIFZDBOIBWFZPVSOBNFBUUBDIFEUP
ZPVSTUBUFNFOU
.45&3&4"+6"3&;5IBUhT5FSFTB+VBSF[
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV .T+VBSF[
8IPXPVMEMJLFUPTQFBLOFYU :FT NBhBN

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

.4+&"//&(3&&/+FBOOF(SFFO*KVTU
IBWFBRVFTUJPO .S5FHUNFJFS8IZJTJUUIBUXF
DBOOPUIBWFBGVMMIFBSJOHJO5BPT 
.35&(5.&*&38FhSFOPUIFSFUPBOTXFSUIBU
RVFTUJPO CVUXFBSFDPOUJOVJOHUPQVSTVF
BMUFSOBUJWFTGPS5BPT
41&",&3'30.5)&'-003.JDSPQIPOF
.4+&"//&(3&&/8IBUBSFUIFSFBTPOT
UIBUXFDBOOPUIBWFBIFBSJOHJO5BPT 
O






.35&(5.&*&3*DBOhUTQFBLUPUIBUNZTFMG


QFSTPOBMMZ
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.4+&"//&(3&&/:PVBSFUIF%PDVNFOU
.BOBHFS
.35&(5.&*&35IBUhTDPSSFDU CVU*EPOhUNBLF
BMMPGUIFEFDJTJPOT
.4+&"//&(3&&/"SFZPVPOBCPBSE
UIBUhTNBLJOHUIJTEFDJTJPO /P 
.35&(5.&*&3/P *EPOhU"DUVBMMZJUhTNZ


NBOBHFNFOUUIBUNBLFTUIBUEFDJTJPOJOQBSU4P *
DBOhUTQFBLUPTQFDJGJDT
.4+&"//&(3&&/0LBZ4PXIPJTUIF
OBNFPGUIFQFSTPO*OFFEUPTQFBLUP 
.35&(5.&*&38FBSFXPSLJOHUIBUJTTVFSJHIUOPX
.3.BD"--*45&3-FUNFHPUPBNJLFTP*
DBOSFQFBUXIBUZPVTBJEXJUIPVUUIFNJDSPQIPOF
.4+&"//&(3&&/*EJEOhUHFUUIBU8IP
XBTUIBUOPX 8IPJTZPVSNBOBHFNFOU 
.35&(5.&*&38FBSFXPSLJOHXJUIUIFSFRVFTU
BOEEFUFSNJOJOHUIFFYBDUOBUVSFPGUIBUBOETFUUJOH
VQUIBUSJHIUOPX *hNOPUBXBSFPGBMMPGUIFEFUBJMT
PGUIBU *hNOPUTVSFJGUIFJOEJWJEVBMJTIFSFJO
UIFSPPN
.4+&"//&(3&&/8FMM XIBU*IFBSEXBT
UIBUUIFSFXBTOPUUIBUZPVEJEOhUXBOUUPQBZGPS
O






BCVJMEJOH
BOEUIFNBZPSIBTPGGFSFEBCVJMEJOH TP


UIBUDBOhUCFUIFSFBTPO
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.35&(5.&*&3/P
.4+&"//&(3&&/4P*EPOhULOPXXIZJU
XPVMECFNPSFFYQFOTJWFUPIBWFBIFBSJOHUPMFU
QFPQMFUPTQFBL UIBOJUXPVMECFGPSZPVUPDPNF

616-1
cont’d

EPXOBOEEPBQSFTFOUBUJPO BOEIBWFBNJDSPQIPOF*
EPOhUVOEFSTUBOE ZPVLOPX XIFSFhTUIFFYQFOTF "OE
 JGXFBSFUBMLJOHBCPVUB
TJYBOEBIBMGCJMMJPOEPMMBSGBDJMJUZ XIZDBOhUXF
TQFOEBMJUUMFGPSBIFBSJOHJO5BPT 8FhSF
XJUIJOZPVSNJMFT XFBSFBGGFDUFE XFXFSF
BGGFDUFECZUIFGJSF
.35&(5.&*&3*GZPVBMMPXVTUPDPOUJOVF
XJUIUIFEFUBJMT
05)&341&",&34'30.5)&'-003-PVEFS
.35&(5.&*&3*GZPVBMMPXVTUPDPOUJOVF
XJUIUIFEFUBJMT XFhSFXPSLJOHPOUIFJTTVF CVUIBWFOhU
DPNFUPBGJOBMSFTPMVUJPO TPXFDBOhUBOTXFSUIBUBU
UIJTNFFUJOH CVUXFDFSUBJOMZIBWFUIFSFRVFTU8F
IBWFUIFTJHOBUVSFTGSPNUIFGPMLTXIPIBWFCFFO
XPSLJOHXJUIUIF.BZPShT0GGJDF BOEXJMMCF
GJOBMJ[JOHUIFBSSBOHFNFOUTBOEBOOPVODJOHUIPTF
BQQSPQSJBUFMZ BOEXFBSFJOUIFQSPDFTTPGEPJOH
UIBU CVUXFDBOhUEPUIBUUIJTFWFOJOH
O






 .4+&"//&(3&&/8FMM *XPVMEKVTUMJLF


UIFOBNFPGUIFQFSTPOPSQFSTPOTXIPBSFNBLJOHUIJT
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EFDJTJPO
.35&(5.&*&3*UhTBDPMMFDUJWFEFDJTJPO
XJUIJOPVSPGGJDF BOEXFhMMMFUUIFGPMLTLOPXXIFO
UIFEFUBJMTBSFBWBJMBCMF5IBUhTBMM*LOPXUIJT
FWFOJOH
.4+&"//&(3&&/5IBOLZPV


.3.BD"--*45&3"OEKVTUJODBTFQFPQMF

EJEOhUIFBSUIBU UIFRVFTUJPOXBT BOEJUhTCFFO
SFQFBUFEMZQVUPOUIFSFDPSE UIFSFhTBSFRVFTUUP
IBWFBIFBSJOHJO5BPT GPSUIFCFOFGJUPGUIF
DPNNVOJUZ UIBUJUhTBIBSETIJQUPESJWFMPOH
EJTUBODFTPVUTJEFPG5BPT5IFSFTQPOTFUPUIBU JG
*VOEFSTUBOEJUDPSSFDUMZ JG*hNXSPOH JTUIBUUIBU
SFRVFTUJTCFJOHXPSLFE UIFSFJTFGGPSUTVOEFSXBZ


BUUIJTQPJOU5IFSFJTOhUBGJOBMUIFSFJTOhU

DPODSFUFJOGPSNBUJPOUPQSPWJEF*TUIBUBGBJS
SFDBQ 
.35&(5.&*&35IBUhTDPSSFDU8FhSFXPSLJOH
POUIFJTTVF BOEXFXJMMBOOPVODFUIFEFUBJMTBTUIFZ
BSFEFWFMPQFE"OEJUXPOhUCFWFSZMPOHGSPNOPX
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFTPNFCPEZFMTF
XIPXBOUFEUPNBLFBDPNNFOU :FT TJS"OE
SFNFNCFSUPHJWFZPVSOBNFBHBJO
O






.3+":$0()-"/5IBUhTGJOF*BN+BZ


$PHIMBOXJUI/VLF8BUDI/FX.FYJDP*XJMMUSZUP
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BCCSFWJBUFNZTVQQMFNFOUBMDPNNFOUTUPOJHIU FYQBOE
POUIFNUPNPSSPXJO4BOUB'F
*USJFEUPHFUVQBOEJEFOUJGZXIBU*
CFMJFWFBSFUXPQSFUUZTFSJPVTHFOFSBMMFHBM
WVMOFSBCJMJUJFTUPUIJT4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4 BOE*HPU

613-1
cont’d

BTGBSBTUBMLJOHBCPVUIPXUIJTEPDVNFOUGBJMTUP
SFWJTJUNJTTJPOBOEOFFE
"OEUPFYQBOEPOUIBUBMJUUMFCJUNPSF 
ZPVLOPX PODFBHBJO UIJTOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ JUhTOPU
 POMZBCPVU CVUJUhTQSJNBSJMZBCPVU FYQBOEFE

613-2
cont’d

QMVUPOJVNQSPEVDUJPO
*UIJOLJUVTFGVMUPUSZUPCSJFGMZSFWJFX
UIFIJTUPSZPGQJUQSPEVDUJPOTJODF CFDBVTFUIF
BVEJFODFHFOFSBMMZXPOhUCFBXBSFPGUIJT#VUJO
 UIF'#*SBJEFE3PDLZ'MBUT JOWFTUJHBUJOH
BMMFHFEFOWJSPONFOUBMDSJNFT"OE BUUIBUUJNF*
EPOhULOPXUIJTGPSBGBDU CVU3PDLZ'MBUTXBT
QSPCBCMZ ZPVLOPX QSPEVDJOHPOUIFPSEFSPGB
UIPVTBOEQJUTBZFBS#VUUIBU'#*SBJEKVTUDVUJU
EPXO ZPVLOPX MJUFSBMMZQJUTBOEUIFQJQFMJOF KVTU
DVUJUPVUKVTUMJLFUIBU
4P BGUFSUIBU %0& XJUIUIFQJUJO
QSPEVDUJPOBUUIBUUJNF UIF8GPSTVCMBVODIFE
O






XBSIFBE
B5SJEFOUXBSIFBE LJMPUPOXBSIFBE


4P
UIFSFXFSFUIBUXFSFQSPEVDFE BOE
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UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZBMXBZTNBJOUBJOFEUIBUUIFSF
XFSFOhUFOPVHI8QJUT"OEUIBUhTLJOEPGMJLFUIF
DBNFMhTOPTFVOEFSUIFUFOU5IFSFBTPO%0&VTFEUP
 SFFTUBCMJTIQJUQSPEVDUJPOGJSTUBU-PT"MBNPT 
MJNJUFEDBQBDJUZ
#VUUIFOUIJTXBTBCPVUTFWFOZFBSTBHP 
UIFOUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZDPNFTPVUXJUIB
QSPQPTBMGPSUIFNPEFSOQJUGBDJMJUZUPCFTJUVBUFE
BUGJWFPOFPGGJWFDBOEJEBUFTJUFT CVUUIBUXBT
PSJHJOBMMZQSPQPTFEUPQSPEVDFPOUIFPSEFSQJUT
BZFBS"OEUIBUHPUEFGFBUFEJOQBSUUISPVHIB/&1"
QSPDFTTMJLFXFhSFVOEFSHPJOHOPX
5IFO UIF/BUJPOBM/VDMFBS4FDVSJUZ
"ENJOJTUSBUJPODBNFCBDLXJUITPNFUIJOHUIFZDBMMFE
UIFDPOTPMJEBUFEQMVUPOJVNDFOUFS UIBUXBTHPJOHUP
QSPEVDFQJUTQFSZFBS
"OEBUUIBUQBSUJDVMBSUJNF UIBUXBT
TQFDJGJDBMMZUJFE UIBUOVNCFSXBTUJFEUPQSPEVDUJPO
PGOFXEFTJHOFEOVDMFBSXFBQPOT UIFTPDBMMFE
3FMJBCMF3FQMBDFNFOU8BSIFBE


5IBUHPUTIPUEPXO"HBJO JOQBSU 

UISPVHIB/&1"QSPDFTTMJLFUIJT
"OEUIFO//4"DBNFCBDL QSPQPTFEQSPEVDJOH
O






VQUPQJUTQFSZFBSBU-PT"MBNPT5IBU
UPP HPU


TIPUEPXO
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



*hNUSZJOHUPEJTQMBZBIJTUPSZ XIBU*
SFHBSEBTBGBWPSBCMFIJTUPSZ-PPLBUUIFPWFSBMM
USFOE/PX JGXFhSFHPJOHEPXOGPSQSPEVDJOH MJLF 
BUIPVTBOEQJUTCBDLJO EFGFBUJOHBQSPQPTBM
GPSQJUT BOE UIFO BOEUIFPWFSBMM
USFOE ZPVLOPX JTWFSZDMFBS
/PX UIFSFBTPO*CSJOHUIJTVQ*CSJOH
UIJTVQGPSBOVNCFSPGSFBTPOT'JSTUPGBMM JUhT
UPFODPVSBHFDJUJ[FOBDUJWJTN*UBDUVBMMZXPSLT
:PVPVHIUUPHJWFJUBTIPU
#VUMPPLBUUIFIJTUPSJDUSFOE BOEUIJT
HFUTUPUIFOFFEGPS PSSBUIFSUIFMBDLPGOFFEGPS

613-1
cont’d

UIF$.33/VDMFBS'BDJMJUZ"OE*KVTUEPOhUUIJOL
UIBU$POHSFTTJTHPJOHUPBMMPXQSPEVDUJPOPGOFX
EFTJHOXFBQPOT FTQFDJBMMZXIFOXFIBWF4FOBUPS
%JBOOF'FJOTUFJO IFBEPG4FOBUF&OFSHZBOE8BUFS
"QQSPQSJBUJPOT4IFJTOPUHPJOHUPBMMPXUIBU
8IBU*CFMJFWF//4"JTUSZJOHUPEPJOUIF
MBCPSBUPSJFTJTUSZJOHUPBDIJFWFUIFJS338MJLFBJNT
JODSFNFOUBMMZUISPVHIMJGFFYUFOTJPOQSPHSBNT"OE
UIFTFMJGFFYUFOTJPOQSPHSBNTBSFHSPXJOHFWFSNPSF
BHHSFTTJWF BOEOPXUBMLJOHBCPVUJOUSVTJWF
NPEJGJDBUJPOPGQJUT XIJDIDBOPOMZUBLFQMBDFBU
O






-PT"MBNPT
TQFDJGJDBMMZBUUIFQMVUPOJVNGBDJMJUZ


GPS1'
XIJDIOFYUEPPS UIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZXJMM
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CFMPDBUFE
4P UIJTXIPMFCVTJOFTTBCPVUUIFOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZJTUPBJEBOEBCFUGVUVSFMJGFFYUFOTJPO
QSPHSBNT
/PX JG*hNHPJOHUPUSZUPRVJU *XBOUUP
FBUEJOOFS *CFUZPVUIFSFhTBMPUPGPUIFSGPMLT
#VU BHBJO UIFIJTUPSJDUSFOEPGQJUQSPEVDUJPOJT
POBCJHHMJEFQBUIEPXO BOEUIBUhTBHPPEUIJOH
"OE*UIJOLJUhTHPJOHUPIPMEUIBUXBZ BOECFDBVTF
PGUIBU UIFSFJTOPSFBMOFFEGPSUIFOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZ
/PX UPNPSSPX *XJMMFYQBOEPSCFHJOUP
UBMLBCPVUXIBU*SFHBSEBTUIFPUIFSMFHBM
WVMOFSBCJMJUZPGUIJTEPDVNFOU BOEUIBUCFJOHUIBU
JUSFBMMZEPFTOhUPGGFSBUSVFTQFDUSVNPG
BMUFSOBUJWFT BOEUIBUHFUTUPUIFIFBSUPG/&1"
*CFMJFWFUIBUHPWFSONFOUJTSFRVJSFEBTB
NBUUFSPGGFEFSBMMBX UPHJWF ZPVLOPX BHFOVJOF
SBOHFPGSFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT BOE*EPOhUCFMJFWF
UIBUUIJTEPDVNFOUEPFTJU#VUUIBUhTGPSBOPUIFS
OJHIU "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV*TUIFSF
 TPNFPOFFMTFXIPXPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBGPMMPXVQ
O






DPNNFOU
PSTPNFPOFXIPIBTOhUDPNNFOUFE 4JS


6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3/P
*XJMMOPUHJWF
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



NZOBNF5IFGJSTUUJNF*TQPLF *EJEOPUHJWFNZ
SFBMOBNF*SFGVTFUPEJHOJGZUIJTJMMFHBM
VOEFNPDSBUJDQSPDFTTXJUINZOBNF"OEJGUIJTXBTB
SFBMMFHBMIFBSJOHXJUIBGPSDFPGMBX JUXPVMECF
JMMFHBMGPSNFUPTUBOEIFSFBOEGBMTJGZNZOBNF

639-1

639-1

No response necessary.

5IFGBDUUIBUUIFSFJTOPKVEHF UIFSFJTOPMFHBM

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
























































BVUIPSJUZIFSF FYDFQUGPS4BOUB$MBSB1VFCMP TIPVME
TQFBLWPMVNFTBCPVUUIFVOKVTUOFTTPGUIJTQSPDFTT
4P UIFOFYUUJNFZPVHPUPBIFBSJOH 
QFSIBQTUPNPSSPXJO4BOUB'F ZPVDBOTBZZPVSOBNF
JT.JDLFZ.PVTF CFDBVTFUIJTJTB.JDLFZ.PVTF
QSPDFTT




.3.BD"--*45&3.BSJBO ZPVBMTPXBOUFE

UPGJOJTI 
.4."3*"//"3"/+0*KVTUXBOUFEUP
GJOJTI XIFSF*MFGUPGG
"UUIJTUJNF *LOPXPGOPFNFSHFODZ
FWBDVBUJPOQMBOGPSUIFTVSSPVOEJOHDPNNVOJUJFT
%PFTUIBUNFBOJODBTFPGBOBDDJEFOUPSSBEJPMPHJDBM
SFMFBTF XFTIFMUFSJOQMBDF "SFXFUIFO PSBSFXF
BMSFBEZTUBNQFEBTDPMMBUFSBMEBNBHF FWFOUIPVHIUIF
SJTLTPGCVJMEJOHUIJTOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZIBWFCFFO
DMFBSMZTUBUFEBOEJEFOUJGJFE 
O






"SFUIFSFBHSFFNFOUTGPSDPNQFOTBUJPOBOE


IFBMUIDBSFGPSHFOFSBUJPOTUPDPNF
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623-3
cont’d




























































5IJTQSPQPTFEBDUJPOCZUIF//4"JTOPUB
QMFBTBOUUIPVHIUGPSNF PSGPSPUIFSOBUJWFBOE
JOEJHFOPVTQFPQMF
8FBSFOPUCMJOEUPUIFBDUJPOTUBLJOH
QMBDFHMPCBMMZUPPUIFSOBUJWFBOEJOEJHFOPVTQFPQMF
JOUIFOBNFPGQSPGJU
)JTUPSZIBTBMSFBEZCFFOXSJUUFOPGUIF
NBOOFSTPGUIJTHPWFSONFOUUPUIFTFJ[JOHPGOBUJWF
MBOETBOEOBUVSBMSFTPVSDFTGPSQSPGJUGPSBGFX
"TBNFNCFSUPBO"DDPSE5SJCF *SFTQFDU
UIFHPWFSONFOUUPHPWFSONFOUSFMBUJPOTIJQ4BOUB$MBSB
1VFCMPIBTXJUI%0&"MUIPVHI *IBWFTFFOBDUVBM
QSPPGPGDPOTVMUBUJPOJOPUIFS&*4hT TVDIBTUIF
HSFBUFSUIBODMBTT (5$$%SBGU&*4 CVU*EJEOPUTFF
UIJTJOUIF$.33&*4PSUIF$.334&*4*GFFMUIJT
EPDVNFOUJTJODPNQMFUFXJUIPVUJU
/PUPOMZBN*BNFNCFSPG,IBh1P0XJOHFI 
CVU*BNBDJUJ[FOPGUIF4UBUFPG/FX.FYJDP BOE*
BNBDJUJ[FOPGUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTPG"NFSJDB*EP
OPUDPOEPOFUIFVTFPGNJMJUBSZNJHIUUPUBLFOBUVSBM
SFTPVSDFTGSPNPUIFSTGPSNZMJWFMJIPPEPSNZ
FDPOPNJDTVSWJWBM PSDPOUBNJOBUJOHMBOE BJSBOE
XBUFSXJUIIB[BSEPVTOVDMFBSXBTUFBOEUPYJD
O






NBUFSJBMTGPSQSPGJUPSOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ


)01&hTNJTTJPOJTUIBUXFFNCSBDFUIF
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623-4
cont’d
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



1VFCMPUFBDIJOHTPGMPWF SFTQFDUBOEDBSF XPSLJOH
UPHFUIFSJNQSPWJOHUIFMJGFXBZTPGPVSQFPQMFJO
PSEFSUPQSPWJEFBOFOIBODFEBOETVTUBJOBCMF
FOWJSPONFOUGPSHFOFSBUJPOTUPDPNF
)BWJOHTBJEUIBU *TUBOEIFSFUPEBZUP
FYFSDJTFNZSJHIUTJOUIF/&1"QSPDFTTUPPQQPTFUIF
DPOTUSVDUJPOBOEPQFSBUJPOTPGUIJT$.33/VDMFBS
'BDJMJUZJOPVSTBDSFENPVOUBJO BTBNBUUFSPG
FOWJSPONFOUBMKVTUJDF JOQSPUFDUJOHUIFIFBMUIBOE
XFMGBSFBOEDVMUVSBMTVSWJWBMPGUIFTVSSPVOEJOH
1VFCMPDPNNVOJUJFT BOEBMTPGPSUIFSFBTPOTBOE
RVFTUJPOT*IBWFTUBUFECFGPSF
"HBJO UIBOLZPVGPSUIJTPQQPSUVOJUZ
,VOEB HPPECZF
05)&341&",&34'30.5)&'-003+VTUBSFBM
RVJDL *XBOUFEUPMFUZPVHVZTLOPXTPNFUIJOH"
DPVQMFPGXFFLT*EJEQSFTFOUBUJPOBUUIFMPDBMIJHI
TDIPPMIFSF UIF&TQB×PMB7BMMFZ)JHI4DIPPM BOEZPV
XPVMEUIJOLUIBUCFJOHTPDMPTFUP-PT"MBNPTUIBU
QFPQMFXPVMECFXPVMELOPXBCPVU-PT"MBNPTh
BDUJWJUJFT"OESJHIUOPXXIBU*XPVMEMJLFUP
SFRVFTUPS*hEMJLFUPTBZUIBUUIFSFhTOPUFOPVHI
 FEVDBUJPOUPTUVEFOUTBCPVU-PT"MBNPTBOEUIF
O






QPTTJCMFOFHBUJWFIFBMUIFGGFDUTUIBUCSJOHT
CFDBVTF


JUEPFTCSJOHOFHBUJWFIFBMUIFGGFDUT
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623-5

623-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Please
refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses





































































 











































 "OEUIBUXIFO*XFOUJOUPEPUIJT
QSFTFOUBUJPO UPTQFBLUPUIFTFLJET ZPVLOPX UP
QFSDFOUPGUIFNIBEOPJEFBPGXIBUXBTHPJOHPO
5IFZBSFSFBMMZPCMJWJPVTUPUIFGBDUUIBUUIFZ
SFBMMZBSFBIVHFQBSUPGOVDMFBSJOEVTUSZ5IBOL
ZPV5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3*TUIFSFBOZCPEZXIP
XPVMEMJLFUPNBLFPOFGJOBMDPNNFOU 
.44)&*-"$001&3*IBWFBRVFTUJPO BOE
*hMMDPNFUPUIFNJDSPQIPOF
.3.BD"--*45&3*GZPVXPVME QMFBTF
*hNOPUTVSFUIBUXFXJMMIBWFBOBOTXFS CVUXFXJMM
DFSUBJOMZQVUUIFRVFTUJPOPOUIFSFDPSE
.44)&*-"$001&3*XJMMHJWFNZOBNF
*UhT4IFJMB$PPQFS"OE*HVFTT*hNSFBMMZTUSVDLBU
UIJTNFFUJOHPGIPXTUSPOHUIFGFFMJOHTBSFBCPVU
-PT"MBNPT BOEIPXNVDIQBJOBOEIVSUXBTFYQSFTTFE
IFSFUPOJHIU BOE*XPOEFSJG-PT"MBNPTDPVMEOhUEP
TPNFTPSUPGPVUSFBDITFQBSBUFBOEBQBSUGSPNUIJT
QSPDFTT CVUTPNFTPSUPGPVUSFBDIUPUIFDPNNVOJUZ 
TPUIBUUIFSFhTOPUUIJTVTWFSTVTUIFNJEFB
"OEUIFSFhTTPNFVOEFSTUBOEJOHPGUIF
JNQBDUTUIBU-PT"MBNPTIBTIBEPOTPNFDPNNVOJUJFT
O






IFSF"OE
ZPVLOPX *SFBMJ[FZPVHVZTNBZOPUCF


UIFPOFTUPBTL
CVUUIBURVFTUJPOJTDPNJOHVQJONZ
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627-3

627-3

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s statement. LANL is involved in many
facets of the community. Information regarding outreach efforts at LANL can be
found at http://www.lanl.gov/.
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)



NJOE*hNSFBMMZ*NFBO *HVFTT*LOFXJU CVU*
IBEOhUSFBMMZIFBSEJUBOEGFMUJURVJUFBTTUSPOHMZ
IPXGFFMJOHTBSFSJHIUPOUIFTVSGBDF BOEUIFZBSF
WJTDFSBM
"OE ZPVLOPX -PT"MBNPTJTHPJOHUPCF
UIFSF BOEXFIBWFUBMLFEBMPUBCPVUUIFCBE CVU
JUhTOPUBMMCBE BOEJGUIFSFDPVMECFTPNFTPSUPG
PVUSFBDI *UIJOLJUXPVMECFNVUVBMMZCFOFGJDJBM
.35&(5.&*&35IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV*TUIFSF
BOZCPEZFMTFXIPXPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBMBTUDPNNFOU 
"MMSJHIU8FMM UIBOLZPVWFSZNVDIGPSBUUFOEJOH
UIJTNFFUJOH5IFTFNFFUJOHTBSFBDSJUJDBMQBSUPG
PVSEFNPDSBDZ BOE*BQQSFDJBUFZPVSDBOEPSBOEZPVS
FOFSHZBOEZPVSJOQVU
4P BHBJO XFXJMMIBWFBOPUIFSNFFUJOH
UPNPSSPXBU4BOUB'F$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHF BU
3JDIBSE"WFOVF"OEUIBOLZPVWFSZNVDI5IF
NFFUJOHJTOPXPGGJDJBMMZDMPTFE5IBOLZPV
 5IFGPMMPXJOHJTBTUBUFNFOUUBLFOCZUIF
DPVSUSFQPSUFSJOBQSJWBUFTFTTJPO 
.3%"7*%/033*4*TQFOUUIFTFDPOE 
UIJSEZFBSPGNZMJGFMJWJOHJOBUSBJMFSDPVSUPO%1
O






3PBEJO-PT"MBNPT"OE*IBWFCFFOTUFSJMFBMMNZ


MJGF.ZZPVOHFSCSPUIFSXBTDPODFJWFEBOECPSO
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UIFSF BOEIFEJFEBUUISFFGSPNDBODFS.ZOFYU
ZPVOHFTUCSPUIFSXBTDPODFJWFEBOECPSOXIJMFNZ
PUIFSCSPUIFSXBTCFJOHUSFBUFEGPSDBODFS BOEIFhT
IBETLJOQSPCMFNTIJTXIPMFMJGF"OEBTJUUVSOT
PVU *HVFTTUIFSFXBTBXBSUJNFEVNQJOUIBUUSBJMFS
QBSL CFGPSFUIFUSBJMFSQBSL"OE*IBWFIFBSEUIBU
PUIFSQFPQMFIBWFCFFODPNQFOTBUFE CVUWFSZ WFSZ
MJUUMFPOJU*hEMJLFUPLOPXNPSF
 5IFIFBSJOHBEKPVSOFEBUQN 














O
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640-1

640-1

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.4, Health Effects Studies, of the CMRR-NF SEIS
includes a summary of a number of epidemiological studies that have been
conducted in the LANL area, as well as a summary of cancer incidence and
mortality figures for the Los Alamos region as derived from data from the
National Cancer Institute. During the period 2003 through 2007, the annual
cancer death rate for Los Alamos County was smaller than that for the state of
New Mexico as a whole, and for the entire United States. The cancer incidence
rates, however, of melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, thyroid cancer, and
female breast cancer were elevated in Los Alamos County with respect to state
averages, while cancers of the lung, colon, and rectum occurred at rates below
the state averages.
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Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)

Comments from the Española, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 25, 2011)





45"5&0'/&8.&9*$0
TT
$06/5:0'#&3/"-*--0

3&1035&3h4$&35*'*$"5&
* #&7&3-:"//4$)-&*.&3 /FX.FYJDP$FSUJGJFE
$PVSU3FQPSUFS %0)&3&#:$&35*':UIBU*EJESFQPSU
JOTUFOPHSBQIJDTIPSUIBOEUIFQSPDFFEJOHTTFUGPSUI
IFSFJO BOEUIFGPSFHPJOHJTBUSVFBOEDPSSFDU
USBOTDSJQUPGUIFQSPDFFEJOHT
*OUFTUJNPOZXIFSFPG *IBWFIFSFVOUPTFUNZ
IBOEPOUIJTUIEBZPG+VOF 



@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
#FWFSMZ"OO4DIMFJNFS 3%3
#&"/"440$*"5&4 */$
$FSUJGJFE$PVSU3FQPSUFS/.$$3
-JDFOTF&YQJSFT





@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
.BSZ"CFSOBUIZ4FBM 3%3
#&"/"440$*"5&4 */$
$FSUJGJFE$PVSU3FQPSUFS/.$$3
-JDFOTF&YQJSFT
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16#-*$)&"3*/(
%3"'5$.334&*4
$.33"55&$)/*$"-"3&" -04"-".04 
.BZ 
QN
4BOUB'F$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHF
3JDIBSET"WFOVF
.BJO#VJMEJOH +FNF[3PPNT
4BOUB'F /FX.FYJDP
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3&1035&%#:4BMMZ1FUFST 313 /.$$3
.BSZ)BOLJOT 313 /.$$3
#FBO"TTPDJBUFT *OD
1SPGFTTJPOBM$PVSU3FQPSUJOH4FSWJDF
5IJSE4USFFU /PSUIXFTU 4VJUF
"MCVRVFSRVF /FX.FYJDP





O




41.)
 ,







6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1304

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



.3.BD"--*45&38FMDPNFFWFSZPOF.Z
OBNFJT#SVDF.BD"MMJTUFS*XJMMCFZPVS
GBDJMJUBUPS
"OECFGPSF*JOUSPEVDFNZTFMG MFUNF
TUBSUCZFYQMBJOJOHXIFSFUIFFNFSHFODZFYJUTBOE
UIFGBDJMJUJFTBSF5IFQSJNBSZFYJUTGPSUIJTSPPN
BSFUIFUXPEPPSXBZTJOUIFCBDL*GUIFSFJTBO
FNFSHFODZBOEXFOFFEUPWBDBUFUIFCVJMEJOH
RVJDLMZ UIFSFBSFEPVCMFEPPST UXPTFUTPGEPVCMF
EPPSTUIBUFYJUJNNFEJBUFMZPOUPBQBUJPSJHIUPGG
UIJTBMDPWF*GGPSBOZSFBTPOUIPTFBSFCMPDLFE 
UIFFYJUUISPVHIUIFNBJODBGFUFSJBBSFBPGUIF
DPNNVOJUZDPMMFHFXJMMBMTPCFBWBJMBCMF*GGPS
BOZSFBTPOZPVIBWFUPVTFPOFPGUIFTFFYJUTVQ
IFSF ZPVXJMMFYJUUISPVHIUIFEPPSBOENBLFBO
JNNFEJBUFSJHIU:PVHPEPXOUIFIBMMXBZUPZPVS
SJHIU BOEZPVXJMMFYJUBHBJOUPUIFSJHIUJOUPUIF
IBMMXBZBEKBDFOUUPUIFDBGFUFSJB
4PBTGBSBTESJOLJOHGPVOUBJOT UIFSFBSF
ESJOLJOHGPVOUBJOTPVUUIFSFBSEPPSXBZBOEUPUIF
MFGUPOUIFXBMM"TZPVUVSOMFGUBOEMPPLMFGU 
UIFSFXJMMCFESJOLJOHGPVOUBJOT3FTUSPPN
GBDJMJUJFTBSFNVMUJQMFCFJOHBDPMMFHFDBNQVT CVU
O




UIFDMPTFTUPOFT
JGZPVXBMLMFGUQBTUUIFGPPE


TFSWJDFTBSFBUIBUSJHIUOPXJTDMPTFEBOETDSFFOFE
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PGG UIFSFBSFNFOhTBOEMBEJFThGBDJMJUJFTKVTUVQ
UIBUIBMMXBZUPUIFMFGU"MUFSOBUJWFMZUIFSFBSF
SFTUSPPNTBUUIFCBDLFOEPGUIFDBGFUFSJB BOE
UIFSFBSFSFTUSPPNTGVSUIFSEPXOUIBUIBMMXBZ
"HBJO BT*NFOUJPOFE NZOBNFJT#SVDF
.BD"MMJTUFS*BNBTFMGFNQMPZFETNBMMCVTJOFTT
QFSTPOEPJOHNFEJBUJPO DPNNVOJUZGBDJMJUBUJPOXPSL 
BOEPSHBOJ[BUJPOBMEFWFMPQNFOUXPSLUISPVHIBTNBMM
CVTJOFTTDBMMFE#VTJOFTT&YDFMMFODF4PMVUJPOT
*BNOPUBGGJMJBUFEXJUI-PT"MBNPT
/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZPUIFSUIBOIBWJOHBDPOUSBDUUP
QSPWJEFGBDJMJUBUJPOTFSWJDFT*hNOPUFNQMPZFECZ
UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ CZUIF//4" PSCZBOZPG
UIFNBKPSDPOUSBDUPSTUPUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZ 
PUIFSUIBOBT*NFOUJPOFE GPSQVSQPTFTPGNZ
GBDJMJUBUJPODPOUSBDU
"MTPPVSIPTUUPOJHIU *XPVMEMJLFUP
UIBOLUIF4BOUB'F$PNNVOJUZ$PMMFHF CVUBHBJO UIF
DPNNVOJUZDPMMFHFJTOPUJOWPMWFEPSUBLJOHBOZ
PGGJDJBMQPTJUJPOPOFXBZPSBOPUIFSXJUISFTQFDUUP
UIFJTTVFUIBUXFBSFIFSFUPEJTDVTT
5IFDPOUFOUPGUPOJHIUhTNFFUJOHJTUIF
-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ$IFNJDBMBOE
O




.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI3FQMBDFNFOU'BDJMJUZ*UhTUIF


OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZQPSUJPOPGUIBUQSPKFDUUIBUJT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



VOEFSSFWJFX5IFDPNNFOUTUIBUXFBSFTPMJDJUJOH
UPOJHIUIBWFUPEPXJUIUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU
5IJTQVCMJDIFBSJOHJTDPNNFODFEVOEFSUIF


MBXTQFSUJOFOUUPUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOU
+VTUBSFNJOEFS JGZPVJOUFOEUPTQFBL
UPOJHIU UIFSFXJMMCFTJHOJODBSETBUUIFUBCMF
KVTUPVUZPVSEPPSUPUIFMFGU5IFZMPPLMJLF
UIJT5IFTFBSFUIFESBGU$.33/'4&*4DPNNFOU
DBSET:PVXJMMCFHJWFOBOVNCFS BOEBTTPPOBT
XFSPMMJOUPUIFDPNNFOUQFSJPE XFXJMMCFUBLJOH
ZPVSDPNNFOUTJOUIFPSEFSPGUIFTJHOJO JOUIF
PSEFSJOXIJDIZPVTJHOFEJO
*GUIFSFBSFFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMTGSPN
GFEFSBM TUBUF MPDBM PSUSJCBMFOUJUJFTIFSF *
XJMMCFBTLJOHUIFNGPSDPNNFOUTGJSTU JGUIFSFBSF
QFPQMFIFSFUIBUDIPPTFUPDPNNFOU"OECFGPSFXF
IBWFUIFDPNNFOUT XFXJMMIBWFBCPVUBNJOVUF
QSFTFOUBUJPO
*XPVMEMJLFUPJOUSPEVDFBUUIJTQPJOU
UIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIFQSPKFDU +PIO
5FHUNFJFS+PIOJTUIFPGGJDJBMIFBSJOH
O




SFQSFTFOUBUJWFGPSUIFNFFUJOH4PNFUJNFTJUhTCFFO


NZJNQSFTTJPOJOUIFQSFWJPVTNFFUJOHT
UIBUCFDBVTF
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*BNGBDJMJUBUJOH QFPQMFCFMJFWF*BNUIFQFSTPO
UIFZOFFEUPTQFBLXJUI-FUNFBTTVSFZPVUIFSF
BSFUJNFTXIFO*hNOPUFWFOMJTUFOJOH CFDBVTF*BN
GPDVTFEPOSVOOJOHUIFMPHJTUJDTPGUIFNFFUJOH4P
UIFPGGJDJBMUIBUZPVOFFEUPCFBEESFTTJOHDPNNFOUT
UPJT.S5FHUNFJFS
5IFDPNNFOUTXJMMCFUSBOTDSJCFE BOE*
XJMMCFHPJOHUISPVHIUIFHSPVOESVMFTGPSHJWJOH
DPNNFOUTJOBGFXNJOVUFT
"HBJOUIFGPDVTGPSUIJTIFBSJOHJTPO
SFDFJWJOHDPNNFOUTSFMBUJWFUPUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU8FBSFOPUIFSFUPEFCBUFPS
BOTXFSRVFTUJPOTBCPVUMBSHFSRVFTUJPOTPGOBUJPOBM
OVDMFBSQPMJDZ5IPTFEFDJTJPOTBSFNBEFCZ
FOUJUJFTCFZPOEUIPTFUIBUBSFSFQSFTFOUFEJOUIJT
NFFUJOH4PXFXPVMESFRVFTUUIBUZPVVOEFSTUBOE
UIBUUIFDPNNFOUTUIBUBSFHPJOHUPCFNPTUSFMFWBOU
UPVTXJMMCFUIPTFDPNNFOUTSFMBUJOHUPUIFQSPKFDU
BUIBOE
8FXJMMCFUJNJOHUIFDPNNFOUUJNFUP
FOTVSFUIBUFWFSZCPEZIBTBOPQQPSUVOJUZUPTQFBL
#BTFEPOUIFOVNCFSPGQFPQMFUIBUIBWFTJHOFEVQTP
GBS JUMPPLTMJLFXFXJMMCFGJOFBMMPXJOHQFPQMF
O




VQUPGJWFNJOVUFTUPTQFBL*XJMMFYQMBJONPSF


HSPVOESVMFTBCPVUUIBUBGUFSUIFQSFTFOUBUJPO
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)







.BZ*SFNJOEZPV UIFSFJTBQPTUFS

TFTTJPOUIBUhTHPJOHPOPVUTJEF:PVBSFGSFFBU
BOZUJNF JGBRVFTUJPOTVSGBDFTUIBUZPVXBOU
UFDIOJDBMJOGPSNBUJPODPODFSOJOH UPSFUVSOUPUIF
 QPTUFSBSFB BOEUIFSFXJMMCFTVCKFDUNBUUFS
FYQFSUTJOUIBUBSFBBWBJMBCMFUPBOTXFSUFDIOJDBM
RVFTUJPOTSFMBUJOHUPUIFQSPKFDU5IFQVSQPTFPG
UIJTTFTTJPOJTOPUBRVFTUJPOBOEBOTXFSTFTTJPO
5IJTTFTTJPOJTUPIFBS5IFPGGJDJBMT
BSFIFSFUPMJTUFOUPZPVSDPNNFOUTBOEUPSFDFJWF
UIPTFDPNNFOUTPGGJDJBMMZJOUPBUSBOTDSJCFESFDPSE
*GXFSVOPVUPGUJNFUPOJHIU UIFSFBSF
NBOZPUIFSBWFOVFTUPHJWFDPNNFOUT5IJTJTUIF
MBTUPGUIFPGGJDJBMMZTDIFEVMFEGPSNBMIFBSJOHT 
CVUUIFSFBSFOJOFPUIFSBWFOVFTGPSZPVUPHJWF
DPNNFOUT5IFSFJTBLJPTLTFUVQBUUIFCBDL 
MPPLJOHBUUIJTEJSFDUJPOBTZPVFYJUUIFEPPSXBZ 
UIFCBDLMFGUIBOETJEFPGUIFBMDPWFPVUUIFSF TFU
VQXJUIXPSLTUBUJPOTUPFOUFSJOUPBDPNQVUFSZPVS
DPNNFOUT UPSFDPSEDPNNFOUTEJSFDUMZJOUIFTZTUFN
5IFSFJTBMTPBDPVSUSFQPSUFSPVUUIFSFBWBJMBCMF
UPUBLFZPVSUSBOTDSJCFETUBUFNFOU:PVDBOFNBJM 
ZPVDBONBJM ZPVDBOGBY BOEUIFSFJTBUPMMGSFF
O




QIPOFMJOF


/PX
VOMJLFUIFNFFUJOH UIFSFDPSEFE
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TFTTJPOIFSFXIJDIIBTUJNFMJNJUT BMMPGUIFTF


PUIFSPQUJPOTBSFBWBJMBCMFXJUIPVUBUJNFMJNJU

4PUIPTFXJMMCFBWBJMBCMFUPZPV
"T*NFOUJPOFEFBSMJFS *XJMMBTTPPOBT
XFIBWFGJOJTIFEXJUIUIFQSFTFOUBUJPO SFWJTJUTPNF
PGUIFPUIFSHSPVOESVMFTCFGPSFPQFOJOHVQUIF
TFTTJPOGPSDPNNFOUT#VUBUUIJTQPJOU *XPVME
MJLFUPJOUSPEVDF.S+PIO5FHUNFJFSXIPJTUIF
EPDVNFOUDVTUPEJBO UIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSUIF
QSPKFDUUIBUXFBSFIFSFUPEJTDVTT5IBOLZPV
.35&(5.&*&35IBOLZPV #SVDF
(PPEFWFOJOH*BQQSFDJBUFFWFSZPOF
DPNJOH*UhTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUIBUXFPCUBJOQVCMJD
JOQVUPOUIFESBGUEPDVNFOUUIBUXFIBWFPVUGPS
SFWJFX.ZOBNFJT+PIO5FHUNFJFS BT#SVDF
NFOUJPOFE*XPSLGPSUIF/BUJPOBM/VDMFBS4FDVSJUZ
"ENJOJTUSBUJPO -PT"MBNPT4JUF0GGJDF*BNUIF
EPDVNFOUNBOBHFS BOE*IBWFNBOZSFTQPOTJCJMJUJFT 
TP*XPVMEMJLFUPTIBSFXJUIZPVWFSZCSJFGMZXJUI
UIBU
*IBWFBSFTQPOTJCJMJUZGPSUIF
QSFQBSBUJPOPGUIFEPDVNFOU UIBUUIFEPDVNFOUNFFUT
UIFSFRVJSFNFOUTPGUIF/BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM
O




1PMJDZ"DUGSPNUIF$PVODJMPG&OWJSPONFOUBM


2VBMJUZ
BTXFMMBTUIF%0&JNQMFNFOUJOH
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





SFRVJSFNFOUTUIBUBSFBMTPGFEFSBMMBX CVU*
CFMJFWFNZNPTUJNQPSUBOUSPMFJTUPFODPVSBHFBOE
GBDJMJUBUFQVCMJDQBSUJDJQBUJPOJOUIJTQSPDFTT
*UhTWFSZJNQPSUBOUUPNF BOE*UBLFUIBUWFSZ
TFSJPVTMZ
4P*XPVMEMJLFUPTUBSUXJUIBMJUUMFCJU
PGCBDLHSPVOEPOUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUCBDLHSPVOE
PGUIJTQSPKFDU#BDLJO BO&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUXBTQSFQBSFEGPSUIFQSPKFDU BOE
JUXBTGPMMPXFECZB3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPOJO'FCSVBSZ
PG*OUIBUEFDJTJPO BOBQQSPWBMXBTNBEFGPS


BUXPCVJMEJOHDPODFQUTJUFEBU5FDIOJDBM"SFBBU
-PT"MBNPTUIBUhTBEKBDFOUUPUIFFYJTUJOHQMVUPOJVN
GBDJMJUZ
5IFGJSTUCVJMEJOHJTDPNQMFUF5IBUhT
UIF3BEJPMPHJDBM-BCPSBUPSZ6UJMJUZ0GGJDF#VJMEJOH
*UJTDVSSFOUMZCFJOHPVUGJUUFE /P GPSUIF
PGGJDFTQBDFBOEUSBJOJOHGBDJMJUJFTGPSUIF
XPSLFST BOEUIFTFDPOEQJFDFJTUIFPVUGJUUJOHPG
UIFMBCPSBUPSZTQBDFGPSUIFSBEJPMPHJDBMMBCPSBUPSZ
JOUIBUGBDJMJUZ BOEUIPTFMBCPSBUPSJFTEFBMXJUI
WFSZTNBMMRVBOUJUJFTPGNBUFSJBM4PUIBUhT
IBQQFOJOHSJHIUOPX
O




5IFTFDPOECVJMEJOHJTJOEFTJHO
BOE


UIBUhTUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZUIBUUIFNBJOGPDVTPG
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UIJT&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU4VQQMFNFOUJT


BCPVU CVUUIFSFJTNPSFUIBU*XJMMHFUJOUPJOB
NJOVUF
4JODFUIFUJNFUIBUUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM
*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUXBTQSFQBSFE UIFSFIBTCFFO
BEEJUJPOBMHFPMPHJDBMNBQQJOHBUUIFTJUF BOETPNF
JOGPSNBUJPOPOUIBUJTBWBJMBCMFBUTPNFPGUIF
QPTUFSTFTTJPOTPVUJOUIFIBMMXBZ4PCBTJDBMMZ
UIFZFYQPTFETPNFPGUIFTUSBUBPOUIFQSPQPTFE
DPOTUSVDUJPOTJUF BOEUIFZEJETPNFDSBDLNBQQJOH
5IFZXFSFMPPLJOHGPSUIFQSFTFODFPGGBVMUT5IFZ
BMTPEJECPSFIPMFJOWFTUJHBUJPOT BOETPUIFZIBWFB
CFUUFSJEFBOPXPGUIFHFPMPHJDDPOEJUJPOTEJSFDUMZ
 VOEFSMZJOHUIFTJUF
*OBEEJUJPOJO BGJOBMPSBOVQEBUF
UPUIFQSPCBCJMJTUJDTFJTNJDIB[BSEBOBMZTJTBUUIF
MBCPSBUPSZ XIJDIGPDVTFEQSJNBSJMZPOUIFBSFBPG
5FDIOJDBM"SFBBOE5FDIOJDBM"SFB XBT
GJOBMJ[FE0OFPGUIFPVUDPNFTPGUIBUBOBMZTJTXBT
UIBUUIFHSPVOENPUJPOT UIFHSPVOEBDDFMFSBUJPOT
BTTPDJBUFEXJUIBQPTUVMBUFEFBSUIRVBLFUIBUNJHIU
JNQBDUUIFTJUFUIBUXPVMEGPSNUIFCBTJTGPSUIF
EFTJHOJODSFBTFEUIPTFHSPVOEBDDFMFSBUJPOT
O




4PCPUIPGUIPTFGBDUPSTDPNCJOFEXFSF


MPPLFEBUBTUIFEFTJHOCFDBNFNPSFNBUVSF
BOEUIBU
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



JEFOUJGJFEUIFGBDUUIBUDFSUBJOBTQFDUTPGUIF
CVJMEJOHXPVMESFRVJSFTJHOJGJDBOUVQHSBEJOHBTUIF
EFTJHOQSPHSFTTFEUPSFTJTUUIPTFFBSUIRVBLFGPSDFT
BOEQPUFOUJBMPUIFSJOUFSBDUJPOTXJUIUIBUHFPMPHJD
TJUF
4PUIBUXPSLXBTBOBMZ[FE BOEMBTUTVNNFS
UIFMBCPSBUPSZQSFQBSFEBTVQQMFNFOUBOBMZTJT BOE
UIBUhTQBSUPGUIF/&1"SFRVJSFNFOUT UPEFUFSNJOF
XIFUIFSPSOPUFOPVHIDIBOHFIBECFFOJEFOUJGJFE
TVDIUIBUB4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOUTIPVMECFQSFQBSFE5IFPVUDPNFPGUIBU 
FWFOUIPVHIUIBUTVQQMFNFOUBOBMZTJTXBTOPU
GPSNBMMZEFDJEFEVQPO UIF//4"EJEEFDJEFUPQVSTVF
UIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU
5IBUhTUIFESBGUUIBUhTDVSSFOUMZPVUGPSQVCMJD
SFWJFX
8FIBEB/PUJDFPG*OUFOUUIBUXBTJTTVFE
PO0DUPCFSTUJOUIF'FEFSBM3FHJTUFS5IBUXBTB
/PUJDFPG*OUFOUUPQSFQBSFUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM


&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU"TQBSUPGUIBU XF
IBEUXPQVCMJDTDPQJOHNFFUJOHTJO8IJUF3PDLBOE
1PKPBRVFJOFBSMZUPNJE0DUPCFSMBTUZFBS
4PUBLJOHUIBUJOGPSNBUJPOBOETPNFPUIFS
O




JOJUJBMJOUFSOBMTDPQJOHXJUIJOUIF//4"
XFTUBSUFE


QSFQBSBUJPOPGUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU




3-1313

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































4UBUFNFOU MPPLJOHBUUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMJNQBDUTPG
UIPTFDIBOHFTQSJNBSJMZUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIF
GBDJMJUZ CVUBMTPUIFPQFSBUJPOTUIBU*XJMMHFU
JOUPIFSF5IFSFBSFTPNFBEEJUJPOBMUZQFTPG
BOBMZTJTSFRVJSFEEVFUPOFXSFRVJSFNFOUTJO
4PTPNFPGUIFOFXBOBMZTFTZPVXJMMTFF
JOUIFEPDVNFOUBSFBOBMZTJTPGHSFFOIPVTFHBT
FNJTTJPOT5IBUhTGSPNDPOTUSVDUJPOPQFSBUJPOTBT
XFMMBTPQFSBUJPOTJOUIFGBDJMJUZMPOHUFSN5IF
JOUFOUJPOBMEFTUSVDUJWFBDUT UIFSFJTBOFX
SFRVJSFNFOUUIBUXFEPUIBU TPXFIBWFBOBOBMZTJT
UIBUXFQFSGPSNGPSUIPTFUIJOHTMJLFUFSSPSJTU
JODJEFOUTUIBUZPVNJHIUTFFJOTJEFUIFGBDJMJUZBOE
UIFJNQBDUTPGUIPTF"OEXFBMTPVQEBUFEUIF
BOBMZTFT BT*TBJE GPSDPOTUSVDUJPO GPS
PQFSBUJPOT BOEUIPTFBSFPQFSBUJPOTGPSUIF
FYJTUJOH$IFNJDBMBOE.FUBMMVSHZ3FTFBSDI#VJMEJOH
UIBUXBTDPNQMFUFEJO
8FBMTPEJEUIFPQFSBUJPOTJNQBDUTGPSUIF
3-60#GBDJMJUZUIBU*IBEKVTUNFOUJPOFE CFDBVTFXF
IBWFWFSZHPPEEBUBPOUIBUOPXUIBUUIFEFTJHOJT
DPNQMFUF8FBMTPEJEPQFSBUJPOTJNQBDUTBTTPDJBUFE
XJUIUIFQSPQPTFEOFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ8FBMTP
O




VQEBUFEUIFBDDJEFOUBOBMZTFTGPSUIFFYJTUJOH$.3


#VJMEJOH5IBUhTCBTFEPOBEPDVNFOUFETBGFUZ
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



BOBMZTJTUIBUPVSPGGJDFBQQSPWFEMBTUTVNNFS BT


XFMMBTUIFQSFMJNJOBSZEPDVNFOUFETBGFUZBOBMZTJT 

UIFNPTUSFDFOUWFSTJPOPGUIBUUIBUUIFQSPKFDU
QSFQBSFEMBTUTVNNFSBOEBMTPBQQSPWFECZPVS
PGGJDF
5IFMBTUUIJOHUIBUXFVQEBUFEJTUIF
JNQBDUT IVNBOIFBMUIJNQBDUT QSJNBSJMZ
SBEJPMPHJDBMJNQBDUT BOEUIFSFXFSFBGFXUIJOHT
UIBUXFSFJOWPMWFEJOUIBU0OFPGUIFN UIFSFXFSF
TPNFNPEFMJOHDIBOHFTJOUIFNPEFMJOHTPGUXBSF
UIBUhTVTFE"OEXFBMTPUPPLBEWBOUBHFPGUIFWFSZ
MBUFTUDFOTVTEBUBBWBJMBCMFBUUIFUJNF/PX BMM
UIBUGJOBMEPDVNFOUBUJPOPSUIFEBUBGPSUIFDFOTVT
IBTTUJMMOPUCFFOSFDFJWFE CVUUIBUXJMMCFGPMEFE
JOBTJUCFDPNFTBWBJMBCMFGPSUIFGJOBM&*4 
4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4
4PCSJFGMZUIFBMUFSOBUJWFTXFMPPLFEBU 
UIFSFJTB/P"DUJPO"MUFSOBUJWF BOEUIF/P"DUJPO
"MUFSOBUJWFJTJOUIFTFOTFUIBUUIBUOPBDUJPO
NFBOTOPDIBOHFUPUIF3FDPSEPG%FDJTJPOCBDLJO
 TPXFXPVMEOPUDIBOHFPVSEJSFDUJPOJOUFSNT
PGUIFEFDJTJPOTNBEFCBTFEPOUIFQBTU/&1"
BOBMZTJT
O




8FBMTPIBWFBNPEJGJFE$.33OVDMFBS


GBDJMJUZBMUFSOBUJWF
BOEUIBUhTBGBDJMJUZUIBU
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JODPSQPSBUFTUIFBEEJUJPOBMTUSFOHUIFOJOHPGUIF
GBDJMJUZUPSFTJTUUIFFBSUIRVBLFGPSDFTBUUIF
GBDJMJUZ"OEPOFUIJOHUIBUXFEJEJEFOUJGZTJODF
UIFUJNFPGUIFTDPQJOHNFFUJOH UIFQSPKFDUUFBN 
BTUIFEFTJHOEFWFMPQFEBMJUUMFGVSUIFS UIFZ
JEFOUJGJFEBQPTTJCJMJUZUIBUXFNBZCFBCMFUP
CVJMEUIFTBNFGBDJMJUZ UIFTBNFNPEJGJFEOVDMFBS
GBDJMJUZUIBUXBTEFTDSJCFEJOUIF/PUJDFPG*OUFOU 
XIJDIXFDBMMOPXUIFEFFQFYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO8F
BMTPJEFOUJGJFEUIFQPTTJCJMJUZPGBTIBMMPX
FYDBWBUJPOPQUJPO XIJDIJTCBTJDBMMZUIFTBNF
GBDJMJUZCVJMUPOUIFTBNFQJFDFPGHSPVOECVUCVJMU
IJHIFSVQJOUIFTUSBUBTPBTUPBWPJEUIFPOFMBZFS
UIBUXFXFSFNPSFDPODFSOFEBCPVUCFOFBUIUIF
GBDJMJUZTJUF
5IFMBTUBMUFSOBUJWFXFMPPLFEBUJTUIF
/P$POTUSVDUJPO"MUFSOBUJWF BOEUIBUhTUPDPOUJOVF
UPVTFUIFFYJTUJOH$.3#VJMEJOHBTMPOHBTXFDBO
XJUIPVUTJHOJGJDBOUVQHSBEFTBUBSFEVDFEBNPVOUPG
QSPHSBNNBUJDPQFSBUJPOTCFDBVTFPGJUTWVMOFSBCJMJUZ
UPTFJTNJD TPUIBUhTUIF/P$POTUSVDUJPO
"MUFSOBUJWFUIBUXFBOBMZ[FE
4PBMJUUMFCJUNPSFBCPVUUIFQSPDFTTPG
O




XIFSFXFBSFOPXBTGBSBTUIFQVCMJDBOE


TUBLFIPMEFSQBSUJDJQBUJPO8FQPTUFEUIF%SBGU
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUPOUIF


//4"XFCTJUFPO"QSJMOE5IBUXBTGPMMPXFEUIF

GPMMPXJOH'SJEBZCZUIF&OWJSPONFOUBM1SPUFDUJPO
"HFODZQVCMJTIJOHUIF/PUJDFPG"WBJMBCJMJUZJOUIF
'FEFSBM3FHJTUFS BOEUIBUQVCMJDBUJPOJOUIF
'FEFSBM3FHJTUFSTUBSUFEUIFGPSNBMEBZDPNNFOU
SFWJFXQFSJPE
4VCTFRVFOUUPUIBU CBTFEPOJOQVUBOE
SFRVFTUTGSPNNFNCFSTPGUIFQVCMJD UIF//4"
EFDJEFEPO.BZUI UPFYUFOEUIBUDPNNFOUQFSJPECZ
EBZT TPUIFDVSSFOUDPNNFOUQFSJPEDMPTFTPO
+VOFUI 
#SVDFNFOUJPOFEUIFQVCMJDIFBSJOHT5IJT
JTUIFMBTUPGUIFGPVSTDIFEVMFEQVCMJDIFBSJOHTPO
UIFQSPKFDUJOUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU
4UBUFNFOU8FIBENFFUJOHTJO"MCVRVFSRVFPO.POEBZ
FWFOJOH -PT"MBNPTPO5VFTEBZFWFOJOH &TQB×PMB
ZFTUFSEBZFWFOJOH BOEUIFOUPOJHIUJTUIFGJOBM
QVCMJDIFBSJOH
#SVDFNFOUJPOFEBOVNCFSPGXBZTUP
QSPWJEFDPNNFOUT5IFSFJTOPMJNJUPOUIFOVNCFS
PGUJNFTZPVNJHIUDPNNFOU:PVDBOVTFBOZPGUIF
BWFOVFT8FEPOhUXBOUZPVUPNBLFPOFTFU5IBU
O




EPFTOhUDMPTFUIFEPPSGPSZPV'FFMGSFF
UPUIF


FOEPGUIFDPNNFOUQFSJPE
UPNBLFDPNNFOUTVTJOH
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BOZPGUIFNFBOTUIBUBSFBWBJMBCMFUPEPUIBU BOE
*FODPVSBHFUIBUUZQFPGJOQVUGSPNUIFDPODFSOFE
QFPQMFBOEUPGPSXBSEUIFESBGUEPDVNFOUDPNNFOUTUP
VT
8JUIUIBU*XPVMEMJLFUPUVSOJUPWFSUP
#SVDF BOEIFXJMMHPPWFSUIFGJOBMHSPVOESVMFT
CFGPSFXFHFUTUBSUFE5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
#FGPSFXFTUBSU *OPUJDFEUIFSFBSFBGFX
WJEFPDBNFSBTSPMMJOH BOE*KVTUXBOUUPNFOUJPO
UIBUUIPTFBSFOPUDBNFSBTUIBUBSFPQFSBUFE
PGGJDJBMMZCZUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZPSBTBO
BEKVODUUPUIJTNFFUJOH4PJGBOZCPEZPCKFDUTUP
CFJOHWJEFPUBQFE ZPVXJMMOFFEUPUBLFUIBUVQ
EJSFDUMZXJUIUIFWJEFPHSBQIFS
8FIBWFBQSFUUZHPPEOVNCFSPGGPMLTXIP
XBOUUPDPNNFOUUPOJHIU BOEUIFQSPDFTTIBTCFFO
EFTJHOFEXJUIBQSFGFSFODFUPNBLFTVSFUIBU
FWFSZCPEZIBTBOPQQPSUVOJUZUPTQFBL"OZCPEZXIP
XBOUTUPTQFBLJOUIFBMMPUUFEUJNFXFUSZUP
BDDPNNPEBUF5IFNFFUJOHXJMMSVOVOUJM BOE
XFXJMMUSZUPNBOBHFUIFUJNFXJUIJOUIBUUJNF
MJNJUUPFOTVSFUIBUFWFSZCPEZXIPIBTSFHJTUFSFE
O




IBTBDIBODFUPTQFBL%PFTBOZCPEZIBWFBO


PCKFDUJPOUPUIFQSPDFTTUSZJOHUPFOBCMFUIBU
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



FWFSZCPEZXIPIBTTJHOFEVQIBTBDIBODFUPTQFBL 
:PVPCKFDUUPUIBU 
.4+0/*"3&/%4+POJ"SFOETXJUI
$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS/VDMFBS4BGFUZ8FXFSFPOF
PGUIFTJHOFSTPOUPUIFFNBJMUIBUSFRVFTUFE
BEEJUJPOBMUJNFJGUIFSFXFSFFOPVHIQFPQMF BOE.S
5FHUNFJFSTBJEUIBUJGQPTTJCMFXFXPVMETUBZVOUJM
4P*EPOhULOPXUIFBNPVOUPGUJNFPSUIF
OVNCFSPGQFPQMFUIBUIBWFSFHJTUFSFEUPTQFBL*U


XPVMECFJOUFSFTUJOHUPLOPX CFDBVTFUIFSFIBTCFFO
BEJGGFSFODFPGUIFBNPVOUPGUJNF*O"MCVRVFSRVF
GJSTUUIFSFXBTGJWFNJOVUFT5IFOJUHPUDIBOHFE
UPUISFF*O-PT"MBNPTUIFSFXBTTFWFONJOVUFT 
BOEMBTUOJHIUUIFSFXBTGJWFNJOVUFT4P*XPVME
MJLFUPVOEFSTUBOEIPXNBOZNJOVUFTBSFDVSSFOUMZ
TDIFEVMFEGPSQFPQMFUPTQFBL
.3.BD"--*45&3*DBOBOTXFSUIBU
RVFTUJPO*DBOhUBOTXFSIPXNBOZBSFSFHJTUFSFE 
CFDBVTFXFDPOUJOVFUPUBLFQFPQMFBTUIFZTIPXVQ
*UMPPLTMJLF CBTFEPOPVSCFTUFTUJNBUFBOE
PODFXFNBLFUIJTEFDJTJPO XFTUJDLUPJUUIBU
XFXJMMCFBCMFUPQSPWJEFUIFGJWFNJOVUFUJNF
MJNJUT
O




*TUIFSFBOZCPEZXIPIBTBOZPCKFDUJPOUP


NFUSFBUJOHFBDITQFBLFSFRVBMMZXJUISFTQFDUUPUIF
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BNPVOUPGUJNF "MMSJHIU'JOBMMZJTUIFSF
BOZCPEZXIPCFMJFWFTUIFZBSFFOUJUMFEUPNPSFUJNF
UIBOUIFBMMPUUFEGJWFNJOVUFT 
.3%06(%03"/8FXPVMEIBWFUIFSJHIU
UPZJFMEUIFCBMBODFPGUIFUJNF*GXFEJEOhUUBLF
UIFGVMMBNPVOUPGUJNF XFDPVMEZJFMEJUUP
TPNFPOFFMTF 




.3.BD"--*45&3/P:PVIBWFUIFSJHIU

UPZJFMEZPVSCMPDLPGUJNF8FDBOhUHFUJOUP
NFBTVSJOHGSBDUJPOTPGNJOVUFTGPSUJNF*GXFSVO
BIFBE UIBUUJNFHPFTJOUPUIFQPPM BUUIFFOEPG


NFFUJOH XIFSFJOXFUBLFPQFORVFTUJPOT PQFO
DPNNFOUT
*GPOUIFPUIFSIBOETPNFCPEZSVOTPVUPG
UJNFBOEUIFBVEJFODFXPVMEMJLFUPIFBSNPSFPG
UIFNBOETPNFCPEZDIPPTFTUPZJFMEUIFJSUJNFTMPU
UPUIBUTQFBLFS XIFO*SFBDIUIBUQFSTPOhTDBSE 
BOE*DBMMUIFN UIFZDBOUFMMNF*ZJFMENZ
QPTJUJPOUPBQBSUJDVMBSTQFBLFS*XJMMNPWFUIBU
QFSTPOhTDBSEXIPZJFMEFEUPUIFCBDLPGUIFTUBDL 
BOEJGUIFSFJTUJNFBMMPXFE XFXJMMUBLFUIBU
DPNNFOUBUUIFFOECFGPSFXFDPODMVEFUIFNFFUJOH
3JHIUOPXJUMPPLTMJLFXFXJMMIBWFQMFOUZPGUJNF
O




"OPUIFSRVFTUJPOGSPN+POJ"SFOET


.4"3&/%4:FT*IBWFBEVFQSPDFTT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



RVFTUJPO"UUIFUISFFPUIFSIFBSJOHTUIFSFXBTBO
PQQPSUVOJUZGPSBTFDPOESPVOE
.3.BD"--*45&3:FT
.4"3&/%4*TUIFSFBOPQQPSUVOJUZGPSB
TFDPOESPVOEUIJTFWFOJOH 


 .3.BD"--*45&3"TXJUIBMMUIFPUIFS

IFBSJOHT UIFTFDPOESPVOEJTDPOUJOHFOUVQPOUIFSF
CFJOHBWBJMBCMFUJNF"UFWFSZPUIFSNFFUJOH FWFO
BUMBTUOJHIUhTNFFUJOHXIFSFUIFSFXFSFNPSFQFPQMF


TJHOFEVQ XFEJEIBWFUJNFGPSTPNFGPMMPXVQ
RVFTUJPOT4P*BOUJDJQBUFUIBUBTMPOHBTUIFSFJT
UJNFBWBJMBCMF UIBUXFXJMMIBWFTFDPOESPVOE
/PX UIJTGBDJMJUZIBTMJNJUTPOIPXMBUF
XFDBOSFNBJOJOUIJTGBDJMJUZ*XJMMQPJOUPVU
UIBUUIJTJTUIFGPVSUINFFUJOH.ZVOEFSTUBOEJOH
JTUIBUUIFEVFQSPDFTTSFRVJSFNFOUTGPSNFFUJOHT
UFDIOJDBMMZIBWFCFFOGVMGJMMFE*BNMPPLJOHBU
UIFEPDVNFOUNBOBHFSGPSWFSJGJDBUJPOPGUIBU)F
JT KVTUGPSUIFSFDPSE JOEJDBUJOHUIBUUIBUhTUIF
DBTF
*IBWFOPEPVCU BTTPPOBTXFSPMMJOUP


UIJT UIBUUIFSFXJMMCFBNQMFPQQPSUVOJUZGPS
GPMMPXVQDPNNFOUT0LBZ
O




.4"3&/%4*SFTFSWFUJNFUPPCKFDU


EVSJOHUIFQSPDFTT5IBOLZPV
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.3.BD"--*45&3:PVDBOVTFZPVSUJNF 
ZPVSBMMPUUFEUJNFGPSBOZUIJOHZPVXBOU
"TGBSBTUIFHSPVOESVMFTHPJOHPO 
QMFBTFXBJUVOUJMZPVSTDIFEVMFEUJNFUPQSPWJEF
DPNNFOUT)FDLMJOHGSPNUIFBVEJFODF UIFSFJT
BCTPMVUFMZ[FSPUPMFSBODFGPSJU8FEPOhUXBOUBOZ
TQFBLFSPGBOZQIJMPTPQIZ BOZQPTJUJPOUIFZXBOUUP
UBLFGFFMJOHSFNPUFMZJOUJNJEBUFEJOUFSNTPGUIFJS
BCJMJUZUPHJWFUIFJSIPOFTUPQJOJPOUPUIFEPDVNFOU
NBOBHFS4PQMFBTFSFTFSWFZPVSBQQMBVTF BOE
QMFBTFSFGSBJOGSPNNBLJOHDPNNFOUTEVSJOHQFPQMFhT
QSFTFOUBUJPOT
*UhTJNQPSUBOUUIBUXFEPOhUJOUFSSVQU
QSFTFOUBUJPOTXJUITIPVUJOHPSDPNNFOUT CFDBVTF
UIJTJTBUSBOTDSJCFEIFBSJOHBOEUIFDPVSUSFQPSUFS
IBTUPIFBSUIFTQFBLFS
4JS ZPVIBEBRVFTUJPO
.3&38*/+6-*"/3*7&3" $PNNFOUTJO
4QBOJTI 
.3.BD"--*45&3"TGBSBTBUSBOTMBUPS 
+PIO XFEPOhUIBWFUIBUDBQBDJUZBUUPOJHIUhT
NFFUJOH
.33*7&3"*UhTPLBZ*EP
O




.3.BD"--*45&3*XJMMCFDBMMJOHZPVCZ


OBNF4PJOUIFGJSTUSPVOEJUhTBMJUUMFMFTT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



DSJUJDBMIPXFWFS *BNGBNPVTGPSNJTQSPOPVODJOH
TPNFQFPQMFhTOBNFT4PJUhTIFMQGVMXIFOZPVDPNF
 UPUIFNJLFUPQMFBTFDPOGJSN ZFT NZOBNFJT+PF
+POFT CFDBVTF*NBZIBWFNJTQSPOPVODFEZPVSOBNF
'PSUIFSFDPSE JUXJMMCFIFMQGVMGPSVTUPNBLF
TVSFXFIBWFUIFSJHIUQFPQMFJOUIFSJHIUPSEFS
:FT TJS
.3,&/-"*/(%PZPVJOUFOEUPSFNPWF
QFPQMFXIPSFGVTFUPTUPQTQFBLJOHBGUFSUIFJSUJNF
CZGPSDF 
.3.BD"--*45&3*BNHFUUJOHUPUIBU
*BNBTLJOHZPVBMMUPBCJEFCZUIFUJNF
MJNJUT5IFSFJTOPUHPJOHUPCFBOZCPEZIFSF*
IBWFOPJOUFOUJPOPGBSNXSFTUMJOHXJUIBOZCPEZBU
UIFNJLF)PXFWFS JGXFDBOOPUNBJOUBJOPSEFSBOE
JGQFPQMFSFGVTFUPZJFMEUIFGMPPSGPMMPXJOHUIF
HSPVOESVMFTPGUIFNFFUJOH *XJMMQVUUIFNFFUJOH
JOUPSFDFTT UIFDPVSUSFQPSUFSXJMMCFJOTUSVDUFE
UPTUPQUBLJOHUIFPGGJDJBMUSBOTDSJQUJPO BOEUIF
NJLFXJMMCFDVUPGG BOEXFXJMMCFJOSFDFTT
VOMFTTBOEVOUJMXFDBOSFTUPSFPSEFSBOEUIFOFYU
TQFBLFSJTVQUPTQFBL
.3-"*/(4PXBTMBTUOJHIUhTBUUFNQUUP
O




SFNPWFBTQFBLFSQFDVMJBSUPUIBUTFUUJOH
8FBSF


OPUJOUFOEJOHUPEPUIBUBHBJO
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.3.BD"--*45&35IFSFXBTOPBUUFNQUUP

SFNPWFBTQFBLFS5IFSFXBTBOBUUFNQUUPHFUUIF
TQFBLFSUPZJFMEUIFGMPPS*hNOPUHPJOHUPBSHVF
BCPVUPUIFS*hNHPJOHUISPVHIUIFHSPVOESVMFT
GPSUPOJHIU8FIBWFNBEFTPNFBEKVTUNFOUTUPNBLF
JUDMFBSUIBUXFJOUFOEUPHJWFFWFSZCPEZBOFRVBM
PQQPSUVOJUZUPQBSUJDJQBUFJOUIFNFFUJOH
"HBJO QMFBTFLFFQZPVSDPNNFOUTBTDJWJM
BTZPVDBOBOEGJOJTIZPVSTUBUFNFOUBTFBSMZBT
QPTTJCMF
4JS ZPVIBWFBDPNNFOU
.3,*3,08&/4*GTPNFCPEZXPVMEMJLFUP
HJWFDPNNFOUTJOPUIFSUIBO&OHMJTI TJODFXFDBOhU
BDDPNNPEBUFBOZUIJOHFMTFIFSF XFDBOUBLFDPNNFOUT
JOBOPUIFSMBOHVBHF BOEUIFSFJTBMTPBOBVEJP
SFDPSEJOHDBQBCJMJUZPVUIFSF*GZPVMFBWFUIFNJO


4QBOJTIPSBOBUJWFMBOHVBHF XFXJMMNBLFFWFSZ

BUUFNQUUPHFUUIFNUSBOTMBUFEGPSUIFEPDVNFOU
.33*7&3"*EPOhUNFBOUPCF
BSHVNFOUBUJWF CVUXFSFRVFTUFEUIBUJONBOZ
IFBSJOHTBOEUPIBWFUIFSFQPSUTJTTVFECBDL
CBTFEPOUIF/FX.FYJDP$POTUJUVUJPO XFBSFBO
PGGJDJBMCJMJOHVBMTUBUF BOEXFIBWFZFUUPSFDFJWF
O




BOZUIJOHCBDLJOBOTXFSUPPVSSFRVFTU*


  BQQSFDJBUFZPVSDPNNFOU CVUJUhTTUJMMOPUBEFRVBUF
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



GPSVT CVU*BNNVMUJMJOHVBM
.3.BD"--*45&3"OEBHBJO JGXFDBOOPU
SFHBJOPSEFSPGUIFNFFUJOH XFXJMMCFJOSFDFTT
)PXFWFS XFXJMMDPOUJOVFUPUBLFDPNNFOUTGSPN
QFPQMFBUUIFLJPTL BOEUIFSFXJMMCFBOVMUJNBUF
EFDJTJPOBCPVUXIFUIFSUPBEKPVSOUIFNFFUJOHPSUP
DPOUJOVFCBTFEPOPVSBCJMJUZUPSFTUPSFUIF
TUSVDUVSFPGUIFNFFUJOH
"GJOBMDPNNFOU BGJOBMSFRVFTUPONZ
QBSUJTQMFBTFTJMFODFZPVSDFMMQIPOFTBOEBOZUIJOH
FMTFUIBUNJHIUNBLFOPJTFBUUIJTUJNFTPUIBUUIF
TQFBLFSTBSFOPUJOUFSSVQUFE"OEBHBJO KVTUBTB
SFNJOEFS *XJMMCFUBLJOHDPNNFOUTGSPNBOZFMFDUFE
PGGJDJBMTGJSTU PSSFQSFTFOUBUJWFTPGUIPTF
PGGJDFT BUUIFPVUTFUPGUIFIFBSJOH BOEUIFO*
XJMMCFUBLJOHUIFOFYUDPNNFOUTJOPSEFS
*CFMJFWFXFIBWFBUMFBTUPOF
SFQSFTFOUBUJWFPGBOFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMIFSF +FOOJGFS
$BUFDIJT1BSEPONFJG*NJTQSPOPVODF
.4+&//*'&3$"5&$)*4*UhTDMPTF WFSZ
DMPTF*BNXJUI$POHSFTTNBO-VKBO
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV"OEXPVME
ZPVMJLFUPTQFBL NBhBN 
O




.4$"5&$)*4/P


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV5IBOLZPV
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"SFUIFSFBOZPUIFSSFQSFTFOUBUJWFTPS
FMFDUFEPGGJDJBMT SFQSFTFOUBUJWFTPGPGGJDFTUIBU
BSFGSPNUIFFMFDUFEPGGJDJBMThPGGJDFTIFSFQSFTFOU
UPOJHIU "SFUIFSFBOZUSJCBMPGGJDJBMTQSFTFOU
UPOJHIU "OZNVOJDJQBMPSDPVOUZ "MMSJHIU
5IFOXJUIPVUGVSUIFSBEJFV XFXJMMCFHJO
UIFQSPDFTT
0OFMBTUHSPVOESVMF UPIFMQZPVXJUIUIF


UJNJOHUPBCJEFCZUIFGJWFNJOVUFSVMF ZPVXJMM

TFFBUZPVSGPVSNJOVUFT BUPOFNJOVUFPVU PVS
UJNFLFFQFSXJMMIPMEVQBZFMMPXDBSE TPZPVXJMM
LOPXUIBUJUhTUJNFUPCFHJOQSFQBSJOHUPDPODMVEF
ZPVSTUBUFNFOU8IFOZPVTFFUIFSFEDBSE ZPVS
UJNFJTVQ*GZPVEPOhUXSBQVQJOBUJNFMZNBOOFS
XJUIUIFSFEDBSE *XJMMBQQSPBDIUIFQPEJVNBOE
BTLZPVUPZJFMEUIFGMPPS*GBUUIBUUJNFZPV
EPOhUZJFMEUIFGMPPS *XJMMJOTUSVDUUIFDPVSU
SFQPSUFSUPDFBTFSFDPSEJOH BOEXFXJMMHPPGGUIF
SFDPSE BOEXFXJMMCFPGGJDJBMMZJOSFDFTTVOUJM
TVDIUJNFBTXFHFUUIFQPEJVNCBDL5IBOLZPV
0LBZ0VSGJSTUTQFBLFS*XJMMCF
DBMMJOHPVUUIFOBNFPGUIFGJSTUTQFBLFS5IFO*
XJMM BTXJUIUIFPUIFSNFFUJOHT DBMMPVUUIFOFYU
O




QFSTPOJOMJOFUPTQFBLTPUIBUUIBUQFSTPODBOCF


HFUUJOHSFBEZ
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



0VSGJSTUTQFBLFSJT3BZ.#BDBBOEIF
XJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ%BOOZ#FBWFST
.33":.#"$"5IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI.Z
OBNFJT3BZ#BDB*BNUIFFYFDVUJWFEJSFDUPSGPS
UIF/FX.FYJDP#VJMEJOH5SBEFT$PVODJM*OUIBU
DBQBDJUZ *SFQSFTFOUBMMPGUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOMBCPS
VOJPOTIFSFJOUIFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP5IJT
JODMVEFTBQQSPYJNBUFMZDPOTUSVDUJPOBOE
NBJOUFOBODFXPSLFSTUIBUBSFDVSSFOUMZFNQMPZFECZ
UIFMBCPSBUPSZ
5IFTFBSFHPPEQBZJOH GBNJMZTVTUBJOJOH
KPCTUIBUVOGPSUVOBUFMZBSFOPUPUIFSXJTFBWBJMBCMF
JOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPUPUIBUEFHSFF"TNPTUPG
ZPVNBZBMSFBEZLOPX UIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO
/FX.FYJDP BTJUJTJONVDIPGUIFDPVOUSZ JTJOB
EFQSFTTFETUBUF5IFVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFGPS
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTJTGVMMZEPVCMFBOEJONBOZ
DBTFTUSJQMFUIBUPGUIFBWFSBHFVOFNQMPZFE/FX
.FYJDBO*UJTOPUVODPNNPOGPSVTUPTFF
VOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFTPGUPBMNPTUQFSDFOUJOUIF
WBSJPVTDSBGUTUIBUXFSFQSFTFOU
5IJTQSPKFDU UIF$.3QSPKFDU JGBOEXIFO
JUDPNFTUPCF XPVMEFNQMPZVQXBSETPGOFBSMZ 
O




DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTPGGBOEPOPWFSUIFDPVSTFPGB


UPZFBSQFSJPE0CWJPVTMZUIJTXPVMECFB
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701-1

701-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. The socioeconomics sections of the CMRR-NF SEIS present an
analysis of the potential effect on the local labor market related to the different
alternatives under consideration (see Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, and 4.4.9).
As discussed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, construction of a new CMRR-NF under
the No Action Alternative or the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would result
in a requirement for a construction workforce that would be needed for up to
9 years. As stated in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with
this construction project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison
to the total labor force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA
recognizes that the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic
difficulties would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern
New Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public
comment period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for additional
information.
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IVHFCPPTUUPUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOJOEVTUSZJO/FX
.FYJDP*UXPVMECFBIVHFCPPTUUPFDPOPNJD
EFWFMPQNFOUBOEPQQPSUVOJUZJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP 
CVUNVDINPSFJNQPSUBOUMZ JUXPVMECFBIVHFCPPTU
UPUIPTFXPSLJOHDPOTUSVDUJPOGBNJMJFTJO/FX.FYJDP
UIBUBSFJOEJSFTUSBJUT

701-1
cont’d

8JUIBMMEVFSFTQFDUUPUIPTFPGZPVXIP
BSFPQQPTFEUPUIFQSPKFDU XFSFTQFDUGVMMZVSHFUIF
MBCPSBUPSZBOE%0&BOEBMMUIFPUIFSQPXFSTUIBUCF
UPCFHJOUIJTQSPKFDUTPPOFSUIBOMBUFS5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
0VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT%BOOZ#FBWFSTBOEIF
XJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ+FOOJGFS4FRVJFJSB
.3%"//:#&"7&34.ZOBNFJT%BOOZ
#FBWFST*BNBCVTJOFTTSFQSFTFOUBUJWFGPSUIF
6OJUFE"TTPDJBUJPOPG1MVNCFSTBOE1JQFGJUUFST*
BNIFSFUPEBZUPTQFBLJOGBWPSPGUIFQSPQPTFE
QSPKFDUGPSBDPVQMFPGSFBTPOT5ISPVHIPVUNZ
MJGFUJNF UIFSFIBWFCFFOOVDMFBSXFBQPOT BOE*hN
TVSFUIFZXJMMCFBSPVOEMPOHBGUFSNZMJGFJTPWFS

702-1

*ONZPQJOJPO UIFZBSFBOEXJMMDPOUJOVFUPCF
OFDFTTBSZUPBTTVSFUIFTBGFUZ GSFFEPN BOEXBZPG
MJGFPGPVSDPVOUSZ
O


 UIFDVSSFOUGBDJMJUZXBTPQFOFEJO

/FYU


UIFMBUFhT
FBSMZhT BOEIBTCFFOJOPQFSBUJPO
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702-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for construction of the
CMRR-NF. NNSA has determined that the existing 60-year-old CMR Building
cannot provide the necessary level of support over the next 50 years. Special
designs, operations, and procedural measures to protect workers and the public
would be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. As stated
in the CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction
project (direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor
force in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that
the creation of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties
would have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New
Mexico as was stated by a number of commentors during the public comment
period. See Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for additional
information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



GPSXFMMPWFSZFBST%VFUPUIFGBDUUIBU
OVDMFBSXFBQPOTBSFHPJOHUPDPOUJOVFUPCFB
SFBMJUZ *XPVMEQFSTPOBMMZGFFMCFUUFSLOPXJOHUIBU
UIBUUZQFPGXPSLJTCFJOHEPOFJOBOFXTUBUFPG


UIFBSUGBDJMJUZBTPQQPTFEUPBOBOUJRVBUFE

GBDJMJUZ
-BTUMZJTUIFFDPOPNJDJNQBDUPGBQSPKFDU
PGUIJTTJ[F OPUPOMZUPOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPCVU
UIFFOUJSFTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP GSPNWFOEPSTUP

702-1
cont’d

TVQQMJFST OPUUPNFOUJPOUIFFTUJNBUFE 
DPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTUIBUJUJTTDIFEVMFEUPFNQMPZ
PWFSUIFDPVSTFPGUIFQSPKFDU5IFTFBSFBMM
HPPEQBZJOHKPCTUIBUJODMVEFGBNJMZIFBMUIDBSFBOE
QFOTJPOT5IFSFGPSF *TUBOEJOGBWPSPGUIJT
QSPKFDUBOESFTQFDUGVMMZSFRVFTUUIBUJUNPWF
GPSXBSEXJUIPVUGVSUIFSEFMBZ5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
0VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT+FOOJGFS4FRVJFJSB
GPMMPXFECZ4DPUU,PWBD
+FOOJGFS4FRVJFJSB
4DPUU,PWBD
.34$055,07"$(PPEFWFOJOH5IBOL
ZPV FWFSZPOF GPSDPNJOHPVUUIJTFWFOJOH
O




.FNCFSTPGUIFQVCMJDXIPIBWFTQPLFOJO


TVQQPSUPGUIJT$.33TPSSZ.FNCFSTPGUIF
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QVCMJDXIPIBWFTQPLFOPVUJOTVQQPSUPGUIF$.33
OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZXIPKVTUMFGU IBWF GPSUIFNPTU
QBSU QPJOUFEUPKPCTUIBUXPVME




5IFSFXBTBCV[[JOHTPVOEGSPNUIFNJLF 

.3.BD"--*45&34FFJGUIBUhTCFUUFS
.3,07"$.ZUJNFJTOPUTUBSUJOHZFU
"MMSJHIU.FNCFSTPGUIFQVCMJDXIPIBWF
TQPLFOJOTVQQPSUPGUIF$.33OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZTP
GBSIBWFQPJOUFEUPUIFKPCTUIBUIBWFCFFO
QSPEVDFE/VDMFBS8BUDI/FX.FYJDPBHSFFTUIBUNPSF
KPCTBSFTPSFMZOFFEFEJOOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP8F
EPOhUBHSFFUIBUUIF$.33OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZJTUIF
SJHIUXBZUPHFUUIFTFKPCT
'JSTUPGBMM JUJTXSPOHUPBEWPDBUF
OVDMFBSXFBQPOTQSPHSBNTBTBKPCQSPHSBN
4FDPOEMZ CJMMJPOGPSBOFYQBOEFEQSPEVDUJPO
DPNQMFYGPSQMVUPOJVNCPNCUSJHHFSTJTBO
BTUSPOPNJDBMBNPVOUPGNPOFZ CVUXIBUEPXFSFBMMZ
HFUJOUIFXBZPGBEEFEKPCT 5IFBOTXFSJT
OPUIJOH5IFSFJTOPOFUJODSFBTFJOQFSNBOFOU
KPCT5IJTJTOPUKVTUOVLFXBUDITBZJOHUIJT
5IJTJTUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4TBZJOHJUBMTP
5IF$.33/'XPVMEOPUDSFBUFBEEJUJPOBM
O




KPCT*UXPVMETJNQMZSFMPDBUFFYJTUJOHFNQMPZFFT


GSPNBOPMEGBDJMJUZUPBOFXGBDJMJUZ
POFUIBU




6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

703-1

703-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF project. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information. The CMRR-NF SEIS presents
the environmental impacts of construction and operation of the facility; one area
of environmental impacts is socioeconomics, including jobs. As stated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS, the number of jobs associated with this construction project
(direct and indirect) is relatively small in comparison to the total labor force
in the four-county region of influence. However, NNSA recognizes that the
creation of any construction jobs during the current economic difficulties would
have a positive effect on the construction industry in northern New Mexico as
was stated by a number of commentors during the public comment period. See
Section 2.7, Economic Impacts, of this CRD for additional information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



XPVMEDPTUBSPVOE BTRVBSFGPPUUPCVJME
5PRVPUFUIFTVNNBSZPGUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4 
BQQSPYJNBUFMZXPSLFSTXPVMECFBUUIF$.33
GBDJMJUZ5IFZXPVMEDPNFGSPNUIFPME$.3#VJMEJOH
BOEPUIFSGBDJMJUJFTBU-"/- TPUIFGBDJMJUZXPVME
OPUJODSFBTFFNQMPZNFOUPSDIBOHFTPDJPFDPOPNJD
DPOEJUJPOTJOUIFSFHJPO*XJMMTBZUIBUMBTUMJOF
BHBJOTPUIFGBDJMJUZXPVMEOPUJODSFBTF
FNQMPZNFOUPSDIBOHFTPDJPFDPOPNJDDPOEJUJPOTJOUIF
SFHJPO
8IBUUIFCJMMJPOBQQSPYJNBUFMZ$.33
QSPKFDUXPVMEEPJTIFMQSFTFSWFUIFTPDJPFDPOPNJD
TUBUVTRVPGPS-PT"MBNPT$PVOUZ XIJDIJTBMSFBEZ

703-1
cont’d

UIFTJYUISJDIFTUDPVOUZJOUIF6OJUFE4UBUFTBOEJT
UJFEGPSUIFMPXFTUVOFNQMPZNFOUSBUFJOUIF6OJUFE
4UBUFT5IJTJTBMMXIJMFQVCMJDTDIPPMUFBDIFST
BSFCFJOHMBJEPGGJOOFJHICPSJOH3JP"SSJCB$PVOUZ
BOEJOUIFNBKPSJUZPGTUBUFTBDSPTTUIFDPVOUSZ
5IFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZEPFTDSFBUF
BEEJUJPOBMDPOTUSVDUJPOKPCT CVUUIFTFBSFMJNJUFE
UPMBTUPOMZBGJOJUFQFSJPEPGUJNF5IF4&*4
TUBUFTUIBUUIFSFXJMMCFBOBWFSBHFPGPOMZ
DPOTUSVDUJPOKPCTPWFSOJOFZFBST XJUIBQFBLPG
O




KPCT5IF4&*4GVSUIFSTUBUFTDPOTUSVDUJPO


 FNQMPZNFOUXPVMESFQSFTFOUMFTTUIBOPOFQFSDFOUPG



3-1331

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































UIFSFHJPOBMXPSLGPSDFBOEXPVMEIBWFMJUUMF
TPDJPFDPOPNJDFGGFDU
*OTIPSU JUhTSFNBSLBCMFIPXMJUUMF
CJMMJPOCVZTGPSOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP-FUhTMPPLBU
UIFNBUI'PSUIFTBLFPGEJTDVTTJPO MFUhTBTTVNF
UIBUUIFBWFSBHFDPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSNBLFTCVDLT
BOIPVSGPS IPVSTEVSJOHBOBWFSBHFXPSLZFBS
8JUIBOBWFSBHFPGDPOTUSVDUJPOXPSLFSTPWFS

703-1
cont’d

OJOFZFBST UIBUXPVMECFBQBZSPMMPGBMJUUMFPWFS
NJMMJPOPSKVTUGJWFQFSDFOUPGUIFUPUBM
QSPKFDUDPTUT5IJTJTMFTTUIBOIBTBMSFBEZCFFO
TQFOUTPGBSGPSUIFEFTJHOBMPOFPGUIF$.33
GBDJMJUZ%FTJHODPTUTBSFOPXBUNJMMJPOBOE
DMJNCJOH BOEIBWFXFTFFOBOZTPDJPFDPOPNJDHBJO
GSPNUIBU )BTBOZCPEZOPUJDFE 
/VDMFBS8BUDI/FX.FYJDPBSHVFTUIBUGBS
NPSFKPCTDPVMECFDSFBUFEUIBOUISPVHIBMNPTUBOZ
GFEFSBMFGGPSUPWFSUIF$.33OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ*UT
MJNJUFEQPTJUJWFTPDJPFDPOPNJDJNQBDUTXJMMTUBZ
NPTUMZJO-PT"MBNPT$PVOUZBOEXJMMIBSEMZCF
OPUJDFEJOUIFSFTUPGOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP0OMZ
DSVNCTXJMMSPMMPGGUIFIJMMUPUIFSFTUPGVTBT
VTVBM
O




5PJOWPLFBDMJDIF8IZDBOhUXFIBWF


DMFBO
HSFFOKPCTJOTUFBEPGNFBOKPCT "
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703-2

703-2

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions on major Federal programs (for example,
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President,
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for additional information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for
information about LANL environmental remediation activities.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





CJMMJPOQMVUPOJVNJOWFTUNFOUXJMMMPDL-PT"MBNPTh
GVUVSFJOUPUIFIPQFGVMMZTISJOLJOHCVTJOFTTPG
OVDMFBSXFBQPOTQSPEVDUJPOBOESFTFBSDIBOEXJMMCF
BMPTFSJOUIFMPOHSVOGPSKPCQSPEVDUJPO'VMM
DMFBOVQPG-"/-hTSBEJPBDUJWFXBTUFEVNQJT
FTUJNBUFEUPDPTUCJMMJPO CVUUIFMBCPQQPTFT
UIBUGPSNPGDMFBOVQCFDBVTFJUhTGBSUPP

703-2
cont’d

FYQFOTJWF
5IJTNBZCF CVUXIJMFQSPUFDUJOHPVS
FOWJSPONFOUJOUIF3JP(SBOEF XIBUBKPCQSPEVDFS
DPNQSFIFOTJWFDMFBOVQBUUIFMBCXPVMECF5IBOL
ZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
"DUVBMMZUIBUSFNJOETNFPGPOFUIJOHUIBU
*TIPVMEIBWFNFOUJPOFE*GZPVIBWFBXSJUUFO
TUBUFNFOUUIBUZPVXPVMEMJLFUPTVCNJUUPUIFDPVSU


SFQPSUFSUPNBLFTVSFUIBUZPVIBWFHPUXPSEGPS

XPSEXIBUZPVXBOUFEUPTBZJOUIFSFDPSE UIBUhT
NPSFUIBOXFMDPNFBTXFMM"MMSJHIU
0VSOFYUTQFBLFSXJMMCF3PCFSU(JMLFTPO
 GPMMPXFECZ%BWF.D$PZ
.330#&35)(*-,&40/5IBOLZPV.Z
OBNFJT3PCFSU(JMLFTPO*BNBSFHJTUFSFE
O




HFPMPHJTUXJUIPWFSZFBSTPGFYQFSJFODFXJUI


BDUJWJUJFTJOUIFFBSUITDJFODFT
JODMVEJOHUFBDIJOH
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BUUIF6OJWFSTJUZPG*MMJOPJT SFTFBSDIBOEHSPVOE
XBUFSDPOUBNJOBUJPOJTTVFTBDSPTTUIF6OJUFE4UBUFT
BOEFTQFDJBMMZBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ 
SFTFBSDIBOEFYQMPSBUJPOGPSHSPVOEXBUFSSFTPVSDFT 
BOESFTFBSDIJOTFJTNJDHFPQIZTJDT
'SPNUP *XBTBUFDIOJDBM
DPOTVMUBOUBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZPO
JTTVFTPGFOWJSPONFOUBMDPOUBNJOBUJPO BOE*XBTUIF

704-1

MFBEDPOTVMUBOUGPSBQFSJPEPGBGFXZFBSTGPS
JOTUBMMBUJPOPGUIFMBSHFOFUXPSLPGNPOJUPSJOH
XFMMTJOUIFSFHJPOBMBRVJGFSCFMPXBOEBXBZGSPN
UIFMBCPSBUPSZ
*O *XSPUFBQBQFSXJUI+POJ"SFOET 
UIFFYFDVUJWFEJSFDUPSPG$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS
/VDMFBS4BGFUZBCPVUUIFMBSHFOVNCFSPG
EFGJDJFODJFTJOUIF-"/-1SPCBCJMJTUJD4JUF
8JEF4FJTNJD)B[BSE"OBMZTJT3FQPSU5IFSFXBTB
NPVUIGVM"OEBMTPJOUIFHFPUFDIOJDBMSFQPSU UIF


HFPUFDIOJDBMSFQPSUGPSUIFHFPUFDIOJDBM
JOWFTUJHBUJPOPGUIFTFJTNJDIB[BSEBUUIFQSPQPTFE
TJUFGPSUIF$.33GBDJMJUZJO5FDIOJDBM"SFB
+POJ"SFOETBOE*UPPLUIBUQBQFSUPB
NFFUJOHXJUIUIF%FGFOTF/VDMFBS'BDJMJUJFT4BGFUZ
O



 %$PO.BZSEPG"OE
#PBSEJO8BTIJOHUPO


UIBUQBQFS
DVSSFOUMZ+POJBOE*BSFVQEBUJOHUIF
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704-1

The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF is about 3,300 feet
(1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of faults associated with
the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults underlies a portion of the
existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific geotechnical investigations, no
evidence of active surface-rupturing faults directly at the CMRR-NF building
location were found (Gardner et al. 2009). At LANL, and for the CMRR Project
specifically, facilities are designed to site-specific earthquake design criteria that
are more conservative than those in the International Building Code so that the
facilities remain safe in the event of a large earthquake.
Subsequent to the original proposal of the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazard analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into the structural requirements
necessary for constructing the proposed Modified CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD for more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1334

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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QBQFSGPSDVSSFOUFWFOUT BOEUIBUXJMMCFQSPWJEFE
UPUIJTIFBSJOHCZUIFFOEPGUIFQVCMJDDPNNFOU
QFSJPE
.ZQSFTFOUBUJPOUPEBZJTUIFGJOEJOHTBOE
DPODMVTJPOTJOBQBQFSXSJUUFOCZTDJFOUJTUTBUUIF
-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZXJUIUIFJSTUVEJFTUP
JEFOUJGZUIBUUIFSFIBTCFFOBDUJWFFBSUIRVBLFXJUI
TVSGBDFSVQUVSFBUMFBTUUISFFUJNFTEVSJOHUIF
QFSJPEPGUIF)PMPDFOF"OEUIF)PMPDFOFDPWFST
FBSUIIJTUPSZHPJOHCBDLUP ZFBSTGSPNUIF
QSFTFOU*UhTBWFSZFYDFMMFOUQBQFS BOEJUXBT
QVCMJTIFEJOUIF+VOFJTTVFPGBKPVSOBMOBNFE
(FPTQIFSF

704-1
cont’d

5IFOBNFPGUIFQBQFSJG*DBOGJOEJU
IFSF'BVMUJOUFSBDUJPOBOEBMPOHTUSJLF
WBSJBUJPOJOUISPXJOUIF1BKBSJUPGBVMUTZTUFN 3JP
(SBOEFSJGU /FX.FYJDP*IBWFBIBOEPVUXIJDI
XJMMCFPVUXIFSFUIF$$/4NBUFSJBMTBSF UIFUBCMF
PG$$/4NBUFSJBMT BOEUIFSFJTBNBQPOUIFCBDLPG
UIBUIBOEPVUUIBUTIPXTUIFHSFBUDPNQMFYJUZPGUIF
1BKBSJUPGBVMUTZTUFN*UhTBOFUXPSLPGGBVMUT
UIBUFYUFOETGSPNOPSUIPG-PT"MBNPTUPTPVUIPG
-PT"MBNPTUPBQQSPYJNBUFMZ$PDIJUJ1VFCMP5IF
O




GBVMUJTPWFSBUPUBMEJTUBODFPGBSPVOE


LJMPNFUFSTPSNJMFT
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*hNHPJOHUPSFBETPNFPGUIFGJOEJOHTJO
UIFSFQPSUCZUIF-"/-TDJFOUJTUT'SPNUIF
BCTUSBDU 5IFTFJTNJDBMMZBDUJWF1BKBSJUPGBVMU
TZTUFNPGOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP 6OJUFE4UBUFT JTB
DPNQMFY[POFPGEFGPSNBUJPONBEFVQPGNBOZ
MBUFSBMMZEJTDPOUJOVPVTGBVMUTBOEBTTPDJBUFEGPMET
BOEGSBDUVSFTUIBUJOUFSBDUJOXBZTUIBUIBWF
JNQPSUBOUJNQMJDBUJPOTGPSTFJTNJDIB[BSETBU-PT
"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ BOE*XPVMETBZ
JODMVEJOH5FDIOJDBM"SFB UIFQSPQPTFETJUFGPS

704-1
cont’d

UIF$.33GBDJMJUZ
'SPNUIFDPODMVTJPOTFDUJPOPGUIFJS
SFQPSU *hNHPJOHUPQSFTFOUUIFCVMMFUFEGJOEJOHT
/FXQBMFPTFJTNJDEBUBTIPXUISFF)PMPDFOFTVSGBDF
SVQUVSJOHFBSUIRVBLFT POFHSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSJOH
FWFOU  ZFBSTBHPPOUIF1BKBSJUPGBVMUB
TFDPOEHSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSJOHFWFOUGSPN UP
 ZFBSTBHP5IBUhTUIFSBOHFPGUJNF
.3.BD"--*45&34JS ZPVSUJNFJTVQUP
UBLFBDMPTJOHTUBUFNFOU
.3(*-,&40/5IBUXBTGJWFNJOVUFT
BMSFBEZ 
 

70*$&'30.5)&'-003$BO*ZJFME 

O




.3.BD"--*45&3/P
ZPVDBOhUZJFMEOPX


:PVDBOZJFMEXIFOJUhTZPVSUVSO




6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1336

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



70*$&'30.5)&'-0038FMM *DBOQVMMNZ
DBSEPVUSJHIUOPX
.3.BD"--*45&3*UEPFTOhUXPSLUIBU
XBZ CFDBVTFPUIFSTTJHOFEVQIPQJOHUPHFUJOIFSF
.3(*-,&40/-FUhTIPMEUPUIFSVMFT*
XJMMQSPCBCMZHFUBDIBODFMBUFSUPGJOJTIUIJT
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
.3(*-,&40/5IFSFJTBIBOEPVUPGUIJT
SFQPSUBUUIFUBCMFXJUI$$/4NBUFSJBMT5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
 "QQMBVTF 
0VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT%BWF.D$PZGPMMPXFECZ
#PC8BMTI
.3%"7&.D$0:%BWF.D$PZ EJSFDUPSPG
$JUJ[FO"DUJPO
"TBOBUUPSOFZ *XBOUUPBEESFTTTPNFPG
UIFMFHBMJTTVFT'JSTU*XBOUUPBEESFTTUIFSBGU


*GUIFSBGUXPOhUGMPBU XFBSFHPJOHUPTJOLBOE

BMMCFPOUIFOVDMFBSCSJOL
"OZIPX UPIPME%0&BDDPVOUBCMFUPQSPUFDU
QVCMJDIFBMUIBOETBGFUZ $POHSFTTTIPVMEJOUSPEVDF
MFHJTMBUJPOGPSUIFQVCMJDUPCSJOHBDJUJ[FOTVJU
BHBJOTUUIF%0&GPSWJPMBUJPOPGUIF%0&0SEFST
O




%0&0SEFSTTPVOEHPPECVUBSFOPUSJHPSPVTMZ


FOGPSDFECZ%0&
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*OUIFDBTFPGUIF4&*4 UIFSFJTOP
TBGFUZBOBMZTJTSFQPSUUIBUIBTCFFOJTTVFEBTJT

705-1

SFRVJSFEUPCFQFSGPSNFE RVPUF BUUIFFBSMJFTU
QSBDUJDBCMFQPJOUJODPODFQUVBMPSQSFMJNJOBSZ
EFTJHOGPSXIJDIXFIBWFTQFOUNJMMJPOBMSFBEZ

NNSA has developed the appropriate level of safety documentation for this
stage of CMRR-NF design, and this safety documentation is used in designing
building safety features. Because of security concerns, the safety documents are
not made available to the public.

"EFRVBUFQSPUFDUJPOPGUIFQVCMJDBOEXPSLFSTJTOPU
BTTVSFECFDBVTFUIFDIPTFOTJUFBCPWFWPMDBOJDBTI
JTBTFJTNJDGPSNVMBGPSEJTBTUFS
%FBDUJWBUJPO EFDPNNJTTJPOJOH 
EFDPOUBNJOBUJPOBUFOEPGMJGFBSFOPUDPOTJEFSFEJO
UIF4&*4QSPQPTFEZFBSTPGPQFSBUJPO8BTUF
EJTQPTBMPQFSBUJPOTBSFOPUDPOTJEFSFEJOUIF4&*4
BOEUIFMJRVJESBEJPBDUJWFXBTUFGBDJMJUZJTBUUIF
FOEPGJUTPQFSBUJPOBMMJGFUJNF
5IFDPOUSPMMJOHTUBUVUFTBSF%0&0SEFS
 BOE%0&(VJEBODFXIJDISFRVJSFT
TUSVDUVSFT TZTUFNT DPNQPOFOUTBU%0&GBDJMJUJFTCF
EFTJHOFEBOEDPOTUSVDUFEUPXJUITUBOEUIFFGGFDUTPG
OBUVSBMQIFOPNFOBBOEIB[BSET




/PX ZPVDBOhUWFSZXFMMLOPXXIBUUIF

IFBMUIJNQBDUTBSFHPJOHUPCFXIFSFUIFGVMM

705-1

DD&D impacts are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. For purposes of analysis, only disposition of the entire CMR Building
is addressed in detail because activities associated with this option would have
the greatest potential environmental consequences, including generation of the
largest amount of radioactive wastes (see Section 4.5.1). DD&D procedures for
dispositioning the CMR Building would be common actions across all of the
alternatives analyzed in the CMRR-NF SEIS. DD&D of the CMRR-NF at the
end of its useful life is also addressed, although it is noted that impacts would
depend on the disposition decision taken at the time, which could range from
reuse to DD&D of the entire CMRR-NF (see Sections 4.5.2 and 4.5.3).
Waste management and pollution prevention is addressed for construction
and operations for all three alternatives in Chapter 4, Sections 4.2.12, 4.3.12,
and 4.4.12, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. As described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS
(DOE 2008a) and in annual LANL SWEIS yearbooks issued since its publication
(LANL 2010a, 2011d), RLWTF processes liquid radioactive wastes and meets
current discharge standards. The 2008 LANL SWEIS addresses alternatives for
upgrades to RLWTF (DOE 2008a).

TFJTNJDIB[BSETBSFOPULOPXO5IFDIPJDFPGUIJT
MPDBUJPOBTBTJUFJTFYUSFNFMZQPPS0UIFS
O




SFRVJSFNFOUTBSFGPVOEJO%0&0SEFS
BOE


UIFZBSFTVQQPTFEUPQSPWJEFGPSTBGFUZXPSLQMBDFT
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The CMRR-NF is designed to be in compliance with DOE requirements for
nuclear facilities, including projected seismic event response performance and
nuclear safety-basis requirements based on new site geologic information, fire
protection, and security requirements. The accident analysis in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10.2, 4.3.10.2, and 4.4.10.2, and Appendix C of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, is based on knowledge of potential natural or manmade hazards and the
amount of radioactive material that would be available for release (material at
risk) to estimate potential exposures in an accident.
See the response to Comment 705-2 regarding seismic concerns.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



QSPUFDUBHBJOTUQSPQFSUZMPTTPSEBNBHF DPOUJOVFE
PQFSBUJPOPGFTTFOUJBMGBDJMJUJFT BOEQSPUFDUJOH
QVCMJDIFBMUI QSPQFSUZ BOEUIFFOWJSPONFOUBHBJOTU
FYQPTVSFUPIB[BSEPVTNBUFSJBMT
8FMM XFEPOhULOPXXIBUUIFIB[BSEJT
HPJOHUPCFUIFSF TPXFEPOhULOPXXIBUUIF
FYQPTVSFNJHIUCFJOUIFFWFOUPGBOBDDJEFOU*O

705-1
cont’d

GBDU XFEPOhUFWFOLOPXXIBUBGVMMBDDJEFOUDBOCF
UIFSF5IFZUBMLBCPVUBTQJMM8FMM JUDPVME
DFSUBJOMZCFNPSFUIBOBTQJMMPGQMVUPOJVNXIFO
UIFZBSFUBMLJOHBCPVU QPVOETCFJOHTUPSFEJO
UIFTBNFMPDBUJPOBOEUIFQPTTJCJMJUZGPSHSPVOE

705-2

SVQUVSFBUUIFTJUF
5IFSFJTBMTP&YFDVUJWF0SEFS*hN
OPUHPJOHUPHPUISPVHIUIBU KVTUDJUFJU
-"/-JTDIPPTJOHUPOPULOPXUIFIB[BSECZ
EPJOHQPPSRVBMJUZXPSL*O UIF4)#
CPSFIPMFBU5"XBTESJMMFE5IFTFJTNJDQSPGJMF
GSPNUIFCPSFIPMFXBTQVCMJTIFEJO8POH FUBMJO
-"/-TDJFOUJTUTLOFXGSPNUIFWFMPDJUZ
QSPGJMFGPSUIJTCPSFIPMFUIBUUIFSFXFSFMPXTIFBS
WFMPDJUJFTUIBUHSFBUMZJODSFBTFEUIFTFJTNJDIB[BSE
BUUIF5"TJUFGPSVTFPGQMVUPOJVNCPNCGBDUPSZ
O




3BUIFSUIBOSFDPHOJ[FUIFQSPCMFN
-"/-


MPXCBMMFEUIFDPTUUP$POHSFTTGPSUIFGBDJMJUZ




3-1339

6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

705-2

The potential seismic hazards at LANL have been the subject of numerous
studies performed in the past 30 years. Additional information about seismic and
other geologic issues has been provided in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic
Concerns, of this CRD, and in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009), and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). (The 2009 update to the 2007 probabilistic seismic
hazards analysis was not publicly available at the time the Draft CMRR-NF
SEIS was prepared; however, it has subsequently been made available to the
public and has been incorporated into the Final CMRR-NF SEIS.) The updated
seismic hazards analyses indicated an increase in the expected ground motion
for a design-basis earthquake and provided a better understanding of the ground
motion and probable seismic behavior of various geological material layers
occurring at LANL. This information translated into design changes related
to the structural requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. The results of this evaluation have been
included in the design of the CMRR-NF, which is still under way and will
continue to evolve. Refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this
CRD for more information.
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FWFOUIPVHI-"/-LOFXUIFJOJUJBMEFTJHOXBT
JODPSSFDUBOEOPUTVQQPSUFECZUIFJSPXO
JOGPSNBUJPO5IFOUIFSFDBNFBTUVEZ4FJTNJD
NBSHJOTBTTFTTNFOUPGUIFQMVUPOJVNQSPDFTTJOH
GBDJMJUZBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ
5IFZTBJEUIFZDPVMEOhUNFFUUIF%0&0SEFS
 BOETUBUFE 3FTVMUTPGUIJTTUVEZJOEJDBUF
UIBUTFJTNJDBMMZJOEVDFEMPBETXJMMCFTJHOJGJDBOUMZ
HSFBUFSUIBOUIPTFGPSXIJDIUIFTUSVDUVSFT 
TZTUFNT BOEDPNQPOFOUTGPSUIFQMVUPOJVNQSPDFTTJOH
GBDJMJUZ 1' BU5FDIOJDBM"SFBXFSFEFTJHOFE
5IFTUVEZXBTCBTFEPOBWBMVFPGH HSPVOE
BDDFMFSBUJPO
5IJTSFQPSUXBTNBEFCFGPSFUIF
LOPXMFEHFPCUBJOFEJOUIF.BZQSPCBCJMJTUJD
TFJTNJDIB[BSEBOBMZTJTUIBUJOEJDBUFEBOJODSFBTFE
BDDFMFSBUJPOWBMVFPGH&WFOUIFH
BDDFMFSBUJPOJTRVFTUJPOBCMFBOENBZCFBO
VOEFSFTUJNBUF CFDBVTFTFMFDUJPOPG,BQQBUIBUXBT
VTFEXBTCBTFEPODPNQSPNJTFEEBUB
)PXNBOZNJOVUFTEP*IBWFMFGU 
5)&5*.&,&&1&3:PVBSFKVTUBCPVUEPOF
.3.D$0::PVIBWFUPVUFEUIF
O




SFQPSU
UIFVQEBUF8FMM
MFUhTMPPLBU$IBQUFS


BOEXIBUJUTBZT3FDBMDVMBUFUIFIB[BSE
DPOEVDU
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705-2
cont’d
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





BEEJUJPOBMEFUBJMFEIJHIQSFDJTJPONBQQJOHBOE
EJTQMBDFNFOUNFBTVSFNFOUT DPOEVDUQBMFPTFJTNJD
USFODIJOHTUVEJFTPG4BOUB$MBSB$BOZPO SFFWBMVBUF
UIFFOUJSFEBUBTDIFEVMFGPSUIF3JP(SBOEFSJGU 
DPOEVDUBEEJUJPOBMTUVEJFTUPCFUUFSDPOTUSBJO
,BQQB,BQQBJTBLFZQBSBNFUFSJOBTTFTTJOHUIF
IB[BSEBU-"/-*NQSPWFNFOUTJOUIFOFUXPSLNBZCF

705-2
cont’d

OFDFTTBSZUPJNQSPWFEBUBRVBMJUZ/PJNQSPWFNFOU
IBTCFFONBEF
4PUPTVNVQ ZPVIBWFOhUEPOFUIFXPSL 
ZPVIBWFOhUEPOFUIFTUVEJFT ZPVBSFFYQPTJOHUIF
QVCMJDUPHSFBUSJTL BOEZPVOFFEUPTUPQUIJT
QSPKFDU5IBOLZPV "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IFOFYUTQFBLFSJT#PC
8BMTIGPMMPXFECZ+BO#PZFS
.3#0#8"-4)1MFBTFIPMEUIFUJNJOH
GMBHTVQIJHIBOEXJHHMFUIFNTP*XJMMOPUJDFUIFN
5)&5*.&,&&1&3:FT TJS
.38"-4)5IBOLZPV
.ZOBNFJT#PC8BMTI*BNSFUJSFEGSPNB


DBSFFSXIJDIJODMVEFENBOZZFBSTPGOVDMFBSTBGFUZ

BOBMZTJT
"CPVUZFBSTBHP *XBTUIFMFBEPOB
O




TBGFUZBOBMZTJTGPSBQSPQPTFEQMVUPOJVNTUPSBHF


GBDJMJUZGPS1BOUFYJO5FYBT8FGPVOEUIBU
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BJSDSBGUBDDJEFOUTGSPNPWFSGMJHIUTXFSFBTJHOBUVSF
DPOUSJCVUPSUPSJTLXJUIQPTTJCMZIPSSFOEPVT
DPOTFRVFODFT
-BTU/PWFNCFS*DPNNFOUFEPOUIFQPUFOUJBM
TDPQFPGUIF4&*4 BTLJOHUIBUUIFZCFTVSFUP
JODMVEFUIFBDDJEFOUBOBMZTJTBOEQPUFOUJBM
UFSSPSJTUBDUT*OUIFESBGU4&*4 UIFSFXBTB
SFTQPOTFUIBUTBZTUIBUUIFBDDJEFOUBOBMZTFT
QSFTFOUUIFJNQBDUTPGBSBOHFPGQPTTJCMF
BDDJEFOUT BOEUIBUBDMBTTJGJFEBQQFOEJYXBT
QSFQBSFEUPBEESFTTUIFJNQBDUPGJOUFOUJPOBM
EFTUSVDUJWFBDUT JODMVEJOHUFSSPSJTN CVU
TVCTUBOUJWFEFUBJMTXFSFOPUSFMFBTFEUPUIFQVCMJD 
CFDBVTFEJTDMPTVSFDPVMECFFYQMPJUFECZUFSSPSJTUT 
XIJDIJTSFBTPOBCMF


*OUIFBQQFOEJYUIBUBDUVBMMZFWBMVBUFT
BDDJEFOUJNQBDUT 4FDUJPO$ JUTUBUFTUIBU
TFMFDUJPOBOEFWBMVBUJPOPGBDDJEFOUTXBTCBTFEPO
UIF/POSFBDUPS4"31SFQBSBUJPO(VJEF*OUIBU
HVJEF 4FDUJPOTUBUFT FYUFSOBMFWFOUTXJMMCF
BOBMZ[FEJGGSFRVFODZPGPDDVSSFODFJTFTUJNBUFEUP
FYDFFEUPUIFNJOVTTJYQFSZFBSDPOTFSWBUJWFMZ
DBMDVMBUFE PSUPUIFNJOVTQFSZFBS
O




SFBMJTUJDBMMZDBMDVMBUFE5IFBOBMZTJTUIBU


TVCTUBOUJBUFTGSFRVFODZOFFEPOMZCFSFGFSFODFE
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706-1

706-1

In response to similar comments, the text in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS,
Appendix C, Section C.3.2, has been revised to more clearly reflect the
consideration of an airplane crash into the CMRR-NF. The largest aircraft that
is considered to have a conservative probability greater than 1 in 1 million per
year of accidentally crashing into the CMRR-NF is a general aviation aircraft.
References were added to support this conclusion, including the DOE Standard:
Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash into Hazardous Facilities (DOE 2006)
and a site-specific technical evaluation of the potential for aircraft crashes
(LANL 2011a).
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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*OUIFESBGU4&*4 $IBQUFS$TUBUFT 
5IFQSPCBCJMJUZPGBOBJSQMBOFDSBTIEVSJOH
PWFSGMJHIUJTMFTTUIBOUPUIFNJOVTTJY5IFSF
BSFUXPEFGJDJFODJFTJOUIJTQBSBHSBQI'JSTUXF
BTTVNFUIBUUIFZJOUFOEFEUPTBZUPUIFNJOVTTJY

706-1
cont’d

QFSZFBS4FDPOE OPBOBMZTJTJTSFGFSFODFEUP
TVQQPSUUIFTUBUFNFOU
)BWJOHEJTDPWFSFEUXPPWFSTJHIUTVQPO

706-2

NNSA and DOE engage their own technically qualified staff and subject matter
experts to prepare the SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses
include the evaluation of accidents and intentional destructive act impact
analyses. NNSA does not intend to pursue an independent external review of the
analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

706-3

As indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, substantive
details of terrorist attack scenarios, security countermeasures, and potential
impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this information
could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA considered a range of
possible terrorist or intentional destructive acts and performed a detailed analysis
of selected scenarios. Selected scenarios provide a reasonable range of events,
including those with the largest expected impacts. NNSA and DOE engage
their own technically qualified staff and subject matter experts to prepare the
SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses include the evaluation of
accidents and intentional destructive act impact analyses. NNSA does not intend
to pursue an independent external review of the analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

FYBNJOBUJPOPGPOMZPOFTFDUJPOTVHHFTUTUIBUUIJT
EPDVNFOUIBTOPUCFFOTVCKFDUFEUPSJHPSPVT 
JOEFQFOEFOUSFWJFX5IFHFOFSBMQVCMJDJTOFJUIFS
UFDIOJDBMMZRVBMJGJFEOPSBEFRVBUFMZGVOEFEUP
QFSGPSNBDPNQSFIFOTJWFSFWJFX$POTFRVFOUMZ *
IBWFGPVSDPNNFOUT BMMPGXIJDIBSFJOUIFGPSNPG
SFRVFTUT
0OF QMFBTFQSPWJEFBSFGFSFODFUPBO
BOBMZTJTUIBUTVCTUBOUJBUFTUIFQSPCBCJMJUZPGBO
BJSQMBOFDSBTIEVSJOHPWFSGMJHIUEPFTOPUFYDFFE

706-1
cont’d

UPUIFNJOVTTJYQFSZFBSDPOTFSWBUJWFMZDBMDVMBUFE
4FDPOE QMFBTFQSPWJEFBSJHPSPVT
JOEFQFOEFOUSFWJFXPGUIJTEPDVNFOUCZBO
JOEFQFOEFOUQSPGFTTJPOBMPSHBOJ[BUJPOJOPSEFSUP

706-2

JODSFBTFQVCMJDDPOGJEFODFJOUIFDPODMVTJPOT
O


 QMFBTFQSPWJEFBOVODMBTTJGJFE

5IJSE


PWFSWJFXPGUIFDMBTTJGJFEBQQFOEJY
PNJUUJOH
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706-3

NNSA has an extensive program related to preventing terrorist threats. This
includes ongoing evaluations of facilities and security forces to prevent
successful attacks. In evaluating intentional destructive acts, the probability
of a given scenario occurring is not a factor in the analysis. Therefore, the
programs and funding of other entities, such as the Transportation Security
Administration is not a relevant factor. The intentional destructive acts appendix
presents consequences projected to occur in the event of a successful attack.
The results of these analyses will be reviewed and considered by NNSA in
making its decision on the CMRR-NF and are shared, as appropriate, with senior
Administration officials and Congress.
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EFUBJMTCVUJODMVEJOHBUMFBTUBOTXFSTUPUIF
GPMMPXJOHRVFTUJPOT'JSTU EPFTUIFBQQFOEJY
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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707-1

707-1

NNSA determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this
CRD for more information.

707-2

DOE established an environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize
and, if necessary, remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known
to be or suspected of being contaminated from historical LANL operations.
Remediation and cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between
NMED and DOE in accordance with a Consent Order. NNSA does not
consider environmental restoration to be optional and progress on implementing
environmental restoration activities is not linked to decisions on construction of
the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management,
of this CRD for more information.

707-3

The danger of plutonium has been recognized since its first large-scale
production in 1945. The awareness and knowledge of plutonium toxicity has
resulted in DOE using special designs, operations, and procedural measures
to protect workers and the public; such safety features and controls would
be incorporated into the design and operation of the CMRR-NF. Chapter 4,
Sections 4.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, of the CMRR-NF SEIS present the potential
human health impacts of the proposed alternatives.

UIFNBHOJUVEFPGUIFDIBOHFTTJODFUIFCFHJOOJOHPGUIF
QMBOOJOHBSPVOEUIBU
*hNBMTPTQFBLJOHCFDBVTF*LFFQ
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TIFTBJE :PVLOPX XIFONZDIJMESFONBLFBNFTT UIFZ
DBOhUNBLFBOPUIFSNFTTVOUJMUIFZDMFBOVQUIFGJSTU
NFTT
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*XJTIUIBUXPVMECFDPOTJEFSFEJOJTTVFT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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The commentor is correct. The analytical chemistry and materials
characterization capabilities that would be located in the CMRR-NF would
support all nuclear programs at LANL, including pit production. Based on
the ROD (73 FR 55833) for the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the current level of pit
production is up to 20 pits per year.
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708-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the policy
of nuclear deterrence. Since the 1940’s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Since the end of the Cold War, DOE has changed site missions and
activities consistent with changing national security policies that reflect the
new national security posture, including maintaining a smaller nuclear weapons
stockpile. However, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence
will continue to be an important element of national security policy for the
foreseeable future. Therefore, along with its obligations to reduce its nuclear
weapons stockpile and promote the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons to
nonnuclear states the United States must also ensure that its nuclear weapons
stockpile remains safe, secure, and reliable. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, and Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for a No Action Alternative
of no pit production. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, NNSA does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the
level of operations at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational
capabilities to support critical NNSA missions issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. Refer to Section 2.4, CMR Mission, and Section
2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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704-2

Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1.4, Seismicity, describes the seismicity of the LANL
region including the three Holocene surface-rupturing earthquakes mentioned
by the commentor. The three seismic events are 1) an earthquake on the Pajarito
Fault, approximately 1,400 years ago; 2) an earthquake on the Pajarito Fault
approximately 5,000 to 6,000 years ago, which is consistent with an event during
the same general timeframe on the Guaje Mountain Fault; and 3) an earthquake
on both the Pajarito and the Rendija Canyon Faults, approximately 9,000 years
ago. Surface rupture along these faults does not mean that surface rupture
occurred within the current location of TA-55. As described in Section 3.5.1.3,
Faulting, TA-55 is located within an area of relatively simple structure, where no
surficial fault deformation has been documented.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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BDUJWJUZPOUIFGBVMUTZTUFNBU-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM
-BCPSBUPSZGPSMPOHFSUIBOUIFQBTUNJMMJPOZFBST BOE
UIBUhTTJNQMZJODPSSFDU"TTIPXOCZUIJTFYDFMMFOU
SFQPSUUIBU*BNKVTUQSPWJEJOHFYDFSQUTGSPN UIBUTIPX
UIF-"/-TDJFOUJTUTIBWFEFUFSNJOFEUIBUUIFSFIBWFCFFO
BNJOJNVNPGUISFFMBSHFFBSUIRVBLFTPWFSUIFQFSJPEPG
UIFMBTU ZFBST"OECZMBSHFFBSUIRVBLF *NFBO

The PSHA did not calculate higher hazard for the simultaneous rupture, but the
PSHA did estimate slightly higher maximum magnitudes for the simultaneous
rupture model. Preferred maximum magnitudes for both simultaneous and
synchronous ruptures were estimated using the same general approach, which
has a sound technical basis. It is somewhat counterintuitive that the slightly
bigger simultaneous earthquake can result in a lower ground motion hazard, but
the two synchronous earthquakes result in higher ground motions for nearby
sites, particularly when the site is located between the rupturing fault segments,
because energy is coming from two sources.

UIFQPXFSGPSHSPVOESVQUVSF"OETP*QSFTFOUFE
FYDFQUTGSPNUIJTSFQPSUUIBUEFTDSJCFUIBUGBDU BOE
UIBUTQFDJGJDBMMZJTOFX1"-&0/TDJFOUJTUTEBUBTIPX
UISFF1MJPDFOF<TJD>UIBUNFBOTUIFQBTU 
ZFBSTTVSGBDFSVQUVSJOHFBSUIRVBLFT POF
HSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSJOHFWFOUZFBSTBHP
"OEUIFOBTFDPOESVQUVSJOHFWFOUUIBU
PDDVSSFEBQQSPYJNBUFMZCFUXFFOBOEZFBSTBHP 
CVUUIFSFXFSFUXPTJNVMUBOFPVTFBSUIRVBLFTPOEJGGFSFOU
GBVMUTFHNFOUTBUUIBUUJNF GPSUIBUFBSUIRVBLFFWFOU
4PUIFSFXFSFUXPTVSGBDFSVQUVSFTBUUIBUUJNF
"OEUIFOUIFUIJSEHSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSJOH
FWFOUZFBSTBHPXBTBMTPTFQBSBUFSVQUVSJOH
FWFOUTHSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSJOHFWFOUTPOCPUIUIF
1BKBSJUP'BVMUBOEUIF3FOEJKB$BOZPO'BVMUT
"OEUIFOUIFSFQPSUHPFTPOBOETBZT8IFO
O




UXPHSPVOETVSGBDFSVQUVSFTPDDVSTJNVMUBOFPVTMZBTQBSU


PGUIFTBNFFWFOU
UIFSFTVMUTJOFBSUIRVBLFNBHOJUVEF
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The PSHA (LANL 2007) included both simultaneous and synchronous
earthquake rupture models in calculating design ground motions for TA-55.
Simultaneous ruptures were slightly favored in the model with a weight of 0.6
because this is the standard model used in PSHA practice, and displacement data
for the Pajarito fault system suggest this type of rupture occurred in the past.
However, synchronous ruptures were also included in the analysis with a weight
of 0.4.

704-3

For both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures, maximum magnitudes
were estimated in the PSHA based on surface rupture lengths and available
displacement data, as appropriate to the particular rupture scenario. The main
difference between the simultaneous and synchronous ruptures is that all of the
moment (energy) is released in one event in the simultaneous model, versus
the moment being split into two slightly smaller synchronous subevents on
different segments of the Pajarito fault system, in the synchronous model. Thus,
the slightly smaller magnitudes for the synchronous ruptures are a direct result
of splitting the fault rupture into two portions for this model. In addition, the 10
percent difference in the total moment release between the two models primarily
results from the different geometries used and the fact that displacements do
not scale the same as surface rupture lengths in the empirical relations. Finally,
as maximum magnitudes for both synchronous and simultaneous ruptures were
calculated correctly using techniques that meet SSHAC and DOE guidelines.
The calculated results were checked and thoroughly peer reviewed.
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, of the CMRR-NF SEIS was revised
to improve the discussion of faulting and seismic hazards at LANL.
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704-4

There is no geologic or seismologic evidence that the rate of occurrence
of surface-faulting earthquakes (magnitude > 6.5) is increasing along the
Pajarito fault system. Paleoseismic investigations indicate that that three large
earthquakes ruptured along the Pajarito fault system during the Holocene period
(past 11,000 years), suggesting that this recent activity may represent a temporal
cluster in the long-term behavior of the fault (LANL 2007; Lewis et al. 2009).
However, this possible pattern in the activity rate of the Pajarito fault system
has been incorporated into the PSHA (LANL 2007, 2009). There is also no
geologic or seismologic evidence that would suggest that the maximum potential
earthquake along the Pajarito fault system is increasing in size. The maximum
earthquake for the Pajarito fault system has been estimated for the PSHA based
on observed fault displacements from past earthquakes and rupture dimensions
of the potential fault rupture. Over the lifetime of the CMRR Facility and much
longer, that is, thousands of years, the level of seismic hazard at the CMRR-NF
site is not expected to change because there are not expected to be changes in
the maximum potential earthquake and activity rates of the Pajarito fault system.
The general behavior of the Pajarito fault system is not expected to change over
the time scale of the next century.

709-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for cleanup of existing
contamination. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked
to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.
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709-1

The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Funding decisions regarding
major Federal programs (for example, education) and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions,
of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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710-1

710-1

The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses public health and safety of the local
communities, including impacts on water supply. The existing safety conditions
at LANL are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, Section 3.11,
Human Health, including radiation exposure and risk; the chemical environment;
industrial safety; health effects studies; accident history; emergency
preparedness and security; and the LANL Security Program. The environmental
consequences or impacts on human health from normal operations,
facility accidents, or intentional destructive acts are analyzed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.10, 4.3.10, and 4.4.10, and Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information. NNSA complies with Federal, state, and local laws and
regulations, and DOE orders to protect human health and the environment.
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There are fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor
and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accidents that occurred at the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, and earlier at the Chernobyl Nuclear
Site, requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of
nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a
sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information
on this issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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712-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the budget situation in our
country and funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern for the need and location of
the CMRR-NF. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009).
At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to
site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in
the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.
The commentor’s concerns that an accident (similar to the one that occurred in
Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) could happen at LANL is
addressed in Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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The cost to build and operate the proposed CMRR-NF is not within the scope of
the CMRR-NF SEIS, but it will be one aspect that NNSA takes into consideration
when making its decision.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
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NNSA also notes the commentor’s concern that maintaining a secure and reliable
nuclear stockpile is contradictory to President Obama’s goal of a nuclear-free
world. Since the 1940’s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and it
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

CFJOHUIF/BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"OEUPXBSET
UIBUFOE **hNQPJOUJOHUPXIBU*CFMJFWFBSFUXP
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NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that a new EIS, not an SEIS, should
be prepared. The proposal to construct a new facility to perform chemistry
and metallurgy research involving plutonium and other actinides is the result
of evaluations going back more than 10 years. As indicated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need
to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all
DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over
the next 50 years. Other alternatives for meeting the purpose and need have
been considered and are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF
SEIS. See Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, Section 2.4,
CMR Mission, and Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more
information.

713-1

President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.
President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached quickly. Since
the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its predecessor
agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and to ensure the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in the post-Cold
War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue
to be an important element of national security policy for the foreseeable future.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and
Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
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713-1
cont’d

713-2

NNSA notes the comentor’s opinion that the CMRR-NF SEIS does not
analyze a reasonable spectrum of alternatives. Taken together, the alternatives
section of the 2003 CMRR-EIS and this CMRR-NF SEIS provide the range of
reasonable alternatives. In response to public comments like these, Chapter 2,
Section 2.7, of the CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to describe in more detail
the alternatives that NNSA considered but found would not meet the purpose
and need for continuing CMR operations into the future. See Section 2.11,
Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





UIFDVSSFOUMZTBODUJPOFEMFWFMPGQJUTQFSZFBS"OE
*EPOhUUIJOLUIFSFBSFBOZJNNFEJBUFQSPTQFDUTUIBU
UIBUSBUFPGQSPEVDUJPOXJMMCFSBJTFE
"OEOPCPEZTIPVMECFVOEFSBOZJMMVTJPOT
5IF$.33 JUhTOPUPOMZBCPVUCVUJUJTQSJNBSJMZBCPVU
FYQBOEJOHQJUQSPEVDUJPO EFTQJUFEFOJBMTJOUIF
4VQQMFNFOUBM&*4*DBOQPJOUZPVUPBOVNCFSPGPUIFS
//4"EPDVNFOUT TVDIBTUIF'JTDBM:FBSh4USBUFHJD
4UPDLQJMF4UFXBSETIJQBOE.BOBHFNFOU1MBO TVDIBTB
TPMJDJUBUJPOGPSBCJEUPNBOBHFUIF-BXSFODF-JWFSNPSF
 -BCPSBUPSZ XIJDIIBTTQFDJGJDBMMZUJFEFYQBOEFEQJU
QSPEVDUJPOUPOFXEFTJHOSFMJBCMFSFQMBDFNFOUXBSIFBET
/PX *LOPX*hNHPJOHUPSVOPVUPGUJNF 
BOE*hNIPQJOH*hMMHFUBOPUIFSDIBODFUPTQFBL#VU*
UIJOLJUhTJMMVTUSBUJWFBOEJNQPSUBOUUPMPPLBUUIF
IJTUPSZPGUIFQJUQSPEVDUJPOTJODF"OEJOUIBU
ZFBS UIF'#*SBJEFE3PDLZ'MBUT"OE3PDLZIBEJUT
QFBLXBTQSPCBCMZDBQBCMFPGEPOhUIPMEUIJTGPSB
GBDU CVUJUXBTQSPCBCMZDBQBCMFPGQSPEVDJOHPOUIF
PSEFSPGQJUTQFSZFBS8FMM UIF'#*SBJEKVTU
TIVUUIBUDPME




"OEUIFOUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZTQFOU 

PI UIFOFYUZFBSTPSTPUSZJOHUPSFFTUBCMJTI
O




JOUFSJNQJUQSPEVDUJPOIFSFBU-PT"MBNPT"OEUIF


QVSQPSUFESFBTPOPSSBUJPOBMFGPSEPJOHUIBUXBTUP
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































QSPEVDFUIFQBSUJDVMBSUZQFPGQJUGPSUIF8XBSIFBE
UIBUXBTCFJOHQSPEVDFEXIFO3PDLZXBTTIVUEPXO
8FMM TVCTFRVFOUMZ -"/-IBTEPOFJUT
QSPEVDUJPOSVOGPSBCPVU8QJUTDPNQMFUFEJUMBTU
ZFBS*EPOhUCFMJFWFJUhTHPJOHUPCFQSPEVDJOHBOZ
NPSF8QJUT BOEJUhTOPUDMFBSXIZBOZPUIFSQJUT


XPVMECFOFFEFE5IFSFBSFBQQSPYJNBUFMZTFWFOPUIFS
UZQFTPGQJUT
5IJTHPFTCBDL*EPOhUUIJOLUIF
MBCPSBUPSZUIFMBCTBOEUIF/VDMFBS8FBQPOT$PNQMFY 
JOHFOFSBM *EPOhUUIJOLUIFZIBWFFOUJSFMZHJWFOVQPO
OFXEFTJHOFEXFBQPOT BOEUIFZhSFEPJOHJUCZBOPUIFS
OBNF"OEUIFZhSFTFFLJOHUPJODSFNFOUBMMZBDIJFWF
UIFJSBJNTUISPVHIUIFTFTPDBMMFEMJGFFYUFOTJPO
QSPHSBNT XIJDIUIFZhSFHPJOHUPUBLFFYJTUJOHXFBQPOT
BOESBEJDBMMZNPEJGZUIFN4P*hNTUJMMXBJUJOHGPSUIF
SFETJHOUPDPNFVQ
#VUUPDPODMVEFGPSOPX"HBJO JUhTUIF
BJNPGUIF8FBQPOT$PNQMFYUPSBEJDBMMZDIBOHFFYJTUJOH
XFBQPOT UPDIBOHFUIFJSNJMJUBSZDBQBCJMJUJFT JOGBDU
"OEUIFZXJMMCFHJOJOUSVTJWFNPEJGJDBUJPOPGFYJTUJOH
QJUTVQBU1' UIFFYJTUJOHQJUQSPEVDUJPOGBDJMJUZ 
XIJDIXJMMCFJOUFHSBUFEJOUPUIF$.33OVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ
O




"OE*hMMDPOUJOVFNZSFNBSLTMBUFS


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
TJS
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3%BWJE#BDPO GPMMPXFECZ
-FTMJF"MEFSXJDL
6/*%&/5*'*&%41&",&3%BWJEXJMMCFCBDL
MBUFS)FIBTUPHJWFBSBEJPTIPX
.3.BD"--*45&30LBZ-FTMJF"MEFSXJDL 
'PSHJWFNFJG*hNNJTQSPOPVODJOHUIBUOBNF
.4"-%&38*$,)J
*HVFTT*hNBMJUUMFDPOGVTFE*XBT
TJUUJOHJOBSFTUBVSBOUJO5BPT BOE*QJDLFEVQUIF
+PVSOBM BOEJUTBJETPNFUIJOHBCPVUBNFFUJOHEPXOIFSF
BCPVUUIJTJTTVF#VUOPXIFSFJOUIFQBQFSEJEJUTBZ
UIBUUIJTOFXCVJMEJOHCJMMJPO JTJU "
CJMMJPOCVJMEJOH XIFOXFIBWFOPNPOFZGPS
FEVDBUJPO JTHPJOHOPXIFSFEJEJUTBZJUhTHPJOHUP
CVJMEEFUPOBUJOHEFWJDFTGPSOVDMFBSCPNCT/PXIFSFEJE
JUTBZUIBU8IZOPU 8IZOPU 8IZJTOhUUIJTSPPN
GJMMFEXJUIQFPQMFUSZJOHUPNBLFJUDMFBSUIBUMJGFJT
SFBMMZNPSFJNQPSUBOU:PVhWFHPUJOUFMMJHFODF:PVhSF
FEVDBUFE8FIBWFCSJMMJBOUNJOETIFSFQPFUSZ"OE
XFhSFHPJOHUPCVJMENPSFOVDMFBSCPNCT $PNFPO*U
JTUJNFUIBUFWFSZCPEZHFUTPOUIFTBNFQBHF




%PZPVMJLFZPVSMJGF %PZPVFOKPZ

O


 %PZPVMPWFZPVSDIJMESFO

CSFBUIJOHBJS
"OEXFhSF


HPJOHUPCVJMENPSFCPNCT
-FUhTHFUUIBUJOGPSNBUJPO
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714-1

714-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and concern
regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this
CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses

























































































































PVUJOUPUIFQVCMJD4IPVMEOhUXF *UhTOPUJOUIF
QVCMJDWJFX5IFTFOFXTQBQFSSFQPSUTEPOhUUFMMZPV
XIBUhTSFBMMZHPJOHPO8IZEPOhUZPVUFMMVTUIF
USVUI 8IZJTOhUUIFUSVUIPVUUIFSF *GJUhTPLBZBOE

714-1
cont’d

CVJMEJOHBMMUIFTFCPNCTJTBHPPEUIJOH XIZEPOhUZPV
UFMMVTZPVhSFEPJOHJU 
*UIJOLXFOFFEBMJUUMFNPSFUSVUI8JUI
BMMUIJTJOUFMMJHFODFBOEBMMUIJTQPFUSZ IPXBCPVUB
MJUUMFUSVUI )PXBCPVUBMJUUMFCFMJFGJOMJGFJOTUFBE
PGNPOFZBOEBMMUIFUIJOHTUIBUXBSCSJOHT 
 "QQMBVTF 




.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV

1BNFMB(JMDISJTU GPMMPXFECZ&SXJO3JWFSB
.4(*-$)3*45*hN1BNFMB(JMDISJTU BOE*
MJWFJO4BOUB'F
*OBEEJUJPOUPUIFQSFWJPVTDPNNFOUT NPTU
PGXIJDI*GVMMZBHSFFXJUI *XBOUUPFNQIBTJ[FUIBU
UIF%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZNVTUDPOTJEFSXIBU*CFMJFWFUP
CFUIFPOMZWJBCMFBMUFSOBUJWF BOEUIBUJTUPBCBOEPO
UIJTQSPKFDU

715-1

 "QQMBVTF 
.4(*-$)3*45$MFBOVQPGUIFFYJTUJOH
XBTUFDMFBOVQPGUIFFYJTUJOHXBTUFNVTUCFB%0&
O

 OPUBOFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ


QSJPSJUZ
POXIJDI


UPNJMMJPOIBTCFFOTQFOU
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715-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for cleanup and concerns regarding the
funding priorities of the U.S. Government. NNSA does not consider compliance
with the Consent Order to be optional, and progress on implementing the
Consent Order is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, and
Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.
Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL
are made by Congress and the President and are not within the scope of the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions,
of this CRD for more information. An alternative involving an abandonment
of the project does not meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need (see Chapter 1,
Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS).
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



"MUIPVHI*hNTQFBLJOHBTBQSJWBUFDJUJ[FO
UPOJHIU *TFSWFEPOUIF/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP$JUJ[FOTh
"EWJTPSZ#PBSEUPUIF%0&GPSUIFDMFBOVQBU-"/-*hWF
TFSWFEPOUIFCPBSEGPSUXPZFBST BOE*hNGBNJMJBSXJUI
UIFDVSSFOUDMFBOVQFGGPSU*GFFMUIBUUIF%0&DBOCF
QSPVEPGUIFEFEJDBUFEUFBNEPJOHUIJTDSJUJDBMXPSL
%0&IBTNBEFBDPNNJUNFOUUPDMFBOJOHVQ
UIFMFHBDZXBTUFBU-"/-XIFOJUTJHOFEUIFDPOTFOU
PSEFSPGUIF/FX.FYJDP&OWJSPONFOU%FQBSUNFOUPO.BSDI
TU 5IFPSEFSSFRVJSFTDMFBOVQCZ%FDFNCFSTU 
 JODMVEJOH"SFB(EVNQTJUFBU5FDIOJDBM"SFB
)PXFWFS DMFBOVQJTQSPDFFEJOHUIFSFBUPOMZQFSDFOU
PGDBQBDJUZ BOEUIFPOMZDPOTUSBJOUJTNPOFZ BNFSF

715-1
cont’d

NJMMJPO OPUFWFOBTNVDIBTIBTCFFOTQFOUPOUIF
TUVEJFTGPSUIFCJMMJPOGBDJMJUZNJMMJPOJT
OFFEFEGPSUIFDMFBOVQUPCFEPOFBUQFSDFOU
DBQBDJUZ5PBWPJEUIF/.&%GJOFT DMFBOVQBU
QFSDFOUDBQBDJUZOFFETUPIBQQFOUPNFFUUIF
DPOTFOUPSEFSEFBEMJOF8FhWFEPOFUIFNBUI4PJO
PSEFSUPNFFUUIFDPOTFOUPSEFSEFBEMJOFPG %0&hT
DMFBOVQPQFSBUJPOBU-"/-OFFETUPSVOBUQFSDFOU
DVSSFOUMZSVOOJOHBUQFSDFOU5IFZDBOEPJU5IFZ
KVTUOFFEUIFGVOEJOH%0&NVTUDPNQMZXJUIDPOTFOU
O
 OPUCVJMEBOFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ



PSEFS



"QQMBVTF 
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
&SXJO3JWFSB GPMMPXFECZ"OOBM)BOTFO
.33*7&3"%BWJE#BDPOIBTBSSJWFE JG
ZPVDBSFUPHPXJUIIJN
.3.BD"--*45&38FMM XIBU*hNEPJOHXJUI
QFPQMFXIPBSFPVUPGUIFSPPN *XJMMDBMMUIFNUIFZ
XPOhUMPTFUIFJSUVSO CVUXFhMMTUBZJOUIFPSEFS
5IBOLZPVGPS
.33*7&3" 4QFBLJOH4QBOJTIOP
USBOTMBUJPO 
"OE*hNCJMJOHVBMPSNVMUJMJOHVBM*XJTI
*DPVMETQFBLJOUIFMBOHVBHFPGNZ5BPTBODFTUPSTPSJO
5FXB CVU*IPQF*TQFBLXJUITPNFDPNNPOTFOTFBOE
DPOWFZUPZPVUIFQSBZFSPGPVSBODFTUPST
*TQFBLNPTUMZBMTPBTBHSBOEGBUIFSBOENZ
SFTQPOTJCJMJUZUPUIFN CFDBVTFBT*XBTUBVHIU XIFUIFS
*hNB$IJDBOPGSPNMBOEHSBOUTPSBO*OEJPGSPN5BPT
1VFCMP UIBUXFVOEFSTUBOEUIBUXIBUXFEP TBZUPEBZ
XJMMIBWFBOJNQBDUVQPOTFWFOHFOFSBUJPOTVOCPSO.Z
HSBOENPUIFSIBTIFMENZHSBOEDIJMESFO NFBOJOHUIFSFBSF
GJWFMJWJOHHFOFSBUJPOTJONZGBNJMZ#VUUIBUTUJMM
NFBOT*IBWFBSFTQPOTJCJMJUZUPNZHSBOEDIJMESFOhT
HSBOEDIJMESFO UPBDDPVOUGPSUIFTIBNFBOEOFHMFDUUIBU
O




PVSHFOFSBUJPOIBTBMMPXFEUPIBQQFO
UPCFUIFSFBU


UIBUFOE<TJD>
UIFJSJOIFSJUBODF
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



*hNOPUIFSFUPEFCBUFUIFTDJFOUJGJD
JOGPSNBUJPOCVUNFSFMZUPTBZJUhTOPUEFQFOEBCMF*U
DBOhUCFIFMEBDDPVOUBCMF"OEUIFPOMZDPOTJTUFODZ 
CFHJOOJOHGSPNXIFOUIF-PT"MBNPT-BCPSBUPSJFTTUBSUFE 
CFHBOBUHVOQPJOUXIFONZDIJMESFOhTBODFTUPSTXFSF


GPSDFEPGGPGUIF1BKBSJUP1MBUFBVBUHVOQPJOUJOUIF

OBNFPGUIFOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZXJUIUIFQSPNJTFUIBU
GJSTUSJHIUTPGSFTDJTTJPOXPVMEHPCBDLUPUIPTFGJSTU
EFTDFOEBOUTPGUIBUMBOE BOEUIFZMJFE
5IFSFJTOPDSFEJCJMJUZCZ%0&PS-"/- OP
QSPWFOBDDPVOUBCJMJUZ BOETPXIBUFWFSJTTBJEJOBOZPG
UIFSFQPSUTQBJEGPSCZJNNPSBMNPOFZDBOOPUCFUSVTUFE
#VUXIBU*EPUSVTUJTUIFDPOWJDUJPOPGQFPQMFUIBUDBO
TQFBLUSVUIUPQPXFSBOETUBOEVQUPUIFDPSSVQUJPOUIBU
-PT"MBNPTJTNFSFMZPOFFYBNQMFPG
5IPTFIPNFTUFBEFSTUIBUXFSFSFNPWFECZ
GPSDF UIFOCPVHIUPGGCZTJMFODFJOUIFTFUUMFNFOUUIBU
XBTNBEFPGTFWFSBMNJMMJPOEPMMBST IJEEFOJOB
NJMJUBSZBQQSPQSJBUJPO UIBOLTUP1MVUPOJVN1FUF
%PNFOJDJ5IFJSTUPSZPGJOKVTUJDFJTZFUUPCFUPME
#VUNJMMJPOJTOhUFOPVHIUPIJEFUIFUSVUIPGUIF
JOKVTUJDFPSXIBUIBQQFOFEUPUIF1VFCMPT CFDBVTFXF
LOPXUIFQPXFSPGUIF+FNF[ XIJDIIPMETUIFMBSHFTU
O




DBMEFSB
WPMDBOJDDSBUFS
POFBSUI BOEXJUINBOZTBDSFE


TJUFTUIBUBMTPXFSFEFTFDSBUFEGSPNUIFWFSZCFHJOOJOH
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716-1

716-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































UIBUUIPTFMBCPSBUPSJFTCFHBO


5IFOXFIBEUIF$FSSP(SBOEF'JSFBOENPSF

TBDSFETJUFTSFWFBMFE BOEJMMFHBMEVNQJOHUIBUJT
CFZPOEUIFSFDPSETBOEUIFNFNPSZBOEUIFBDDPVOUBCJMJUZ
PG-PT"MBNPTUPBENJUUP"OEUIFZXBOUVTUPUSVTU
UIFJSUFDIOPMPHZ *EPOhU CFDBVTFUFDIOPMPHZPWFS
DPNNPOTFOTF$FSSP(SBOEFBMMZPVIBEUPEPXBT
TFFJGUIFXJOEXBTCMPXJOH EFNPOTUSBUJOH 
5PUJFUIJTUPUIFSFTUPGUIF
UFDIOPMPHJDBMTPMVUJPOTPGOVDMFBSFOFSHZ OVDMFBS
QPXFS OVDMFBSUFSSPSJTN XFIBWFCFFOWJDUJNTBUFWFSZ
BTQFDUPGUIFOVDMFBSDIBJOJO/VFWP.FYJDP CFHJOOJOH
GSPNUIFOBUJPOBMTBDSJGJDFBSFBPGUIF+BDLQJMF.JOF

716-1
cont’d

BOEIJHIFTUCJSUIEFGFDUTPOFBSUIPGUIF-BHVOB1VFCMP
QFPQMF BOEUIBUOPUIJOHXJMMHSPXUIFSFBOEUIBUQFPQMF
DBOOPUHSPXUIFJSDPSO XIJDIJTQSJNBSZUPBMMPVS
QSBZFST
#VUJOUIFQSPNJTFPGKPCTBTUIF7BTFMJOF
GPSXIBUXBTUPDPNF UPBMMUIFXBZUP8*11 BOEBMMhT
UIFZDBODPNFVQXJUIUIFJSUFDIOPMPHZJTBOPUIFS
MBOEGJMMKVTUCVJMUBMJUUMFEFFQFS"OEOVDMFBSFOFSHZ
BOEUIFQSPNJTFGPSOVDMFBSBOEFOFSHZJOEFQFOEFODFJT
KVTUBOPUIFSGBODZXBZPGCPJMJOHXBUFS8IBUhTUIF



O




UFDIOPMPHJDBMHJGU


*BMTPOFFEUPTQFBLXJUIBQSPNJTFPGUIF
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



UJNFUIBUXFLOPXXFBSFJO8FBSFJOUIFUJNFPG
QSPQIFDZJOUIFOBUJWFXBZ4P*QMFBTFBTLUIJTJT
OPUDPNNFOUTGPSZPVSBQQMBVTF4PUIBUOPOFPGUIF
TBDSFEOFTTPGXIBUOFFETUPSFBDIZPVSIFBSUJTTIBLFO
PGGPGZPV8FBSFJOUIFUJNFPGQSPQIFDZ BOE"[UFDT
DBMMUIJTUJNF*[UTPMJO<QIPOFUJD> UJNFPGFBSUI
NPWFNFOU
0VSZPVOHQFPQMFBSFGVMGJMMJOHQSPQIFDZ
CFDBVTFUIFZXBOUUPSFUVSO BOEUIFZhSFBTLJOHUPMFBSO
 UIFPMEQSBZFST0VSZPVOHFSHFOFSBUJPOhTQSFQBSFEUP
TBDSJGJDFCZGBTUJOHGPSUIFHPPEPGUIFQFPQMF BOE
UIFZXJMMIBWFBNFNPSZUPIPMEVTBDDPVOUBCMFUPXIBU
XFIBWFEPOFPSOPUEPOFCZPVSOFHMFDUUPBTTVSFGVUVSF
HFOFSBUJPOT
5IFESJMMJOHJOUPUIFHFPUIFSNBMQPPMT 
XIBUXFIBWFIFBSEGSPNFYQFSUTBCPVUTFJTNJDBDUJWJUZ 
POMZDPSSFMBUFTXIBUPVSBODFTUPSTIBWFUPMEVTPGUIFJS
XBSOJOHTPGXIBUXFBSFBUUFNQUJOHBOEXIBUSJTLUIBUXF
IBWFQMBDFEVQPOBMMPGVT
4PNZMBTUNFTTBHFJTUPUIFIJHIFTU
DPODFOUSBUJPOPG1I%hTPOUIFGBDFPGUIFFBSUITP
UIBUZPVDBOGBDFZPVSDIJMESFOJOUIFFZF$POWFSU
UIBUJOUFMMJHFODFBOEUIBUFEVDBUJPOGPSMJGFBOEGPS
O




QFBDFTPUIBUXFDBOMPPLFBDIPUIFSJOUIFFZFBT


IFSNBOPT
TQFBLJOH4QBOJTIOPUSBOTMBUJPO BOE
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































IBWFBGVUVSFUIBUXJMM VOJOUFMMJHJCMF 
5IBOLZPV


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV

"OOBM)BOTFO GPMMPXFECZ+PIO8JUIBO
"OEQBSEPONFJG*hNNJTQSPOPVODFEZPVS
OBNF$PSSFDUNF
.4)"/4&/.ZOBNFJT"OOBM)BOTFO
*O *XBTDIBJSPG$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOT
GPS/VDMFBS4BGFUZEVSJOHUIF$FSSP(SBOEF'JSF"GUFS
UIBU XFPSHBOJ[FEBDPOGFSFODFDBMMFEUIF$FSSP(SBOEF


'JSFBOEUIF"GUFSNBUI8FSFRVFTUFEDMFBOVQPG

-PT"MBNPT*UTUJMM UFOZFBSTMBUFS OPUIJOHIBT
CFFOEPOF*UJTPOMZCFJOHEPOFCZBDPOTFOUPSEFS
-PT"MBNPT-BCTBOE-PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM4FDVSJUZOPX

717-1

XJMMOPUEPBOZUIJOHUPUBLFDBSFPGUIFDJUJ[FOTPG
/FX.FYJDPJOUIFGVUVSF CFDBVTFVOMFTTUIFZBSF

717-1

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

UBLFOUPDPVSU5IFZEPOPUDBSFBCPVUPVSMJWFT0VS
MJWFTBSFOPUBWBMVFUPUIFN
1SFTJEFOU0CBNBTBJE XIFOIFXBTSVOOJOH
GPSQSFTJEFOU UIBUIFXBOUFEBOVDMFBSGSFFXPSME*G
TP XIZBSFXFCVJMEJOHNPSFQJU 8FEPOPUOFFEBOZ
NPSFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT8FEPOPUIBWFUIFNPOFZUPCVJME
UIFOFXCVJMEJOH BOEXFEPOPUOFFEBOZNPSFCPNCT
O




5IJTQSPKFDUNVTUCFBCBOEPOFE


/VDMFBSQPXFS
OVDMFBSFOFSHZ OVDMFBS
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NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Please refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup
and Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.
NNSA also notes the commentor’s concern that maintaining a secure and reliable
nuclear stockpile is contradictory to President Obama’s goal of a nuclear-free
world. President Obama has stated a long-term goal of a world free of nuclear
weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal would not be reached
quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have directed DOE and its
predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s nuclear weapons and
to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Even in
the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence
will continue to be an important element of national security policy for the
foreseeable future. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear
Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more information.
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XFBQPOTJTEFBEMZGSPNUIFCFHJOOJOHUPUIFFOE GSPN
VSBOJVNNJOJOHUIBULJMMFEPVSOBUJWFQFPQMF XIPIBWF
CFFOUIFNJOFST UPUIFFOEQSPEVDU XIJDIJTEFBUI"
CPNCJTUPLJMM/VDMFBSQPXFSQMBOUTLJMMQFPQMFOPX
5IFZBSFOPUNBEFGPSQFBDF
8FOFFEHSFFOKPCT SFBMMZDMFBOHSFFO
KPCT




*BNBMTPFYUSFNFMZDPODFSOFEUIBUUIJT

QMBOOFEQJUQSPEVDUJPO CPNCCVJMEJOH JTCFJOHCVJMU
VQPOPVSXBUFSTVQQMZ XIJDISJHIUCFMPXXIFSFUIF
CVJMEJOHJTCFJOHCVJMUJTUIFNBKPSXBUFSEJWFSTJPO
QMBOUGPSUIF$JUZPG4BOUB'F"MMPGUIBUXBUFSBMTP
HPFTEPXOTUSFBN8FBMSFBEZIBWFQMVUPOJVNJOUIF
3JP(SBOEF*UJTBGBDU BEPDVNFOUFEGBDU-BLF
$PDIJUJXBTCVJMUUPTUPQUIFQMVUPOJVNGSPNHPJOHJOUP
"MCVRVFSRVF4PXFIBWFBSFBMTFSJPVTQSPCMFNXJUI
QMVUPOJVNBMSFBEZJOUIFXBUFSTUSFBN OPUUPNFOUJPO
BMMPGUIFUPYJOTBOEUIFDIFNJDBMTUIBUBSFDSFBUFECZ


UIFQSPDFTTPGNBLJOHOVDMFBSXFBQPOT
"OEZFBSTBHP XIFOUIFZCVJMUUIFMBC 
UIFZTBJE 0I EPOhUXPSSZJUhMMUBLFZFBSTCFGPSF
XFZPVTFFBOZDPOUBNJOBUJPOUIFSFXJMMOFWFSCFBOZ
DPOUBNJOBUJPO*UhTPOMZUBLFOZFBSTPSMFTTUPIBWF
O




DPOUBNJOBUFETQSJOHTBMPOHUIF3JP(SBOEF4PUIFSFJT


BCTPMVUFMZOPSFBTPOUPCVJMEUIJTLJOEPGCVJMEJOH
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717-2

NNSA intends to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NNSA will
obtain all necessary permits as the project progresses if the decision is made
to construct the CMRR-NF. There are established programs at LANL that
address liquid discharges and cleanup of past contamination. Liquid discharges
through permitted outfalls are sampled and analyzed to evaluate compliance
with permit conditions; results are reported annually in the LANL environmental
surveillance report (copies are available at http://www.lanl.gov/environment/
air/reports.shtml). A monitoring program is conducted at LANL (described in
the LANL SWEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. See Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of
this CRD for more information on water resources at LANL, and Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for more information on cleanup
of past contamination.
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5IFGJOBODJBMDPTUTPGUSZJOHUPCVJMEB
QMVUPOJVNQJUQSPEVDUJPODPNQMFYJOBHFPMPHJDBM
VOTUBCMFBSFBBSFKVTUUPPIJHI"OFXOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ
XJMMEFUSBDUGSPNDMFBOVQPGUIFFYJTUJOHNFTT BOEXF
NVTUNBLFTVSFUIBUUIFMFHBDZXBTUFUIBUJTSVOOJOH
JOUPUIF3JP(SBOEFFWFSZUJNFUIFSFJTBMBSHFXBUFS
FWFOUPSBTOPXFWFOUUIFZIBEUPDSFBUFUIF#VDLNBO
%JWFSTJPOXJUIEPPSTTPUIBUUIFZDPVMEDMPTFUIFEPPST
JOPSEFSXIFOUIFSFXBTBSVOPGGGSPN-PT"MBNPTTP

717-3

717-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and
projects at LANL, such as cleanup activities, are made by Congress and the
President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.

UIBUUIBUXBUFSXPVMEOPUCFHPJOHJOUPPVSESJOLJOH
TZTUFN4PUIBUJTKVTUPOFTNBMMFYBNQMFPGUIFEBNBHF
UIBUJTCFJOHEPOFUPBMMPGVTUISPVHIUIJT
5IF64EPFTOPUOFFEOFXQMVUPOJVN
QJUTBZFBS8FEPOhUOFFEBOZ8FOFFEUPNPWFBXBZ
GSPNLJMMJOH BOEXFOFFEUPIBWFMJGFBGGJSNJOH
BDUJWJUJFT"OENBOVGBDUVSJOHPGQMVUPOJVNQJUJTB
EBOHFSPVTBOEQPMMVUJOHUISFBUUPUIFIFBMUIBOETBGFUZ
 PGUIPTFMJWJOHEPXOXJOEBOEEPXOTUSFBN4PQMFBTFCF
DPOTJEFSBUFPGUIFXPSME BOETUPQUIFOVDMFBSNFOBDF
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&30VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT+PIO
8JUIBO GPMMPXFECZ+BDL'SBODP
.38*5)"/*hEMJLFUPZJFMENZUJNFUP
O
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In regards to cleaning up past contamination at LANL, DOE established an
environmental restoration project in 1989 to characterize and, if necessary,
remediate over 2,100 potential release sites that were known to be or suspected
of being contaminated from historical LANL operations. Remediation and
cleanup efforts are regulated by and coordinated between NMED and DOE
in accordance with a Consent Order. NNSA does not consider environmental
restoration to be optional and progress on implementing environmental
restoration activities is not linked to decisions on construction of the proposed
CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD
for more information.
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.3$0()-"/+BZ$PHIMBO /VDMFBS8BUDI
8IFO*XBTMBTUUBMLJOH *XBTUSZJOHUP
USBDFUIFIJTUPSZPGQMVUPOJVNQJUQSPEVDUJPOGSPN


"OECSJFGMZ 3PDLZ'MBUTXBTNBLJOHPOUIF
PSEFSPGQJUT5IF'#*SBJEFEJUTIVUJUEPXO
8QJUTXFSFJOQSPEVDUJPOBUUIBUUJNF
*OUFSJNQSPEVDUJPOXBTSFFTUBCMJTIFEBU
-PT"MBNPT CVUJO MJLF PS //4"XBTDPNJOH
GPSXBSEXJUIBQSPQPTBMGPSBNPEFSOQJUGBDJMJUZ 
DBQBCMFPGCVJMEJOHQJUTQFSZFBS"OEJO1BSUPG
UIF/&1"QSPDFTTFTMJLFUIJT UIBUXBTEFGFBUFE BOE
$POHSFTTEFDMJOFEUPGVOEJU
//4"DBNFCBDLXJUIBQSPQPTBMGPSB
DPOTPMJEBUFEQMVUPOJVNDFOUFS BOEUIBUXBTUPQSPEVDF
QJUTQFSZFBS"OEUIBUHPUEFGFBUFEBTXFMM//4"
DBNFCBDLQSPQPTJOHUPFYQBOEQJUQSPEVDUJPOUPQJUT
QFSZFBS5IJTXBTJO JG*SFNFNCFSDPSSFDUMZ
#VUUIBU UPP XBTEFGFBUFE




8IBU*hNUSZJOHUPEFQJDUJTUIFPWFSBMM

USFOEXIFSFUIJTDPVOUSZJTHPJOHEPXOGSPNQSPEVDJOH
QJUTQFSZFBSUPVOEFS*OUIJTQBSUJDVMBS
ZFBS *EPOhUCFMJFWFUIBU-PT"MBNPTJTQSPEVDJOHBOZ
QJUTXIBUTPFWFSPSQJUTDFSUJGJFEUPHPUPUIF
O




TUPDLQJMF"OEBT*QSFWJPVTMZTBJE-"/-EJEB


QSPEVDUJPOSVOPGBQQSPYJNBUFMZQJUTGPSUIF8
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XBSIFBE XIJDINFUUIFJSTUSBUFHJDOFFET4PUIFSFJT
OPBQQBSFOUSFBTPOGPSGVUVSFQJUQSPEVDUJPO TBWFPOF
"OEVQVOUJM //4"XBTDMBJNJOHUIBU
QJUTIBEBMJGFUJNFTFSWJDFBCMFMJGFUJNFTPGBSPVOE
ZFBST"OE4FOBUPS#JOHBNBO BUPVSSFRVFTU BTLFE
//4"BOETPNFJOEFQFOEFOUFYQFSUTUPQFSGPSNBQJU
MJGFUJNFTUVEZ"OEUIFQFSUJOFOUDPODMVTJPOJTUIBU
QJUTMBTUBDFOUVSZPSNPSF4PUIFZhSFLOPXOUPCF
SFMBUJWFMZTUBCMF
"HBJO VOEFSMZJOHUIFGBDUUIBUUIFSFJTOP
DMFBSOFFEGPSQMVUPOJVNQJUQSPEVDUJPO TBWFPOF BOE
TPUIFQBTUBSHVNFOUXBTPWFSUIFTPDBMMFESFMJBCJMJUZ
PGQJUT8FCFBUUIFNBUUIBUBSHVNFOU*OSFTQPOTF 
//4"IBTDPNFCBDLBOEVTFEXIBU*hNHPJOHUPEFSJWFBT
 CFJOHBOBQQMFBOENPUIFSIPPEBSHVNFOUPG/PXXFIBWF
UPIBWFBCTPMVUFTVSFUZJOPVSXFBQPOT"OETVSFUZ
NFBOTQSFWFOUJOHUIFVOBVUIPSJ[FEVTFCZBOZCPEZFMTF
/PX UIBUTPVOETMJLFBHSFBUJEFB BOE*hN
BMMGPSUIBU#VUUIFQSPCMFNJT *CFMJFWFUIJTJT
CFJOHVTFEBTBSBUJPOBMFGPSJOUSVTJWFNPEJGJDBUJPOTBU
-PT"MBNPT"OEUIFSFDBOCFUIJTDPVMEBDUVBMMZ
VOEFSNJOFPVSOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ CFDBVTFBQJUIBTUP
QSFUUZNVDIQFSGFDUMZ TZNNFUSJDBMMZJNQMPEFJOPSEFSUP
O




SFBDIDSJUJDBMJUZ
BOEBOZUIJOHUIBUDBOQPTTJCMZ


QFSUVSCUIBUQFSGFDUJNQMPTJPODPVMEBGGFDUUIF
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
713-3


QFSGPSNBODFPGUIFTUPDLQJMF
/PX MFUNFCFDMFBS*XBOUBGVUVSF
XPSMEGSFFPGOVDMFBSXFBQPOT KVTUMJLFPVSQSFTJEFOU
QSPGFTTFTBOENPTUDPVOUSJFTBSPVOEUIFXPSMEQSPGFTT
#VUJOUIFNFBOXIJMF *EPOhUXBOUBOZFYDVTFGPSUIF

NNSA acknowledges that there is substantial opposition to nuclear weapons
and their components and that President Obama has stated a long-term goal of
a world free of nuclear weapons. President Obama also stated that this goal
would not be reached quickly. Since the 1940s, the President and Congress have
directed DOE and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. Even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be an important element of national security
policy for the foreseeable future.

XFBQPOFFSTUPCFNFTTJOHXJUIFYJTUJOHXFBQPOTUIBUBSF
LOPXOUPCFIJHIMZSFMJBCMF BOE*UIJOLNVDIPGUIJT

A decision on the level of pit production is not within the scope of the CMRR-NF
SEIS, as that decision was made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD in
December 2008 (73 FR 77644). The CMR Building and the CMRR-NF provide
capabilities for performing analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
plutonium research in support of the plutonium mission (including stockpile
stewardship, maintenance, and pit production), but they are not tied specifically
to LANL’s pit production capability or to any particular pit production level
of activity that would take place at the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. In the 2008
Complex Transformation SPEIS, NNSA reviewed future plutonium-related
requirements across the complex and concluded in the associated ROD that the
CMRR-NF should be built at LANL (73 FR 77644). As indicated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.3, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has a continuing purpose and need
to provide analytical chemistry and materials characterization in support of all
DOE and NNSA nuclear mission work. NNSA has determined that the existing
60-year-old CMR Building cannot provide the necessary level of support over
the next 50 years.

713-3

TNBDLTBTCFJOHNBLFXPSL
/PX CFGPSF*HFUDVUPGG *KVTUTQFOUBMM
UIBUUJNFVOEFSNJOJOHUIFOFFEGPSUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZ 


XIJDIJTFYQMJDJUMZGPSFYQBOEFEQJUQSPEVDUJPO

5IFSFhTOPJGT BOETBOECVUTBCPVUJU
.ZTFDPOEDSJUJDJTNPGUIJT4VQQMFNFOUBM
&*4JTUIBUJUPGGFSTOPSFBM HFOVJOFTQFDUSVNPG


BMUFSOBUJWFT8IBUJUQPTJUT PSUISFF<TJD> XIJDIJT
UIFTPDBMMFE/P"DUJPOUPCVJMEBOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZBT
QSPQPTFEJO UIBUhTBOPOTUBSUFS8FLOPXUIBU
ZPVLOPX UIBUDBOhUIBQQFOCFDBVTFPGUIFOFXTFJTNJD

713-4

EBUBBOELOPXMFEHF
5IFUIJSEBMUFSOBUJWF DPOUJOVJOHUP
PQFSBUFUIFPME$.3CVJMEJOHXJUIPVUVQHSBEFT JTBMTPB
OPOTUBSUFS8FKVTULOPXUIBUPQFSBUJPOTDBOOPUCF
DPOUJOVFEUIFSFXJUIPVUTFSJPVTVQHSBEFT"OE ZPV
O
 TIPVME*BTDSJCFNBMJDJPVTNPUJWFIFSF



LOPX
*EPOhU


LOPX*TIPVMEOhUEPUIBU#VUCBTJDBMMZUISFF
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The CMRR-NF SEIS specifically addresses changes in the design of the CMRRNF based on additional seismic information and safety requirements. CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations and implementing procedures (40 CFR 1502.9(c) and
10 CFR 1021.341(a) – (b), respectively) require preparation of an SEIS if there
are substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental
concerns or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. The
regulations state that an agency may also prepare an SEIS when the agency
determines that the purposes of NEPA will be furthered by doing so. NNSA
determined that an SEIS is the appropriate level of analysis, based on CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations, to address the changes in construction of the CMRRNF based on additional seismic information. Regarding the alternatives to be
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addressed in the CMRR-NF SEIS, as stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, NNSA
does not intend to revisit decisions previously made on the level of operations
at LANL, including the maintenance of CMR operational capabilities to support
critical NNSA missions, reached in 2008 and issued through the 2008 Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD. The No Action Alternative in the CMRR-NF SEIS
follows the decision announced in the ROD for the original CMRR EIS. Another
alternative addresses the option of continuing to use the CMR Building, although
its continued use would not fully meet NNSA’s stated purpose and need.



BMUFSOBUJWFTBSFQPTJUJWF BOEUXPPGUIFNBSF
BVUPNBUJDBMMZTUSBXNBO BTGBSBT*hNDPODFSOFE 
MFBWJOHKVTUUIFQSFGFSSFEBMUFSOBUJWFQBSBHSBQI XIJDI
TVHHFTUTUIBUXFTIPVMEIBWFBUMFBTUUXPPUIFSDSFEJCMF
BOESFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT XIJDI*TVCNJUUIBUUIF
/BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"DUSFRVJSFTUIBUUIFSFCF
DSFEJCMF SFBTPOBCMFBMUFSOBUJWFT
0OFJTUPMPPL BHBJO BUVQHSBEJOHUIFPME

713-4
cont’d

$.3CVJMEJOHTVDIUIBUOFDFTTBSZPQFSBUJPOTDBOCF
DPOUJOVFEJOUIFJOUFSJN"OE*TIPVMEQPJOUPVUUIBU
JOUIFQBTU $.3VQHSBEFTXFSFSFKFDUFECFDBVTFUIFZ
XFSFUPPFYQFOTJWF8FMM OPXUIBUUIF$.33FQMBDFNFOU
1SPKFDUIBTFYQMPEFEUFOGPMEUPCJMMJPO UIBUBSHVNFOU
OPMPOHFSIPMETXBUFS




5IJSUZTFDPOET"OE*DBOTVHHFTUUIF

PUIFSDSFEJCMFBMUFSOBUJWF BOEUIJTJTUIFPOFUIBU
/VDMFBS8BUDIQSFGFSTBOEBEWPDBUFT8FEPOPUUIJOL
UIBUUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZTIPVMECFCVJMUBUBMM8F
UIJOLUIBUPME$.3NJTTJPOTDBOCFSFMPDBUFEUPUIF
SFDFOUMZDPOTUSVDUFESBEMBC XIJDIJT TRVBSF
GFFU BOEUPUIFFYJTUJOHQJUQSPEVDUJPOGBDJMJUZ 1'
"OE*hMMDMPTFUIFSF TJODF#SVDFJT
HFUUJOHBOYJPVT#VUJOTVN XFhEBSHVF //4"IBTUPHP
O




CBDLBOESFWJTJUNJTTJPOJOOFFEBOEHFUTBOEOFFET


UPQSFTFOUBDSFEJCMFTQFDUSVNPGSFBMBMUFSOBUJWFT
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Although it was listed as one of the alternatives in the Notice of Intent, after
further consideration, NNSA eliminated the alternative to upgrade the CMR
Building from further consideration. In the 2003 CMRR EIS, DOE considered
the proposal to complete extensive upgrades to the existing CMR Building’s
structural and safety systems to meet current mission support requirements for
another 20 to 30 years of operations and dismissed it from detailed analysis.
Beginning in 1997 and continuing through 1998, a series of operational, safety,
and seismic issues surfaced regarding the long-term structural viability of the
CMR Building. In the course of considering these issues, DOE determined
that the extensive facility-wide upgrades originally planned for the CMR
Building would be less technically feasible than had been anticipated and would
be only marginally effective in providing the operational risk reduction and
program capabilities required to support NNSA mission assignments at LANL.
Structurally upgrading the entire structure to a significant extent would require
construction of new walls and other building components adjacent to the existing
ones that have utilities and structural building features already in place. This
work would have to occur while continuing uninterrupted operations in the
CMR Building using nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals. The technical
challenges of implementing extensive seismic upgrades to the entire CMR
Building as discussed in the 2003 CMRR EIS remain. However, in response
to public comments on the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS, NNSA has considered
undertaking a more limited, yet intensive, set of upgrades to a single wing of the
CMR Building, Wing 9, to meet current seismic design requirements so that this
wing could be used for a limited set of Hazard Category 2 analytical chemistry
and materials characterization operations. After careful consideration of the
complex engineering and operational issues, as well as the CMR Building site’s
seismic concerns, this potential Wing 9 upgrade alternative was also determined
not to be a reasonable alternative for meeting NNSA’s purpose and need for
action. NNSA also has considered the possibility of renovating, upgrading,

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1376

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)
and reusing other CMR Building wings and additional wing combinations to
provide the space needed for continuing analytical chemistry and materials
characterization work in the building and found that the other wings and wing
combinations are not reasonable alternatives for providing adequate safe and
secure space for future operations in a feasible, cost-effective manner and are not
considered further in the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.11, Alternatives
Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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In response to public comments like these, Chapter 2, Section 2.7, of the
CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to describe in more detail the alternatives
that NNSA considered but found would not meet the purpose and need for
continuing CMR operations into the future. The alternative of distributing
analytical chemistry and materials characterization capabilities among multiple
facilities at LANL was considered, but not analyzed as a reasonable alternative.
Because of the quantities of special nuclear material involved, to fully perform
the analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and plutonium research
capabilities, facilities would need to be classified as Hazard Category 2 and
Security Category 1. RLUOB was not intended as a nuclear-qualified space to
handle Hazard Category 2 or 3 levels of nuclear material. Thus, NNSA could
not operate RLUOB as anything other than a radiological facility, which would
significantly limit the total quantity of special nuclear materials that could
be handled in the building. As a result, analytical chemistry and materials
characterization operations requiring Hazard Category 2 and 3 work spaces
could not be carried out in RLUOB. Using space and capabilities in the TA55 Plutonium Facility would interfere with performing work currently being
conducted there and reduce the space available in the building that could be
used to conduct future DOE and NNSA mission support work. Use of other
locations at LANL would introduce new hazards for which the facilities were
not designed and would not conform to the objective of collocating plutonium
operations near the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Performing work at a location
remote from the TA-55 Plutonium Facility would necessitate periodic road
closures and heightened security to enable transport of materials between the
facilities. In addition, other facilities would not have the available space, vaults,
and engineered safety controls and requirements for this type of work.
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.3.BD"--*45&3+BDL'SFOLFM BOEIF
XJMMCFGPMMPXFECZ%BWJE.D$PZCFDBVTF-J[3BOEP
IBTZJFMEFEIFSUJNFUP.S.D$PZ
.3+"$,'3&/,&-.S$IBJS NFNCFSTPG
UIFQVCMJD *BN+BDL'SFOLFM*MJWFJO4BOUB'F
*BNBQIZTJDJBOBOETDJFOUJTU

718-1

*DBNFNBJOMZUPMJTUFOBOEUPIFBS BOE*
XBOUUPTVNNBSJ[FNBOZPGUIFVODFSUBJOUJFTBOEUIF
MBDLPGUSVTUFYQSFTTFEEVSJOHUIFTFQSFWJPVTIPVST
4PUIFVODFSUBJOUJFTFYQSFTTFEBOEUIFNJTUSVTU
FYQSFTTFESFMBUFUPUIFTBGFUZJOUFSNTPGXBUFS
TVQQMZGPS4BOUB'FBOEGPS"MCVRVFSRVF
5IFQSPCMFNPGUIFGJSFEBOHFS TJNJMBSUP
UIF$FSSP(SBOEFGJSFPSBXPSTFPOF JTQFSIBQTOPU
WFSZJOUFOTFSJHIUOPXTJODFNPTUPGUIFGJSFIBT
EFTUSPZFEUIFGPSFTU#VUUIFSFNBJOJOHUSFFT *
CFMJFWF XJMMIBWFUPCFSFNPWFEBOESFHSPXUIXPVME
IBWFUPCFQSFWFOUFE
5IJSEMZ UIJTTFJTNJDBDUJWJUZJTOPU
TBUJTGBDUPSJMZQSFTFOUFEBOEEJTDVTTFE'PVSUIMZ 
UIFDBQBDJUZUPEFGFOEUIJTMBSHFTUPSFPGQMVUPOJVN
BHBJOTUUFSSPSJTUT QBSUJDVMBSMZBTNVDIBTNPDL
BUUBDLTJOQSFWJPVTZFBST UIFNPDLBUUBDLFST *XBT
O
 XFSFHFOFSBMMZQSFWBJMJOHBOEUIFEFGFOTFXBT



UPME


JOBEFRVBUF4PUIFCVJMEJOHTIPVMECFDPOTUSVDUFE
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718-1

The CMRR-NF SEIS addresses the areas of concern listed by the commentor.
Water usage and the impacts on water quality are addressed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.6, 4.3.6, and 4.4.6, as well as in Section 4.6, Cumulative Impacts.
Wildfires, such as the Las Conchas fire of June 2011 and the Cerro Grande fire
of May 2000, are recognized hazards in the area around LANL. As indicated in
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1, of the CMRR-NF SEIS, forests are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008a).
The CMR Building and the TA-55 Plutonium Facility were not included as
facilities that present a significant risk due to wildfires because these facilities
are constructed of noncombustible materials and are surrounded by buffer areas
in which combustible materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. For
the same reasons, wildfires are not expected to result in the release of radioactive
materials from the proposed CMRR-NF. Appendix C of the CMRR-NF SEIS
was revised to include a discussion of the potential effect of a wildfire on the
proposed CMRR-NF, and information on the Las Conchas wildfire was included
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 (Land Use), and 3.7 (Ecological Resources).
Please refer to Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD, which
summarizes and responds to comments on seismic issues. The CMRR-NF
would be designed and constructed to withstand natural and manmade hazards,
including terrorist attacks. A classified appendix to the CMRR-NF SEIS
addresses intentional destructive acts. The CMRR-NF would operate under
DOE safety regulations and guidance, which require that safety analyses be
routinely updated. Safety issues pertaining to the design and operation of the
CMRR-NF and other nuclear facilities at LANL are subject to oversight by
DNFSB.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



JOBXBZUPNBLFJUTBGFS
"OEGJGUIMZ *UIJOLUIFSFTIPVMECFB
DPOUJOVPVTNFBOTPGVQEBUJOHBOESFOFXJOHUIF
DFSUJGJDBUJPOPGUIFTBGFUZPGUIFJOTUBMMBUJPO 
CFDBVTFBTXFIBWFTFFOJOUIF+BQBOFTFEJTBTUFS 
OFXQSPCMFNT VOGPSFTFFOQSPCMFNTDPOTUBOUMZBSJTF

718-1
cont’d

BOEUIFZIBWFUPCFJODPSQPSBUFE
*OBTNVDIBTUIJTJTUIFTBGFUZQMBOOJOH
TUBHF *UIJOLJUJTUIFNPTUJNQPSUBOUUJNFUP
IBOEMFUIJTNBUUFSOPXUPUIFCFTUQPTTJCMFEFHSFF
*BNJOGBWPSPGDPOTUSVDUJPOPGUIF
MBCPSBUPSZ POMZMFUNFFNQIBTJ[FPOMZTPUIBU
TDJFOUJTUTDBOEPUIFJSGVODUJPOJOBTBGFBOE
FGGJDJFOUXBZTJODFUIFPMECVJMEJOHJTQSPCBCMZUPP
JOBEFRVBUFUPXPSLWFSZNVDIMPOHFSXJUIPVU
DVSUBJMJOHBDUJWJUJFT
#ZOPNFBOT IPXFWFS TIPVMEUIJTCFB
SFBTPOGPSJODSFBTJOHXFBQPOTQSPEVDUJPO XIJDIBMM
JOEJDBUJPOTBSFXFIBWFBEFRVBUFOVNCFSTSJHIUOPX
8FBDUVBMMZBSFSFEVDJOHUIFNJOUIFSFDFOU
BHSFFNFOUXJUI3VTTJB4PUIFSFJTOPSFBTPOUP
QSPEVDFNPSFXFBQPOT0VSHFOFSBMUFOEFODZTIPVME
CFPOFPGEFDSFBTFPGUIFXFBQPOT
O




4PGJOBMMZMFUNFFNQIBTJ[FUIBUXFOFFE


UPJODSFBTFUIFDFSUBJOUZPGTBGFUZBOEJODSFBTFUIF
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718-2

718-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the construction of the CMRR-NF
project but opposition to an increase in the number of nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, of this CRD for more information
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BNPVOUPGUSVTUUIBUXFDPOWFZUPUIFHFOFSBM

QVCMJD5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS5IBOL
ZPV TJS "QQMBVTF 
%BWJE.D$PZGPMMPXFECZ%PVH%PSBO
.3%"7*%.D$0:8FMM ZPVIBWFIFBSEB
MPUPGTUBUFNFOUTUIBUJOEJDBUFUIBUUIFUSVUIIBT
OPUDPNFPVUBOEUIBUUIFSFIBTCFFOTFSJPVTEBNBHF
UPUIFFOWJSPONFOUGPSNBOZZFBST)PXNBOZPGZPV
QFPQMFPVUUIFSFSBJTFZPVSIBOET UPPGFFM
UIBUUIJTJTSFBMMZBDSJNJOBMFOUFSQSJTFXIJDIXF
IBWFVOEFSHPOF 
8FMM JUTFFNTUIBUBMPUPGUIF%0&
QFSTPOOFMIBWFMFGU TPBUUIFOFYUNBKPSNFFUJOH *
XPVMETVHHFTUUIBUUIFDJUJ[FOTHFUUPHFUIFSBOE
NBLFBDJUJ[FOThBSSFTUPGUIPTFQFPQMFBOEIBWF
UIFNUISPXOJOKBJM*UXPVMEDFSUBJOMZNBLFB
TUBUFNFOUUIBUXPVMEFDIPBSPVOEUIFXPSME
/PX *XBTTQFBLJOHFBSMJFSBCPVUTPNFPG
UIFQSPCMFNTPG,BQQB:PVLOPX UIFTJUFUIFZIBWF
DIPTFOJTPOTPGUWPMDBOJDBTI BOEJUhTHPJOHUP
TIBLFMJLFBCPXMGVMMPGKFMMZ POMZJOUIJTDBTF 
ZPVBSFOPUHPJOHUPCFTIBLJOHKFMMZPSKFMMP:PV
O




BSFHPJOHUPCFTIBLJOHQMVUPOJVN
BMPUPGJU


/PX
UIFZOFFEUPLOPXXIBUUIFWBMVFPG
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



UIF,BQQBJT5IBUhTUIFFOFSHZUIBUDPNFTVQGSPN
EFFQJOUIFFBSUIBOEHPFTUISPVHIUIFTFEJGGFSFOU
MBZFST PLBZ BOEUIBUhTIPXNVDITIBLJOHZPVBSF
HPJOHUPHFUPOUIFTFWPMDBOJDUVGUT BOEJUhTHPJOH
UPCFGPDVTFEVQPOUIJTNFTB
/PX UIFZKVTUEJEBTUVEZJO$BMJGPSOJB 
7PMVNF /P /PWFNCFS &BSUIRVBLF
4QFDUSB 1SPGFTTJPOBM+PVSOBMPGUIF&BSUIRVBLF
&OHJOFFSJOH3FTFBSDI*OTUJUVUF8FBMMLOPXIPX
GBNPVT$BMJGPSOJBJT
5IFZTBZPUIFSBSFBTPGCFESPDL JODMVEJOH
UIF4BOUB4VTBOOBBOENVDIPGUIF4BOUB.POJDB
.PVOUBJOTBOEUIF1BMPT7FSEFT 1VFOUF BOE4BO
+PBRVJO)JMMTBSFVOEFSMBJECZTBOETUPOFBOETIBMF
"NQMJGJDBUJPOJOUIFTFBSFBTSFTVMUTJOTIBLJOH
QPUFOUJBMVQUPQFSDFOUNPSFUIBOGJSNSPDL4P
XIFOZPVIBWFBOFBSUIRVBLFBUUIJTQBSUJDVMBS
MPDBUJPOBOEZPVDBOIBWFTJNVMUBOFPVTGBVMUT
FBSUIRVBLJOHUIFSF BT.S(JMLFTPOFYQMBJOFEZPV
DBOIBWFBNVDIJODSFBTFEMFWFMPGTIBLJOHCFDBVTF
PGUIBUTPGUWPMDBOJDBTI
/PXMFUhTUBMLBCPVUIPXUIFZEFUFSNJOFE
,BQQB5IJTJTJOUIF6QEBUFE1SPCBCJMJTUJD4FJTNJD
O




)B[BSE"OBMZTJTGSPNXIJDIUIFZUPVUBT


SFTPMWJOHUIPTFQSPCMFNT-JTUFOUPUIFMBOHVBHF
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*BNBOBUUPSOFZ BOE*BMXBZTMPPLBUMBOHVBHF*
MPPLBUMBOHVBHFGPSXIFUIFSJUhTDFSUBJOMBOHVBHF
PSXIFUIFSJUhTVODFSUBJOMBOHVBHF%PFTJUDPOOPUF
SJTL %PFTJUDPOOPUFUIBUXFBSFTBGF 
/PX MJTUFOUPTPNFPGUIJTTUVGG'PS
UIFOFXBOBMZTJT CPUITFHNFOUFEBOEVOTFHNFOUFE
SVQUVSFNPEFMTXFSFDPOTJEFSFEGPSUIF1BKBSJUP
GBVMUTZTUFN GBWPSJOHUIFMBUUFSXIJDIJT
DIBSBDUFSJ[FECZBLJMPNFUFSMPOHGMPBUJOH
FBSUIRVBLFSVQUVSFTPVSDF'MPBUJOHFBSUIRVBLF
SVQUVSFTPVSDF JOPUIFSXPSET UIJTUIJOHKVTULJOE
PGGMPBUTBSPVOE8FEPOhULOPXXIFSFJUhTMPDBUFE
5IFQSFGFSSFESBOHFBUNBYJNVNFBSUIRVBLFTJTGPS
NPNFOUNBHOJUVEF UPJTBXIPQQFSPG
BOFBSUIRVBLF BOEJUhTUISFFUJNFTBTTUSPOHBTPOF
PGUIFJSPUIFSSFQPSUTTBZTUIFZDBOIBWFUIFSF
*OBEEJUJPOUPUIFEPNJOBOU1BKBSJUP
GBVMU BEEJUJPOBMGBVMUTPVSDFTXFSFJODMVEFEJO
UIF14)"5ISFFBFSJBMFBSUIRVBLFTPVSDF[POFTXFSF
EFGJOFECBTFEPOTFJTNPUFDIUPOJDQSPWJODFTJOUIF
-"/-SFHJPO5IF3JP(SBOEFSJGU TPVUIFSO(SFBU
1MBJOT BOE$PMPSBEPQMBUFBV
8FMM BSFUIFTFGBVMUTUIBUXFBSFUBMLJOH
O




BCPVUVQCZ-PT"MBNPTSFMBUFEUPUIF3JP(SBOEF


SJGU
+VTUIPXCJHBOFBSUIRVBLFDBOXFIBWFJO
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705-3

705-3

See Response to Comment 705-2.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





UIJTSFHJPO GPMLT *EPOhUUIJOLXFSFBMMZLOPX
#FDBVTFUIFFQJTUFNJDPI *MPWFUIBU
XPSE5IBUNFBOTZPVEPOhULOPXXIBUZPVEPOhU
 LOPX TPZPVKVTULJOEPGHPBIFBEBOZIPXCFDBVTF
UIFFQJTUFNJDWBSJBCJMJUZXBTEFFNFEJOTVGGJDJFOUBT
QSPWJEFECZUIFGJWFBUUFOVBUJPOSFMBUJPOTIJQT UIFZ
XFSFBMMTDBMFEUPPCUBJOBUPUBMTJHNB*OPUIFS
XPSET UIFZVTFEDPNQVUFSNPEFMJOHXJUIPVUSFBM
EBUB
5IFZTBZ CFDBVTFBOZPOFTFJTNJDFWFOU
XBTSFDPSEFEBUPOMZBGFXTJUFTBOEUIFZEJEOhU
LOPXJGUIPTFGFXTJUFTXFSFBDUVBMMZFYQMPTJPOT

705-3
cont’d

UIBUIBQQFOFEPSBDUVBMMZTFJTNJDFWFOUTUIFSF
XBTDPOTJEFSBCMFVODFSUBJOUZJOUIFJSDPNQVUFE
EJTUBODFTBOEEFQUIT BTXFMMBTNFBTVSFE


BNQMJUVEFT VODFSUBJOUZJOUIFSFMJBCJMJUZPG
JOTUSVNFOUBMDBMJCSBUJPOT GVMMJOWFSTJPOTUP
FTUJNBUF,BQQBBOETUSFTTESPQXFSFOPUTVDDFTTGVM
5PDPNQFOTBUFGPSUIFMBDLPG



SFHJPOTQFDJGJDBUUFOVBUJPOSFMBUJPOTIJQT UIF
XFMMLOPXO4UPDIBTUJD(SPVOE.PEFMJOH"QQSPBDIXBT
VTFE"HBJO NPEFMJOH8FEPOhUIBWFUIFEBUBTP
XIBUEPXFEP 8FNPEFM
 .3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV


 O  
TJS



"QQMBVTF 
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































%PVH%PSBOGPMMPXFECZ-PVJTF#BVN
.3%06(%03"/%PVH%PSBO5IBOLZPV
5IBOLTUPFWFSZPOF
)PXUPNBLFBUBSHFU5IFMPOHUFSNQMBO
JTUPNBLFUIFMPDBMDVMUVSFXPSLGPSJUTPXO
FYUFSNJOBUJPO5IFQMVUPOJVNGBDUPSZXJMMQVTIUIF
QMBOBMPOHXBZEPXOUIJTQBUIUPXBSEUIFVMUJNBUF
HPBM5IJTJTUIFTPDJPQBUIJDEPDUSJOFLOPXOBT 
.BOJGFTU%FTUJOZ TVQSFNBDZPGUIFXIJUFSBDF


/PX BXBSFOFTTPGUIJTJTFWJEFOU

UISPVHIPVUUIFXPSLGPSDFBUCPUI-"/-BOE4BOEJB 
BOEUIBUBXBSFOFTTQPTFTCZGBSCZGBSUIFNPTU
TFSJPVTUISFBUUPOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ*OGBDU 
BXBSFOFTTJTUIFUISFBUPGUISFBUT CFDBVTFJUDPVME
DBVTFQSPKFDUTHVJEFECZUIJT4BVSJBOEPDUSJOFUP
CBDLGJSF5IJTFYQMBJOTUIFUSPVCMFBOEUIFGBVMUZ
BOBMZTJTUIBU(SFHDBVHIU




*VOEFSTUBOE$(+VOHTBJEUIFSFBSFNBOZ

QFPQMFXIPBSFPOMZQBSUJBMMZDPOTDJPVT&WFOBNPOH
BCTPMVUFMZDJWJMJ[FE&VSPQFBOT UIFSFJTB
EJTQSPQPSUJPOBUFMZIJHIOVNCFSPGBCOPSNBMMZ
VODPOTDJPVTJOEJWJEVBMTXIPTQFOEBHSFBUQBSUPG
UIFJSMJWFTJOBOVODPOTDJPVTTUBUF5IFZLOPXXIBU
O




IBQQFOTUPUIFN
CVUUIFZEPOPULOPXXIBUUIFZEP


PSTBZ5IFZDBOOPUKVEHFPGUIFDPOTFRVFODFTPG
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



UIFJSBDUJPOT5IFTFBSFQFPQMFXIPBSFBCOPSNBMMZ
VODPOTDJPVT UIBUJT JOBQSJNJUJWFTUBUF


8IBUUIFOGJOBMMZNBLFTUIFNDPOTDJPVT 

*GUIFZHFUBTMBQJOUIFGBDF UIFOUIFZCFDPNF
DPOTDJPVT4PNFUIJOHSFBMMZIBQQFOT BOEUIBUNBLFT
UIFNDPOTDJPVT5IFZNFFUXJUITPNFUIJOHGBUBM BOE


UIFOUIFZTVEEFOMZSFBMJ[FXIBUUIFZBSFEPJOH
8IFOJUDPNFTUP-"/- *HPVQBOEEPXO
*XBOUUIFNUPTIVUJUEPXOBOEDMFBOJUVQ
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
-PVJTF#BVNGPMMPXFECZ&MBOB4VF4U
1JFSSF
.4-06*4&#"6.)FMMP*OPUJDFEXIFO*
DBNFJOBMPUPGWFSZLJOEPGTIBSQMPPLJOHNFOXJUI
OBNFUBHT*LJOEPGGFFMGPSZPV*SFBMJ[F
QSPCBCMZZPVSDBSFFST ZPVSMJWFMJIPPETBSFDBVHIU
VQJOIBWJOHUIJTCVJMEJOHCVJMU#VU*BMTPLOPX
UIBUZPVBSFBMMIVNBOCFJOHT1SPCBCMZNBOZPGZPV
IBWFDIJMESFO:PVIBWFCPEJFTUIBUBSFBGGFDUFECZ
SBEJBUJPO
*UIJOLUIFTFBSFWFSZJOUFOTFUJNFT"
MPUJTHPJOHPOOPXUIBUUIFZXFUIPVHIUXBT
O




VOUIJOLBCMF8FSFBMMZEJEOPUUIJOLUIBUXIBUIBT


IBQQFOFEUP+BQBOXBTBQPTTJCJMJUZ0CWJPVTMZUIFZ
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719-1

719-1

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s support for cleanup of existing
contamination. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional, and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked
to decisions on construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.5,
Cleanup and Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses
















































































 






































EJEOhUUIJOLFJUIFSUIBUJUXBTBQPTTJCJMJUZ
*UIJOLUIFSFJTTPNFUIJOHDBMMFEDPNNPO
TFOTFBOEUIFSFJTTPNFUIJOHDBMMFEIPOPS BOE*
GFFMBTBO"NFSJDBO *GFMUNZDPVOUSZIBECPUI


UIPTFRVBMJUJFT#VUUIJTQSPKFDUJTUFMMJOHNF

UIBUJUJTSFBMMZMBDLJOH*NFBO JUhTTPDMFBS
UIBUJGZPVMPPLBU+BQBO ZPVLOPXUIFVOUIJOLBCMF
IBQQFOT:PVLOPXQFPQMFIBWFOPUIBEFOPVHI
JNBHJOBUJPOBOEFOPVHIDPNNPOTFOTFUPMPPLBUBMM

720-1

UIFQPTTJCJMJUJFT
5IFSFXBTBUTVOBNJ5IFCBDLVQ
HFOFSBUPSTGBJMFECFDBVTFPGUIFXBUFS5IF
FBSUIRVBLFBGGFDUFEUIJOHT"MMUIFTFUIJOHT
IBQQFOFE5IJTNFBOTNJMMJPOTPGQFPQMFJO+BQBO
IBWFCFFOSBEJBUFE5IFXIPMFHMPCFPOUIFOPSUIFSO
IFNJTQIFSFJTGVMMPGSBEJPBDUJWFUPYJDDMPVET
*UhTDPNJOHEPXOPOBMMPGVT*UIBTHPOF
DPNQMFUFMZBSPVOEUIFQMBOFU
5IJTJTUIFUJNFUPTIVUEPXOBDUJWJUJFT
UIBUJOWPMWFSBEJBUJPO*UhTRVJUFDMFBS*UhT
DPNNPOTFOTF-FUhTMPPLBUJU-FUhTBDUPO
DPNNPOTFOTFJOTUFBEPGPVSXJTIFTGPSUIJOHTUPHP
CBDLUPBOPSNBMUIBUSFBMMZOFWFSFYJTUFE
O




*UhTOPUOPSNBMUPCFCVJMEJOHXFBQPOT


UIBUDBOLJMMFWFSZPOFPOUIFQMBOFU*UEPFTOPU
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720-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the CMRR-NF project. There are
fundamental differences between the functioning of a nuclear reactor (such as
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant) and activities at LANL. The type
of radiological accident that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power
Plant requires a large source of energy that is produced from the fissioning of
nuclear fuel. The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a
sustained nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of
decay heat that require the use of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8,
Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD for more information. Chapter 4 of the
CMRR-NF SEIS analyzes the radiological impacts associated with operations
at the proposed CMRR-NF. The radiological hazards would be small. See
Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3, regarding current radiological emissions at LANL.
NNSA notes the commentor’s statement about activities involving radiation and
opposition to nuclear weapons. Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to the
CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear Technology, of this CRD for more
information. NNSA also notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding
priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal
programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are
not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS.
DOE Order 420.1B “Facility Safety” requires that nuclear or nonnuclear
facilities be designed, constructed, and operated so that the public, the workers,
and the environment are protected from the adverse impacts of natural
phenomena hazards including earthquakes and fire.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



NBLFTFOTF*UhTBMTPOPUIPOPSBCMFUPIBWFB
QSPDFTTJOXIJDIZPVBSFDPOTUBOUMZDJSDVNWFOUJOHJU
BOEOPUMJWJOHVQUPUIFSVMFT5IFSFXBTBOBXGVM
MPUPGUBMLXIFO*DBNFJOUIJTSPPNBCPVUUIF
SVMFT BCPVUJGTPNFPOFUBMLFEMPOH UIFZXFSFHPJOH
UPCFUISPXOPVU5IFZXFSFHPJOHUPTUPQUIFXIPMF
QSPDFTT
:PVLOPX ZPVIBWFOPUGPMMPXFEUIFSVMFT
UIBUIBWFCFFOQVUJOQMBDFCZ%0& UIBUIBWFCFFO
QVUJOQMBDFCZUIF$POHSFTT:PVBSFOPUCFJOH
IPOPSBCMFBOEZPVBSFOPUCFJOHIPOFTU*UJTOPU
SJHIU BOEJUBMTPJTWFSZEBOHFSPVTGPSBMMPGVT 
GPSFWFSZPOFIFSF
5IFUIJOHXFSFBMJ[FJO+BQBOBOEXF
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SFBMJ[FSFBMMZJO$IFSOPCZM CFDBVTFQFPQMFJO
&OHMBOEXFSFUPMEOPUUPOVSTFUIFJSCBCJFTBGUFS
$IFSOPCZMXFOUPGG5IJTJTOPUMPDBM*UJT
BGGFDUJOHVTNPSFJGXFIBWFBOFBSUIRVBLF XIJDIJT
BIVHFQPTTJCJMJUZ*GXFIBWFBOPUIFSGJSFMJLF
$FSSP(SBOEF JUhTHPJOHUPBGGFDUVTNPSFIFSF CVU
JUBGGFDUTUIFXIPMFHMPCF*UBGGFDUTUIFXIPMF
IVNBOSBDFBOEFWFSZMJWJOHUIJOHUIFBJS UIF
XBUFS FWFSZUIJOH%PFTUIJTNBLFTFOTF *UEPFT
O




OPUNBLFTFOTF


-FUhTNBLFTFOTF-FUhTHPCBDLUP
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720-1
cont’d

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses






























































































 


























DPNNPOTFOTF*UhTSFBMMZTJNQMF*NFBO ZPVMPPL
MJLFBWFSZJOUFMMJHFOUNBO CVUXIBUBCPVUUIF
DPNNPOTFOTFJOUIJT
*LOPXUIJTQSPKFDUIBTJNNFOTFBNPVOUPG
NPNFOUVN*UhTDBSSZJOHBMPUPGQFPQMFhTDBSFFST
BOEIPQFT*SFBMMZGFMUGPSUIFQFPQMFXIPDBNFVQ
BOEUBMLFEBCPVUIPXXFOFFEDPOTUSVDUJPOKPCT
8FMM XFEP CVUUIFSFBSFTPNBOZUIJOHTXFDPVME
DPOTUSVDU8FDPVMELFFQQFPQMFXPSLJOH8FDPVME

720-1
cont’d

NBLFPVSFEVDBUJPOTZTUFNTNVDICFUUFSXJUIUIJT
NPOFZ5IJTJTOPUBSFBTPOBCMFPSTFOTJCMFUIJOH


UPEP QFSJPE-FUhTTUPQJU "QQMBVTF 

.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
&MBOB4VF4U1JFSSFGPMMPXFECZ4IBOOZO
4PMMJUU CFDBVTF+BO-VTUJHZJFMEFEIFSUJNFUPZPV
.4&-"/"46&451*&33&*XPVMEMJLFUP
UIBOLFWFSZCPEZGPSCFJOHIFSF
.ZOBNFJT&MBOB4VF4U1JFSSF*BNBO
PDDVQBUJPOBMUIFSBQJTUQSPWJEJOHIPNFCBTFEUIFSBQZ
GPSPVSDPNNVOJUZhTNPTUNFEJDBMMZGSBHJMFJOGBOUT
*BNBTQPLFTQFSTPOGPS)FBMUIZ8BUFS/PX "4"1 
SFQSFTFOUJOHPWFSQBSFOUTXJUIDIJMESFOXJUI
TQFDJBMOFFET UIFSBQJTUT EPDUPST OVSTFT EPVMBT 
O

 BOEDIJMEFEVDBUPST


NJEXJWFT


*TQFBLGPSUIFDIJMESFOXIPTFWPJDFTXJMM
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



IPMEFWFSZCPEZIFSFBDDPVOUBCMFJOEBZTZFUUPDPNF
5IFOVDMFBSGPPUQSJOUTPGUIJTOBUJPOhTGJSTUXFBQPO
PGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPOMJFTIJEEFOJOTFDSFUGJMFT 
EPDVNFOUT BOEOVDMFBSXBTUFCVSJFEJOUIFDBOZPOT


CFUXFFO-PT"MBNPTBOEUIF3JP(SBOEF UIJT
DPNNVOJUZhTNBKPSTPVSDFPGXBUFS-FTTUIBOB
IVOESFEZBSETGSPNUIFJOUBLFPGUIJTDPNNVOJUZhT
XBUFSTVQQMJFTMJFTUSBDFTPGQMVUPOJVNBOE



SBEJPBDUJWFIFBWZNFUBMTCVSJFEPOMZUISFFGFFUEFFQ
XJUIJOUIF#VDLNBOXFMMGJFMEBOEBMPOHUIFCBOLTPG
3JP(SBOEF
$VSSFOUSBEJPBDUJWFDMFBOVQTUBOEBSETBOE
NFUIPETGPSSBEJPBDUJWFDMFBOVQEPOPUQSPUFDUVT 
UIFZEPOPUQSPUFDUQSFHOBOUXPNFOBOEDIJMESFO
5IFTFTJMFOUZFUEFBEMZOVDMFBSGPPUQSJOUTNBZCF
TFFQJOHJOUPPVSMJGFHJWJOHMJNJUFEXBUFSTVQQMJFT 
CFDPNJOHXBUFSTXJUIJOUIFXPNCT CJSUIJOHMJWFT
QMBHVFECZEFGPSNJUZ TJDLOFTT BOEEFBUI
5IFBJSXFCSFBUIF UIFTPJMUIBUHSPXT
PVSGPPESBEJBUFTCBDLHSPVOEDPOUBNJOBUJPOGSPN
UIFTFOVDMFBSCPNCT OVDMFBSGPPUQSJOUTPGUIF
OVDMFBSBHFUISFBUFOJOHPVSOBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZBT
XFMMBTUIFIFBMUIBOETBGFUZPGUIJTEPXOXJOE EPXO
O




SJWFS
EPXOTUSFBNDPNNVOJUZ


8FJOUFOEUIBUBMMGVOEJOHGPSUIJTCPNC
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































GBDUPSZCFSFEJSFDUFEUPXBSESFNFEJBUJPOPGOVDMFBS
DPOUBNJOBUJPOUIBUBMSFBEZUISFBUFOTVT8FJOUFOE
UIFSFCFSFFWBMVBUJPOUIBUQSFWFOUTBOZOVDMFBSCPNC

721-1

721-1

GBDUPSZGSPNCFJOHDSFBUFEJOUIJTXBUFSTDBSDF 
TFJTNPHSBQIJDBMMZBDUJWFSFHJPO




"GFXZFBSTCBDL UIF1FDPT3JWFSGMPXFE

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concern for the need and location of
the CMRR-NF. The geologic setting of LANL is described in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5, of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The location of the proposed CMRR-NF
is about 3,300 feet (1,000 meters) east of the closest mapped surface trace of
faults associated with the Pajarito fault system. A trace of one of these faults
underlies a portion of the existing CMR Building. Based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations, no evidence of active surface-rupturing faults
directly at the CMRR-NF building location were found (Gardner et al. 2009).
At LANL, and for the CMRR Project specifically, facilities are designed to
site-specific earthquake design criteria that are more conservative than those in
the International Building Code so that the facilities remain safe in the event of a
large earthquake. See Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD
for more information.

CBDLXBSETEVFUPBOFBSUIRVBLF5IF7BMMFT$BMEFSB
XBTDSFBUFEXIFOUIJTQMBOFUhTMBSHFTUNPVOUBJOUPQ
XBTCMPXOUPCJUTCZUIFFBSUIRVBLJOH"OEXFBMM
RVBLFUPUIJOLUIBUPVSXPSMEhTCFTUTDJFOUJTUT
XPVMEQMBOUPTUPSFPWFS QPVOETPGQMVUPOJVN
JOUIJTVOTUBCMFBSFB8FBTLUIBUUIFCJMMJPOTPG
EPMMBSTFBSNBSLFEGPSUIJTEJTBTUSPVTQMBOCF
SFEJSFDUFEGPSCJPSFNFEJBUJPOBOEBMUFSOBUJWF

721-2

SFTFBSDI
8FXPVMEMJLFUPIPMEBNPNFOUPGTJMFODF
GPSDPOUFNQMBUJPOJOQSBZFSUPIPOPSBOEUPHJWF


QPXFSUPUIFWPJDFMFTTWJDUJNTPGUIFOVDMFBSBHF

BOEUIBUUIFXFBQPOTPGNBTTEFTUSVDUJPOIBWF
BMSFBEZDSFBUFEPWFSUIFHFOFSBUJPOT
.ZGBUIFS B8PSME8BS**WFUFSBO BMXBZT
UPMENF*XPVMEOPUCFBMJWFJGUIFCPNCIBEOPU
CFFOESPQQFE)FXBTSFBEZUPCFTIJQQFEPVUUPUIF
O




GSPOUMJOFTBOEXPVMENPTUMJLFMZIBWFCFFOLJMMFE


)FGFMU*PXFENZMJGFUPUIPTFUIBUNBEFUIFCPNC
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NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be optional,
and progress on implementing the Consent Order is not linked to decisions on
construction of the proposed CMRR-NF. Please refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup
and Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.

721-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



"OETP*TUBOEIFSFUPEBZ BOE*TBZ (SBDJBT 
BEJPT
'PSUPEBZUIFLBNJLB[FGJHIUFSTIBWF
BCBOEPOFEUIFJSQMBOFT )JUMFShTCPOFTIBWFUVSOFE
UPEVTU BOEUIFSBDFUPDSFBUFBCJHHFSBOECFUUFS
HBEHFUXIBUUIFZDBMMFEUIFGJSTUCPNC UIF
HBEHFUJUOPMPOHFSTFSWFTBOBUJPOBMEFGFOTF
QVSQPTF*USBUIFSDSFBUFTQPUFOUJBMOBUJPOBM
EJTBTUFS
(FSNBOZMFBETUIFXBZBXBZGSPNOVDMFBS
FOFSHZBOETFMGEFTUSVDUJPO+BQBOJTJOBTUBUFPG
OVDMFBSEJTBTUFSSFBMJ[JOHUIFSFJTOPTBGFQMBDF
8IFSFUIFMBXTPGOBUVSFSVMF FBSUIRVBLFBOE
OVDMFBSTUPDLQJMFTFRVBUFEJTBTUFS
5IFQPUFOUJBMUPUSBOTGPSNBOEUSBOTNVUF
UIFQPXFSPGEFTUSVDUJPOJOUPMJGFTVTUBJOJOH
UFDIOPMPHZMJWFTJOUIFIFBSUTBOEUIFNJOETBOE
DPOTDJPVTOFTTPGBMMPGVTIFSF5PWJTJPO
BMUFSOBUJWFTXIJDIQSPUFDUJOOPDFOUXPNFOBOE
 DIJMESFOJTXIZ*DPNFIFSFUPUIJTIFBSJOH5IJT
TJMFODFXFXJMMIPMEDBSSJFTUIFTDSFBNTGPSIFMQ
GSPNUIFIFBSUTBOEUIFXPNCTPGPVSGVUVSF"TXF
UPVDIPVSIFBSUTUPHFUIFSGSPNUIJTQMBDFPG
O

 BMMBOTXFSTDBOVOJUFVTCFZPOEPVSESFBNT


TJMFODF


"OE*XJMMIPMETJMFODFBOEBTLUIBUZPVIPME
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































TJMFODF
 "NPNFOUPGTJMFODFXBTPCTFSWFE 
.4451*&33&5IBOLZPV
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
4IBOOZO4PMMJUUGPMMPXFECZ"EFMF
$BSVUIFST
.44)"//:/40--*555IBOLZPV &MBOB 
GPSUIPTFQPJHOBOUUIPVHIUTBOEXPSET"OEUIBOL
ZPVBMMGPSDPNJOH
.ZOBNFJT4IBOOZO4PMMJUU*BNB


DJUJ[FOPG4BOUB'F /FX.FYJDP*IBWFCFFO
QPTJUJOHUIFJEFBPGUIF-PT"MBNPT1FBDF1SPKFDUUP
USBOTGPSNUIFMBCPSBUPSJFTPGXFBQPOTPGNBTT
EFTUSVDUJPOJOUPJOTUJUVUJPOTUIBUFOHBHFPOMZJO
MJGFBGGJSNJOHSFTFBSDIBOEEFWFMPQNFOU'PSNPSF
UIBOBEFDBEF *IBWFKVTUCFFOQVUUJOHJUJOUIF
FUIFST
"OEUIJTJTOPUUIFGJSTUUJNFUIFTF
IFBSJOHTIBWFCFFOIFMEBCPVUUIJTWFSZTVCKFDU

722-1

722-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and concern
regarding the funding priorities of the U.S. Government. Funding decisions
regarding major Federal programs and projects at LANL are made by Congress
and the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this
CRD for more information.

8IZEPZPVOFFEUPLFFQDPNJOHCBDLUPGJOEPVU
XIFUIFSUIFDJUJ[FOTPGOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDPBQQSPWF
PGUIJTCPNCGBDUPSZBU-PT"MBNPTMBCT %PZPV
UIJOLUIBUQFPQMFhTPQJOJPOTIBWFDIBOHFE %PZPV
O




UIJOLUIBUBOZUIJOHIBTDIBOHFE



-"/-TUJMMTJUTBUPQBXJOETXFQUNPVOUBJO
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Current operations at LANL do not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or any other
nonproliferation treaties to which the United States is a signatory, nor would
the operations that would be performed at the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to
Section 2.9, Treaty Compliance, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





JOBTFJTNJD[POFXIFSFXJMEGMPXFSTBOEDPOUBNJOBUFE
SVOPGGDPOUJOVFUPUISFBUFOBOEDPNQSPNJTFUIF
IFBMUIBOEXFMMCFJOHPGNJMMJPOTXIPMJWFEPXOXJOE
BOEEPXOTUSFBN8IFSFEPFTUIFHPWFSONFOUHFUUIF
SJHIUUPFYFSUUIJTGPSNPGDSVFMBVUIPSJUZPWFSUIF
QFPQMFIFSFXIPSFQFBUFEMZ ZFBSBGUFSZFBS IBWFUP
MFBWFUIFJSGJFMETPGFOEFBWPSBOEUBLFUIFUJNFUP


EFGFOEUIFJSDPNNVOJUJFTBHBJOTUUIJTGPSNPG

UZSBOOZ 
$JUJ[FOTIBWFSFQFBUFEMZTQPLFOPVUBOE
TVCNJUUFEXSJUUFOUFTUJNPOZUPEFGFOEPVSSJHIUTUP
IBWFBJSBOEXBUFSGSFFGSPNUIFIPSSJCMF
SBEJPOVDMJEFDPOUBNJOBUJPODSFBUFECZUIFMBC BOE
ZPVCMJUIFMZXBOUUPDSFBUFNPSF/P0VSPQJOJPOT
EPOPUDIBOHF BOEDMFBSMZPVSWPJDFTIBWFOPUCFFO
IFBSE PSZPVXPVMEOPULFFQSFUVSOJOHPWFSBOEPWFS
KVTUUPUFTUVTUPTFFJGZPVIBWFXPSOEPXOUIF
PQQPTJUJPOPGUIFDJUJ[FOSZPG/FX.FYJDP
5IFTFIFBSJOHTBSFBOFYFSDJTFJOGVUJMJUZ
UIBUQSFUFOEUPBGGJSNUIBUXFTUJMMMJWFJOB
EFNPDSBUJDDPVOUSZ#VUZPVBSFOPUGPPMJOHVT
5IFTFIFBSJOHTIBWFBMXBZTCFFOBTIBNBOEUIJT
IFBSJOHJTBTIBN/VDMFBSCPNCTBSFJNNPSBM5IFZ
O




BSFBWVMHBSBOEIFJOPVTDSJNFBHBJOTUQMBOFUFBSUI


BOEIVNBOJUZ5IFPOMZXPSTFDSJNFBHBJOTUIVNBOJUZ
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722-2

722-2

Comment noted. NNSA considers every comment received by U.S. mail, email,
toll-free telephone or fax line, or at the public hearings. Consistent with the
purpose and intent of NEPA and the implementing regulations, public comments
assist NNSA in determining the scope of the analysis to be included in a NEPA
document and in improving the analysis and range of alternatives evaluated.
Refer to Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































XPVMECFUIFBDUVBMVUJMJ[BUJPOPGUIFN
5IFJSWFSZFYJTUFODFHPFTBHBJOTUUIFWFSZ
UFOFUTPGGSFFEPNBOEQSFWFOUJPOPGUZSBOOZUIBUPVS
GPVOEJOHGBUIFSTEFTJHOFEUIFDPOTUJUVUJPOUP


QSPUFDUVTBHBJOTU BOEUIPTFXIPQFSQFUVBUFUIJT

DSJNFBSFUZSBOUT EFTQPUT BOEUSBEFSTUPUIF
DPOTUJUVUJPO
1MFBTFUFMMVTIPXXJMMUIJTQSPQPTFE
GBDUPSZQSPUFDUUIFJOBMJFOBCMFSJHIUTPG64
DJUJ[FOTUPMJGF MJCFSUZ BOEUIFQVSTVJUPG
IBQQJOFTT
:PVNBZSFTQPOEUIBUUIFWFSZFYJTUFODFPG
UIFTFXFBQPOTQSFWFOUXBS BOEGPSUIBUSFBTPOXF
NVTUDPOUJOVFUIFQSPMJGFSBUJPOPGPVSOVDMFBS
BSTFOBM#VUTJODFUIFJODFQUJPOPGUIFOVDMFBS
CPNC UIF6OJUFE4UBUFTPG"NFSJDBIBTCFFOXBHJOH
XBSTJOBUMFBTUDPVOUSJFT,PSFB (VBUFNBMB 
$VCB *OEPOFTJB $POHP 1FSV -BPT 7JFUOBN 
$BNCPEJB -FCBOPO (SFOBEB -JCZB &M4BMWBEPS 
/JDBSBHVB 1BOBNB #PTOJB "GHIBOJTUBO *SBR BOEXF
GVOEXBSTBOEDIBOOFMBSNTUP$PMVNCJB .FYJDP BOE
*TSBFM
5IF6OJUFE4UBUFTIBTCFFOGBSBOEBXBZ
O




UIFXPSMEMFBEFSJOUIFEFWFMPQNFOUPGXFBQPOTPG


NBTTEFTUSVDUJPO
BOEUIFFYJTUFODFPGUIFTFXFBQPOT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



CZPVSDPVOUSZIPMETUIFSFTUPGUIFXPSMEJOGFBS 
IBTCFFOUIFDBVTFPGOVDMFBSQSPMJGFSBUJPO IBT
TISFEEFEUIFGBCSJDPGHMPCBMQPUFOUJBMTGPS
DPPQFSBUJWFTFDVSJUZUIBUUIFXIPMFSFTUPGUIF
XPSMEJTZFBSOJOHGPS-FUVTDBMMBTQBEFBTQBEF
5IJTQMBOUPTQFOECJMMJPOPWFSUIF


OFYUEFDBEFUPNPEFSOJ[FUIFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT

DPNQMFY UIJT$.33DPNQMFYJTCFJOHDSFBUFEUPMJOF
UIFQPDLFUTPGNJMJUBSZDPOUSBDUPSTJOCFEXJUIUIF
MFHJTMBUPSTJO8BTIJOHUPO4PZPVUSBJUPSTUPUIF
64DPOTUJUVUJPOXIPIBWFMFEVTEPXOUIFSPBEUPB

722-1
cont’d

GBJMFEEFNPDSBDZ ZPVBSFPVUPGDPNQMJBODFXJUIUIF
/VDMFBS/POQSPMJGFSBUJPO5SFBUZ UIF4USBUFHJD"SNT
3FEVDUJPO5SFBUZ5SBJUPST DFBTFBOEEFTJTU
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&3"EFMF$BSVUIFSTGPMMPXFE
CZ%PNJOJRVF.B[FBVE
.4"%&-&$"365)&34*BN"EFMF
$BSVUIFST*BNBOPDDVQBUJPOBMUIFSBQJTUBOEB
NFNCFSPGUIF1FBDFBOE+VTUJDF$PNNJUUFFPG4U
#FEFhT
*EPIPQFUIBUZPVGPMLTBSFMJTUFOJOH 
CFDBVTFXIBU*IFBSEUPOJHIU*XJMMOFWFSGPSHFU
O




"OE*KVTUIBWFUPTBZ*NPWFEIFSFGSPNUIF#PTUPO


BSFBZFBSTBHPCFDBVTFPGUIFCFBVUZBOEUIF
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































DMFBOBJSBOEUIFKVTUBNB[JOHTUBUFPG/FX.FYJDP 
BOEOPX*KVTUDBOhUCFMJFWFXIBU*BNIFBSJOH XIBU
JTIBQQFOJOH
*GFFMMJLF*BNTUBOEJOHPOBUSBJO
USBDL BOEUIFUSBJOJTDPNJOHGVMMTQFFEBIFBE4P
IPXEP*TUPQJU *DBOKVTUMFBSOXIBUJTUIF
USVUI*BNUSZJOHUPGJHVSFUIBUPVU%PZPVLOPX
XIBUJTUIFUSVUI "SFZPVUFMMJOHVTUIFUSVUI 


4JYIVOESFECJMMJPOGPSQMVUPOJVNJTUIBU

SJHIU 4JYIVOESFECJMMJPO
70*$&4'30.5)&'-0034JY
.4$"365)&344JYCJMMJPO PLBZ"OEXF
DBOOPUBGGPSEUPQBZPVSUFBDIFST/PXXFBSF
DMPTJOHTDIPPMTBOEEPVCMJOHVQ4PBTGBSBTUIF
NPOFZJTDPODFSOFE XFIBWFUPUIJOLBCPVUUIF
CVEHFUPGUIFDPVOUSZ
8FBSFBTLJOHPUIFSOBUJPOTUPEJTBSNBOE
QSFUFOEJOHMJLFXFXBOUUPCFOPOOVDMFBS BT0CBNB
TBJE BOEXIBUBSFXFEPJOH 8FBSFEPJOHFYBDUMZ
UIFPQQPTJUF1SFUFOEJOH JTOhUUIBUIZQPDSJUJDBM
GPSVTUPQSFUFOEBOEUIFOEPUIFFYBDUPQQPTJUF 
5IFSFBSFUISFFUIJOHTBOE*XJMMCF
WFSZCSJFGCVUUIFSFBSFUISFFUIJOHTUIBU*BN
O


 BOEPOFPGUIFNJTUIFDPTU

UIJOLJOHBCPVU
UIF


 DPTUPGCVJMEJOHXFBQPOT5IFTFDPOEPOFJTUIF
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723-1
723-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate
the environmental impacts of alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF.
CMRR-NF would operate under DOE safety regulations and guidance, which
require that safety analyses be routinely updated. Safety issues pertaining to
the design and operation of CMRR-NF and other nuclear facilities at LANL are
subject to oversight by DNFSB. Seismic investigations and considerations are
addressed in Section 2.6, Seismic and Geologic Concerns, of this CRD.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



TBGFUZ XIJDIFWFSZPOFIBTNFOUJPOFEXJUIUIF
FBSUIRVBLFQSPOFTJUF BOEUIFUIJSEJTUIFNPSBMJUZ
PGDPOUBNJOBUJOHPVSCFBVUJGVMMBOE PVSXBUFS PVS
BJS BOE4BOUB'F UPDPOUBNJOBUFPVSPXOMJGF PVS

723-1
cont’d

QMBOFU5IBUhTBMM*XBOUUPTBZ0LBZ
 "QQMBVTF 


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
%PNJOJRVF.B[FBVEGPMMPXFECZ+POJ"SFOET
.4"3&/%4*XBOUUPHJWFNZUJNFUP#PC
(JMLFTPO
.4%0.*/*26&.";&"6%*BNHPJOHUPCF
WFSZCSJFG +POJ TP*DBOHJWFNZUJNF
*BN%PNJOJRVF.B[FBVEGSPN4BOUB'FBOE
CFGPSFUIBUGSPN&VSPQF"OE*XPVMEOhUCFIFSF
XJUIPVUUIFHPPEOFTTPG"NFSJDB*XBTCSPVHIUVQ
CZBGBNJMZ BGBUIFSFTQFDJBMMZXIPLFQUUBMLJOH
BCPVUUIFBSNTPGHPPEOFTTPG"NFSJDB"OEUIJTJT
XIZNZEFTUJOZCSPVHIUNFIFSF BOEOPX*IBWFCFFO
JO4BOUB'FGPSZFBST CFGPSFJO/FX:PSL
"OEBT*IBWFCFFOMJWJOHIFSF *IBWF
EJTDPWFSFEUIFBSNTPGHPPEOFTTPG"NFSJDBBSFOPU
TPHPPE/PXUIFBSNTBSFXIBUXFBSFUBMLJOHBCPVU
UIJTFWFOJOH BOE*BNKVTUZPVLOPX NZGSJFOET 
O




QFPQMFIFSFIBWFUBMLFETUBUJTUJDTBOEGBDUT
BOE


*hNOPUHPJOHUPSFQFBUUIFN#VU*XBOUQFPQMFUP
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SFNFNCFS UPNF BTBOFX"NFSJDBO *SFBMMZCFMJFWF
JOUIFTPVMPGUIJTDPVOUSZ5IJTJTXIZ*BNIFSF
BOE*IBWFTUBZFEIFSFBMMUIFTFZFBST CVUBT*BN
TUBZJOHIFSF NZIFBSUJTCSPLFO CFDBVTF*SFBMMZ
GFFMUIFTPVMPG"NFSJDBJTCFJOHWFSZDPNQSPNJTFE

724-1

724-1

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

725-1

725-1

NNSA notes commentor’s concern with water usage in construction and
operation of the CMRR-NF. Water use for construction and operation under the
Modified CMRR-NF Alternative would exceed that of the other two alternatives.
As shown in Chapter 4, Tables 4–15 through 4-17, and discussed in Section 4.3.3
of the CMRR-NF SEIS, based on current water use and the projected use under
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, water use at LANL is expected to remain
below its allotment of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. See
Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for more information on
water resources at LANL.

CZUIFTFBSNTUIBUTIFJTNBLJOH5IBOLZPV
 "QQMBVTF 


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV

+POJ"SFOETGPMMPXFECZ.JUDI#VT[FL
.4+0/*"3&/%4(PPEFWFOJOH.ZOBNF
JT+POJ"SFOET*BNXJUI$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS
/VDMFBS4BGFUZ
*KVTUXBOUUPQSPWJEFTPNFJOGPSNBUJPO
BCPVUUIJTQSPKFDU'PSUIFDPOTUSVDUJPOBMPOF UIF
MBCPSBUPSZJTQSPQPTJOHUPVTFBCPVUNJMMJPO
HBMMPOTQFSZFBSPGXBUFSJOPSEFSUPNJYUIF
DPODSFUF5IBUhTBCPVUBDSFGFFUQFSZFBS:PV
DPVMEXBUFSBMPU JSSJHBUFBMPUPGGBSNMBOEXJUI
BDSFGFFUBZFBS
'PSPQFSBUJPOT UIFZBSFQSPQPTJOHUPVTF
NJMMJPOHBMMPOTQFSZFBS XIJDIJTBCPVUBDSF
GFFUQFSZFBS"OEJUhTSFBMMZBCPVUDIPJDF JTOhU
JU BCPVUIPXXFBSFHPJOHUPVTFPVSMJNJUFE
O

 UIFMJNJUFEXBUFSUIBUhTBWBJMBCMF


SFTPVSDFT


"OPUIFSNBUUFSJTUIBUUIF-PT"MBNPT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



$PVOUZBOEUIFMBCPXO BDSFGFFUPG4BO+VBO 
$IBNBXBUFS5IFZIBWFOhUEJWFSUFEBOZPGUIBU
XBUFSZFU CVUUIFDPVOUZIBTNBEFBQSPQPTBMUPUIF
#VDLNBOCPBSEUPCFBCMFUPVTFUIFEJWFSTJPOTJUF
BOESVOBQJQFMJOFBDSPTTUIFSJWFSBOEMJGUUIF
XBUFSBCPVUBUIPVTBOEGFFUVQUPUIF8IJUF3PDL
XBUFSUSFBUNFOUGBDJMJUZ
*UIJOLJUhTJNQPSUBOUGPSQFPQMFJO4BOUB
'FUPLOPXUIBU*UhTVOEFSDPOTJEFSBUJPOSJHIU
OPX5IFSFBSFFOHJOFFSJOHTUVEJFTCFJOHEPOF*
EPOhUUIJOLPVSJOUFOUJPOJO4BOUB'FGPSUIF
EJWFSTJPOQSPKFDUXBTOFDFTTBSJMZUPQSPWJEF
GBDJMJUJFTGPS-PT"MBNPT$PVOUZBOEUIFMBCPSBUPSZ
UPVTFUIF#VDLNBOEJWFSTJPOQSPKFDUUPPCUBJO
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XBUFS
5IJTIBTCFFOBWFSZEJGGJDVMUQSPDFTT
UIFTFMBTUGPVSEBZT BOE*UIJOL4DPUUBOE*IBWF
BUUFOEFEBMMGPVSIFBSJOHT&BDIOJHIUUIFSVMFT
IBWFDIBOHFEBMJUUMFCJU5IFSVMFTIBWFCFFO
UXFBLFEBMJUUMFCJU"OEJUhTOPUMJLFUIFSFDFOU
IFBSJOHT




5IFIFBSJOHTUIBUBSFIFMECZUIF

MBCPSBUPSZBSFNVDIEJGGFSFOUUIBOUIPTFUIBUBSF
O




SVOCZ%0&IFBERVBSUFST
BOE%0&IFBERVBSUFSTSVOT


IFBSJOHTBDSPTTUIFDPVOUSZGPS1SPHSBNNBUJD
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&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOUVOEFSUIF/BUJPOBM
&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU"OECBTJDBMMZXIFO
IFBERVBSUFSTJTSVOOJOHBIFBSJOH XFLOPXXIBUUP
FYQFDU8FLOPXUIFSFJTHPJOHUPCFBDPVSU
SFQPSUFS8FLOPXUIFZBSFHPJOHUPSFDPSEUIF
IFBSJOH8FLOPXUIFSFJTHPJOHUPCFBQPEJVN
5IFSFJTHPJOHUPCFBNJDSPQIPOF8FBSFHPJOHUP
CFBCMFUPIFBSPOFBOPUIFSTQFBL CFDBVTFXFMFBSO
BOEXFGJOETPMJEBSJUZBNPOHTUPVSTFMWFT
#VUUIJTXIPMFBEWFOUVSFXJUIUIJT
QSPQPTBMGPSUIFOVDMFBSGBDJMJUZIBTCFFOWFSZ 
WFSZEJGGJDVMU&WFOGSPNUIFGJSTUTDPQJOHNFFUJOH
JO8IJUF3PDL XIFSFJGZPVXBOUFEUPNBLFDPNNFOUT 
ZPVIBEUPHPJOUPBOPUIFSSPPNBOEOPCPEZFMTF
DPVMEIFBSZPVTQFBL BOEUIBUUIFSFXFSFQPTUFS
TFTTJPOTBOEXFDPVMEOhUIFBSFBDIPUIFSTQFBL
"OE/&1" BT%PVHTBZT PVSWPJDFTFNQPXFS
/&1" BOEXFOFFEUPCFBCMFUPIFBSPOFBOPUIFS
"OENBOZPGVTIBWFCFFOJOUIFTFSPPNTGPS  
ZFBST"OEFTQFDJBMMZGPSUIF-"/-QSPQPTBMT JU
XPVMETFFNUIBUUIFMBCPSBUPSZXPVMELOPXXIPXF
BSF"OEXIBUPVSDPODFSOTBSF"T4IBOOZOTBJE 
ZPVLOPX XFIBWFPQQPTFEUIJTQSPKFDUGPSZFBST 
O




UIFTFQSPQPTBMTUPFYQBOEUIFQJUQSPEVDUJPO


"OECZOPUQSPWJEJOHVTXJUIDPOTJTUFODZ
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725-2

725-2

NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the CMRR-NF SEIS
public participation process and LANL water usage. Please refer to Section 2.2,
NEPA Process, and Section 2.10, Water Resources and Usage, of this CRD for
more information.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1400

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





VOEFSUIF/BUJPOBM&OWJSPONFOUBM1PMJDZ"DUPGXIBU
XFDBOFYQFDU JUhTSFBMMZEJTIFBSUFOJOH"OE*
IPQFUIBUUISPVHIUIJTQSPDFTT UIFMBCPSBUPSJFT 
UIF5POZT UIF3PEHFST UIF+PIOT UIF#FUITDPVME
QVUUPHFUIFSBNBOVBMUIBUNJNJDTXIBUIBQQFOTBU
IFBERVBSUFSTGPSUIFTF/&1"QSPDFTTFT BOEUIBUJU
XPVMECFBWBJMBCMFPOUIFXFCTPUIBUQFPQMFDBO
LOPXXIBUUPFYQFDU
5IJTXIPMFUIJOHBCPVUTFWFONJOVUFTJO

725-2
cont’d

-PT"MBNPT UISFFNJOVUFTJO"MCVRVFSRVF GJWF
NJOVUFTJO&TQB×PMB BOENBZCFXFXJMMHFUGJWF
NJOVUFTIFSFJO4BOUB'FUPOJHIU JUhTHFUUJOHWFSZ
PME8FBSFWFSZLOPXMFEHFBCMF8FBSFBWFSZ
LOPXMFEHFBCMFDPNNVOJUZ*LOPX*IBWFPOFNPSF
TFOUFODFXFBSFBWFSZLOPXMFEHFBCMFDPNNVOJUZ
8FIBWFCFFOTVDDFTTGVMUISPVHIUIJTQSPDFTT
"OEXFIBWFUPDPOUJOVFEPJOHXIBUXFBSF
EPJOH BOEXFOFFEUPDPOUJOVFUPTQFBLUSVUIUP
QPXFS5IBOLZPVBMMGPSDPNJOH "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
.JUDI#VT[FLGPMMPXFECZ&SJD8JMTPO
1BSEPONFJG*NJTQSPOPVODFEJU
.3.*5$)#64;&,5IBUhTQSFUUZHPPE
O




*UhT#VT[FLMJLFNVTJD
CVUDMPTFFOPVHI


.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV
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.3#64;&,.ZOBNFJT.JUDI#VT[FL*
DPNFIFSFBTBQBSFOUPGBZFBSPMEEBVHIUFS*
DPNFBTBWFUFSBO*BDUVBMMZBNBWFUFSBOGPS
QFBDFJGZPVDBOJNBHJOFTVDIBUIJOH8FIBWF


RVJUFBGFXPGUIFNIFSF BOE*IBWFCFFOJOWPMWFE

JOUIJTOVDMFBSNZTUFSZTJODF*NFU+POJBCPVU
ZFBSTBHP
*XPVMEMJLFUPUIBOLTPNFQFPQMFGPSXIBU
UIFZBSFEPJOHBOEXIBUUIFZIBWFEPOF BOE*XPVME
MJLFUPUIBOLZPVGPSCFJOHIFSF5IJTQSPCBCMZ
JTOhUUIFNPTUEFMJHIUGVMFWFOJOHPGUIFNPOUI*
XPVMEMJLFUPUIBOLTPNFQFPQMF*SXJOXBTLJOE
FOPVHIUPUBMLBCPVUMJOFBHFTBOEHFOFSBUJPOT BOE
UIFSFBSFTPNFQFPQMFIFSFUIBUIBWFSFBMMZQVU
UIFJSIFBSUBOETPVMJOUPFEVDBUJOHVTBCPVUUIJT
JTTVFBOEBEWPDBUJOHGPSVT




1SFWJPVTTQFBLFS+POJ"SFOETIBTCFFOB

SFBMCFBDPOPGMJHIUGPSBMPUPGVT BOE)PMMZ
#FBVNPOU XIPIBTEPOFBUIJOHPSUXPIFSFJOUIF
MBTUGFXZFBST
4IBOOZO4PMMJUU UIBOLZPVGPSZPVSXPSL
%S+BDL'SFOLFM *EPOhULOPXZPV CVU
ZPVTPVOEMJLFZPVIBWFCFFOBUJUGPSBXIJMF
O




+BZ$PHIMBOBOEUIFHFOUMFNBOPWFSIFSF


*EJEOhUDBUDIZPVSOBNF
CVUJUTPVOEFEMJLFZPV
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



IBWFCFFOBSPVOEUIJTTUVGGGPSBXIJMF
.3%"7*%.D$0:%BWJE.D$PZ


.3#64;&,%BWJE.D$PZ UIBOLZPVGPS
CFJOHIFSF
*XPVMEMJLFUPNBLFBTVHHFTUJPO.Z
TFOTFPGNPTUPGUIFTQFBLFSTUIBU*NBOBHFEUPIFBS
UPOJHIUXFSFBEESFTTJOHUIJOHTMJLFWBMVFTBOEXIBU
JTJNQPSUBOUUPUIFNQFSTPOBMMZBOEXIBUJT
JNQPSUBOUUPUIFDPNNVOJUZ8FIBWFUBMLFEBCPVU
FOWJSPONFOUBOEIFBMUIBOETBGFUZ"OE*HPUB


MJUUMFUBMLJOHUP BT*UBMLFEUPBDPVQMFPG

HFOUMFNFOPVUJOUIFIBMM BOEJUhTMJLFUIFCVEHFU
GPSUIJTUIJOHIBTCFFOBQQSPWFECZ$POHSFTT
70*$&'30.5)&'-003/P




.3#64;&,*UIBTOhUCFFO 0LBZ

4USBJHIUFONFPVUPOUIBU#VUUIFZBSFQSPDFFEJOH
BTUIPVHIJUhTGVOEFE*TUIBUBDDVSBUF 0LBZ
"OE*XPVMEMJLFUPTVHHFTUUIBUUIFUXP


NPTUJNQPSUBOUQFPQMFJOUIJTSPPNUPIFBSXIBUXF
IBWFUPTBZBSFUIFSFQSFTFOUBUJWFTPGPVS
$POHSFTTJPOBMTUBGG8FIBWFBZPVOHMBEZIFSFGSPN
$POHSFTTNBO#FO3BZ-VKBOhTPGGJDF*TUIBUZPV 
4PMJEBE 8IBUJTZPVSOBNF 
O




.4+&//*'&3$"5&$)*4+FOOJGFS


.3#64;&,+FOOJGFS"OE*UIJOLXF
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726-1

726-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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IBWFBSFQSFTFOUBUJWFGSPN4FOBUPS6EBMMhTPGGJDF
JTUIBUBDDVSBUF 8IBUJTZPVSOBNF 
.4.*$)&--&+"26&;035*;.ZOBNFJT
.JDIFMMF BOEPVSPGGJDFIBTCFFOJOBMMUIF
NFFUJOHT8FIBWFCFFOBEWPDBUJOHWFSZIBSECFIJOE
UIFTDFOFTGPSTPNFPGXIBU+PF NF BOE+BZBSF
QVTIJOH
.3#64;&,*SFBMMZBQQSFDJBUFXIBUTPNF


PGPVSSFQSFTFOUBUJWFTIBWFEPOF5IFUXP
SFQSFTFOUFEIFSFUPOJHIUIBWFSFBMMZEPOFUIFXPSL
*XPVMEMJLFUPTVHHFTUUIBUUIFGPSVN
UIBUXPVMENPTUTVJUVTJTBGPSVNXJUI$POHSFTTNBO
-VKBO XJUI4FOBUPS6EBMM BOEXJUI4FOBUPS#JOHBNBO
TPUIBUXFDBOBSUJDVMBUFUPPVSFMFDUFE
SFQSFTFOUBUJWFTIPXXFXPVMEMJLFUPTQFOEPVS
GFEFSBMNPOFZBOEPVSUBYNPOFZ



5PUBLFBOPUIFSTUFQJOUIBUEJSFDUJPO XF
IBWFHPUBWFSZTLJMMFENPEFSBUPSJOUIFBVEJFODF
-PSSBJOF/FMMTCBDLUIFSFJOUIFCBDLSPXJTB
UBMFOUFE57JOUFSWJFXFSBOEUBMLTIPXIPTU*UIJOL
XFIBWFUIFTLJMMJOUIJTSPPNUPGJMMVQCPUIPG
UIFTFSPPNTBOEUBMLBCPVUUIFUIJOHTUIBUXFDBSF
BCPVUBOEUIJOHTUIBUXFWBMVF
O




"OE*UIJOLUIFTFHVZT
PI CPZ *UIJOL


JUhTBEJGGJDVMUUIJOH*NFBO
UIFZBSFIFSFUPEP
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



BKPC5IFZBSFEPJOHJUBTDPOTDJFOUJPVTMZBOE
  IPOFTUMZBTUIFZDBO CVUPVSWBMVFTBSFKVTUNJMFT
BQBSU"OE*UIJOLJUhTJODVNCFOUPOVTUPQJDLUIF
SJHIUQFPQMFUPUBMLUP BOE*UIJOLJGXFDPVMEHFU
BGPSVNXJUIPVSSFQSFTFOUBUJWFT UIBUhTSFBMMZXIP
OFFETUPIFBSPVSQMFBTGPSIFMQ
*UIJOLUIBUhTBMM*IBWFUPTBZ5IBOL
ZPVWFSZNVDI "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS




.BhBN DBO*BTLUIFSFQSFTFOUBUJWFGSPN

4FOBUPS6EBMMhTPGGJDFUPSFTUBUFIFSOBNF5IF
DPVSUSFQPSUFSXBTOhUBCMFUPDBUDIZPVSOBNF BOE
XFXPVMEMJLFUPIBWFJUTJODFZPVTQPLFGSPNUIF
BVEJFODF
.4.*$)&--&+"26&;035*;%PZPVXBOUNF
UPTUBUFJUPVUMPVEPSEPZPVXBOUNFUPHPVQ
UIFSF 
.3.BD"--*45&3*GZPVXJMMKVTUTUBUF
JU *XJMMSFTUBUFJUGPSZPV
.4+"26&;035*;*UhT.JDIFMMF
+BRVF[0SUJ[*UhTMJLF+BRVFXJUIB[BUUIFFOE 
EBTI 0SUJ[*BNUIFTFOBUPShTOPSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP
GJFMESFQSFTFOUBUJWF*XBTBUUIF-PT"MBNPT
O

 UIF&TQB×PMBNFFUJOHUPUIFFOE


NFFUJOH
CZUIF


XBZ
MBTUOJHIU*UFOEFEWFSZMBUF"OEUIFOXF
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IBE#JMM8BMEBUUIF"MCVRVFSRVFNFFUJOH
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
.4+"26&;035*;8FBMTPXFJHIFEJOPO
UIF5BPTNFFUJOHBTXFMM
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
0VSOFYUTQFBLFSJT&SJD8JMTPOGPMMPXFE
CZ4BN)JUU
.3&3*$8*-40/.ZOBNFJT&SJD8JMTPO 
 BOE*UIJOL*XBOUUPUFMMBMJUUMFCJUPGBTUPSZ
UPEBZ CFDBVTFFWFSZPOFIBTTPNBOZNPSFGBDUTUIBO
*SFBMMZEP#VU*IBWFPQJOJPOT BOEUIFTUPSZJT
BCPVUXIFO*XBTBLJE BOE*IBEBGJTI*HPUB
GJTIGPSNZCJSUIEBZJOBMJUUMFSPVOECPXM BOE*
SFBMMZMJLFEUIBUGJTI*UXBTSFBMMZDPPM
0OFEBZ*EFDJEFEJUXPVMECFSFBMMZDPPM
TPUIBUUIFGJSTUUIJOHZPVTBXXIFOZPVDBNFJOUP
UIFIPVTF BOEXFQVUUIBUGJTICPXMSJHIUPOUIF
WFSZFOEPGUIFTUBJSXBZCBOJTUFS8FIBEBOJDF
MJUUMFSPVOEQMBDFUIFSF BOE*QVUJUUIFSF.Z
NPNUPMENFXFDPVMEOhULFFQJUUIFSF*XBTMJLF 
XFMM JUXBTHSFBUUIFSF*TIPXFEIFS*TFUJU
UIFSFBOEJUTUBZFEUIFSFBOEJUEJEOhUGBMMPGG
*UXBTWFSZTBGFUIFSF *UIPVHIU4IFTBJE ZPV


O
 ZPVEPOhUVOEFSTUBOE*UhTKVTUOPUTBGF



LOPX


UIFSF
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



0OFEBZXIFOTIFXBTBXBZ *QVUJUCBDL


UIFSF.ZGSJFOETDBNFPWFS8FXFSFSPVHIIPVTJOH

BSPVOEBHBJO4VSFFOPVHI JUGFMMSJHIUPGGBOE
TNBTIFEPOUIFGMPPS5IFGJTIEJEOhUEPTPXFMM
5IFXIPMFUIJOHXFOUUPIFMM


"OE*HVFTT*LJOEPGTFFUIJTQSPKFDUJO

UIFTBNFXBZ1FPQMFBSFTBZJOHUIBUJUhTTBGF 
QFPQMFCFMJFWFJUhTTBGF CVU*UIJOLUIF
JOGPSNBUJPOJTOhUSFBMMZUIFSF




5IFTUPSZHPFTPOBMJUUMFCJU CFDBVTF

UIFO*TUBSUFEBTLJOHNZNPNMJLF ZPVLOPX JG*
DPVMEHFUBOPUIFSPOF"OETIFXBTMJLF XFMM ZPV
LOPX ZPVDPVMEHFUBOPUIFSPOF CVUJUXBTZPVS


GBVMUUIBUJUHPUEFTUSPZFE4IFHPFTIPXBCPVU
UIJT JOTUFBEPGHPJOHUPUIFSFXBTBHSFBUQMBDF
DBMMFE4UPSZ5PXOUIBUXFXFOUUPFWFSZZFBS
*OTUFBEPGUIFUSJQUP4UPSZ5PXO XFXJMMHFUZPV
BOPUIFSPOF
8FMM *EJEOhUSFBMMZXBOUBOPUIFSGJTIBT
NVDIBT*XBOUFEUPHPUP4UPSZ5PXO TP*EJEOhUHP
GPSUIBU*UIJOLUIBUhTBMTPLJOEPGUIFTBNF


UIJOH8FBSFIBWJOHDPOWFSTBUJPOTJO$POHSFTTUIJT
XFFLBCPVUXIBUXFIBEUPDVUPVUPGPVSCVEHFUJO
O




PSEFSUPCFBCMFUPTFOEEJTBTUFSSFMJFGUP+PQMJO



.JTTPVSJ
XIFSFUIFZBSFTVGGFSJOH *OFWFSUIPVHIU
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Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































UIBUDPOWFSTBUJPOXPVMEFWFSIBWFIBQQFOFEJOPVS
DPVOUSZ8FXPVMEBMXBZTUBLFDBSFPGQFPQMFMJLF


UIBU

#VUJOBUJNFXIFOXFBSFIBWJOHUIBULJOE
PGDPOWFSTBUJPO *UIJOLXFOFFEUPMPPLBUPVS
QSJPSJUJFT4IPVMEXFCFMPPLJOHUPTQFOEUIJTLJOE
PGNPOFZPOUIJTLJOEPGQSPKFDU PSBSFUIFSFNPSF
JNQPSUBOUQSJPSJUJFTGPSVTBUUIJTQPJOUJOUJNF 
*UIJOLXJUIPVURVFTUJPO JGZPVBTLFWFSZQFSTPOJO
UIFDPVOUSZXIBUUIFJSQSJPSJUZJT CVJMEJOHNPSF


OVDMFBSXFBQPOTPSUBLJOHDBSFPGEJTBTUFSSFMJFG

BOEFEVDBUJOHPVSDIJMESFOBOEDPOWFSUJOHUPB
TVTUBJOBCMFFDPOPNZ *UIJOLPWFSXIFMNJOHMZQFPQMF
XPVMETBZ ZFT PGDPVSTF


 #VUUIBUhTOPUSFBMMZUIFQPJOU5IFSFBM

QPJOUIFSFJT8IBUBSFXFUSZJOHUPEP 8FBSF
USZJOHUPNBLFNPSFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT8FBSFUBMLJOH
BCPVUOPUKVTUMJLFXFOFFEUIFNJNNFEJBUFMZ CVUXF
BSFCVJMEJOHBGBDJMJUZUIBUXPOhUFWFOCFEPJOHJU
GPSBMPOHUJNF JOWFTUJOHBMPUPGSFTPVSDFTJO
UIBU CFDBVTFTPNFIPXXFCFMJFWFUIBUJOUIF
MPOHUFSN JOUIFGVUVSF XFBSFTUJMMHPJOHUPOFFE
OVDMFBSXFBQPOT"OEGPSXIBU 
O




*NFBO
*SFBMMZUIPVHIUBUTPNFQPJOU


BMPOHUJNFBHP*IBEBMPUPGIPQFJOPVSDPVOUSZ
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727-1

727-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs
(for example, education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and
the President and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to
Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)





BT*XBTHSPXJOHVQ CFDBVTFJUSFBMMZTFFNFEMJLF
XFXFSFNPWJOHJOBHPPEEJSFDUJPO*UIPVHIUUIBU
PODFXFVTFEOVDMFBSXFBQPOT UIBUXFSFBMMZIBE


MFBSOFEPVSMFTTPO8FXFSFHPJOHUPNPWFBXBZGSPN

UIBU
*OTUFBEOPX BUBUJNFXIFOXFIBWFOP
*NFBO *EPOhULOPXJGXFBSFFYQFDUJOHUIFTFBSF
HPJOHUPCFVTFGVMBHBJOTUTPNFUIFPSFUJDBMPQQPOFOU
UIBUhTHPJOHUPDPNFGSPNPVUFSTQBDF*SFBMMZ
EPOhUTFFXIBUUIFQPJOUJT8IPXJOTXJUIB
OVDMFBSXFBQPO 8IPXJOTXIFOFWFOPOFOVDMFBSCPNC
FWFSHPFTPGGGPSBOZSFBTPO /PCPEZSFBMMZXJOT
*SFBMMZUIJOLUIFSFBSFUISFFUIJOHTXF
SFBMMZOFFEUPUIJOLBCPVU0OFJT UIJTJTDSB[Z
+VTU *NFBO NPTUQFPQMFXIFO*UBMLUPUIFNBCPVU
JU UIFZTBZ XFMM XIBUhTJUGPS "OEXIFO*TBZ
KVTUUPCVJMENPSFOVDMFBSXFBQPOT UIFZBSFMJLF *
EJEOhUUIJOLXFXFSFTUJMMEPJOHUIBU*UIPVHIUXF
XFSFEJTNBOUMJOHPVSBSTFOBMT
#VUUIFOXIFOZPVHFUJUCBDLUPUIF
BNPVOUPGNPOFZUIBUhTJOWPMWFE5BLFJUCBDLUP 
FWFOJGJUXFSFBHSFBUJEFBBOEXFBSFBUUIFQFBL
PGPVSFDPOPNZ XFIBEBMMUIFSFTPVSDFTJOUIF
O




XPSME
XIZJOUIFXPSMEXPVMEXFTUJDLJUPOUIBU


CBOJTUFSXIFSFJUhTTPMJLFMZUIBUUIFSFJTB
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































  QSPCMFN*GXFIBEUP JGXFSFBMMZIBEBOFFEGPS
OVDMFBSXFBQPOTBOEXFIBEUPCVJMEUIFN XIZJOUIF
XPSMEXPVMEXFDIPPTFUIJTQMBDFUPEPJU *UKVTU
EPFTOhUNBLFBOZTFOTFGSPNUIFWFSZUPQUPUIF
CPUUPN
4P*SFBMMZIPQFXFDBOTUPQUIJT*IPQF
UIFSFJTBSFBMSFBTPOGPSUIJTIFBSJOH UIBUUIJT
IFBSJOHJTSFBMMZBOPQQPSUVOJUZ XFMM FWFSZCPEZ


IFSFXBTBHBJOTUJU0LBZ IFSFXFHP8FBSFOPU

HPJOHUPEPJU*TVTQFDUUIBUhTOPUUIFDBTF4P
*IPQF*IPQFPVSDPOHSFTTJPOBMSFQSFTFOUBUJWFT
OPUPOMZHPCBDLUIFSFBOEGJHIUGPSUIJT CVUNBLF
TVSFUIBUUIFBXBSFOFTTJTUIFSFGPSUIFXIPMF
DPOHSFTTJPOBMEFMFHBUJPO UIBUJGZPVXBOUUPTBWF
NPOFZ IFSFJTBHSFBUQMBDFUPTUBSU "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&34BN)JUUGPMMPXFECZ
3FWFSFOE)PMMZ#FBVNPOU
.34".)*555IBOLZPVWFSZNVDI.Z
OBNFJT4BN)JUU BOE*BNBDPODFSOFEDJUJ[FOXJUI
BMPOHUJNFJOUFSFTUJOUIF/&1"QSPDFTT
+VTUUPSFNJOEVTBMM UIBU/&1"JTUIF
DIBSUFSGPSUIFQSPUFDUJPOPGPVSFOWJSPONFOUQBTTFE
JO*UhTSFBMMZUIFTPGUXBSFUIBUXFIBWFJO
O




PVSEFNPDSBDZUPBWPJEUSBHJDNJTUBLFT
UPNBLF


JOGPSNFEEFDJTJPOT
BOEUPDSFBUFBGVUVSFGPSPVS




6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico

3-1410

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



DIJMESFOUIBUJTMPOHUFSNBOETVTUBJOBCMF


"OELFZUPUIFJNQMFNFOUBUJPOPG/&1" BT

DPOUBJOFEJOUIFJNQMFNFOUJOHSFHVMBUJPOT JTUIJT
QISBTFUIBU*UIJOLFWFSZPOFTIPVMELFFQJONJOE 
UIBUQVCMJDJOWPMWFNFOUXJMMPDDVS TIBMMPDDVS UP
UIFGVMMFTUFYUFOUQPTTJCMF5IJTJTMFHBM

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses



























































MBOHVBHF UPUIFGVMMFTUFYUFOUQPTTJCMF
/PX UPNFUIBUNFBOTOPUBIJHIMZNBOBHFE
QSPDFTTMJLFXFBSFIBWJOHUPOJHIU XIFSFXFBSF
MJNJUFEUPGJWFNJOVUFTUPNBLFPVSEPHBOEQPOZ
TIPX/P OP*UhTXIFOXFTJUEPXOXJUIUIF
ESBGUFSTPGUIJTEPDVNFOU XJUIUIFQFPQMFXIPBSF
QVUUJOHUPHFUIFSUIJTQSPKFDU XIPBSFNBLJOHLFZ
EFDJTJPOTFWFSZEBZ BOEEJTDVTTBOETJUBUUIF
UBCMFXJUIBOEIBWFBDDFTTUPUIFJOGPSNBUJPOUIBU
JTCFIJOEUIFXPSET TPXFSFBMMZDBOCFJOGPSNFE
DJUJ[FOT TPXFSFBMMZDBOFYFSDJTFUIJTGVODUJPOPG
EJSFDUJOHPVSEFNPDSBDZ PGOPUKVTUCFJOHQBXOTBOE
OPUKVTUCFJOHMJUUMFDPHTJOUIFNBDIJOF CVU
BDUVBMBDUPSTXJUIBHSFBUEFBMPGQPXFS




*IBWFSFWJFXFETPNFXIBUUIF4VQQMFNFOUBM

%SBGU&OWJSPONFOUBM*NQBDU4UBUFNFOU BTJONPTU
DBTFT UIFSFJTBOFNQIBTJTPOUIFEJSFDUJNQBDUT 
O



 WFSZMJUUMFEJTDVTTJPOPGUIF
CVUUIFSFJTWFSZ


JOEJSFDUJNQBDUTPSUIFDVNVMBUJWFJNQBDUT5IFTF
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728-1

728-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the discussion of cumulative
impacts. Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the CMRR-NF SEIS addresses cumulative
impacts of LANL and regional activities on key environmental resource areas,
including electrical use, water use, waste management and health and safety.





























































BSFLFZUPUIFFOWJSPONFOUBMDPOTFRVFODFTUIBUIBWF
UPCFFWBMVBUFE4P*XPVMEVSHFUIBUUIJTEPDVNFOU
CFSFGPSNBUUFE BOEUIBUFWFSZUJNFUIFSFJTBO
JTTVF DVNVMBUJWFJOEJSFDUJNQBDUTBSFEJTDVTTFE BT

728-1
cont’d

NBOZPUIFSBHFODJFTEPJOUIFJS/&1"QSPDFTT TPUIF


QVCMJDSFBMMZIBTBDIBODFUPFWBMVBUF QBSUJDVMBSMZ
UIFDVNVMBUJWFJNQBDUT
/PX XFDBOhUKVTUSFMZPOMPDBM
HPWFSONFOUBOETUBUFBHFODJFTBOEPUIFSTUPSFTQPOE
UPMFUUFSTBOEJORVJSJFTBCPVUXIBUUIFZUIJOLUIF
DVNVMBUJWFJNQBDUTXPVMECF/P OP8FIBWFUP 
UIFMBCPSBUPSZBOEDJUJ[FOTIBWFUPHPPVUBOETFFL
PVUUIBUJOGPSNBUJPO8FDBOhUKVTUCFQBTTJWF
SFDJQJFOUT BOE*EJEOPUTFFUIBUJOUIFDVSSFOU
EPDVNFOU
"MTPLFZUPNFJTUIFFWBMVBUJPOPG
BMUFSOBUJWFT5IFSFBSFUISFFBMUFSOBUJWFTCFJOH
FWBMVBUFEJOUIJTDBTF*UIJOLBWFSZSFBTPOBCMF
BMUFSOBUJWFXPVMECFUPMPPLJOEFUBJMBUBCBOEPOJOH
UIFDVSSFOUTUSVDUVSFBOEOPUCVJMEJOHUIFOFX
TUSVDUVSF5IBUhTNPSFUIBOKVTUOPBDUJPO XIJDI
JTSFRVJSFECZUIFSFHVMBUJPOT5IBUhTBDUVBMMZBO
BGGJSNBUJWFBMUFSOBUJWFUIBUXPVMEJNQMFNFOU *
O




UIJOL
XIBUXPVMECFEFTJSFECZNPTUUBYQBZFSTJO


UIJTDPVOUSZBOE
PGDPVSTF NBOZQFPQMFJOUIJT
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728-2

728-2

Although many commentors expressed a preference for an alternative of
taking no action at all, that is, neither operating the existing CMR Building nor
constructing a new CMRR-NF, such an alternative does not meet NNSA’s stated
purpose and need to continue to provide mission-critical analytical chemistry
and materials characterization capabilities beyond the present time in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of
the CMRR-NF SEIS). The No Action Alternative included in the CMRR-NF
SEIS is based on the 2004 ROD for the 2003 CMRR EIS (69 FR 6967). See
Section 2.11, Alternatives Considered, of this CRD for more information.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



SPPN
4P*UIJOLUIBUhTBCPVUJU5IBOLZPV

728-2
cont’d

WFSZNVDI "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV TJS
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































 

.3.BD"--*45&33FWFSFOE)PMMZ#FBVNPOU 

GPMMPXFECZ3FCFDDB0SUFHB
3&7&3&/%#&"6.0/5(PPEFWFOJOH
*hEMJLFUPTUBSUUIJTFWFOJOHCZUIBOLJOH


/VDMFBS8BUDIBOE$PODFSOFE$JUJ[FOTGPS/VDMFBS4BGFUZ

BOEBMTP$VMUVSBM&OFSHZ*EPOhULOPXJGXFIBWF
XSJUUFODIFDLTSFDFOUMZGPSUIFTFPSHBOJ[BUJPOT CVU*
UIJOLJUhTPOFPGUIFCFTUXBZTZPVDBOJOWFTUJO
IFMQJOHVTUPDSFBUFUIFLJOEPGDPNNVOJUZUIBUXFIPQF
UPBDIJFWF CZEPJOHNPSFUIBOKVTUUIJT5IFTF
PSHBOJ[BUJPOTSFBMMZOFFENPOFZ
*BMTPXBOUUPUIBOLBMMPGZPVGPSCFJOH
IFSF*LOPXUIFSFXBTBEFCBUFHPJOHPOBCPVUXIFUIFS
XFXFSFXBTUJOHPVSUJNFPSOPU BOE*XBTSFNJOEFEBU
BOFWFOUFBSMJFSUPEBZUIBUXBTIFMECZ%FQBSUNFOUPG
"GSJDBO"NFSJDBO"GGBJST BRVPUFGSPN.BSUJO-VUIFS
,JOH +S0VSMJWFTCFHJOUPFOEUIFEBZXFCFDPNF
TJMFOUBCPVUUIJOHTUIBUNBUUFS4PUIBOLZPVGPS
CFJOHIFSF
*O -PT"MBNPT/BUJPOBM-BCPSBUPSZ
CFDBNFBTUVOOJOHFYBNQMFPGQSJWBUJ[BUJPOPGQVCMJD
QSPQFSUZXIFOUIF#VTIBENJOJTUSBUJPOIBOEFEJUPWFSUP
#FDIUFM5IFMBChTIJTUPSJDSFDPSEPGQBUSJPUJDTFSWJDF


O


 IPXFWFSNJTHVJEFE

UPUIJTDPVOUSZ
XBTSFQMBDFECZB


NBOJBDBM
JOTBUJBCMFESJWFGPSQSPGJUT
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729-1

729-1

DOE and NNSA continue to provide oversight of LANL as in the past. The
managing and operating contract for LANL was openly competed in 2005
for the first time in the 63-year history of the LANL site. Through 2005, the
University of California had been the sole managing and operation contractor
for the LANL site since its creation in 1943. The new managing and operating
contractor, Los Alamos National Security, LLC, began managing LANL in June
2006. The selection of a new managing and operating contractor did not change
the DOE and NNSA work performed at LANL.
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



4PXIPJT#FDIUFM  8FMM *hWFCFFOVTJOH
UIJTBTBOPQQPSUVOJUZ*DMFBSMZBNPQQPTFEUPUIF
QSPKFDU CVU*hNJODSFBTJOHMZDPODFSOFEUPMFBSOBCPVU
PVSOFXOFJHICPST*DBMMUIFNXFMM *DBMMUIFN
#FDIUFMPOUIF)JMM5IBUhTPOFPGUIFGSJFOEMJFS
OBNFT#VUXIPBSFUIFTFQFPQMF 
#FDIUFM&OUFSQSJTFTJTIFBERVBSUFSFEJO
4BO'SBODJTDPBOEJTBQSJWBUFMZIFMEGJSNBOEUIF
 XPSMEhTMBSHFTUFOHJOFFSJOHDPOTUSVDUJPODPNQBOZ5IFSF
BSFKVTUPI #FDIUFMFTUJNBUFTUIBUJUIBTCVJMU
QFSDFOUPG64OVDMFBSDBQBDJUZBOEQFSDFOUPG
OVDMFBSQPXFSQMBOUTJOBEFWFMPQJOHDPVOUSZ(PECMFTT
UIFN#FDIUFMSFDFJWFEBUFOZFBSDPOUSBDUJO%FDFNCFS
XJUIUIF64%FQBSUNFOUPG&OFSHZUPEFTJHO CVJME
BOETUBSUVQXBTUFUSFBUNFOUGBDJMJUJFTBU)BOGPSEUIBU
XJMMUSBOTGPSNMJRVJESBEJPBDUJWFXBTUFJOUPBTUBCMF
HMBTTGPSN BQSPDFTTLOPXOBTWJUSJGJDBUJPO"OE*hN
KVTUCFHJOOJOHUPMFBSOBCPVUUIJT CVUJUhTTDBSZ
5IFTFBSFKVTUBGFXUIFTFBSFBGFXNPSFPGUIF
OPUBCMF#FDIUFMQSPKFDUT
#FDIUFMCVJMUUIF4BO0OPGSF $BMJGPSOJB
/VDMFBS1MBOUPOBNBKPSFBSUIRVBLFGBVMUMJOF BOE
JOTUBMMFEUIFTFJTNJDCSBDFTCBDLXBSE NFBOJOHUIF
O




CSBDFTXJMMJODSFBTFUIFJNQBDUPGBOFBSUIRVBLFSBUIFS


UIBOSFEVDFJU(PPEXPSL
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Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































#FDIUFMIBTBMTPCFFOTVFECZGPSNFS
FNQMPZFFTPGUIFQMBOUGPSFYQPTVSFUPSBEJBUJPO
5ISFF.JMF*TMBOEDMFBOVQ#FDIUFMXBT
JOWFTUFE<TJD>CZUIF/VDMFBS3FHVMBUPSZ$PNNJTTJPO XIP
GPVOEUIBUXBTJOWFTUJHBUFECZUIF/VDMFBS3FHVMBUPSZ
$PNNJTTJPO XIPGPVOEUIBU#FDIUFM*RVPUF
JNQSPQFSMZDMBTTJGJFENPEJGJDBUJPOTUPUIFQMBOUBTOPU
JNQPSUBOUUPTBGFUZJOPSEFSUPBWPJETBGFUZDPOUSPMT
*O UIF/3$GJOFE#FDIUFMGPSIBSBTTJOHBOE
JOUJNJEBUJOHXPSLFSTXIPDPNQMBJOFEBCPVUUIFTFMBQTFT
5IF3BEJPBDUJWF$BNQBJHOSFQPSUTUIBUUIFJS
TBNQMJOHFGGPSUTBMPOHUIF)BOGPSE3FBDIPGUIF$PMVNCJB
3JWFS CFHVOJOXJUI(SFFOQFBDF IBTSFWFBMFE
FWJEFODFPG)BOGPSEhTTUJMMTFDSFUQSPEVDUJPOPG
VSBOJVNGPSNBOZOVDMFBSCBUUMFGJFMEXFBQPOT




*O 53"$GPVOEUIBUQFSDFOUPGUIF

)BOGPSE3FBDIBOETFWFOPVUPGUFONBKPSTBMNPOTQBXOJOH
HSPVOETXFSFDPOUBNJOBUFEXJUICZQSPEVDUTGSPN6
QSPEVDUJPO




*O 53"$EJTDPWFSFEBQSFWJPVTMZ

VOSFQPSUFEEJTDIBSHFQJQFUIBUNBZIBWFCFFOVTFEUP
EJTDIBSHFSBEJPBDUJWFXBTUFEJSFDUMZJOUPUIF$PMVNCJB
3JWFS
O




/PX
*XBOUFEUPTBZTPNFUIJOHBCPVUXBUFS



CBTFEPO+POJhTDPODFSOTSBJTJOHUIPTFDPODFSOT
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Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)

Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico Public Hearing (May 26, 2011)



5ISPVHITVCTJEJBSJFTBOEKPJOUWFOUVSFTJO
UIF64 &VSPQFBOE JOGBNPVTMZ JO4PVUI"NFSJDB 
#FDIUFMXBTBMTPJOWPMWFEXJUIPWFSXBUFSBOE
XBTUFXBUFSUSFBUNFOUQMBOUTUIFQSJWBUJ[BUJPOPGXBUFS
JO$PDIBCBNCB #PMJWJBSFTVMUJOHJOFYPSCJUBOUXBUFS
QSJDFT BTNVDIBTUPQFSDFOUJODSFBTF.BTT
EFNPOTUSBUJPOTJO#PMJWJBJOPQQPTJUJPOUPUIFXBUFS
TZTUFNFWFOUVBMMZGPSDFEUIFSFWFSTBMPGUIFDPOUSBDU 


BOEUIFO#FDIUFMBUUFNQUFEUPTVF#PMJWJB BO

JNQPWFSJTIFEOBUJPO GPSNJMMJPOCFDBVTFUIFZXFSF
MPTJOHNJMMJPOJOQSPGJUTUIFZTQFOUDMFBOJOHVQ
XIBUXBTMFGUCFIJOECZUIFQSFWJPVTPXOFSNJMMJPO
JT GPS#FDIUFM POFIBMGPGUIFJSEBJMZQSPGJUT
*XJMMDMPTF
*GUIF$.33JT JOGBDU OFDFTTBSZUPPVS
OBUJPOBMTFDVSJUZ UIFOJUJTGBSUPPJNQPSUBOUBOE JO
MJHIUPG'VLVTIJNB QPUFOUJBMMZGBSUPPEBOHFSPVTUPCF
FOUSVTUFEUPBDPSQPSBUJPOMJLF#FDIUFM XJUIZPVS<TJD>
BCZTNBM JOEFFEDSJNJOBMSFDPSEPGFOWJSPONFOUBM
EFHSBEBUJPO IVNBOSJHIUTBCVTFT DPTUPWFSSVOTBU
UBYQBZFSTFYQFOTFBOEUIFQSJWBUJ[BUJPOPGDPNNVOJUZ
DPNNPEJUJFTQVCMJDDPNNPEJUJFT
5IBOLZPV
O




.3.BD"--*45&33FCFDDB0SUFHB
BOEUIFO


*XJMMCFHJODBMMJOHQFPQMFXIPIBETUFQQFEPVUPSXIP
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729-2

729-2

Regarding the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could
happen at LANL, there are fundamental differences between the functioning of
a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use
of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD
for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































IBEZJFMEFEUIFJSUJNF
.4035&(" (SFFUJOHJO/BUJWF"NFSJDBO
MBOHVBHFOPUSBOTMBUJPO 
*UJTXJUISFTQFDUUIBU*DPNFIFSFUPEBZ
.ZOBNFJT3FCFDDB0SUFHB BOE*BNGSPNUIF1VFCMPPG
4BOUB$MBSB*hNBUSJCBMNFNCFSGSPN4BOUB$MBSB
1VFCMP
0VSQVFCMPTJUTEJSFDUMZEPXOXJOEGSPN
-PT"MBNPT BOE ZPVLOPX JUhTSFBMMZ SFBMMZTBEUIBU
BMMPGUIJTTUVGGUIBUhTHPJOHPOBU-PT"MBNPTJT
DPOUBNJOBUJOHUIFXBUFS UIFBJS UIFMBOE
"OEPOUPQPGUIBU #FDIUFM XIJDIUIF
ZPVOHMBEZKVTUNFOUJPOFE JTIFSFJUhTBGPSQSPGJU
PSHBOJ[BUJPO5IFZhSFOPUIFSFGPSVT5IFZhSFOPU
IFSFUPHJWFVTKPCT5IFZNJHIUTBZ :FT XFhSFDPNJOH
UPCSJOHZPVKPCT#VUHVFTTXIBULJOEPGKPCT 
5IFZhSFHJWJOHVTKBOJUPSJBM TFDSFUBSJBM BMMUIF
 MPXFOEKPCT*LOPXGPSBGBDUUIBUUIFZBSFCSJOHJOH
UIFJSPXOUPQQFPQMFUIBUUIFZhSFQBZJOHUPQEPMMBS 
 BZFBS  BZFBS ZPVLOPX5IFZhSF
CSJOHJOHUIFJSPXOQFPQMF


#VUXIZEPXFMJWFJO/FX.FYJDP 8IZEP

TPNBOZQFPQMFDPNFUP/FX.FYJDP #FDBVTFUIFZMPWF
O




/FX.FYJDPCFDBVTFJUhTCFBVUJGVMJUhTDMFBO:PV


LOPX
XFIBWFBMPUPGDVMUVSFIFSF*UhTQFBDFGVM
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#VUHVFTTXIBU *GXFEPOhUTUBOEVQUPXIBUhTHPJOHUP
CFDPNJOHVQJO-PT"MBNPTJUEPFTOhUNBUUFSJGJUhT


TDIFEVMFEGPSZFBSTPSZFBSTPSZFBST*GXF
EPOhUTUBOEVQGPSJU PVSDIJMESFOBOEHSBOEDIJMESFO
BOEPVSHSFBUHSBOEDIJMESFOXJMMOPUFOKPZUIFTBNFLJOE
PGMJGFBOECFBVUZUIBUXFBSFMJWJOHJOSJHIUOPX"OE
JUhTHPJOHUPCFPVSGBVMU
:FT *LOPXBMPUPGQFPQMFTBZ 8FMM ZPV
LOPXXIBU ZPVDBOHPUIFSFBOEUBMLBHBJOTUXIBUFWFS
UIFHPWFSONFOUXBOUT CVUZPVLOPXXIBU *IBEUPDPNF
UPEBZUPTBZIPX*GFFMBOEXIBUhTJONZIFBSUBOEXIBU
*TFF#FDBVTFJG*EPOhUZFT NBZCF-PT"MBNPT
-BCTNBZCFUIFZhSFTUJMMHPJOHUPEPXIBUUIFZXBOU 


CFDBVTFKVTUMPPLBUXIBUUIFZhSFEPJOHUPVTSJHIUOPX
5IFHPWFSONFOUUIFHPWFSONFOUEPFTXIBUFWFSUIFZ
XBOU
*GUIFZXBOUUPSBJTFUIFQSJDFTUPVTGPS
BHBMMPO BHBMMPOJOTPNFQMBDFT*XFOU
VQUP5"GPSKVSZEVUZBCPVUUXP UISFFXFFLTBHP
BHBMMPOVQJO$IBNB
/PX UIFOBCPVUUXP UISFFXFFLTBHP *hN
XBUDIJOH8PSME/FXT %JBOF4BXZFS%JBOF4BXZFSTBZT 
8FMM ZPVLOPXXIBU &YYPO $IFWSPOBOEBMMUIFTFPJM
O




DPNQBOJFTIBWFBMSFBEZ
UIFGJSTURVBSUFS NBEFB


CJMMJPOQSPGJU"OEHVFTTXIBU
0OUIFCBDLTPGBMMPG
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Section 3
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VT"NFSJDBOT
*GUIJTXBTIBQQFOJOHJOTPNFPUIFS
DPVOUSZ XPVMEOhUXFCFUIFGJSTUPOFTUPTBZ 8IZBSF
UIPTFQPPSQFPQMFMPTJOHUIFJSIPVTFT 8IZBSFQFPQMF
CFJOHUISPXOPVU JOGPSFDMPTVSFT 8IZBSFUIFZCFJOH
DIBSHFEFYPSCJUBOUQSJDFTGPSGPPE 8IZBSFUIFZCFJOH
DIBSHFEFYPSCJUBOUQSJDFTGPSHBT :PVLOPX *hNKVTU
XPOEFSJOHBCPVUBMMUIPTFLJOEPGUIJOHT
"OEMJLF*TBJE *BNGSPNUIF1VFCMPPG
4BOUB$MBSB*BNGSPN4BOUB$MBSB1VFCMP"OEUIFTBE
UIJOHJTUIBUXFIBWFUPMJWFUPHFUIFS8FMJWF
UPHFUIFS XIBU   QFPQMF5IFSFBTPOXFMJWF
UPHFUIFSJTCFDBVTFUIBUJTUIFXBZXFDBONBJOUBJOPVS
USBEJUJPOT PVSDVMUVSF PVSEBODFT PVSMBOHVBHF8F
DBOOPUXFDBOOPUHPBXBZBOEUSZUPHFUUPHFUIFSBOE 
PI ZFBI ZPVLOPXXIBU XFhSFHPJOHUPIBWFBDPSO
EBODFUPEBZPI ZFBI XFhSFHPJOHUPIBWFUIJTEBODF
UPEBZ)PXDBOXF 5IBUhTXIZXFMJWFUPHFUIFS 
CFDBVTFXFDPNFUPHFUIFSXFQSBDUJDFPVSEBODFTXF
QSBDUJDFPVSTPOHT PVSUSBEJUJPOT PVSDVMUVSF PVS
MBOHVBHF
*GBOEXIJDI*hNTBZJOHQSPCBCMZOPU
FWFOJG CVUXIFOBMMPGPVSMBOE PVSXBUFSBOEPVSBJS
O


 XIFSFBSFXFHPJOHUPHP

JTDPOUBNJOBUFE
8IBUDJUZ 


XIBUTUBUFJTHPJOHUPBDDFQU
 /BUJWF"NFSJDBOT
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UPDPNFUIFSFUPMJWFUPHFUIFSUPDPOUJOVFUIFDVMUVSF 
*UJTOhU"OEXIBUhTHPJOHUPIBQQFO *UhTBOPUIFS
GPSNPGMFUhTHFUSJEPGUIPTF*OEJBOT5FSNJOBUF ZPV
LOPX5IJTIBTCFFOHPJOHPOGPSBMJGFUJNF BOEUIJT
JTKVTUBOPUIFSGPSN&YDFQUUIJTUJNF JUhTOPUKVTU
HPJOHUPCFUIF/BUJWF"NFSJDBOTUIBUBSFHPJOHUPCF
ESJWFOBXBZGSPNUIFJSIPNFMBOET*UhTHPJOHUPCF
FWFSZPOFFMTFUIBUhTJOUIJTSPPNUIBUDBNFIFSFGSPN
TPNFXIFSFFMTFCFDBVTFUIFZXBOUFEUPMJWFJOQFBDFBOE
CFBVUZ:PVLOPX JUhTKVTUSFBMMZTBE
"OEOPUPOMZUIBU MPPLXIBUIBQQFOFEJO
+BQBO%JEXFOPUMFBSOGSPNUIBU %JEXFOPUMFBSO
GSPNUIBU 5IBUJTKVTUDSB[Z
:PVLOPX *KVTUGFFMMJLFJOUIFOFYUGFX
ZFBST XIFOPVSMBOEJTDPOUBNJOBUFE XIBUBSFXFHPJOH
UPUFMMPVSDIJMESFO PVSHSBOEDIJMESFOXIFOUIFZIBWF
NBKPSIFBMUIQSPCMFNT XIFOUIFSFJTOPDMFBOXBUFS 


XIFOUIFSFJTOPDMFBOBJS OPDMFBOMBOE "OEUIF

HPWFSONFOUhTHPJOHUPTBZ )FZ HVFTTXIBU ZPVSMBOEJT
DPOEFNOFEZPVIBWFUPNPWFBXBZGSPNUIFSF-JLF*
TBJE XIFSFBSFXFHPJOHUPHP 5IFZhMMUFMMVT :PVhSF
POZPVSPXO CVEEZ
:PVLOPXXIBU XFIBWFOPNPOFZ8FIBWF
O




OPNPOFZGPSIFBMUIDBSFFWFOGPSVTOPX#VUHVFTT


XIBU
$POHSFTTIBTUIFCFTUNPOFZ<TJD>GPSUIFNTFMWFT 
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730-1

730-1

Regarding the commentor’s concern that an accident similar to that which
occurred recently in Japan at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant could
happen at LANL, there are fundamental differences between the functioning of
a nuclear reactor and activities at LANL. The type of radiological accident that
occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant requires a large source
of energy that is produced from the fissioning of nuclear fuel. The plutonium
metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained nuclear reaction by
themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat that require the use
of active cooling systems. Refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD
for more information.

Section 3
Public Comments and NNSA Responses























































































































CVUXIBUBCPVUGPSUIFSFTUPGVT /PUIJOH
.3.BD"--*45&3:PVSUJNFJTVQ NBhBN




.4035&("0LBZ0OFNPSFTFOUFODF

.3.BD"--*45&34VSF
.4035&("*BCTPMVUFMZEPOPUXBOUUP
TFFBOZNPSFQMVUPOJVNMBCTCVJMUVQJO-PT"MBNPT8F
IBWFUPIBWFSFTQFDUGPSMJGF8FIBWFUPIBWFSFTQFDU
GPSFBDIPUIFS8FIBWFUPIBWFSFTQFDUGPSPVS
DIJMESFO8FIBWFUPIBWFSFTQFDUGPSPVSNPUIFSFBSUI
"OEXFIBWFUPIBWFSFTQFDUNPTUPGBMMGPSXIBUPVS
-PSE(PEIBTHJWFOVT BOEIFIBTHJWFOVTUIJTQMBOFU
UPDIFSJTI UPVTFBOESFTQFDU
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
 "QQMBVTF 
.3.BD"--*45&35IBOLZPV NBhBN
*XJMMDZDMFCBDLUISPVHIUIFQFPQMFXIP
NBZIBWFTUFQQFEPVUPSUIFZNBZOPUCFIFSFPSQFPQMF
XIPIBWFZJFMEFEUIFGMPPSJOUIFPSEFSJOXIJDI*IBE
PSJHJOBMMZDBMMFEUIFN
5IFGJSTUQFSTPO*hNDBMMJOHJT+FOOJGFS
4FRVFJSB*T+FOOJGFSIFSF 
5IFOFYUQFSTPOJT#SJEKFUUF,FOOFEZ *T
.T,FOOFEZIFSF 
O




.4,&//&%:*IBEEFGFSSFENZUJNFUP


3PCFSU(JMDISJTU




6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

730-2

730-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to more plutonium labs. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to the CMRR-NF, Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear
Technology, and Section 2.4, CMR Mission, of this CRD for more information.
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.3.BD"--*45&3:FT"OEXFhSFOPX

UISPVHIFWFSZCPEZ TPJGZPVXBOUUPTQFBLOPX ZPVhSF
XFMDPNFUP
.4,&//&%:0LBZ:FBI5IBOLTGPS
DPNJOHUPTQFBLZPVSIFBSUGPSGPSUIFMPWFPGUIJT
CFBVUJGVMQMBDF"OEBTPDJBMSFTQPOTJCJMJUZPGNPOFZ
JTBHPPEPOF+PCTGPSBQFBDFGVMFDPOPNZJTCFUUFS
UIBOUPQSPMJGFSBUFXBSUJNF UIFOVDMFBSBOENJMJUBSZ
JOEVTUSJBMDPNQMFY0WFSQFSDFOUPGPVSUBYQBZJOH
NPOFZHPFTUIFSF BOEJUhTJUhTBWFSZQPXFSGVMUIJOH
UPDPNFVQBHBJOTUBOETBZUIBUJUhTXSPOH
.ZGBUIFSXBTJOWPMWFEXJUIUIFOVDMFBS
JOEVTUSJBMNJMJUBSZJOEVTUSJBMDPNQMFY CFJOH
JOWPMWFEXJUIFOHJOFFSJOHJOUFSDPOUJOFOUBMCBMMJTUJD
NJTTJMFT SBEJPUSBDLJOHEFWJDFTBOE4UBS8BST"OE*
HJWFUIBOLTUPNZGBUIFS XIPSFDFOUMZEJFE UPUFBDINF
UIFJNQPSUBODFPGUIFTPDJBMSFTQPOTJCJMJUZBOEIPXZPV
FBSOZPVSMJWJOH4P*CFDBNFBMBOETDBQFBSDIJUFDU 
UIJOLJOH*MPWFUIFQMBOFUBOE*XBOUUPNBLFJUXIPMF
BOECFBVUJGVMBHBJOBOEIFMQIFBMUIFQMBOFU
"OETPUIFGJSTUKPCUIBU*XBTHJWFOXBT
UIFEFTJHOCFJOHJOWPMWFEJOUIFEFTJHOPGBNJMJUBSZ
CBTFGPSUIFOVDMFBSXFBQPOTPOTVCNBSJOFT BNJMJUBSZ
O




TVQQPSUCBTFJO,JOHT#BZ
(FPSHJB"OETP*UPMEUIFN 


:FBI
UIJTJTBHSFBUMBOETDBQFBSDIJUFDUVSFPGGJDF CVU
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731-1

731-1

NNSA does not make decisions on the funding priorities of the U.S.
Government. Funding decisions on major Federal programs (for example,
education) and projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President,
and are not within the scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3,
Programmatic Direction and Decisions, of this CRD for additional information.
The purpose of the CMRR-NF SEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
alternatives related to the proposed CMRR-NF. Refer to Section 2.7, Economic
Impacts, of hit CRD for information on the economic impacts as evaluated in the
CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.5, Cleanup and Waste Management, of this
CRD for information about LANL environmental remediation activities.

Section 3
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*IBWFUPRVJUCFDBVTF*CFMJFWFJOTPDJBM
SFTQPOTJCJMJUZ
"OE ZPVLOPX NZEBEEJEJUCFDBVTFIF
XBOUFEUPQVUVTUISPVHIDPMMFHF.POFZJTJNQPSUBOU 
CVUTPDJBMSFTQPOTJCJMJUZNFBOTMJWJOHUIFUSVUIPGZPVS
DPOWJDUJPOPGMJGFBGGJSNJOHQSPDFTTFT"OE*IPQFUIBU
XFIBWFBGVUVSFJOUIJTXPSMEUPIBWFBQFBDFGVM
TPDJFUZXIFSFMPWFBOEIFMQJOHPUIFSTJTBQSJPSJUZBOE
EFTUSVDUJPOBOEQPMMVUJPOBOEIB[BSEPVTXBTUFBOE
5IFQFBDFNBLFSTPGUIF)BVEFOPTBVOFF
QFPQMFDSFBUFEUIFGJSTUEFNPDSBDZJO"NFSJDB"OEIJT
QSFNJTFJTUPCVSZBMMXFBQPOTVOEFSUIF4BDSFE5SFFPG
-JGFBOEMFUUIPTFSPPUTHSPXJOGPVSEJSFDUJPOTGPSUIF
TFWFOUIHFOFSBUJPOT BTXFMMBT)BVEFOPTBVOFF
QSFNJTFUIBUXBTUIBUUIFQFBDFNBLFSTTQSFBEUIFXPSE
PGQFBDFJO6QTUBUF/FX:PSL"OE*IPQF*IPQFGPS
BGVUVSFPGQFBDFBOECVSZJOHBMMXFBQPOTBOEMFUUJOH
UIBUHSPXJOUIFGPVSEJSFDUJPOT"OEUIJTJTBHSFBU
QMBDFUPTUBSUSJHIUIFSF XIFSFXFMJWFJOUIFTIBEPX
PGPGBEFGVODUOVDMFBSBOENJMJUBSZJOEVTUSJBM
DPNQMFY
5IBOLT
 "QQMBVTF 
O




.3.BD"--*45&3%BWJE#BDPO


.3#"$0/5IFGBDUUIBU*hWFPOMZIFBSE
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UXPPUIFSQFPQMFGSPN4BOUB$MBSB CVU*UIJOLJGXFIBE
NBZCFNPSFPVU XFDPVMEXJOUIJTUIJOHUPNPSSPX
*UhTHPUUPCFBWFSZJNQSFTTJWFDPNNVOJUZ
8FIFBSEGSPN.BSJBO/BSBOKPBOEIFS
HSBOETPOGSPN&TQBOPMB BOEJUXBTBQPXFSGVM
FNQPXFSJOHUFTUJNPOZ
*UIJOLUIBUQBSUPGUIFEJGGFSFODFXFhSF
TFFJOHUPOJHIUJTTPNFTPNFGBTDJOBUJOHTUSVHHMFUIBU
*TFF IBWJOHCFFOUPUIF&TQBOPMB "MCVRVFSRVFBOEUIFO
UIJTIFBSJOH"OEUIFSFJTBUSFNFOEPVTTUSVHHMFHPJOH
POIFSFUIBUXFEPOhUSFBMMZTFFWFSZDMFBSMZ5IFMBCT
BSFJOWPMWFEPOMZ CBTJDBMMZ JONBTTJWFUIFNPTU
NBTTJWFWJPMFODFBOECSVUBMJUZJNBHJOBCMFUPNBO
*IBWFBQSBZFSIFSFGSPN$IBUSBM
3JOQPDIFhTJTBTPNFUIJOHZFBSPMEMBNBOPX"OE*hN
OPUHPJOHUPSFBEJU CVU*IBWFJUPVUCBDLGPSUIPTF
PGZPVXIPBSFJOUFSFTUFE"OEJOJU IFQSBZTGPSUIF
FOEPGUIJTEFNPOXBS UIJTWJPMFODFUIBUHPFTTPGBS
CFZPOEBOZUIJOHUIBUBOZPGVTDPVMEJNBHJOFBTTJNQMF
IVNBOCFJOHT"OEZFUXJUIJOUIJTTUSVHHMF XFIBWF
UIFTFWPJDFTUIBUXFhSFIFBSJOHGSPNPVSDPNNVOJUZUIBU
BSFTPQPXFSGVM TPDMFBS TPSJHIUEPXOUIFMJOFJO
UFSNTPGUSVUI USVUIBUFWFSZMFWFM UIFTQJSJUVBM
 UIFFNPUJPOBMMFWFM



 O MFWFM
UIFEBUBMFWFM*UhTBO


BTUPOJTIJOHBOEXPOEFSGVMUIJOHUPTFF
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Section 3
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"OE*XBTUIJOLJOHPGUIFEJGGFSFODF
CFUXFFOUIFUFSNTQPXFSBOEFNQPXFSNFOU BOEUIF
MBCTEPOPUFNQPXFS5IFZIPMEQPXFSPWFS5IFZIPME
QPXFSPWFSVT PWFSUIFQMBOFU
"OVDMFBSXFBQPOJTTJNQMZUIFNPTUWJPMFOU
GPSNPGQPXFSUIBUBOZPOFDPVMEIPMEPWFSBOZUIJOHPO
UIJTQMBOU"T4IBOOPOTBJE JUhTKVTUBJUhTKVTUB
NBTTJWFGPSNPGUZSBOOZ BOEZFUPVSTUPSJFTDMBTI 
CFDBVTFUIFMBChTTUPSZDBOOFWFSCFUPMEIPOFTUMZ
5IFZXJMMOFWFSBMMPXJUUPCFUPMEBTBOIPOFTU 
TUSBJHIUGPSXBSETUPSZ UIBUXFBSFPOMZJOWPMWFEJOUIF
EFTUSVDUJPOPGBMMMJGFPOUIFQMBOFU5IJTJTBTUPSZ
UIBUJTUPPNPOTUSPVTUPFWFOCFHJOUPUFMM
4PPVSTUPSJFTUIFSFhTBUIFSFhTB
RVFTUJPOBTUP"TUPXIFUIFSUIFTFUIFTFIFBSJOHT
BSFMFHJUJNBUF CVU*XBTUFMMJOH;VCJF<QIPOFUJD>PG
UIFSBEJPTIPX BDUJWJTUTEPOhUQBSUJDJQBUFJO
MFHJUJNBUFTUVGG"DUJWJTUTQBSUJDJQBUFBHBJOTU
JMMFHJUJNBUFTUVGG5IBUhTXIBUXFEP
"OEXIBU*hNIFBSJOHGSPNUIFBDUJWJTU
DPNNVOJUZVQBOEEPXOUIF3JP(SBOEF *GFFMNBZCFXF
TIPVMEUJQPVSIBUUP#FDIUFMCFDBVTF*GFFMUIBUXIBU
#FDIUFMXPLFVQJO#PMJWJB UIFZhSFGJOBMMZXBLJOHVQ




 OIFSFJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP


"OEXIBUBCPVUPVSDPNNVOJUJFTUIF
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QVFCMPBOEDPNNVOJUJFTUIBUTVGGFSFEUIFJOJUJBMIJU
GSPNUIJTUIJOH CFDBVTFUIFSFXFSFOhUNBOZPUIFSQFPQMF
MJWJOHJOUIFBSFBCBDLUIFO "OEBT&SXJO3JWFSBTP
FMPRVFOUMZTUBUFE UIFMBOEHSBOUDPNNVOJUJFTPOUIF
1BKBSJUP1MBUFBV4PJUhTUIFPMEFSDPNNVOJUJFT UIF
EFFQFSDPNNVOJUJFTUIBU*GFFMBSFHPJOHUPUBLFUIBU
BSFHPJOHUPHVJEFVTOPX UIBUBSFHPJOHUPTIPXVT
XIFSFXFOFFEUPHP"OEUIFHSPXUIGSPNKVTUBGFX 


  QFPQMFBUUIFTFIFBSJOHTXIPTQFBLTP
FMPRVFOUMZ *GFFMJUhTHPJOHUPHSPXOPX"OE*GFFM
XFhSFTFFJOHBNPWFNFOUFWPMWFJO/PSUIFSO/FX.FYJDP
"OEXIFSF*TFFUIFEJGGFSFODFJOUIFNPWFNFOUGSPNUIF
QBTUUPOPXJTUIBUQFPQMFBSFOPUPOMZTBZJOHOPUP
UIJOHTMJLFUIF$.33CVJMEJOH XIJDIJTBGBJSMZQSPTBJD
BSHVNFOU CVUUIFZhSFTBZJOHZFTUPUIFMJGFPOUIF
QMBOFUBOEUPUIFMJGFPGUIFDPNNVOJUJFTUIBUFYJTUVQ
BOEEPXOUIF3JP(SBOEFOPX5IFZhSFTBZJOHZFTUPUIF
XJTEPNPGUIFQFPQMF"OEUIFZhSFTBZJOH 5IBUNPOFZ
UIBUZPVhSFUISPXJOHBXBZPOOVDMFBSSBUIPMFTCFMPOHT
SJHIUMZUPVTBOEIBTUPCFQVUUPVTFGPSMJGFOPX 
MJGFPOUIFQMBOFU SFTUPSJOHUIFQMBOFU DMFBOJOHVQ
UIFNFTTPG-PT"MBNPTBOEDPNQMFUFMZFMJNJOBUJOHXIBU
NZHPPEGSJFOE,BUIZ4BODIF[DBMMTUIFDVMUVSFPG
O




WJPMFODF


"OETIFTBJEMBTUOJHIU
JO&TQBOPMB UIBU
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732-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the CMRR-NF
NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of the
U.S. Government. Funding decisions regarding major Federal programs and
projects at LANL are made by Congress and the President and are not within the
scope of the CMRR-NF SEIS. Refer to Section 2.3, Programmatic Direction and
Decisions, of this CRD for more information.
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733-1

Problems with links to references that may have been experienced during
the public comment period were corrected as soon as they were identified.
In addition, the references were placed in a number of libraries in the area
surrounding LANL as identified in Chapter 9 of the CMRR-NF SEIS and the
Notice of Availability for the Draft CMRR-NF SEIS (76 FR 24018) published
on April 29, 2011. Regarding the references cited in the comment, LANL
2010d was checked on the NNSA website and the link labeled “LANL 2010d”
in the “References” page NNSA’s CMRR-NF SEIS page (http://nnsa.energy.
gov/ nepa/cmrrseis) connected to “http://nnsa.energy.gov/sites/default/files/
seis/CMRR%20NF%20Project %20and%20Environmental%20Description%20
Document%20Final_LA-UR%2010-07497.pdf,” which brought up a copy of the
correct reference document, “CMRR-NF Project and Environmental Description
Document (LA-UR-10-07497).” LANL 2011 is included at the bottom of
the reference list on the NNSA website because it is broken into a number of
sections.
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OPXBOETBZ -PPL XFEPOhUOFFEUIFTF5IJTJTB


EBOHFSPVTBSFB*UhTKVTUHPJOHUPDSFBUFNPSF
DPOUBNJOBUJPO
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PGQMVUPOJVNCFMJLF *LFFQXPOEFSJOHBCPVUXIBUUIBU
XPVMECFMJLFJGUIBUDBNFUPHFUIFS
/PX XFhWFHPUUIJTFOPSNPVTMZIFGUZ
CVJMEJOHUIBUhTTJUUJOHUIFSF BOEUIFZFYQFDUJUUP
GMPBUPOUIJTTPGUWPMDBOJDBTI8FMM UIJTJTSFBMMZ
MVEJDSPVT ZPVLOPX*OTJEFUIFZhSFHPJOHUPIBWFUIFTF
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QMVUPOJVNGJSFJGUIFZIBWFPOF#VUJOBOFBSUIRVBLF 
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8FMM UIFSFhTXIBUZPVDBMMIZESPXFUUJOH ZPVLOPX
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4PUIFIFBUGSPNBMMUIJTQMVUPOJVNUIF


QMVUPOJVNhTHPUUPCFLFQUJOTPNFLJOEPGUBOLT DPPMFE
XJUIXBUFS5IBUhTHPJOHUPCFBOJODSFEJCMFXFJHIUJO
JUTPXOSJHIU
O




)PXNVDIJTUIJTCVJMEJOHHPJOHUPXFJHI



CZUIFXBZ
*OFWFSEJEGJOEUIBUOVNCFSJOUIF4&*4




6$17$)(2)),&(0$,12)),&(
(DVW0DUF\6XLWH

7KLUG1:6XLWH
6DQWD)H10
$OEXTXHUTXH10
   
)$;  

)$;  








HPDLOLQIR#OLWVXSSRUWFRP

705-4

Fire protection water storage tanks would be located inside the Modified
CMRR-NF. The building and its components would be designed to survive
earthquake damage. The fire suppression system would be operated by backup
generators in case of a power outage.
Subsequent to the original proposal for the CMRR Facility and preparation of
the 2003 CMRR EIS, updated seismic hazards analyses of the LANL region
were issued (LANL 2007, 2009) and site-specific geotechnical evaluations of
the proposed CMRR-NF construction site were performed (Kleinfelder 2007a,
2007b, 2010a, 2010b). The updated seismic hazard analyses (LANL 2007, 2009)
provide a better understanding of the ground motion and seismic behavior of
various geological material layers occurring at LANL. The Kleinfelder reports
provide additional detailed information and structural evaluation of the proposed
CMRR-NF building site. This information translated into design changes related
to the structural requirements for the proposed CMRR-NF so that the building
and equipment within the building would be able to withstand a design-basis
earthquake without major damage. The design of the CMRR-NF is still under
way and will continue to evolve. The revised design is reflected in the revised
cost estimates. Per DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for
the Acquisition of Capital Assets, final or detailed design cannot be started until
the NEPA document (Final SEIS in this case) has been completed, so as not
to prejudice the outcome, or restrict or narrow the range of alternatives to be
considered.
Site specific geotechnical investigations have been completed for the proposed
CMRR-NF project site for both the Shallow Excavation Option and the Deep
Excavation Option and recommendations issued related to the design of the
CMRR-NF (Kleinfelder 2007a, 2007b, 2010a, 2010b). Such recommendations
take into consideration potential sinking, including seismically induced and
non-seismically induced settlement, and lateral shifting of the foundation. The
CMRR-NF SEIS has been revised to include this information. Refer to Section
2.6, Seismic Concerns, of this CRD for more information.
The Kleinfelder report accounts for the weight of the building and demonstrates
that the bearing capacity of the soil (20,000 pounds per square foot [97,600
kilograms per square meter]) is substantially greater than the pressure due to the
building (4,850 pounds per square foot [23,700 kilograms per square meter]) for
the Shallow Excavation Option (Kleinfelder 2007a). Under the Deep Excavation
Option, the addition of 60 feet (18 meters) of low-slump concrete would increase
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705-4
cont’d

the weight of the building by about 980 million pounds (440 million kilograms).
The weight of the soil that would be removed for this deeper excavation is
estimated to be about 740 million pounds (340 million kilograms). Under the
Deep Excavation Option, the building would sit on rock and there are not similar
concerns related to allowable bearing pressure of the soil under this option as
opposed to the Shallow Excavation Option. A draft slope stability analysis has
been prepared and determined that indicated that global slope stability is not
an issue for the Deep Excavation Option (LANL 2011a:LANL site, 028). If
the Deep Excavation Option were selected, as part of the ongoing design and
evaluation process, studies would be completed to verify that all geotechnical
stability issues had been addressed.
The plutonium metal and oxide used at LANL cannot produce a sustained
nuclear reaction by themselves and do not produce large amounts of decay heat
that require the use of active cooling systems. For more information on this
issue refer to Section 2.8, Nuclear Accidents, of this CRD.
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719-2

In response to similar comments, the text in the Final CMRR-NF SEIS,
Appendix C, Section C.3.2, has been revised to more clearly reflect the
consideration of an airplane crash into the CMRR-NF. The largest aircraft that
is considered to have a conservative probability greater than 1 in 1 million per
year of accidentally crashing into the CMRR-NF is a general aviation aircraft.
References were added to support this conclusion, including the DOE Standard:
Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash into Hazardous Facilities (DOE 2006) and
a site-specific technical evaluation of the potential for aircraft crashes (LANL
2011i).

719-3

NNSA and DOE engage their own technically qualified staff and subject matter
experts to prepare the SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses
include the evaluation of accidents and intentional destructive act impact
analyses. NNSA does not intend to pursue an independent external review of the
analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.

719-4

As indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10.3 of the CMRR-NF SEIS, substantive
details of terrorist attack scenarios, security countermeasures, and potential
impacts are not released to the public because disclosure of this information
could be exploited by terrorists to plan attacks. NNSA considered a range of
possible terrorist or intentional destructive acts and performed a detailed analysis
of selected scenarios. Selected scenarios provide a reasonable range of events,
including those with the largest expected impacts. NNSA and DOE engage
their own technically qualified staff and subject matter experts to prepare the
SEIS along with qualified contractors. The analyses include the evaluation of
accidents and intentional destructive act impact analyses. NNSA does not intend
to pursue an independent external review of the analysis in the CMRR-NF SEIS.
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719-4

NNSA has an extensive program related to preventing terrorist threats. This
includes ongoing evaluations of facilities and security forces to prevent
successful attacks. In evaluating intentional destructive acts, the probability
of a given scenario occurring is not a factor in the analysis. Therefore, the
programs and funding of other entities, such as the Transportation Security
Administration is not a relevant factor. The intentional destructive acts appendix
presents consequences projected to occur in the event of a successful attack.
The results of these analyses will be reviewed and considered by NNSA in
making its decision on the CMRR-NF and are shared, as appropriate, with senior
Administration officials and Congress.
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