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Dear Interested Party: 

Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations Office 

Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Enclosed is 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 
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico 
(CT EIS), DOE/EIS-0293. The Department of Energy (DOE) prepared the CT EIS, as 
directed by Congress (Public Law 1 05-119), to examine the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed conveyance and transfer often parcels of land at the 
Los Alamos National Laboratory to the County of Los Alamos or the Secretary ofthe 
Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

The CT EIS evaluates two alternatives: (1) the No Action Alternative, and (2) the 
Proposed Action Alternative, the conveyance and transfer of each tract. DOE's Preferred 
Alternative is a subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, namely to convey or transfer 
several of the tracts of land entirely and several tracts in part (portions without potential 
contamination issues or national security mission support concerns). 

DOE held public hearings on the Draft CT EIS in Pojoaque, New Mexico, on March 24, 
1999, and in Los Alamos, New Mexico, on March 25, 1999. DOE considered all 
comments received and revised the Draft CT EIS in preparation of this Final CT EIS. 
The CT EIS will be part of the information used by DOE to make a decision on the action 
it will take on the conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts. 

DOE intends to issue a Record of Decision no earlier than 30 days following publication 
in the Federal Register of the Notice of Availability ofthe CT EIS. 

If you or your staff would like further information, please contact Elizabeth Withers, 
CT EIS Document Manager, at (505) 667-8690. We appreciate your interest in this 
process. 

Sincerely, 

~A.rl.~ 
David A. Guru1(P.E. 

LAAME:6EW-695 Area Manager 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding certain concepts in 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts 
Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (CT EIS). Definitions of technical terms can be 
found in Chapter 22, Glossary. 

Scientific Notation 
Scientific notation is used in this report to express very large or very small numbers. For 

example, the number 1 billion could be written as 1,000,000,000 or, using scientific notation, as 
1 x 109

. Translating from scientific notation to a more traditional number requires moving the 
decimal point either ri§ht (for a positive power of 10) or left (for a negative power of 10). If the 
value given is 2.0 x 10 , move the decimal point three places (insert zeros if no numbers are given) 
to the right of its current location. The result would be 2,000. Ifthe value given is 2.0 x 10-5

, move 
the decimal point five places to the left of its present location. The result would be 0. 00002. An 
alternative way of expressing numbers, used primarily in the appendices of this CT EIS, is 
exponential notation, which is very similar in use to scientific notation. For example, using the 
scientific notation for 1 x 109

, in exponential notation the 109 (10 to the power of9) would be 
replaced by E+09. (For positive powers, sometimes the"+" sign is omitted, and so the example here 
could be expressed as E09.) If the value is given as 2. 0 x 1 o-5 in scientific notation, then the 
equivalent exponential notation is 2.0E-05. 

Units of Measurement 
The primary units of measurement used in this report are English units with metric equivalents 

enclosed in parentheses. 

Many metric measurements presented include prefixes that denote a multiplication factor that is 
applied to the base standard (e.g., 1 kilometer= 1,000 meters). The following list presents these 
metric prefixes: 

g1ga 1,000,000,000 (109
; E+09; one billion) 

mega 

kilo 

hecto 

deka 

unit 

deci 

centi 

milli 

m1cro 

nano 

p1CO 
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1,000,000 (106
; E+06; one million) 

1,000 (103
; E+03; one thousand) 

100 (102
; E+02; one hundred) 

10 (101; E+01; ten) 

1 (10°; E+OO; one) 

0.1 (10-1; E-01; one tenth) 

0.01 (10-2
; E-02; one hundredth) 

0. 001 (1 o-3
; E-03; one thousandth) 

0.000001 (10-6; E-06; one millionth) 

0.000000001 (10-9
; E-09; one billionth) 

0.000000000001 (10-12
; E-12; one trillionth) 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

U.S. Department ofEnergy (DOE) Order 5900.2A, Use of the Metric System ofMeasurement, 
prescribes the use ofthis system in DOE documents. Table MC-1lists the mathematical values or 
formulas needed for conversion between English and metric units. Table MC-2 summarizes and 
defines the terms for units of measure and corresponding symbols found throughout this report. 

Radioactivity Unit 
Part of this report deals with levels of radioactivity that might be found in various environmental 

media. Radioactivity is a property; the amount of a radioactive material is usually expressed as 
"activity" in curies (Ci) (Table MC-3). The curie is the basic unit used to describe the amount of 
substance present, and concentrations are generally expressed in terms of curies per unit of mass or 
volume. One curie is equivalent to 37 billion disintegrations per second or is a quantity of any 
radionuclide that decays at the rate of37 billion disintegrations per second. Disintegrations 
generally include emissions of alpha or beta particles, gamma radiation, or combinations of these. 

Radiation Dose Units 
The amount of ionizing radiation energy received by a living organism is expressed in terms of 

radiation dose. Radiation dose in this report is usually expressed in terms of effective dose 
equivalent and reported numerically in units of rem. Rem is a term that relates ionizing radiation 
and biological effect or risk. A dose of 1 millirem (0.001 rem) has a biological effect similar to the 
dose received from about a 1-day exposure to natural background radiation. A list of the 
radionuclides discussed in this document and their half-lives is included in Table MC-4. 

Chemical Elements 
A list of selected chemical elements, chemical constituents, and their nomenclature is presented 

in Table MC-5. 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-1. Conversion Table 

MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN 

ac 0.405 ha ha 2.47 ac 
op eF- 32) x5/9 oc oc ec x 915)+ 32 op 
ft 0.305 m m 3.28 ft 
ft2 0.0929 m2 m2 10.76 ft2 

ft3 0.0283 m3 m3 35.3 ~ 
ft3 28.32 1 1 0.0353 ft3 

gal. 3.785 1 1 0.264 gal. 

m. 2.54 em em 0.394 m. 

1b 0.454 kg kg 2.205 1b 

mCi/km2 1.0 nCilm2 nCilm2 1.0 mCi/km2 

ml 1.61 km km 0.621 m1 

mi2 2.59 km2 km2 0.386 mi2 

nCi 0.001 IJCi pCi 1,000 nCi 

oz 28.35 g _g_ 0.0353 oz 

pCi/1 10-9 ~Ci/m1 ~Cilm1 109 pCi/1 

pCilm3 10-12 Ci/m3 Cilm3 1012 pCi/m3 

pCi/m3 10.15 mCi/cm3 mCi/cm3 1015 pCi/m3 

ppb 0.001 ppm ppm 1,000 ppb 

ton 0.907 metric ton metric ton 1.102 ton 
yd3 0.7641 m3 m3 1.308 yd3 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure 

LENGTH 

Symbol Name 

em centimeter (I x 10"2 m) 

ft foot 

m. inch 

km kilometer (I x I 03 m) 

m meter 

mi mile 

mm millimeter (I x 10·3 m) 

Jlm micrometer (1 x I 0-6 m) 

VOLUME 

Symbol Name 

cm3 cubic centimeter 
ft3 cubic foot 

gal. gallon 

in.3 cubic inch 

I liter 
m3 cubic meter 

ml milliliter (I x 10·3 I) 

ppb parts per billion 

ppm parts per million 

yd3 cubic yard 

RATE 

Symbol Name 

Cifyr curies per year 

cm3/s cubic meters per 
second 

ft% cubic feet per second 

~/min cubic feet per minute 

gpm gallons per minute 

kg/yr kilograms per vear 

km/h kilometers per hour 
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Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure (Continued) 

RATE 

Symbol Name 

mg/1 millimams per liter 

m~v million ~allons per year 

mly million liters per year 

m3/yr cubic meters per year 

mi/hormph miles oer hour 

uCill microcuries per liter 

pCi/1 picocuries per liter 

tpy tons per year 

mtv metric tons per year 

NUMERICAL RELATIONSHIPS 

Symbol Meaning 

< less than 

s less than or equal to 

> ~eater than 

~ greater than or equal to 

2cr two standard deviations 

TIME 

Symbol Name 

d day 

h hour 

mm minute 

nsec nanosecond 

s second 

yr vear 

ELECTRICITY 

Symbol Name 

gwh ~i~awatt-hour 

mw me~awatt 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure (Continued) 

AREA 

Symbol Name 

ac acre ( 640 per mi2) 

cm2 
~quare centimeter 

ft? square foot 

ha hectare (1 x 104 m2
) 

in.Z ~quare inch 
km2 square kilometer 

mf square mile 

MASS 

Symbol Name 

g gram 

kg_ kilogram (1 x 103 g) 

mg millig_ram _i1 X 10-3 gl_ 

J..Lg microgram (1 x 10-6 g) 

ng nanogram ( 1 X 10-9 g) 

lb pound 

ton metric ton ( 1 x 106 g) 

oz ounce 

TEMPERATURE 

Symbol Name 

oc degrees Celsius 
op degrees Fahrenheit 
OK degrees Kelvin 

SOUND/NOISE 

Symbol Name 

dB decibel 

dB A A-weighted decibel 
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Table MC-3. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Radioactivity 

RADIOACTIVITY 

Symbol Name 

Ci curie 

cpm counts per minute 

mCi millicurie (1 X 10-3 Ci) 

~Ci microcurie 0 x 10-6 Ci) 

nCi nanocurie (1 x 10-9 Ci) 

pCi picocurie (1 X w-IZ Ci) 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-4. Radionuclide Nomenclature 

SYMBOL RADIO NUCLIDE HALF-LIFE SYMBOL RADIONUCLIDE HALF-LIFE 

Am-241 americium-241 432yr Pu-241 plutonium-241 14.4_yr 

H-3 tritium 12.26 yr Pu-242 plutonium-242 3.8 X 105 yr 

Mo-99 molybdenum-99 66hr Pu-244 plutonium-244 8.2 X 107 yr 

Pa-234 protactinium-234 6.7hr Th-231 thorium-231 25.5 hr 

Pa-234m _l)rotactinium-234m 1.17 min Th-234 thorium-234 24.1 d 

Pu-236 plutonium-236 2.9yr U-234 uranium-234 2.4 X 105 yr 

Pu-238 plutonium-238 87.7 yr U-235 uranium-234 7 X 108 yr 

Pu-239 plutonium-239 2.4 X 104 yr U-238 uranium-238 4.5 X 109 yr 

Pu-240 plutonium-240 6.5 X 103 yr 

Table MC-5. Elemental and Chemical Constituent Nomenclature 

SYMBOL CONSTITUENT SYMBOL CONSTITUENT 

Ag silver Pa protactinium 

Al aluminum Pb lead 

Ar argon Pu plutonium 

B boron SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

Be beryllium Si silicon 

co carbon monoxide so2 sulfur dioxide 

C02 carbon dioxide Ta tantalum 

Cu copper Th thorium 

F fluorine Ti titanium 

Fe uon u uranium 

Kr krypton v vanadium 

N nitrogen w tungsten 

Ni nickel Xe xenon 

N02. nitrite ion Zn zmc 

N03_ nitrate ion 
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SUMMARY 

Introduction 
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) 

is one of several national laboratories that 
supports the U.S. Department ofEnergy's 
(DOE's) responsibilities for national security, 
energy resources, environmental quality, and 
science. LANL is located in north-central 
New Mexico, within Los Alamos County 
and Santa Fe County, about 60 miles 
(97 kilometers) north-northeast of 
Albuquerque and about 25 miles 
( 40 kilometers) northwest of Santa Fe (see 
Figure S-1). The small communities ofLos 
Alamos townsite, White Rock, Pajarito Acres, 
the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park, and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo are located in the immediate 
vicinity ofLANL. 

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed 
Public Law (PL) 105-119, the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1998 (Section 632, 42 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] §§2391; "the Act"), which directs 
the DOE to convey or transfer parcels of DOE 
land in the vicinity ofLANL to the 
Incorporated County ofLos Alamos, New 
Mexico, and the Secretary ofthe Interior, in 
trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. Such 
parcels, or tracts, of land must not be required 
to meet the national security mission of the 
DOE and must also meet other criteria 
established by the Act. 

Background 
Before World War II, the general area of 

Los Alamos, New Mexico, consisted of small 
ranches and farms interspersed among vast 
forest and meadow areas. In the spring of 
1943, nearly 49,337 acres (19,981 hectares) of 
land were acquired by the War Department 
from the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the 
Bureau ofLand Management (BLM), and the 
purchase or condemnation of privately held 
land to serve as the location of a secret 
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research and development facility for the 
world's first nuclear weapon. This facility has 
had several names over the years, but the 
name LANL will be used throughout this 
summary regardless of the time period being 
discussed. The DOE is the Federal agency 
with current administrative responsibility for 
LANL. 

After World War IT ended, an additional 
19,725 acres (7,988.6 hectares) ofland were 
acquired from the administrative control of 
other Federal agencies during the late 1940s 
and added to the LANL reservation. Another 
3,925 acres (1,590 hectares) were acquired 
from the administrative control of the 
National Park Service (NPS) in the early 
1960s (Presidential Proclamation No. 3539). 

In 1949, the New Mexico Legislature 
created the County ofLos Alamos (the 
County) from portions of Santa Fe and 
Sandoval Counties. However, most ofthe 
County remained under the control of the 
Federal Government until the 1950s. Under 
the Atomic Energy Community Act (AECA) 
of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394), the Federal 
Government recognized its responsibility to 
provide support for a specified period to 
agencies or municipalities that were strongly 
affected by their proximity to facilities that 
are part ofthe nation's nuclear weapons 
complex while these communities achieved 
self-sufficiency. The towns of Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee; Richland, Washington; and Los 
Alamos, New Mexico were established as 
wholly government-owned communities in 
which the Federal Government provided all 
municipal, educational, medical, housing, and 
recreational facilities. The AECA set forth the 
policies and obligations of the Federal 
Government to these communities. These 
policies were directed at terminating Federal 
Government ownership and management 
of the communities by facilitating the 
establishment of local self-government, 
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Figure S-1. Location of the Los Alamos National Laboratory. 
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SUMMARY 

providing for the orderly transfer to local 
entities of municipal functions, and providing 
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of 
property within these communities. The 
establishment of self-government and transfer 
of infrastructure and land were intended for 
the purpose of encouraging self-sufficiency of 
the communities through the establishment of 
a broad base for economic development. The 
DOE's predecessor agency leased and 
disposed of some of the Federal lands under 
its management to the County, other 
government agencies, and to private parties in 
the late 1950s and early 1960s. In 1967, the 
DOE's predecessor agencies began to transfer 
ownership of land tracts, roads, buildings, and 
some of the utility systems managed for the 
DOE to the County to be made available for 
public use. The land released at that time was 
primarily located within the Los Alamos 
townsite and had been used for civilian 
housing and community support functions. A 
relatively small amount of land was auctioned 
to individuals and private developers to 
establish the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park, 
the White Rock and Pajarito Acres 
communities, and to develop areas in and 
around the Los Alamos townsite. 
Additionally, a number of various leases for 
small tracts of land within the County were 
entered into during this period. The release of 
these lands from Federal Government use in 
the late 1960s enabled them to be developed 
for a variety of uses, ranging from 
preservation to urban development. 

Over the years, the LANL boundaries 
have changed and have been reduced 
extensively as a result of several land transfer 
efforts. Today, only about 38 percent of the 
total land that historically comprised the 
LANL reserve remains under the DOE's 
administrative control. The bulk of this 
remaining land is occupied by LANL, with 
the University of California as the DOE's 
current Management and Operating contractor 
conducting day-to-day operation of the site. 
Currently, LANL is bordered by the lands of 
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several landowners and stewards with a 
variety of land uses. 

Public Law 105-119 

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed 
PL 105-119. Section 632 ofthe Act directs 
the Secretary ofEnergy (the Secretary) to 
convey to the Incorporated County of Los 
Alamos, New Mexico, or to the designee of 
the County, and transfer to the Secretary of 
the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso, parcels of land under the 
jurisdictional administrative control ofthe 
Secretary at or in the vicinity ofLANL. Such 
parcels, or tracts, of land must meet suitability 
criteria established by the Act. 

The Act sets forth the criteria, processes, 
and dates by which the tracts will be selected, 
titles to the tracts reviewed, environmental 
issues evaluated, and decisions made as to the 
allocation of the tracts between the two 
recipients. The DOE's responsibilities under 
the Act include identifying potentially 
suitable tracts of land according to criteria set 
forth in the law (see Appendix A); conducting 
a title search on each tract of land (Title 
Report [DOE 1999a ]); identifying any 
environmental restoration and remediation 
that would be needed for each tract of land 
(Environmental Restoration Report 
[DOE 1999b ]); and conducting National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) of 1969 
review of the proposed conveyance or transfer 
of the land tracts (Environmental Impact 
Statement [CT EIS]for the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Administered 
by the US. Department of Energy and 
Located at Los Alamos and Santa Fe 
Counties, New Mexico). The Act further states 
that the Secretary must, to the maximum 
extent practicable, conduct any needed 
environmental restoration or remediation 
activities within 10 years of enactment (by 
November 26, 2007). Under the Act, the DOE 
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has no role in the designation of recipients nor 
how the parcels of land will be allocated 

between the recipients. The required actions 
are summarized in Table S-1. 

Table S-1. PL 105-119 Conveyance and Transfer Process Steps 

PROCESS STEPS DATE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETED DUE PARTY(S) 

Passage ofPL 105-119 (Congress decides the November U.S. Congress Yes 
DOE must transfer and convey suitable land) 26, 1997 

Preliminary identification of parcels (report to February 24, DOE Yes 
Congress on land identified as suitable for 1998 
conveyance or transfer by virtue of meeting 
PL 105-119 criteria) (Land Transfer Report) 

Title review (report to Congress setting forth the November DOE Yes 
results of a title search on each parcel of land 26, 1998 
identified as suitable) (Title Report) 

Environmental restoration (identify the August 26, DOE Final 
environmental restoration or remediation action, 1999 
if any, that is required with respect to each parcel 
of land identified) (Environmental Restoration 
Report) 

Review of environmental impacts of the August26, DOE Final 
conveyance or transfer of each parcel as required 1999 
under the provisions ofNEPA (42 U.S. C. 4321 et 
seq.) (Final CT EIS) 

Report to Congress on results of Environmental August26, DOE No 
Restoration Report review and Final CT EIS 1999 
(combined data report to Congress) (Combined 
Data Report) 

Agreement on allocation of parcels between Los November Los Alamos No 
Alamos County and San lldefonso Pueblo 24, 1999 County and San 
(Agreement submitted to the Secretary) Ildefonso Pueblo 

Conveyance and Transfer Plan to Congress (plan February 22, DOE No 
for conveying or transferring land according to 2000 
Agreement on allocation of parcels) (Conveyance 
and Transfer Plan) 

Conveyance and transfer of land (action to November DOE No 
convey or transfer tracts meeting suitability 25,2000 
criteria must be undertaken by the Secretary) 

Environmental restoration and remediation November DOE No 
completed on the lands to be conveyed or 26,2007 
transferred 
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Process Steps Associated with 
Public Law 105-119 

Land Transfer Report 
As required by the Act, the DOE has 

identified 10 tracts efland as being 
potentially suitable for conveyance and · 
transfer (see Figure S-2). These 10 tracts of 
land are as follows: 

• The Rendija Canyon Tract consists 
of about 910 acres (369 hectares). 1 

The canyon is undeveloped except for 
the shooting range (the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club) that serves the 
local community; portions of this tract 
are currently under lease from the 
DOE to the community. 

• The DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
(LAAO) Tract consists of about 
15 acres (6 hectares). It is also within 
the Los Alamos townsite and is 
readily usable. DOE employees 
occupy offices at the site. 

• The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract is a 
small, Los Alamos townsite parcel 
located on the edge of the mesa 
overlooking Los Alamos Canyon. It 
consists ofless than 0. 5 acre 
(0.2 hectare) of disturbed land that is 
undeveloped and currently is used as 
an unsanctioned vehicle parking area. 

• The Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract consists of less than 
0.5 acre (0.2 hectare). The Manhattan 
Monument is a small, rectangular site 
located within Los Alamos County 
land and adjacent to Ashley Pond, 
where most of the first Los Alamos 

1 All acreages given are approximate. Actual acreage would 
be detennined with groWld surveys if conveyed or 
transferred. Acreages provided by the Land Transfer Report 
(DOE 1998b) have been adjusted herein to include some 
rights-of-way that were inadvertently excluded from that 
report. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

laboratory work was conducted. A 
small log structure occupies the site. 

The DP Road Tract (North, South 
and West) consists of about 50 acres 
(20 hectares). It is generally 
undeveloped except for the West 
section where the LANL archives are 
currently located in one of two 
buildings. 

The Technical Area (TA) 21 Tract 
consists of about 260 acres 
(105 hectares) and is located east of 
the Los Alamos townsite. This 
occupied site is remote from the main 
LANL area; University of California 
workers occupy offices at the site, and 
LANL operations are conducted at 
facilities there. 

The Airport Tract consists of about 
205 acres (83 hectares). Located east 
of the Los Alamos townsite, it is close 
to the Small Business Center Annex 
(on East Gate Drive). The Los Alamos 
Airport is located on part of the tract, 
while other portions of the tract are 
undeveloped. 

The White RockY Tract consists of 
about 540 acres (219 hectares). It is 
undeveloped and is associated with the 
major transportation routes connecting 
Los Alamos with northern New 
Mexico. 

TheTA 74 Tract consists of about 
2,715 acres (1,100 hectares). It is a 
large, remote site located east of the 
Los Alamos townsite and is largely 
undeveloped. This parcel was restored 
to the public domain by Presidential 
Proclamation 3539 on May 27, 1963; 
PL 105-119 provides the necessary 
legislation required for the tract to be 
disposed of by the DOE at this time. 
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• The White Rock Tract consists of 
about 100 acres (40 hectares). It is 
undeveloped except for utility lines, a 
water pump station, and a small 
building in use by the County. 

The 10 tracts are the subject ofthe DOE's 
Land Transfer Report (DOE 1998b ), which 
was submitted to Congress in early 1998. 

Title Report 
As required by the Act, the DOE has 

conducted a review of its ownership for each 
of the 10 tracts of land identified as being 
potentially suitable for conveyance and 
transfer. The results of this search (in the form 
of formal Title Reports) for any claims, liens, 
or similar instruments affecting DOE's title to 
its interests in the real property for each of the 
10 subject tracts were submitted to Congress 
(DOE 1999a). No "clouds on the titles" were 
discovered during the search. 

The Environmental Restoration Report 
As required by the Act, along with this 

CT EIS, the DOE is in the parallel process of 
identifying any environmental restoration and 
remediation necessary before it can dispose of 
the subject tracts. The Environmental 
Restoration Report2 (DOE 1999b) presents 
estimates based on existing information about 
types and locations of contaminants; no effort 
has been made to generate new data on the 
subject tracts. Descriptions of the type and 
extent of known tract contamination, the 
regulatory status of the site contamination, 
potential waste generation associated with 
environmental restoration activities, the 
estimated costs and durations for cleanup, and 

2 A separate, detailed Environmental Restoration Project 
plan has been prepared for theTA 21 Tract, in addition to the 
report required by PL 105-119. Congress requested this plan 
in the conference report of the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations which accompanied the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriation Act for Fiscal Year 1999 
(PL 105-245). This plan describes environmental restoration 
activities and costs for approximately the next 8 years. 
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other site concerns are included in the report; 
it also identifies areas where no site data are 
yet available. The Environmental Restoration 
Report differs from the EIS in several respects 
concerning the range of information provided. 
Some of the assumptions made in the report 
are more conservative in nature than the 
assumptions made in the CT EIS analysis. 

The LANL Environmental Restoration 
(ER) Project has its own process of site 
investigation, data analysis, public and 
stakeholder involvement, and remediation that 
occurs under auspices of an administrative 
authority (either the New Mexico 
Environmental Department or the DOE). 
LANL is regulated under the Resource · 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The 
activities under the LANL Environmental 
Restoration Project are subject to DOE review 
for compliance with the NEP A at the time 
that proposals for actions become ripe for 
decision, which is typically after public input 
and administrative authority agreement to 
pursual of specific types of cleanup activities. 
To the extent that this information is known 
or that reasonably bounding data have been 
developed, the information is presented and 
used in the CT EIS analysis. Additional DOE 
NEP A review will be necessary for the 
majority of the activities yet to be undertaken 
at most of the subject tracts. 

CTEIS 
The review of environmental impacts of 

the conveyance or transfer of each parcel, as 
required by the Act, is the subject of this 
CT EIS. The NEP A compliance process, the 
general document scope, the purpose and 
need for DOE action, the decisions to be 
supported by the impact analysis, a 
description of the alternatives analyzed, and a 
brief discussion and comparison of the 
impacts likely to occur if either alternative 
were implemented are discussed later. 
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Combined Data Report 
As required by the Act, a report 

presenting information regarding the 
environmental restoration or remediation 
required for the subject tracts (including 
estimated costs and cleanup durations), and 
the potential environmental impacts 
associated directly, indirectly, and 
cumulatively with conveyance and transfer of 
the subject tracts will be submitted to 
Congress. This report may make 
recommendations for the conveyance or 
transfer of each of the subject tracts, either in 
whole or in part, with regard to the likelihood 
of the DOE being able to meet the suitability 
criteria established in the Act. 

Agreement on Allocation of Parcels 
As required by the Act, the Incorporated 

County ofLos Alamos and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo must reach an agreement on the 
allocation of parcels between them and 
submit documentation ofthis agreement to 
Congress. This is an action to be undertaken 
by the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo. 

Conveyance and Transfer Plan 
As required by the Act, the DOE must 

submit a plan outlining how it will proceed 
with conducting the actual conveyance or 
transfer of each of the subject tracts, in whole 
or in part, to the two recipients per their 
agreement of allocation. This plan will likely 
be associated with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the CT EIS (or may be contained 
within the ROD). Additional RODs may be 
issued later within the 1 0-year timeframe 
specified under the Act. The Conveyance and 
Transfer Plan will implement decisions made 
in the ROD(s), which will take into 
consideration the estimated costs and cleanup 
durations and the technical feasibility of 
achieving restoration and remediation to the 
maximum extent practical, as required under 
the Act, for one of the three uses established 
by PL 1 05-119; it also will consider the 
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reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts 
potentially associated with the subject tracts 
as a result of conveyance and transfer. 

Conveyance or Transfer of Land 
The DOE shall convey or transfer parcels 

in accordance with the allocation agreement 
between the two recipients, subject to the 
requirements of the Act for retention of lands 
needed for the DOE to meet its national 
security mission and/or the requirements for 
environmental restoration or remediation 
(providing this requirement is met within the 
1 0-year period beginning on the date of 
enactment of the Act). 

Environmental Compliance Actions 
Required Prior to Conveyance or 
Transfer 

Discussion of the environmental 
compliance actions required for the DOE to 
convey or transfer real property is provided in 
the Crosscut Guidance on Environmental 
Requirements for DOE Real Property 
Transfers (DOE 1997c). Several of these 
compliance actions are additional to those 
required by either the Act or NEP A: 
completion of an Environmental Baseline 
Survey Report, completion of consultation 
requirements under the Endangered Species 
Act and the National Historic Preservation 
Act, completion of consultation regarding 
traditional cultural properties, and completion 
of compliance action requirements for 
10 Code ofFederal Regulations (CFR) 1022, 
DOE Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands 
Environmental Review Requirements. 
Actions to meet the procedural requirements 
ofDOE (General Provisions) 10 CFR 1022 
have been undertaken by the DOE both 
concurrently with and as part of the CT EIS 
process. Specifically, as provided for by 
10 CFR 1022, a Floodplain and Wetland 
Assessment was prepared and incorporated 
into the Draft CT EIS (see Appendix D); a 
separate Notice ofFloodplain and Wetlands 
Involvement was published in the Federal 
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Register (FR) (see copy ofthis notice in 
Appendix C), and a Statement ofFindings is 
included in the Final CT EIS. No comments 
were received from members of the public 
regarding the Notice ofFloodplain and 
Wetlands Involvement. 

NEPA Process 
In accordance with NEP A, the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of 
NEP A ( 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), the DOE 
NEP A Implementing Procedures 
(10 CFR 1021), and DOE's NEPA orders and 
guidelines, the DOE determined that an EIS 
should be prepared to assess the potential 
environmental impacts of conveying and 
transferring certain land tracts at LANL 
located within the Incorporated County ofLos 
Alamos and Santa Fe County. 

On May 6, 1998, the DOE published in 
the FR a Notice oflntent (NOI) to prepare an 
EIS ( 63 FR 25022). The public scoping 
period began with the publication ofthis NOI 
and ended June 30, 1998. In the NOI, the 
public was invited to provide comments on 
the scope of issues to be assessed in the EIS. 
Public scoping meetings were held in three 
locations: Los Alamos, New Mexico (May 
19, 1998); Santa Fe, New Mexico (May 20, 
1998); and Espanola, New Mexico (May 21, 
1998). Comments were accepted verbally, 
electronically, by phone, and in writing. 

The issues identified by the public and the 
potential impacts to human health and the 
environment that could result :from the 
proposed conveyance and transfer of land at 
Los Alamos were analyzed. The Draft CT EIS 
was prepared to present the results of these 
analyses and discuss the associated issues. 
The public was invited to review the Draft 
CT EIS and provide comment. These 
comments were taken into consideration and 
appropriate changes were made to the Final 
CTEIS. 
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The actual decision will be documented in 
a ROD(s) to be issued no sooner than 30 days 
after the publication of the Notice of 
Availability for the Final CT EIS in the 
Federal Register. 

Role of Cooperating Agencies 
Various LANL area government agencies 

potentially affected by the actions have 
participated in the CT EIS preparation process 
as Cooperating Agencies. They have 
contributed information needed for analysis of 
the cumulative impacts that could result from 
the DOE decision to convey or transfer all or 
part of the subject tracts. These agencies are 
as follows: 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 

San Ddefonso Pueblo 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

• NPS, Bandelier National Monument 
(BNM) 

• BLM, Taos Office 

• Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

• USFS, Santa Fe National Forest, 
Espanola District 

General Scope of the CT EIS 

Results of Scoping 
NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7) requires Federal 

agencies to invite the participation of affected 
Federal, State, and local agencies; any 
affected Indian tribe; the proponent of the 
action; and other interested parties to 
comment on the scope and significant issues 
to be analyzed in the CT EIS. 

The DOE received approximately 110 
comments from 31 commentors on the scope 
of the CT EIS via public comment forms, 
letters, electronic mail, and public meetings. 
These comments were used to shape the Draft 
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CT EIS analysis and were incorporated as 
appropriate and to the extent practicable 
within the Draft CT EIS analysis. 

• Cultural Resources. Surveys of 
cultural resources and archaeological 
sites should be conducted and any 
change in the protection of cultural 
resources due to disposition of the 
tracts should be analyzed. 

• Natural Resources, Wildlife, and 
Threatened and Endangered 
Species. Increased development, 
traffic, recreation, and other activities 
and the impacts to the natural and 
wildlife resources, including sensitive 
habitat loss or degradation should be 
analyzed. 

• Cumulative Impacts. The analysis of 
cumulative impacts should include 
transfer and development of all 10 
parcels as a whole, not just on a tract
by-tract basis. 

• Environmental Justice. 
Environmental justice issues should be 
addressed in the CT EIS. 

• Historic Trails, Recreation, and 
Public Access to National Forest 
Lands. The impacts from the 
proposed transfer and development of 
the 10 tracts on the recreation, 
easements, and rights-of-way should 
be addressed. 

• Fire Hazard. The impacts of 
development on the potential for 
catastrophic fires and the plans for fire 
management should be addressed. 

• Cooperating Agency Status. The 
County ofLos Alamos requested to be 
designated by the DOE as a 
Cooperating Agency under NEP A and 
DOE regulations. 

• Environmental Restoration. The 
relation of the capability to clean up a 
tract within 10 years, the cleanup 
levels, the associated costs, and the 
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decision whether to transfer the tract 
should be clarified. 

• Alternatives. The CT EIS should 
evaluate the transfer of tracts other 
that those identified in the report to 
Congress. Some of the land identified 
for transfer should be removed from 
the transfer process. 

• Restrictions or Easements. The 
potential for placing restrictions on the 
use of the land or specifying the type 
of use for the land should be 
examined. 

• Future Uses. The future uses should 
include consideration of recreational 
uses, aesthetic uses, and uses by 
natural resources, such as wildlife. 
The religious and cultural significance 
of these areas should be considered in 
evaluating the future uses of the land. 

• Partial Conveyance or Transfer. 
The potential to transfer or convey 
portions of the identified tracts 
according to different schedules 
should be clarified. 

• Homesteader Issues. The issue of 
claims by homesteaders and their 
descendants on LANL lands should be 
considered. 

• Environmental Monitoring. The 
environmental monitoring of these 
areas is essential and should be 
coordinated with the Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso and other agencies to 
ensure the public of their safe use. 

• Water Rights and Utility Corridors. 
Water use should be analyzed in the 
CT EIS, including contamination 
problems, low water supplies, and 
utility corridors for all potential 
developments. 

Related NEPA Studies 
In this CT EIS, the DOE examines the 

environmental consequences that could be 
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expected if each of the 10 identified land 
tracts, in whole or in part, were conveyed or 
transferred with subsequent development and 
use of the tracts for the purposes identified by 
the Act and as further contemplated by the 
recipients. However, other DOE NEP A 
reviews recently completed or currently being 
conducted could affect the analysis of the 
long-term result of the conveyance and 
transfer actions. These DOE NEP A 
documents' relationships to the CT EIS are 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

1999 Final LANL Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement 

The Draft LANL Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement (the 
SWEIS) was issued in early May 1998 
(DOE 1998a). The Final SWEIS was issued 
in early 1999, and a ROD was issued on 
September 13, 1999. Information contained in 
the SWEIS regarding environmental 
resources or existing conditions is used 
extensively in the CT EIS. Use of the 
Preferred Alternative from the SWEIS as the 
basis for the No Action Alternative in the 
CT EIS provides a reasonable upper 
"bounding analysis" of impacts regarding 
those resources of concern to the Conveyance 
and Transfer ofEach Tract Alternative (the 
"Proposed Action Alternative") analysis. This 
approach assures that the CT EIS has not 
underestimated the potential impacts that may 
result from the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts. In particular, the level of use of 
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas), 
waste management and disposal facilities, and 
groundwater resources are maximized in the 
· SWEIS Preferred Alternative. As the four 
alternatives analyzed in the Final SWEIS 
relate to varying levels of operations at 
LANL's key facilities, the 10 subject tracts 
for the CT EIS are either excluded from the 
analysis in the Final SWEIS (as they do not 
form a part of the LANL site) or they remain 
unchanged in land use across the Final 
SWEIS alternatives. 
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DP Road Tract Environmental 
Assessment 

In early 1997, the DOE completed an 
analysis of the conveyance and development 
of28 acres (11 hectares) on the so-called "DP 
Road Tract" in the DP Road Tract 
Environmental Assessment (DOE 1997a). 
The analysis was presented in an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) that was 
issued together with a Finding ofNo 
Significant Impact (FONSI) on January 23, 
1997. No conveyance of this tract has 
occurred. The land conveyance action that 
was the subject of the DP Road Tract EA has 
been included in the current Proposed Action 
Alternative analysis being covered by the 
CT EIS. The information provided by the DP 
Road Tract EA has been incorporated in this 
document as part of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. Decisions relevant to this tract 
will be made based upon the analysis 
contained in the CT EIS. 

Research Park Environmental 
Assessment 

The Research Park EA (DOE 1997b) 
provided the analysis of the lease of about 
60 acres (24 hectares) within LANL' s T A 3 
and TA 62 to the Incorporated County of Los 
Alamos or their designee for the construction, 
occupation, and use as a research park. The 
Research Park EA analysis supported the 
issuance of a FONSI in October 1997. 
Cumulative effects of the development and 
operation of the Research Park are part of the 
No Action Alternative for the CT EIS. 

Electric Power Systems Upgrade 
Project Environmental Assessment 

The DOE is considering the installation of 
a third, 18-mile (29-kilometer) electric line 
into LANL for the purpose of enhancing the 
reliability of electric service delivery into the 
LANL and Los Alamos County area. An EA 
is being drafted to analyze the potential 
effects of installing and maintaining a 
345-kilovolt line from the Norton Substation 
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across the Rio Grande that would then drop 
down to a 115-kilovolt carrying capacity into 
the west side ofLANL. Electricity demand 
within the Los Alamos County area due to 
increases in population, commercial, and 
industrial activities as a result of the 
conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts 
is analyzed in this CT EIS, including the 
cumulative impacts of the conveyance and 
transfer action, along with other known future 
electric power demands. The Electric Power 
Systems Upgrade Project EA is proceeding 
independently of this CT EIS because the 
action is independently justified, does not 
prejudice the decision(s), and the action being 
analyzed would not affect the total amount of 
electric power being brought into the area 
power pool at this time. The issue of 
increased electric power supply is a regional 
concern in northern New Mexico, and it 
would be expected to have its own NEP A 
analysis when it becomes ripe for action 
analysis. The installation of a third line into 
the LANL and Los Alamos County area is 
part of the No Action Alternative for the 
CTEIS. 

Strategic Computing Complex 
Environmental Assessment 

The DOE is considering the construction 
and operation of a new computing facility (the 
Strategic Computing Complex [SCC]) at 
LANL's TA 3. Equipment at this facility 
would be capable of operating at a 50 trillion 
floating point operations per second 
(T eraOps) computing power level. 

An EA was prepared that considered 
construction, occupancy, and operation ofthe 
two-story, 267,000-square-foot 
(24,800-square-meter) building. The building 
structure includes office areas and a large, 
43,5 00-square-foot ( 4, 040-square-meter) 
computing area filled with state-of-the-art 
computer equipment. The reuse of large 
volumes ofwater for cooling and its 
subsequent evaporation were the main 
environmental concerns analyzed, together 
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with the electric power demand that such a 
facility would place on the existing LANL 
and County power pool. The EA and FONSI 
were issued on December 21, 1998 
(DOE 1998e). The impacts o~the cons~ruction 
and operation of the sec are mcluded m the 
No Action Alternative for this CT EIS. 

Nonproliferation International Security 
Center Environmental Assessment 

The DOE is considering the construction 
and operation of a new centralized facility for 
LANL nonproliferation and security activities 
within theTA 3 portion ofLANL. An EA 
was prepared that considered the construction, 
occupancy, and operation ofthe four-story, 
plus basement, 163,000-square-foot 
(15, 143-square-meter) Nonproliferation 
International Security Center (NISC) 
building. The building structure includes 
office areas and laboratory capacity for 465 
people. A high-bay area would be located at 
the side ofthe building. The traffic and 
parking conditions were the main 
environmental concerns analyzed, together 
with waste generation from construction 
activities. The EA (DOE/EA 1247) and 
FONSI were issued on July 22, 1999. The 
impacts of the construction and operation of 
the NISC are included in the No Action 
Alternative for the CT EIS. 

Purpose and Need for Agency 
Action 

The DOE needs to act in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 632 ofthe Act 
(PL 105-119, 42 U.S.C. §§2391). The Act. 
requires DOE to convey and transfer certam 
parcels, or tracts, of land identified by the 
DOE as being suitable for conveyance or 
transfer, as defined by the Act. In order to be 
suitable for conveyance or transfer under the 
Act these tracts must not be necessary for the 

' DOE national security mission-related use; 
must have undergone any necessary 
environmental restoration or remediation 
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activities within 1 0-years of enactment; and 
must be suitable to support future uses for 
historic, cultural, or environmental 
preservation purposes; economic 
diversification purposes; or community 
self-sufficiency purposes by the named 
recipients. The parcels that have been 
preliminarily identified as suitable for 
conveyance or transfer by the DOE are 
located at or near the LANL within both Los 
Alamos County and Santa Fe County. The 
recipients of the land tracts will be the 
Incorporated County ofLos Alamos (the 
County) or its designee, and the Secretary of 
the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso. 

DOE Decisions to be Supported 
by the CT EIS 

Section 632 of the Act provides a narrow 
basis for the decisions to be made by the 
Secretary of Energy. Under the provisions of 
the Act, the DOE must make a decision 
regarding the conveyance or transfer of each 
of the 10 tracts ofland under DOE's 
administrative control that have been 
preliminarily identified as potentially being 
suitable for that action. 

If a particular tract of land currently meets 
the three criteria for suitability, the DOE may 
decide to convey or transfer the tract, in 
whole or in part, as soon as March 2000. The 
DOE may defer a decision on those tracts that 
do not meet the criteria (that is, the tracts are 
currently needed for mission support purposes 
or require environmental restoration or 
remediation), provided that the tract meets the 
criteria by the close of the specified 1 0-year 
period. 

The DOE may redefine the boundaries of 
a tract from the way they were previously 
defined (under the Land Transfer Report to 
Congress [DOE 1998b]) in order to allow an 
early decision on those portions of a tract that 
meet the criteria and therefore, could be 
disposed of as soon as practical. The DOE 
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then may defer a decision on the remaining 
portions of the tract that would continue under 
DOE's administrative control until such time 
as they met the criteria, provided that occurs 
within the 1 0-year limitation imposed by the 
Act. 

One of the tracts proposed for disposal, 
the T A 21 Tract, currently is used to support 
national security mission-related operations 
involving radioactive material and fusion 
energy research. The DOE LAAO Tract 
currently is occupied by nearly 100 DOE 
employees and contractors responsible for 
oversight ofLANL. The DP Road Tract 
includes two buildings; one of these currently 
houses the LANL archives. All three of these 
tracts were considered to be likely to become 
unnecessary for mission support use by the 
DOE for various reasons within the defined 
1 0-year timeframe. Since the Land Transfer 
Report was furnished to Congress in early 
1998, a portion of theTA 21 Tract has 
recently been identified as being required 
beyond the 1 0-year timeframe for mission 
support purposes. 

Nine of the ten tracts contain potential or 
known contaminated sites or areas that may 
require some degree of environmental 
restoration or remediation in order to be 
suitable for the uses approved by the Act. 
The Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract is the only property that is not known to 
have any associated contamination issues. 
Environmental remediation or restoration 
activities for some of these contaminated 
areas may be achievable by the DOE before 
the end of the 10-year period in a technically 
and fiscally responsible manner. However, 
some ofthe sites may be extremely difficult 
and expensive to remediate or restore, and the 
DOE ultimately may not pursue such action, 
thereby making a no action decision on these 
sites. It is expected that the DOE will issue 
one or more RODs supported by the Final 
CT EIS analysis over the 1 0-year period 
ending November 26, 2007, in accordance 

Final CT EIS 



SUMMARY 

with the Secretary's plan for conveyance and 
transfer of the parcels. 

There are decisions related to these 
parcels that the DOE will not make based 
upon this CT EIS analysis. While the 
potential beneficial and adverse impacts from 
future contemplated land uses ofthe tracts 
must be understood by the DOE in reaching 
its decision( s) regarding the conveyance or 
transfer of each of the tracts, the DOE will not 
decide upon future land uses for the 10 tracts 
or be responsible for mitigations not within 
the scope ofDOE's control. 

The DOE will not decide on which tract 
will be received by either of the named 
recipients. Section 632 ofthe Act specifically 
states that this decision is to be made 
exclusively by the County ofLos Alamos and 
San Ildefonso Pueblo. The information 
developed in the course of preparing this 
CT EIS and the parallel Environmental 
Restoration Report may factor into this 
decision, but only to the extent that the two 
parties choose to make use of it. Should the 
two recipients fail to reach an agreement 
regarding the disposition of a tract the land . , 
wtll not be conveyed or transferred. 

. The D?E, through the LANL ER Project, 
Is conductmg a separate process for site 
cleanup. This process will involve the public 
and State and Federal regulatory agencies to 
determine the appropriate level of cleanup to 
be undertaken for the subject tracts, the 
technical manner in which it will be achieved 
and the priority of the actions. This separate ' 
process will include DOE's NEPA review of 
the cleanup actions as they become ripe for 
decision. 

The DOE is directed by the language of 
the Act to remediate or restore the 
environment to a level of residual 
contamination compatible with one of the 
three uses identified in the Act, to the 
maximum extent practicable. It may not be 
possible within the time allotted by the Act 
for the DOE to reasonably achieve a level of 
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cleanup consistent with the actual recipient's 
specific intended use for an individual tract in 
a fiscally prudent manner. The use of the 
language "to the extent practicable" in the Act 
indicates that lawmakers were cognizant of 
the need for this effort to be conducted in a 
reasonable fashion within the financial 
bounds imposed by congressional funding and 
other available resources given the status of 
the individual sites requiring remediation or 
restoration. It may only be possible that the 
DOE will be able to meet a minimal level of 
cleanup compatible with one of the uses 
named in the Act within the time allotted by 
the Act. This could result in a greater level of 
residual contamination. 

There are plans in development for 
cleaning up the subject tracts. Like other 
cleanup plans, these plans will be dynamic 
and subject to revision and change. This is 
especially true for plans dealing with 
buildings that are currently in service and 
contain asbestos or other hazardous materials 
requiring decontamination before demolition 
may be undertaken. Plans will be developed 
to address the cleanup of these buildings 
and floodplain areas that may receive 
contamination washed downstream from 
other areas. To the extent known or 
anticipated, information on environmental 
restoration and remediation impacts is 
included in this CT EIS. 

Proposed Action and 
Alternatives 

Two alternatives are analyzed in this 
CT EIS: (I) the No Action Alternative and 
(2) the Conveyance and Transfer ofEach 
Tract Alternative (the Proposed Action 
Alternative). The No Action Alternative 
while fully analyzed for the purpose of ' 
providing a baseline for comparison of 
im~acts, would not meet the need for agency 
actiOn. The Proposed Action Alternative has 
been identified as meeting DOE's purpose 
and need for action. Other alternatives were 
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considered but were dismissed from further 
detailed analysis as being unreasonable in the 
context ofNEP A because they do not meet 
the purpose and need for agency action. These 
various possible alternatives are discussed in 
the following sections. 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would be to 

not convey or transfer the subject tracts of 
land. Under this alternative, the DOE would 
continue its administrative control of each or 
all of the individual tracts tentatively 
identified as a candidate for conveyance and 
transfer, and conveyance or transfer actions 
for each or all of the tracts would not occur. 
The subject lands would continue to be used 
as they are currently. Individual tracts would 
continue to be used to either support LANL 
uses (as undeveloped programmatic activity 
buffer zones; historic, cultural, or 
environmental preservation areas; future 
growth areas; or in support of ongoing or 
similar mission support functions). The DOE 
would continue to lease properties to the 
County and others for continuance of their 
current public relations, recreational, and 
commercial purposes. Under this alternative, 
land might not be restored or remediated in 
the same manner or timeframe as under the 
Proposed Action Alternative. LANL ER 
Project activities would be conducted on the 
tracts as they become funded in accordance 
with either existing or similar plans. Neither 
the County nor San Ildefonso Pueblo would 
gain additional land for their use as a means 
to promote self-sufficiency or diversification 
of their income basis. 

Proposed Action Alternative 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 

each of the 10 tracts of land identified as 
potentially suitable in DOE's Land Transfer 
Report (DOE 1998b) would individually be 
either conveyed or transferred, in whole or in 
part, to either the County or the Secretary of 
the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
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DOE actions associated with the conveyance 
and transfer of these land tracts would involve 
certain "paper transactions," and some tenant 
relocation activities. DOE actions would 
result in direct impacts. Additionally, indirect 
impacts could result from the development 
and use of the tracts by the two recipient 
parties. The direct and indirect impacts are 
analyzed in this CT EIS, together with 
potential cumulative impacts from the actions 
of other local and regional past, present, and 
future reasonably anticipated actions. 

The relocation of current tract tenants to 
other, as-yet-unidentified locations is included 
in the analysis of this alternative. Additional 
NEP A review will be required for those future 
actions when the proposals on specific actions 
become ripe for decision(s). 

Environmental restoration or remediation 
ofthe subject tracts potentially identified for 
conveyance and transfer would be the 
responsibility of the DOE and are expected to 
be accomplished as currently considered by 
the DOE in its plan entitled Accelerating 
Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE 1998c) and 
similar plans. It is not anticipated that the 
cleanup efforts would differ much between 
the Proposed Action Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative, although there could be 
some areas of cleanup that may differ 
between the alternatives. Possible exceptions 
include the timing of some activities (cleanup 
of some tracts could be completed sooner 
under the Proposed Action Alternative than 
under the No Action Alternative); the 
decommissioning, decontamination, and 
demolition ofbuildings and structures 
currently in use; and some floodplain cleanup 
actions. As such, most of the environmental 
restoration or remediation actions are not 
unique to the Proposed Action Alternative. 

In considering the full suite of potential 
impacts that could result from DOE's action 
in implementing the conveyance and transfer 
of these parcels, the DOE must consider the 
planned uses of the land and the ensuing 
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potential environmental impacts subsequent 
to the conveyance and transfer of 
administrative control or ownership. Both the 
County and San Ildefonso Pueblo have 
expressed interest in pursuing uses of the 
parcels for the purposes established by the 
Act in ways that are potentially different from 
the manner in which the DOE has used the 
land. Therefore, the CT EIS analysis focuses 
on subsequent indirect property development 
and use contemplated by the County and by 
San Ildefonso Pueblo (including their tenants 
or other third parties) that could only occur if 
the DOE decides to convey and transfer the 
subject land tracts. 

The two potential recipients identified 
their respective contemplated land uses for 
the 10 tracts after disposition. These planned 
land uses were developed by both potential 
receiving parties in accordance with their own 
internal government policies and processes. 
These plans encompass a range of potential 
land uses. The impacts of each contemplated 
land use are evaluated in this CT EIS. The 
DOE believes that the contemplated land uses 
encompass a range of reasonable and likely 
land uses, given the individual tracts' 
location, physical attributes, and obvious 
development constraints. Before 
implementation of any future use of each 
tract, the sponsoring party would need to 
comply with all applicable local, State, and 
Federal laws and regulations. This may 
include the preparation of project-specific 
EISs, EAs, or the equivalent that may be 
required under State law. 

The potential contemplated uses identified 
for each tract and considered in this CT EIS 
analysis are as follows: 

• The Rendija Canyon Tract: cultural 
preservation or residential 
development and environmental 
preservation (natural areas) 

• The DOE LAAO Tract: residential 
or commercial development 
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• The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract: 
commercial development 

• The Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract: historic 
preservation 

• The DP Road Tract: industrial and 
commercial development or 
commercial and residential 
development 

• The TA 21 Tract: commercial and 
industrial development 

• The Airport Tract: airport, 
commercial, and industrial 
development 

• The White RockY Tract: 
environmental preservation or cultural 
preservation 

• TheTA 74 Tract: cultural 
preservation or environmental 
preservation 

• The White Rock Tract: cultural 
preservation and commercial 
development or commercial and 
residential development 

Preferred Alternative 
The DOE has identified the following 

subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, by 
tract, as its Preferred Alternative. Tracts are 
listed below in an approximate order of 
potential timing of disposition; the actual 
order of tract disposition may be slightly 
different. Consistent with PL 105-119, the 
actual disposition of each tract, or portion of a 
tract, would be subject to the DOE's 
continuing or future need for an individual 
tract, or a portion of the tract, to meet a 
LANL national security mission support 
function. This need could result from either 
direct or indirect activity involvement. 
Additionally, the disposition of each tract, or 
portion of a tract, would be subject to the 
ability ofthe DOE to complete of any 
necessary environmental restoration or 
remediation. 
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The DOE has concluded that significant 
portions of two tracts (the TA 21 Tract and 
the Airport Tract) will not be available for 
conveyance or transfer within the 10-year 
period specified by PL 105-119. This is due to 
identified national security operational needs 
of two facilities within TA 21 and the need 
for surrounding areas to be retained as 
security, health, and safety buffer areas. The 
area ofbuffer retention is roughly equivalent 
to about a one-half mile radius from the 
facility sites and includes portions of the 
TA 21 Tract and the Airport Tract. 

The DOE also recognizes with regard to 
six of the remaining tracts that meeting the 
conveyance and transfer criteria within the 
mandated l 0-year timeframe may not be 
possible for all portions of these tracts. For 
example, the current national security mission 
support functions that are conducted on the 
DOE LAAO Tract and the DP Road Tract 
could possibly require portions of the tracts to 
be retained for use beyond the 1 0-year 
timeframe established by the Act, although 
this is considered to be unlikely. Similarly, 
there may be newly proposed activities at 
LANL facilities that could require the 
retention of portions of tracts for national 
security mission support reasons. One 
example of this is a proton radiography 
project that recently has been proposed for 
consideration through the DOE's fiscal year 
2001 budget. The DOE will evaluate this 
project over the next several months to 
determine whether the project should proceed. 
The project evaluation will include a NEP A 
analysis that considers alternatives to the 
proposed actions, which will then be used to 
inform a project decision(s). Engaging in this 
proposed project could result in an expanded 
security, health, and safety buffer area(s) 
being required that may intrude upon one or 
more of the tracts under consideration for 
disposal. Because the White Rock Y Tract is 
the nearest subject tract to one of the 
alternative LANL locations that will likely be 
evaluated for the proton radiography project, 
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the DOE ultimately could require that this 
tract be reduced to a partial tract status for 
disposition. In this case, only essential areas 
would be retained, and the remainder of the 
tract would likely be conveyed or transferred. 

Further uncertainty regarding the DOE's 
ability to convey or transfer all of the tracts 
results because some portions of the six tracts 
have associated contamination issues. Those 
portions of the tracts may potentially require 
environmental restoration or remediation that 
could be technically difficult to achieve or 
that could require more than the 1 0-year 
period established under the Act for 
completion of these actions. The LANL ER 
Project process, which includes input from 
stakeholders and approval by the 
Administrative Authority( s ), will proceed 
with the anticipation of completing the 
necessary environmental restoration and 
remediation actions by the end of the year 
2007. However, the DOE recognizes that 
some tracts that have contamination issues are 
going to consume more time and resources 
and be more expensive to clean up because 
the cleanup technical strategy could change 
from those currently planned by the ER 
Project. For example, in the case of theTA 21 
Tract, the regulatory authority(s) could 
require exhumation of material disposal sites 
on that tract, rather than the currently planned 
capping, long-term monitoring strategy, and 
possible exhumation strategy. Further, it is 
not certain that cleanup of all of this tract is 
technically feasible. Reaching agreement on 
the cleanup approach and conducting the 
necessary testing and remedial action could 
be a lengthy process. The extra funding 
required for such a change in the planned 
cleanup also may require the appropriation of 
additional funding from Congress. In other 
cases, some tracts may include portions of 
canyon floodplains, which could be difficult 
to remediate. Given such considerations, it 
may not be possible to complete all of the 
necessary remediation or restoration actions 
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to release all portions of the subject tracts 
within the allotted timeframe. 

The DOE is confident that it can convey 
or transfer in whole two tracts in the near 
term; these two tracts are not currently used 
nor are they anticipated to be needed in the 
future for national security mission support 
needs. Although one of the tracts has a minor 
surface disposal site, it can easily be 
remediated within a short period of time. 
These two tracts are the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract and the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 

The Preferred Alternative for conveyance 
and transfer of the 10 land tracts identified as 
potentially suitable, per the criteria 
established in Public Law 105-119, is as 
follows (within each grouping no order of 
conveyance or transfer is intended): 

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract in the 
Year 2000, or Soon Thereafter: 

• Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract 

• Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract or Partial 
Tract (Portions of Tract Without Potential 
Contamination Issues or Mission Support 
Concerns) in the Year 2000, or Soon 
Thereafter, But Before the End of the Year 
2007: 

• DOE LAAO Tract 

• White Rock Tract 

• Rendija Canyon Tract 

• TA 74 Tract 

• DP Road Tract 

• White Rock Y Tract 

October 1999 S-18 

Convey or Transfer Partial Tract (Portions 
of Tract Without Potential Contamination 
Issues or Mission Support Concerns) at a 
Later Time, But Before the End of the 
Year 2007: 

• TA 21 Tract 

• Airport Tract 

For the tracts that are conveyed in part, 
the DOE would continue to resolve 
outstanding national security mission support 
issues and any contamination cleanup 
required on the remaining portions of the 
tracts so that conveyance or transfer of those 
portions could occur before the end of the 
2007 deadline stated in the Act. These six 
tracts with possible partial tract conveyances 
or transfers are discussed individually in more 
detail in the following paragraphs. 

The DOE LAAO Tract is partially 
occupied by the DOE Los Alamos Area 
Office Building and parking lot area that 
currently houses about 120 DOE staff and 
contractor staff personnel. The site also has 
three small potential release sites (PRSs) that 
have already been remediated, although the 
remediation has not yet received regulatory 
concurrence. There are two tract buildings 
that may require decontamination and 
decommissioning (D&D) as well. The 
duration of these efforts is estimated to 
involve up to about 18 months and cost from 
about $4,253,000 to about $9,680,000. 

The White Rock Tract has no known 
PRSs within its boundaries that would require 
remediation or restoration. However, the tract 
is bisected by a floodplain area that has not 
yet been sampled for possible contaminants. 
Investigation of the floodplain must be 
conducted, and although it is not anticipated 
that levels of site contamination would 
warrant remediation, some remediation may 
nevertheless be required. The duration of 
these efforts is estimated to involve up to 
about 16 months and cost from about 
$954,000 to about $3,374,000. 
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The Rendija Canyon Tract has four PRSs 
within its boundaries~ three of these sites have 
already been remediated and restored 
although the remediation has not yet received 
regulatory concurrence. The tract also is 
bisected by a floodplain area in which 
sampling efforts must be conducted, and some 
areas of site remediation may be warranted. 
The duration of remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 30 months and cost from 
about $19,053,000 to about $20,462,000. 

TheTA 74 Tract has four PRSs within its 
boundaries; all four ofthese sites have already 
been remediated and restored although the 
remediation has not yet received regulatory 
concurrence. The tract also is bisected by 
floodplain areas in which sampling efforts 
must be completed, and site remediation may 
be warranted. The tract could continue to 
receive contamination from upstream areas, 
so additional offsite investigation and 
remediation also may be warranted. The 
duration of tract remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 22 months and cost from 
about $3,683,000 to about $215,666,000. 

The DP Road Tract is occupied by two 
large buildings: one that is used for the LANL 
archive storage and one that is used for a 
contractor support facility. Additionally, the 
tract has 10 PRSs within its boundaries and 
eight small structures. Two of the PRSs have 
already been remediated and restored, and the 
remediation has received regulatory 
concurrence~ the others remain under 
investigation or have been remediated and are 
awaiting regulatory concurrence. The tract 
also shares a floodplain area with the Airport 
Tract along DP Canyon, where cleanup is 
warranted. The duration of remaining 
investigation and possible site remediation is 
estimated to involve up to about 84 months 
and cost from about $26,986,000 to about 
$29,070,000. 

The White Rock Y Tract has no PRSs 
within its boundaries. However, the tract is 
bisected by a floodplain area in which 
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sampling efforts must be conducted, and some 
areas of site remediation may be warranted. 
The tract could continue to receive 
contamination from upstream areas, so 
additional offsite investigation and 
remediation also may be warranted. The 
duration of remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 24 months and cost from 
about $1,880,000 to about $10,424,000. 

The environmental impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative, based on current 
information, would be expected to be between 
those presented for implementation ofthe 
Proposed Action and the No Action 
Alternatives for each tract. The impacts of 
these actions are discussed in following 
sections. 

Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

The DOE considered potential alternatives 
to the proposed action that were identified 
during the scoping process. All of these 
potential alternatives were examined for their 
ability to meet the need for agency action. If 
the identified alternative could not meet the 
need for agency action, the alternative was 
eliminated from detailed analysis. Alternative 
actions that were considered but not analyzed 
in detail include: 

• Conveyance or transfer to parties other 
than those identified by the Act 

• Conveyance or transfer of the 10 tracts 
to other Federal agencies, such as the 
NPS or the USFS 

• Conveyance or transfer of tracts with 
the retention of those tracts or portions 
of tracts with identified sensitive 
resources (such as wetlands, cultural 
or historic resources, or threatened or 
endangered species) 

• Conveyance or transfer of parcels with 
cultural and natural resources to other 
Federal agencies whose jurisdiction 
includes management of these 
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resources at a level consistent with or 
greater than is currently performed by 
the DOE 

• Retention by the DOE of areas where 
the contemplated land use would be in 
conflict with surrounding land uses 

• Conveyance or transfer of two parcels 
of land not included in the April 1998 
Land Transfer Report (namely, the 
so-called University Site on State 
Road 4 and the Research Park Phase IT 
site) 

• Deletion of the 25-acre (10-hectare) 
"DP South" Tract from the DP Road 
Tract and the eastern three-fourths of 
the 260-acre (lOS-hectare) TA 21 
Tract from the scope of the EIS 

• Maintenance of assistance payments 
and not engaging in land conveyance 
or transfer 

Changes Since the Issuance of 
the Draft CT EIS 

Since the issuance of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land 
Tracts Administered by the Department of 
Energy and Located at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe 
Counties, New Mexico in February, 1999, 
there have been some changes in information, 
plans, and related NEP A documents. In 
addition, commentors from agencies, 
organizations, and the general public 
requested elaboration of several issues. These 
changes, as well as editorial corrections, are 
reflected in this Final CT EIS. 

The DOE identified the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft CT EIS as a subset of 
the Proposed Action Alternative where the 
timing of the disposition of each tract would 
be subject to the LANL Environmental 
Restoration Project process and consideration 
of the use of some of tracts for mission 
support activities. The individual tracts were 
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grouped according to when the DOE believed 
each tract or parts of each tract might be 
conveyed or transferred. Due to the 
identification of mission need for the T A 21 
Tract and further analysis of the potential 
human health impacts associated with the 
T A 21 operations, portions of the Airport 
Tract may not be suitable for transfer as soon 
as presented in the Draft CT EIS. These 
portions of the Airport Tract may be needed 
as a buffer zone for T A 21 operations as long 
as those operations are active. 

One change to the CT EIS involved the 
discussion ofthe Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club activities and lease on the Rendija 
Canyon Tract. The text was amended to 
clarify that the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and 
the Incorporated County of Los Alamos have 
both agreed to honor the existing leases and 
the County would renegotiate the lease should 
the Rendija Canyon Tract be conveyed to the 
County. 

The CT EIS text regarding cultural 
resources has been modified to include the 
general information provided by the legal 
counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo regarding 
the presence of traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs) on four of the tracts. Text regarding 
cultural resources and environmental justice 
has been clarified to explicitly discuss the 
potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse effects to minority populations based 
on impacts to TCPs. Text also was added to 
explain the current level of information 
available to the DOE to address impacts to 
TCPs and any related environmental justice 
effects. The opinions of the legal counsel for 
San Ildefonso Pueblo that there are 
environmental justice impacts related to the 
conveyance and transfer process or to 
contemplated land uses on particular tracts 
have been added to the environmental justice 
sections. 

Other changes included new information 
on core and buffer habitat areas for threatened 
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and endangered species on the tracts and new 
information on water resources. 

All comments on environmental 
restoration received during the comment 
period were also forwarded to the 
Environmental Restoration Project group for 
consideration. These comments were 
incorporated into the Final Environmental 
Restoration Report, and letters were sent to 
the commentors. 

The CT EIS also was updated to include 
information about the Findings ofNo 
Significant Impact and Records ofDecision 
that have been issued since the publication of 
the Draft CT EIS. 

Appendix D, Floodplains and Wetlands, 
of the CT EIS was changed to include a 
Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Tracts Administered by 
the Department of Energy and Located at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and 
Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico, prepared in 
accordance with the regulatory requirements 
of 10 CFR Part 1022. This Statement of 
Findings was added to the CT EIS in keeping 
with the regulatory provisions, which allow 
an agency to make use of the NEP A 
documents to facilitate public disclosure 
requirements. 

Summary of Public Comments 
and DOE Responses 

The full text of the comments and 
responses to individual comments is presented 
in Appendix H of the CT EIS. 

Several topics raised by public comments 
on the Draft CT EIS were ofbroad interest or 
concern. These topics were categorized as 
general issues and represent broad concerns 
directly related to the environmental 
consequences associated with implementing 
the alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS. Many 
commentors also raised topics that are not 
pertinent to this environmental review; 
however, for clarification, the DOE addressed 

October 1999 S-21 

them to the extent practicable. General issues 
include the following topics: 

General Issue 1: Purpose and Need 

General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions 

General Issue 3: Basis for DOE's 
Decisions 

General Issue 4: Public Law Process and 
the CT EIS 

General Issue 5: Environmental 
Restoration Process 

General Issue 6: Environmental Justice 

General Issue 7: Homesteaders 
Association Claims 

Genera/Issue 1: Purpose and Need 

Issue: 

Commentors questioned whether the 
proposed conveyance and transfer of the 
tracts identified in the CT EIS would fulfill the 
purpose of Public Law (PL) 105-119. 
Commentors noted that Los Alamos County 
has stated that the proposed conveyance of 
these lands would not provide the income 
necessary for the County to become self
sufficient. Commentors also noted that the 
real costs for the County to meet the self
sufficiency goal, such as addressing the water 
and electrical usage demand, make the 
proposed action untenable. Therefore, 
commentors opined that the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action would not 
satisfy the purpose of PL 105-119, specifically 
Los Alamos County self-sufficiency, and that 
the conveyance and transfer action evaluated 
in this CT EIS does not meet the "purpose 
and need for agency action" presented in this 
CT EIS. Commentors further stated that for 
this reason the conveyance and transfer 
action should not be selected by the 
decisionmakers. Commentors also noted that 
other alternatives, such as continuing 
assistance payments to the County, were 
rejected because they did not meet the need 
for agency action. Commentors believe that if 
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the DOE's proposed action does not meet the 
need for agency action, it too should be 
rejected just as other alternatives were 
rejected 

Response: 

The DOE believes there may be confusion 
between the "purpose and need" for DOE 
action and the intended purpose of 
PL 105-119. The purpose and need for DOE 
action evaluated in this CT EIS is "to act in 
order to meet the requirements of 
Section 632" ofPL 105-119. The DOE has 
evaluated the conveyance and transfer action 
and other suggested action alternatives in 
light of meeting its requirements under 
PL 105-119-that is, to convey and transfer 
certain parcels ofland identified by the DOE 
as being suitable for conveyance or transfer, 
as defined by PL 105-119. To be conveyed or 
transferred (1) the parcels of land must have 
been determined to be unnecessary for 
support of the DOE's national security 
mission requirements before November 26, 
20073

; (2) the DOE also must complete, to the 
maximum extent practicable, any necessary 
environmental remediation or restoration by 
that time; and (3) the parcels must be suitable 
for use by the receiving parties for historic, 
cultural, or environmental preservation 
purposes, economic diversification purposes, 
or community self-sufficiency purposes. The 
conveyance and transfer of land tracts would 
satisfy the DOE's obligations required by 
PL 105-119. The other suggested action 
alternatives would not satisfy these 
requirements. The "purpose and need" 
referenced by the commentor is best 
described as the intended purpose of 
PL 105-119, which is to provide Los Alamos 
County with the means for self-sufficiency, 
due to the end of assistance payments, and to 
transfer lands to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 
Section 1.1, Background Information, in 
Chapter 1 ofthe CT EIS, contains further 

3 November 26,2007, marks the end of the 10-year action 
period specified in Section 632 ofPL 105-119. 
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information on the intended purpose of 
PL 105-119. 

The congressionally mandated action 
considered in this CT EIS, namely, the 
conveyance and transfer of the land tracts, 
would meet the purpose and need for agency 
action set forth in Section 1.2 in Chapter 1 of 
the CT EIS and described above. The DOE 
does not consider whether or not the intended 
purpose ofPL 105-119 is met. This would 
likely be determined by Congress, the County 
of Los Alamos, and the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso. 

The DOE received several suggestions 
regarding other alternatives to be evaluated in 
this CT EIS (for example, reinitiate the 
assistance payments without conveyance or 
transfer). These alternatives were considered 
but eliminated from detailed analysis, as 
described in Section 2.4 in Chapter 2 ofthe 
CT EIS, because they would not allow the 
DOE to meet its need to comply with the 
requirements ofPL 105-119. Also see 
General Issue 3: Basis for DOE's Decisions. 

Genera/Issue 2: Deed Restrictions 

Issue: 

Commentors urged the DOE to ensure 
that future ecological and cultural resource 
protections for the parcels remain at their 
current levels. Specifically, many commentors 
were concerned that the proposed action 
would not provide adequate protection of 
threatened and endangered species and 
cultural resources. Commentors wanted the 
DOE to accomplish protection of these 
resources by placing restrictions in the 
instruments of conveyance or transfer so that 
any future development of the tracts would be 
limited in a manner that would maintain the 
ecological and cultural resources of the 
tracts. Commentors were concerned that both 
Los Alamos County and San lldefonso Pueblo 
lacked the legal drivers, funds, or staff to 
adequately protect the existing natural and 
cultural resources. They also were concerned 
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that there appears to be no long-term 
resource protection of these lands if they are 
conveyed or transferred Concern was 
expressed that development of these lands 
would adversely impact Bandelier and the 
Santa Fe National Forest and would not be in 
harmony with the existing natural setting. 
Commentors also wanted the DOE to ensure 
that the current recreational access to the 
tracts is continued and enhanced 

Response: 

The DOE's authority to limit or condition 
the conveyance or transfer of the tracts at 
issue in the CT EIS is circumscribed by the 
provisions ofPL 105-119. That statute directs 
the DOE to convey to the County ofLos 
Alamos (or its designee) or transfer to the 
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOl) (in 
trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso) tracts of 
land in the Los Alamos area under its 
administrative control that meet the criteria 
set out in the statute. The provisions of 
PL 105-119 apply differently to conveyances 
to the County than they do to transfers to the 
DOl. These differences affect the manner in 
which ecological and cultural resources would 
be protected. 

In the case of transfer to the DOl, the land 
would still be owned by the U.S. 
Government; only the administrative 
jurisdiction would be transferred from one 
Federal agency to another. See section 
632(a)(2) ofPL 105-119, presented in 
Appendix A. Thus, all applicable 
requirements governing activities on Federal 
land, including those for the protection of 
sensitive resources, would continue. 
Responsibility for interpreting and applying 
those requirements would rest with the DOl. 
It would be inappropriate for the DOE to 
attempt to place prior restraints on the DO I' s 
ability to exert its authority in administering 
land under its jurisdiction. 
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In the case of conveyances to the County 
ofLos Alamos, the DOE must convey to the 
County "fee" title4 to the parcels ofland. See 
section 632(a)(1) ofthe PL 105-119, 
presented in Appendix A. The DOE must 
work within this limitation in determining 
what, if any, conditions or restrictions can be 
included in the instruments of conveyance. 
The DOE may conclude that deed restrictions 
are not the most effective vehicle to preserve 
ecological and cultural resources. However, 
notwithstanding the limited authority 
conferred upon the DOE by PL 105-119, the 
DOE is required to consult with appropriate 
regulators concerning the protection of 
threatened and endangered species and 
cultural resources before conveying title to 
any tracts of land to the County. These 
consultations could lead to agreements 
between the DOE, the regulators, and the 
County on mitigation measures to be applied 
to minimize the potential for adverse impacts 
after conveyance of the land occurs. The DOE 
has contacted these regulators (see Chapter 18 
of this CT EIS). The regulators have agreed 
that it will be most productive to defer further 
consultations until the County and the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso have reached agreement on 
which recipient will receive which tracts of 
land. See section 632(e) ofPL 105-119, 
presented in Appendix A. The land division 
process should be completed by November 
1999. At that time, the DOE and the 
regulators will know which tracts will be 
conveyed to the County and thus will be the 
subject of consultations. These consultations 
will address the specifics ofthe mitigation 
measures. The Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) 
that the DOE will develop as part of its NEP A 

4 The term "fee" title speaks to the degree, quality, nature, 
and extent of interest that a person or entity holds in real 
property. Specifically, it is a contract term in real estate that 
means the holder is entitled to all rights incident to the 
property. There are no time limitations on its existence (it is 
said to nm forever). The ownership of the land by a fee 
holder is complete and free of State domination (except the 
rights of the State of taxation, police power, and eminent 
domain). 
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compliance process will include this 
information. 

The DOE does not have the authority 
under PL 105-119 to ensure continued 
recreational use of the tracts. Use of the land 
will be determined by the recipients. 
However, any interested party can contact the 
recipients and explore the question of 
continued recreational access. 

Genera/Issue 3: Basis for DOE's 
Decisions 

Issue: 

Commentors wanted the DOE to choose 
the No Action Alternative for some or all of 
the tracts, in whole or in part, based on the 
potential adverse impacts associated with the 
tracts' eventual use and development by the 
recipient parties. Commentors were 
concerned that if Los Alamos County received 
the land it would be fully developed, and the 
existing environmental and cultural resources 
would be lost. Commentors believed that if 
San Ildefonso Pueblo received the lands they 
would not be fully developed, and a better 
protection of resources would occur. For this 
reason, commentors also wanted the DOE to 
convey or transfer particular tracts to a 
particular recipient based on the difference in 
potential impacts to environmental or cultural 
resources. 

Response: 

The decision process regarding whether a 
particular tract of land will be conveyed or 
transferred was clearly defined by Congress 
in section 632 ofPL 105-119. This section of 
PL 105-119 specifically directs that the tracts 
of land identified by the DOE in the report to 
Congress titled, "Land Transfer, A 
Preliminary Identification ofParcels ofLand 
in Los Alamos, New Mexico for Conveyance 
or Transfer," if suitable, be transferred to the 
Secretary of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso or conveyed to the County of 
Los Alamos or their designee. See 
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section 632(g) ofPL 105-119, presented in 
Appendix A. The DOE's role in the process 
involves deciding whether the suitability 
criteria set by Congress in PL 105-119 have 
been met for each tract. If these criteria are 
met for a particular tract or portion of a tract, 
the portion of the tract that meets the 
suitability criteria will be conveyed or 
transferred. Moreover, the DOE has no role in 
deciding which recipient will receive a 
particular tract. This decision is to be made 
jointly by the County ofLos Alamos and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. See section 632(e) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A. 

NEP A requires that an agency evaluate 
the No Action Alternative in the preparation 
of an EIS. The No Action Alternative reflects 
the status quo and provides a baseline against 
which the impacts of the various action 
alternatives may be compared. An agency's 
discretion to select the No Action Alternative 
may be limited or controlled by the enabling 
legislation under which the agency is 
operating. In this CT EIS, the No Action 
Alternative means that the DOE would decide 
to not transfer or convey individual tracts. 
Under PL 105-119, such a decision must be 
based on a determination that a tract does not 
meet one of the statutory criteria, and 
therefore, is not suitable to be transferred or 
conveyed. For example, the DOE could 
determine that the necessary environmental 
restoration or remediation cannot be 
completed within the 10 years allowed by the 
statute. See section 632(g)(3) of the 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A. 
However, the DOE cannot base a decision to 
select the No Action Alternative on any factor 
other than a failure of a tract to meet the 
criteria set out in PL 105-119, including such 
factors as potential adverse resource impacts. 

The assessment of potential adverse 
impacts presented in this CT EIS can be used 
by the San Ildefonso Pueblo and the County 
to help them reach decision as to which party 
will receive which tract. In addition, the 
Pueblo and County can use the information to 
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guide future use and development decisions. 
As required by PL 105-119, the 
environmental impact information also will be 
part of the DOE report due to Congress 
regarding the tracts being considered for 
conveyance and transfer (the Combined Data 
Report). Thus, the information on potential 
adverse impacts will be part of the overall 
decisionmaking process. 

Genera/Issue 4: Public Law Process 
and the CT EIS 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the proposed 
conveyance and transfer in general was 
unfair or that the process set by P L 105-119 
was unfair. Specifically, commentors felt that 
the exclusion of potential recipients other 
than the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and the 
County of Los Alamos was unfair. 
Commentors requested that the DOE consider 
conveying land to a party other than the two 
specified in PL 105-119. Commentors 
believed that because PL 105-119 defines the 
steps to be taken by the DOE, an evaluation 
of all reasonable alternatives has not 
occurred For this reason, commentors 
believed that the CT EIS does not fully 
encourage and facilitate public involvement 
in the decisionmaking process, which is the 
intent of NEPA. Commentors believed that 
PL 105-119 made the decision to bypass the 
NEPA process. 

Response: 

Congress enacted PL 105-119 to address a 
very specific issue: the self-sufficiency ofthe 
Los Alamos County. A review of the 
historical basis for this legislation places in 
context the process Congress chose to achieve 
this goal. 

Under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394), 
the Federal Government recognized its 
responsibility to provide support for a 
specified period to agencies or municipalities 
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that were strongly affected by their proximity 
to facilities that are part of the nation's 
nuclear weapons complex while they 
achieved self-sufficiency. 

These facilities were three so-called 
Atomic Energy Communities: Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee; Richland, Washington; and Los 
Alamos, New Mexico. Each of these 
communities was established as a wholly 
government-owned community in which all 
municipal, educational, medical, housing, and 
recreational facilities were provided by the 
Federal Government. Under the AECA, 
national policies were established regarding 
the obligations of the United States to the 
three Atomic Energy Communities. These 
policies were directed at terminating Federal 
Government ownership and management of 
the communities by facilitating the 
establishment of local self-government, 
providing for the orderly transfer to local 
entities of municipal functions, and providing 
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of 
property within these communities with a 
minimum of dislocation. The establishment of 
self-government and transfer of 
infrastructures and land were intended to 
encourage self- sufficiency of the 
communities through the establishment of a 
broad base for economic development. 

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the 
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been 
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic 
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature 
and location. 

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a 
report to Congress concerning the assistance 
payments to the County (see Section 1.1.2 in 
Chapter 1 of the CT EIS). In that report, the 
DOE recommended that: 

• The historically paid annual assistance 
payment be discontinued with a final 
lump-sum settlement of$22.6 million, 

• The DOE transfer to the County 
several municipal installations and 

Final CT EIS 



SUMMARY 

functions under its administration and 
operation, and 

• That the DOE transfer to the County 
undeveloped land that could be 
utilized by the County or developed 
by private interest to increase the 
County's revenue from property and 
gross receipts tax. 

In October 1996, Congress enacted 
legislation (the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act of 1997) to 
terminate the annual assistance payments to 
the County by mid 1997, with the 
recommended lump-sum termination 
payment. Disposition of municipal functions 
and installations (the water system, fire 
stations, and lease of the Airport) were begun 
in 1997. 

Congress completed the steps considered 
necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los 
Alamos in keeping with the last of the 
recommendations made in the June 1996 
report to Congress by enacting PL 105-119. 
The same legislation provided for land to be 
transferred to the DOl, in trust for the San 
Ildefonso Pueblo, that had been used by the 
Pueblo prior to the creation ofLANL. 

PL 105-119 was drafted with input from 
the DOE, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and the 
County ofLos Alamos. It is customary for 
Congress to consult with parties affected by 
prospective legislation. However, Congress 
ultimately prescribed both the results to be 
accomplished by the statute and the process to 
be followed in accomplishing those results. 
That process was specified in substantial 
detail. These details included the potential 
recipients, criteria for determining the 
suitability of parcels of land for conveyance 
or transfer, setting the steps for implementing 
the process, setting the timetable for 
implementing the process, and the roles and 
responsibilities of the parties involved. The 
DOE is obligated to adhere to these 
requirements and carry out its role as 
mandated by PL 105-119. While the NEPA 
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process includes addressing public concerns 
and comments regarding the proposed action, 
the DOE does not have the authority to 
modify the requirements ofPL 105-119. Only 
Congress can address changing the process or 
details of the process by amending 
PL 105-119. 

A NEP A analysis is based on the authority 
and limitations imposed by the enabling 
legislation; this does not invalidate the NEP A 
process, but may narrow the scope of the 
analysis. Congress could have provided that a 
more broadly scoped EIS be prepared by 
granting the DOE more discretion in 
implementing the statute. Conversely, 
Congress could have removed all discretion 
and required that the DOE carry out a mere 
ministerial conveyance and transfer action, 
thereby negating the applicability ofNEP A 
However, Congress gave the DOE a limited 
decisionmaking role, and that role is reflected 
by the scope of this CT EIS. For example, the 
alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS (that is, to 
convey or transfer each tract, or no action) are 
appropriately tailored to the underlying 
legislation for this action. 

Although there is limited involvement by 
the DOE in the conveyance and transfer 
decisions, Congress instructed the DOE to 
proceed with the NEP A process to evaluat~ 
the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the conveyance and transfer 
action. (See section 632(d)(l)(B) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A). While 
the CT EIS may only play a limited role in the 
overall decisions made by the DOE, it fulfills 
the intent ofNEP A It informs the public of 
the impacts ofthe proposed action. Moreover, 
it can be used by the Pueblo and the County 
to help reach their decision as to which party 
will receive which tract, and to what use they 
will ultimately put the land. Finally, the DOE 
will use the CT EIS analyses as part of the 
report to Congress on the suitability ofthe 
tracts for conveyance and transfer. (See 
section 632(d)(1)(C) ofPL 105-119, 
presented in Appendix A) These uses of the 
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CT EIS analyses fulfill the intent ofthe 
NEP A process to inform the decisionmakers 
and promote better decisionmaking. The 
process through which this CT EIS has been 
prepared also fulfills the intent ofNEP A to 
inform the public in a timely manner so that 
the public can provide input to the 
decisionmaking process. 

General~sue5:Envffonmenml 
Restoration Process 

Issue: 

Commentors presented concerns or 
questions about details of the environmental 
restoration activities that will take place on 
each of the tracts, such as the timetable for 
cleanup and the setting of cleanup levels 
Commentors were concerned that the CT EIS 
does not adequately address the 
environmental remediation that may be 
necessary for these tracts. Questions were 
raised about the DOE being able to certify 
that contaminants were cleaned up to the 
level of specified use. Concern also was 
expressed that cleanup levels for use of the 
land for cultural preservation purposes would 
be less than the level of cleanup for 
residential use. 

Response: 

Under the requirements ofPL 105-119, 
the DOE is required to clean up each tract, to 
the maximum extent practicable, before it can 
be conveyed or transferred. The DOE, 
through the LANL Environmental Restoration 
Project, is conducting a separate process for 
site cleanup. This process will involve the 
public and State and Federal regulatory 
agencies to determine the appropriate level of 
cleanup to be undertaken for the each tract, 
the technical manner in which it will be 
achieved, and the priority of the cleanup 
actions. This separate process will include the 
DOE's NEPA review of the cleanup actions 
as details are developed and they become ripe 
for decision. 
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Currently, there is not enough detail 
known regarding the cleanup required for 
each of the tracts to pursue the NEP A 
compliance action(s). When the regulators 
and the public have reviewed and approved 
the various types of remediation and 
restoration under consideration, the DOE will 
then be in a position to pursue the NEP A 
compliance review necessary. 

The CT EIS presents the information 
available to the DOE concerning the potential 
environmental restoration of the tracts 
proposed for conveyance and transfer. The 
cleanup of most of these tracts was already in 
the preliminary stages or had been completed 
before they were identified for the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action. Plans for 
completing the cleanup of the tracts will be 
dynamic and are subject to revision and 
change as additional information becomes 
available. This is especially true for plans 
dealing with buildings that are currently in 
service and contain asbestos or other 
hazardous materials requiring 
decontamination before demolition may be 
undertaken. Plans also will be developed to 
address the issue of cleanup of floodplain 
areas that may receive contamination washed 
downstream from other areas. To the extent 
known or anticipated, information on 
environmental restoration and remediation 
impacts is included in this CT EIS. 

Because the details of the future cleanup 
activities associated with these tracts are 
unknown, this CT EIS presents information 
intended to bound the potential environmental 
impacts. The environmental information on 
restoration provided in this CT EIS (see 
Appendix B) is based on the DOE's 
Environmental Restoration Report, which is 
being produced to meet the DOE's 
requirements under section 632 of 
PL 105-119. This section ofPL 105-119 
requires the DOE to identify any 
environmental remediation or restoration 
necessary on the tracts considered for 
conveyance and transfer and to then supply 
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this information in a report to Congress 
together with the environmental impact 
information. The Environmental Restoration 
Report seeks to bound the amounts of wastes 
generated, the costs of the cleanup activities 
that will occur in the future, and the durations 
of cleanup actions, even though the exact 
details ofthese cleanup activities are currently 
only estimated. The DOE's proposed 
remedies and estimates of projected waste 
volumes, cleanup costs, and cleanup duration 
presented in the Environmental Restoration 
Report are based on site knowledge and 
characterization data as they exist today. 
These projections also are based on the 
DOE's understanding of the types of cleanup 
strategies and the cleanup levels that are 
generally acceptable to the regulators as 
meeting the RCRA corrective action 
requirement by which LANL is regulated. 

Comments on the Environmental 
Restoration Report have been forwarded to 
LANL Environmental Restoration Project 
personnel. These comments were 
incorporated into the Final Environmental 
Restoration Report, and letters were sent to 
the commentors. To find more information 
about the LANL Environmental Restoration 
Project or about the restoration or remediation 
of the subject tracts, please contact Mr. Ted 
Taylor at the DOE Los Alamos Area Office, 
528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico 
87544; or call (505) 665-7203. 

Genera/Issue 6: Environmental 
Justice 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the CT EIS did 
not fully evaluate the environmental justice 
impacts to the nearby minority populations. 
Commentors stated that the potential adverse 
impacts discussed in the CT EIS were not 
discussed as environmental justice impacts to 
the people of San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
Commentors believed that the CT EIS 
recognizes adverse impacts on traditional and 
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cultural resources but does not see these 
impacts as disproportionately affecting the 
Pueblo of San lldefonso and therefore does 
not recognize an environmental justice 
impact. The commentors address specific 
concerns about the protection of Tewa Pueblo 
shrines and traditional cultural practices on 
Jour of the tracts. Commentors maintain that 
cultural preservation land uses would protect 
these resources better than the other 
contemplated uses. Commentors viewed the 
potential impacts on Tewa Pueblo shrines, 
artifacts, and traditional cultural practices 
associated with the other contemplated land 
uses as causing a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on a minority population that 
should be addressed in the CT EIS as an 
environmental justice impact. 

Response: 

The DOE has evaluated the impacts 
associated with land use, transportation, 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, ecological resources, 
geology and soils, water resources, air 
resources, and human health and has not 
identified any disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts on minority or low-income 
populations. However, for TCPs the analysis 
has not been completed. 

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations," 
and its accompanying memorandum to the 
heads of departments and agencies directed 
each agency to take impacts to minority and 
low-income communities into account in their 
decisionmaking processes. Specifically, these 
impacts were to be evaluated during the 
NEP A process. The Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has oversight 
responsibility for Federal agencies 
compliance with Executive Order 12898 and 
NEP A. The CEQ has issued guidance on 
evaluating environmental justice through the 
NEP A process. The DOE has followed this 
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guidance in evaluating the environmental 
justice issues in both this CT EIS and the 
1999 Site-Wide EIS (SWEIS) for LANL from 
which this CT EIS tiers and references. 

In accordance with CEQ guidance, this 
CT EIS evaluates the potential for 
environmental impacts that would have 
disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
the low-income or minority communities in 
the region (see Section 4.2.13 in Chapter 4 of 
the CT EIS). Most of the potential adverse 
environmental impacts discussed in this 
CT EIS, such as those associated with utilities 
and threatened and endangered species, would 
affect all populations in the area equally, and 
thus, would not have a disproportionately 
high and adverse impact to minority or low
income communities in the region. Other 
potential adverse impacts, such as those 
associated with traffic, would affect the 
townsite area, which has a relatively low 
percentage of minority and low-income 
populations (see Section 3 .2.13 in Chapter 3 
of the CT EIS), and thus, would not 
disproportionately affect low-income or 
minority populations. 

As part of its human health impacts 
analysis, the LANL SWEIS looked at 
potential exposure through special pathways, 
including ingestion of game animals, fish, 
native vegetation, surface waters, sediments, 
and local produce; absorption of contaminants 
in sediments through the skin; and inhalation 
of plant materials. For LANL, the special 
pathways are important to the environmental 
justice analysis because some ofthese 
pathways are more important or viable to the 
traditional or cultural practices of minority 
populations in the area. Even considering 
these special pathways, the SWEIS did not 
find disproportionately high and adverse 
health impacts to minority or low-income 
populations. 

Steps taken to protect minority 
populations and others living in the vicinity of 
LANL are described throughout the SWEIS. 
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In Volume I of the SWEIS, Chapter 4 
discusses the affected environment and 
includes descriptions of ongoing 
environmental surveillance and compliance 
programs, the worker protection program, and 
the emergency preparedness and response 
program. Chapter 5 analyzes exposure to the 
maximally exposed individual (MEl), 
recognizing that through limiting the dose to 
individual members of the public, the entire 
population is better protected. Chapter 6 
addresses the programs and activities that 
mitigate impact to the public, as well as 
additional mitigation measures being 
considered by DOE in conjunction with the 
SWEIS process. 

The following are specific LANL 
community issues and areas that are 
associated with the analysis of environmental 
justice. 

• Area Pueblos: San Ildefonso, Santa 
Clara, Jemez, Cochiti, San Juan, 
Pojoaque, Nambe, and Tesuque 

• Predominately Hispanic 
Communities: El Rancho, Jacona, 
Jaconita, Guachupangue, Espanola 
(Traditional Hispanic communities 
also can be artisan guilds, rural 
development organizations, and 
acequia associations [irrigation water 
distribution system associations].) 

• Topics of Concern: Human health 
(LANL emissions and contaminants), 
economic (effects from LANL 
projects), and social (project effects on 
the fabric of a community and TCPs) 

• TCPs: Significant place or object 
associated with historical and cultural 
practices or beliefs of a living 
community that is rooted in that 
community's history and is important 
in maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community 

• General Categories of TCPs: 
Ceremonial and archaeological sites, 
natural features mentioned in stories 
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and legends, plant gathering areas 
(plants for ceremonial, medicinal, and 
artisan purposes), clay procurement 
areas (hunting areas and acequias) 
(TCPs are not restricted to Native 
American groups. For example, 
traditional Hispanic communities also 
maintain religious practices, arts and 
crafts traditions, folklore, and 
traditional medical practices.) 

• Subsistence and Other 
Consumption Issues: Cattle grazing, 
deer and elk hunting, plant cultivation 
and wild plant gathering, fishing; 
"special exposure pathways" 
(ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact); 
limiting access; and quantifiable data 

Potential impacts to cultural resources 
could have a disproportionate adverse affect 
to the minority communities in the region. 
However, while archaeological and historic 
resources have been evaluated, the evaluation 
of traditional cultural properties (TCPs) or 
sites has not been completed. The DOE 
initiated consultation with the Native 
American Pueblos in the region on TCPs 
associated with the tracts in July 1998, and 
additional correspondence was sent on March 
30, 1999, to 23 area Pueblos and tribes (see 
Appendix E, Section E.3.2 of the CT EIS for 
additional discussion). Consultations initiated 
as part of the CT EIS are still ongoing. 

The DOE recognizes that TCPs could 
exist on the tracts and that these might be 
affected by the uses for these tracts identified 
by the recipient parties. Without the 
consultations the DOE cannot ascertain 
whether TCPs are present on an individual 
tract or the degree to which those TCPs could 
be potentially impacted. Without assessment 
of the impacts the DOE cannot determine 
whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on 
any minority or low-income communities. In 
the discussions of cultural resources and 
environmental justice for each tract, the DOE 
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includes a statement that TCPs could be 
present and that they could be impacted by 
the land uses being evaluated. The DOE will 
continue with the required consultation 
process associated with cultural resources and 
TCPs. 

The DOE acknowledges that there are 
different approaches that could be used to 
assess environmental justice impacts. Some 
groups may view any and all impacts as 
significant, others may accept a higher level 
of risk. 

Chestnut Law Offices, legal counsel for 
the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, submitted 
comments on behalf of the Pueblo that 
expressed the belief that the conveyance or 
transfer process would have environmental 
justice impacts on their population, 
specifically, 

" ... the CT EIS does not recognize 
the impact upon these shrines 
[Tewa Pueblo] and usage of the 
area by Native American 
population under the County's 
proposed usages of increased 
recreational access, and residential 
and commercial development. The 
Pueblo views the effect on the 
shrines, artifacts and traditional 
cultural usage as a disproportionate 
adverse impact on a minority 
population ... " 

This comment notwithstanding, the DOE 
considers that is has met the objectives of 
Executive Order 12898 to investigate 
environmental justice impacts that would be 
potentially high and adverse and would 
disproportionately affect one group over 
another in these Final CT EIS analyses. 

Genera/Issue 7: Homesteaders 
Association Claims 

Issue: 

Commentors expressed their belief that 
the DOE should give the land back to the 
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families who once owned or homesteaded the 
land and not to the County or the Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso. Commentors stated that 
homesteaders still have a claim to the land 
that was taken from them in the Los Alamos 
area. Commentors believed that the U.S. 
Government took the land from the 
homesteaders without just compensation. 
Commentors believed that the title search 
report for the tracts of land to be conveyed or 
transferred was not valid or complete. 
Commentors also believed that the DOE has 
not addressed the homesteaders' claims. 

Response: 

The DOE has been in communication 
with the Homesteaders Association of the 
Pajarito Plateau (Homesteaders Association). 
The Homesteaders Association is composed 
of people who were the homesteaders, or 
owners, or descendents of the original 
homesteaders or owners of land in the Los 
Alamos area that the U.S. Government 
condemned or purchased in the 1940s in order 
to conduct the Manhattan Project. 

In 1942, the Undersecretary ofWar 
directed that the land needed in the area be 
acquired. In April1943, the Secretary of 
Agriculture granted authority to the Secretary 
of War for the War Department to occupy and 
use, for as long as the military necessity 
existed, federally owned land under the 
jurisdiction ofthe U.S. Forest Service. This 
involved withdrawal of grazing permits. The 
holders of the grazing permits were 
compensated based on the number of grazing 
stock. 

The process prescribed for acquiring 
privately owned land was by condemnation or 
purchase. Authority for condemnation of 
private lands was contained in the Second 
War Powers Act. Under the Second War 
Powers Act, the government filed a Petition in 
Condemnation that resulted in an Order of 
Possession served by the court on the land 
owner, who then had to vacate. To acquire the 
land permanently, a Declaration of Taking 
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was filed by the government, and appraisals 
were made by an appointed commission. If 
the appraisal was not approved by both the 
land owner and the government, the case was 
settled in the U.S. District Court. The land 
was acquired in fee simple by filing 
Declaration ofTaking proceedings because 
there was not enough time to negotiate with 
each owner and because condemnation 
proceedings were necessary to eliminate the 
numerous title defects that existed. 

The Homesteaders Association families 
were compensated at that time. The 
Homesteaders Association members are now 
interested in regaining all of these lands or 
receiving additional compensation for the 
lands. The Homesteaders Association interest 
includes some of the land being considered 
for conveyance and transfer. 

While no written claim for any ofthe land 
being considered for conveyance and transfer 
has been submitted to the DOE, the issue was 
researched. Only the Rendija Canyon Tract 
has any land that was once the site of a 
homestead. Approximately 10 percent or 
around 90 acres ( 40 hectares) of the Rendij a 
Canyon Tract was formerly privately owned. 

As required by PL 105-119, the U.S. 
Army Corps ofEngineers (COE) has 
researched the title to all of the land tracts and 
the DOE submitted the resulting title opinions 
in a report to Congress. The COE concluded 
that the U.S. Government condemned these 
lands properly or purchased them properly 
and has clear title to the land tracts being 
considered for conveyance and transfer. 

Environmental Impacts 
The environmental impacts of the 

proposed conveyance and transfer of the 1 0 
land tracts are described below. The 
assumptions associated with the analysis of 
impacts are provided. The impacts are broken 
into direct and indirect impacts. The impacts 
of the No Action Alternative are compared to 
the impacts projected to result from 
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implementation of the Proposed Action 
Alternative in Table S-2, provided at the end 
of this section. As an aide to the reader, 
Table S-3 (also provided at the end of this 
section) presents a summary ofthe impacts of 
the Proposed Action Alternative on a tract-by
tract basis. The environmental impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative, based on current 
information, would be expected to be between 
those presented for implementation of the 
Proposed Action and the No Action 
Alternatives for each tract. 

Analysis of Impacts 
The land tracts are part ofLANL with the 

exceptions ofthe Rendija Canyon and 
Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tracts. 
Because the tracts are part of or near LANL, 
the information contained in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c) analysis is used with 
regard to environmental resources or existing 
conditions in the CT EIS. The four 
alternatives analyzed in the SWEIS relate to 
varying levels of operations at LANL. The 
T A 21 Tract has the only facilities analyzed in 
the SWEIS that are located on the subject 
tracts, while the other tracts are either 
excluded from the SWEIS analysis or remain 
unchanged in land use across the SWEIS 
alternatives. The SWEIS Preferred 
Alternative is used as the basis for the CT EIS 
No Action Alternative because it provides a 
reasonable upper "bounding analysis" of 
impacts regarding those resources of concern. 
This approach assures that the CT EIS has not 
underestimated the potential impacts that may 
result from the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts. 

Implementing the SWEIS Preferred 
Alternative would maximize use of electric 
power due to expanded LANL operations; 
more people being hired, mostly for long-term 
employment; and more LANL workers being 
exposed to radioactive materials and 
processes. In particular, the level ofuse of 
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas), 
waste management and disposal facilities, and 
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groundwater resources are greater in the 
SWEIS Preferred Alternative. 

Timeframe of Analyses 

The schedule for conveyance or transfer 
of each tract, either in whole or in part, and 
the potential recipient's eventual development 
of the tracts cannot be accurately determined 
at this time. Therefore, the relation of those 
schedules to the schedule for full 
implementation ofthe activities described in 
the SWEIS Preferred Alternative also cannot 
be evaluated. In order to provide bounding 
analyses, it is assumed in this CT EIS that the 
SWEIS Preferred Alternative has already 
been fully implemented, and all of the tracts 
are conveyed or transferred and developed 
within the next 10 years. This assumption, 
while ensuring the analyses of impacts 
bounds those likely to occur, may be overly 
conservative in some cases. Those cases 
where the analyses may be overly 
conservative (for example, in estimating when 
utility demand may exceed capacities) will be 
identified. 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Once the land tracts are conveyed or 
transferred, they will pass beyond the 
administrative control of the DOE. All 
subsequent use ofthe land will be 
independent of the DOE. Therefore, for the 
purpose of this CT EIS, all impacts associated 
with actions that would be undertaken by the 
DOE due to the proposed conveyance and 
transfer of the land tracts are described as 
direct impacts. All subsequent impacts 
resulting from actions undertaken by the 
recipients after the proposed conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts are described as indirect 
impacts. 

Comparison of Direct Impacts 
A comparison of the impacts ofthe No 

Action Alternative and the impacts projected 
to result from implementation ofthe Proposed 
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Action Alternative are presented in Table S-2, 
provided at the end of this section. The direct 
and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative are also discussed below. The 
impacts ofthe No Action Alternative are 
detailed where they differ from those 
presented in the SWEIS. 

The direct impacts of the proposed 
conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts 
consist of those associated with the relocation 
ofDOE LANL operations and personnel who 
currently reside on the various tracts. 
Employees requiring relocation could be 
moved to existing buildings on other parts of 
LANL property, or new buildings could be 
constructed. These plans are not ripe for 
decision. Any decision regarding construction 
of new facilities would be preceded by 
appropriate NEPA review. 

There would be no difference in direct 
impacts between the conveyance and transfer 
of the tracts and the No Action Alternative in 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, geology and soils, water 
resources, or human health. 

The differences between the direct 
impacts ofthe conveyance and transfer ofthe 
tracts and the No Action Alternative in land 
use, transportation, ecological resources, 
cultural resources, and air resources are 
discussed by affected resource in the 
following paragraphs. 

Land Use 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in land use or direct impacts 
are anticipated. Completion of environmental 
restoration activities, including 
decontamination, decommissioning, and 
possible demolition ofDOE facilities may 
allow possible changes in future land use. 
Environmental restoration activities would 
proceed in accordance with existing and 
developing plans. Worker impacts associated 
with environmental restoration activities 
cannot be projected at this time. 
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Environmental restoration activities would be 
subject to their own DOE NEPA review. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the conveyance and transfer of the tracts in 
whole or in part, no specific changes in land 
use or direct impacts are anticipated. In 
general, environmental restoration activities 
are independent of the conveyance and 
transfer process; but, the conveyance and 
transfer scenarios may influence decisions on 
the timing, cleanup levels, and the inclusion 
of certain buildings in environmental 
restoration activities. The waste estimates 
would be roughly the same as for the No 
Action Alternative. 

Transportation 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in direct impacts in 
transportation are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
direct consequences of the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts include small alteration 
of the overall daily commute. DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would 
have to change their commuting routes. Some 
DOE and contractor personnel may have a 
shorter drive to work, those living in White 
Rock for example; but, most would have 
farther to travel. 

Ecological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in direct impacts to 
ecological resources are anticipated. 

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative, the conveyance and transfer of 
the tracts, are limited to the changes in 
responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes and procedures for future activities 
would be different from those that are 
currently governing the subject tracts and may 
not be as rigorous. The LANL Threatened and 
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Endangered Species Habitat Management 
Plan would no longer be in effect for those 
tracts occupied by or containing suitable 
habitat for endangered species. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative no . ' specific changes in direct impacts to cultural 
resources are anticipated. 

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative, the conveyance and transfer of 
the tracts, are limited to the potential transfer 
ofknown and unidentified cultural resources 
and historic properties out of the 
responsibility and protection ofDOE. Under 
the Criteria of Adverse Effects 
(36 CFR 800.5(a)(1), the transfer, lease, or 
sale of resources eligible for listing on the 
~ational Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP) 
IS an adverse effect. NRHP eligible resources 
are present on nine of the tracts being 
~ssessed in this CT EIS, and would be directly 
Impacted by the Federal action. The 
disposition of each of the subject tracts also 
may affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites or sites needed 
for the practice of traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act and 

' Executive Order 13007, "Indian Sacred 
Sites." In addition, the disposition of the tracts 
would potentially affect the treatment and 
disposition of any human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony that may be discovered on the 
tracts, under the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act. 

Air Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
' specific changes in direct impacts in air 

resources or global warming are anticipated. 

Direct consequences of the Proposed 
Action Alternative, the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts, include small alteration 
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ofthe overall daily commute. DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would 
have to change their commuting routes. Some 
DOE and contractor personnel (for example, 
those living in White Rock) may have a 
shorter drive to work; but, most would have 
farther to travel. This would result in slightly 
greater emissions. 

Comparison of Indirect Impacts 
Indirect impacts are anticipated from the 

subsequent uses contemplated by the 
receiving parties for several of the 10 tracts 
(see Table S-3 at the end ofthis section). The 
receiving parties have identified a 
combination of contemplated uses for the 
tracts after conveyance or transfer. These uses 
include development of part or all of some of 
these tracts. Estimates of the development 
acreage reflect the best available information 
on the footprint of the contemplated 
developments. This acreage may include the 
redevelopment of disturbed land as well as the 
new use of relatively undisturbed areas. The 
impact analysis assumes that these footprints 
represent an approximation of areas that 
would be developed but that may not include 
all areas that would otherwise be disturbed. 
Likewise, there are no specific acreage 
estimates for land that may be disturbed or 
developed for land uses that include 
undefined improvements to utilities or 
recreational areas. These areas are 
qualitatively addressed in the impact analysis. 

Land Use 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
specific changes in land use or indir~ct 
impacts are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
the indirect impacts of the conveyance and ' 

transfer of the tracts include regional changes 
in land use, such as the development of forest 
grazing, and open-space land for residential ' 
and commercial uses. Future land use 
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patterns could change on several tracts. 
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of 
the total acreage proposed for transfer and 
conveyance could be developed or 
redeveloped for other uses. 

There is the potential for the introduction 
of land uses that would be incompatible with 
adjacent landowners' resource protection 
efforts. There may be loss of recreational 
opportunities currently enjoyed on some 
tracts. 

While cumulative impacts to land use 
affect only a small percentage of the total 
region, many ofthe anticipated impacts are 
concentrated in the vicinity ofLos Alamos, 
LANL, and White Rock and therefore could 
appear substantial. 

Transportation 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes or indirect impacts in 
transportation are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the conveyance and transfer of the tracts, 
commercial, industrial, and residential 
developments would greatly increase the 
number of trips generated. Peak-hour traffic 
entering or exiting 6 of the 10 tracts could 
increase by a range of approximately 751 to 
3,775 trips. There could be a positive regional 
traffic impact in that more LANL employees 
could live in Los Alamos and reduce 
overall commuter traffic from other areas. 

Cumulative impacts to regional 
transportation include substantial increases in 
overall regional and local traffic that would 
require improvements to traffic controls, new 
roads, road widening, and bridges. The 
anticipated impacts to transportation would be 
expected to be concentrated near the Los 
Alamos townsite and the LANL area. 

Infrastructure 

Under the No Action Alternative, the 
electrical system is already at the limits of its 
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capacity. With the addition of the SCC and 
other regional developments, the electrical 
power demand will exceed system capacity. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the total estimated increases in utility usage 
associated with the development of the tracts 
would be as follows: 

• Electricity use: 32 gigawatt-hours 
(gwh) 

• Peak power: 6 megawatts (mw) 

• Natural Gas: 459 million cubic feet 
(mcf) (13,000 million liters per year 
[mly]) 

• Water: 3 82 million gallons per year 
(mgy) (1,446 mly) 

• Solid Waste: 2,385 tons per year (tpy) 
(2, 163 metric tons per year [ mty]) 

Increases in discharges to wastewater 
treatment plants could be 132 mgy (500 mly) 
for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant and 
41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock plant. 

The increase in peak electricity demand is 
in addition to the already anticipated 
exceedance of the capacity of the electrical 
power system. Water usage demand is 
projected to exceed water rights. The natural 
gas delivery systems may have to be upgraded 
to handle the increased demand. The existing 
wastewater treatment capacity is expected to 
be exceeded. Solid waste production is 
expected to reduce the expected life of the 
regional landfill. However, given the 
conservative assumptions used in the 
calculations and the phased approach in the 
development of the tracts, the actual utility 
usage may not reach capacity limits within the 
next 1 0 years. 

Noise 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in noise 
are anticipated. 
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Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
ambient noise levels would be expected to 
increase above current levels for most of the 
contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels 
associated with cultural preservation may 
decrease, and noise levels associated with 
natural areas would be expected to remain the 
same or increase slightly. Noise associated 
with transportation and utility corridors would 
remain the same or could increase with 
additional infrastructure construction and use. 
Demolition and construction activities would 
be expected to temporarily elevate noise 
levels on the tracts from the No Action 
Alternative levels to a range of74 to 
95 decibels (dB) on the A-weighted scale 
(dBA). Residential uses typically would result 
in ambient noise levels between 50 and 
70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and 
location. Commercial and industrial land uses 
typically would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise 
would be present during a greater part of the 
day than currently on the tracts that are 
developed for residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. Overall noise from 
vehicular traffic would increase. 

Visual Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in visual 
resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
most of the tracts would maintain their current 
level of visual aesthetic value after 
conveyance and transfer and any subsequent 
development. However, the development of 
currently undeveloped areas, such as the 
Rendij a Canyon and White Rock Tracts, 
would typically degrade the visual landscape. 
The reduction in visual quality would not be 
substantial on a regional scale, but local 
diminished viewsheds could impact resources 
important to maintaining a positive visitor 
experience on adjacent NPS lands. 
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Socioeconomics 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
socioeconomics are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
short-term economic gains would be expected 
from employment due to construction 
activities for new development. Long-term 
gains would depend on the intensity and 
success of the development. Depending on the 
scenarios implemented, 320 businesses could 
be developed on the tracts, employing up to 
6,080 workers and generating a total of8,957 
jobs within the region of influence (ROI). As 
many as 2,360 residences could be placed on 
the tracts, increasing White Rock and Los 
Alamos population by 6,620 residents. 

Overall impacts to employment, income, 
population, and housing would be minor 
within the ROI, but would be concentrated in 
the Los Alamos area. Improvements would be 
expected in the Los Alamos County tax base 
but would probably not offset the loss of 
assistance payments, according to information 
provided by the County (see Chapter 18, 
Section 18.1). 

Ecological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
ecological resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
development footprints for the 10 tracts 
include approximately 770 acres 
(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed 
habitat, primarily ponderosa pine forest and 
pinyon-juniper woodland. Contemplated uses 
also would be expected to degrade large 
amounts adjacent habitat, including preferred 
habitat for the American peregrine falcon and 
the Mexican spotted owl. 

Highly mobile wildlife would be forced to 
relocate to adjacent undeveloped areas. 
However, successful relocation may not occur 
due to increased competition for limited 
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resources. For less-mobile species, direct 
mortality could occur during the actual 
construction or from habitat alteration. 
Habitat modification could affect several 
Federal-listed threatened and endangered 
species. Development in some tracts could 
result in direct loss of wetland structure and 
function with potential increased downstream 
and offsite sedimentation. The current lack of 
a natural resources management plan by 
either the County of Los Alamos or the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso would impede the 
development of an integrated, multiagency 
approach to short- or long-term natural 
resource management strategies. Additionally, 
transfer of the land tracts may result in a 
much less rigorous environmental review and 
protection review process for future activities 
because neither the County of Los Alamos 
nor the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have 
regulations that would match the Federal 
review and protection process. Cumulatively, 
the development could result in fragmentation 
ofhabitat and disruption ofwildlife migration 
corridors. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
cultural resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the development of approximately 826 acres 
(335 hectares) and use of tracts for recreation 
could result in physical destruction, damage, 
or alteration of cultural resources on the 
subject tracts and in adjacent areas and 
disturbance of traditional religious practices. 

Geology and Soils 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
geology and soils are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
soil would be disturbed by development, new 
road building, and utilities. Removal of 
vegetation and increased runoff from new 
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impermeable surfaces could increase erosion. 
The cumulative impacts to geology and soils 
would be insubstantial. 

Water Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in indirect impacts in water 
resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
supplies of groundwater would be reduced, 
potentially accelerating drawdown of the 
main aquifer. Placement of new water supply 
wells could impact groundwater quality. New 
development could potentially degrade the 
surface water quality by increasing the 
pollutant loads and surface runoffvolumes 
from construction activity, and by creating 
additional impermeable surfaces such as roads 
and parking lots. 

Air Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in air 
resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
there would be increases in criteria pollutants 
from mobile sources and homes using natural 
gas or propane. Slight increases in emissions 
of hazardous air pollutants would be expected 
from the development of new industrial 
facilities. The current contributions to global 
climate change from the land tracts would 
increase more than 25-fold over the No 
Action Alternative due to motor vehicle 
traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 
Additional use of artificial lighting could 
impact the visibility of the night sky. 

Human Health 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in human 
health are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, as 
many as 900 new residents could be brought 
into closer proximity to LANL facilities at the 
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DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts, and 
another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the 
White Rock Tract. Commercial development 
could bring as many as 6,000 private-sector 
employees into existing one-half mile 
radiation site evaluation circles at the DP 
Road, TA 21, and Airport Tracts (discussion 
of these "circles" is provided in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.12.2, of the CT EIS). While the 
maximally exposed individual doses would 
not increase, these developments would mean 
increased total population exposures to 
radiological and chemical emissions from 
normal LANL operations and hypothetical 
accidents. A substantial increase in the public 
collective radiation dose and latent cancer 
fatalities would result. Risk of developing 
excess latent cancer fatalities on the subject 
tracts from accident events could maximally 
increase from about 57 excess cancer deaths 
to about 98 excess cancer deaths. 

Development of the tracts by the 
recipients would involve construction with its 
attendant risks to workers. Should the 
development include industrial activities, 
these activities would involve 
commensurately greater worker risks. 

Environmental Justice 

There would be no environmental justice 
impacts under the No Action Alternative. 

No direct adverse effects on minority or 
low-income populations would be expected 
under the Proposed Action Alternative. 
Indirect impact to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. The 
Homesteaders of the Pajarito Plateau and 
legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
have expressed the beliefthat the conveyance 
or transfer and contemplated uses would have 
additional environmental justice impacts on 
their populations. 
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Mitigation Measures 
Mitigations are actions or activities that 

can be taken to avoid, minimize, rectify, or 
compensate for anticipated impacts. 

Mitigations Prior to Conveyance or 
Transfer 

Prior to conveyance or transfer of any of 
the land tracts, the DOE will initiate cultural 
resource consultations with the affected 
Pueblos and tribal nations and the State 
Historic Preservation Office(r), and complete 
consultation regarding threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In 
the case of conveyance ofland tracts to the 
County, the DOE may include deed 
restrictions precluding any development 
within the 100-year floodplains or wetlands 
·consistent with the provisions ofPL 105-119. 

Recommended Mitigations 
The DOE will coordinate consultations 

with the New Mexico State Historic 
Preservation Office(r), Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, receiving parties, and 
other interested agencies and parties to 
engage consideration of impacts on cultural 
resources resulting from the conveyance and 
transfer ofthe subject tracts from the 
responsibility and protection of the DOE. The 
goal of these consultations would be a formal 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
addressing the impacts of the potential loss of 
certain cultural resource protections and DOE 
responsibilities on the subject tracts, and 
defining specific procedures and 
responsibilities for managing cultural 
resource concerns upon transfer to the 
receiving parties. For example, the parties 
could consider the implementation of 
covenants that would ensure identification of 
all resources before development, 
minimization of the impacts to cultural 
resources, and protection of the rights of 
Native Americans regarding traditional 
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religious practices. Other agreements among 
the parties could include development of 
agreements concerning threatened or 
endangered species habitat, integrated 
resource management plans, integrated 
emergency response plans, and future land 
use options. 

Potential Resource-Specific 
Mitigations 

Chapter 16 of the CT EIS provides a large 
list of potential mitigation measures that were 
developed for each resource area. The 
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mitigation measures suggest how specific 
aspects of individual impacts could be 
avoided or minimized. These potential 
measures range from seeking additional 
resources to offset predicted shortfalls in 
power and water supplies; providing new 
access and rights of way for neighboring land 
owners and utilities; and establishing habitat 
buffer zones through conservation programs, 
maintenance of natural vegetation, and 
erosion control; to implementation measures 
to control dust during construction. 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives 

RESOURCE 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

AREA 

Land Use Current mission support, research and Implementation of the Proposed Action 
development and LANL activity buffer Alternative would cause regional changes in land 
land uses would continue on the 10 use, including the development of forest and 
subject tracts. open-space land for residential, commercial, and 

industrial uses and dedication of tracts for 
cultural preservation or as natural areas. 
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the 
total acreage could be developed or redeveloped 
for other uses. There is the potential for the 
introduction of land uses that would be 
incompatible with adjacent landowners' resource 
protection efforts. There may be a loss of 
recreational opportunities associated with 
changes in land use. While cumulative impacts to 
land use affect only a small percentage of the 
total region, many of the anticipated impacts are 
concentrated in the vicinity of Los Alamos, 
LANL, and White Rock and, therefore, could 
appear substantial. 

Environmental Environmental restoration activities Environmental restoration activities are generally 
Restoration would proceed in accordance with independent of the conveyance and transfer 

existing and developing plans and process; but, the conveyance and transfer 
would be subject to their own NEP A scenarios may influence decisions on the timing, 
review. Worker impacts associated with cleanup levels, and the inclusion of certain 
environmental restoration activities buildings in environmental restoration activities. 
cannot be projected at this time. The waste estimates would be roughly the same 

Completion of environmental as for the No Action Alternative. 

restoration activities, including 
decontamination, decommissioning, 
and possible demolition of DOE 
facilities on these tracts would result in 
preliminary projected waste volumes of 
up to 207,860 cubic yards 
(158,820 cubic meters). These include 
42,300 cubic yards (32,320 cubic 
meters) for the cleanup of PRSs; 
61,970 cubic yards (47,350 cubic 
meters) for the D&D of structures and 
103,590 cubic yards (79,150 cubic 
meters) for remediation of canyon 
systems. 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Transportation Under the No Action Alternative, traffic As a direct consequence of the Proposed Action 
generated from tract activities would not Alternative, there would be a small alteration of 
change from current levels. the overall daily commute for DOE and 

Gradual increases in regional traffic 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts. I levels, especially during peak hours, 

would be expected to continue due to Development of the tracts would greatly increase 
population growth, other area the number of trips generated. Traffic entering or 
developments and increases in LANL exiting 6 of the 10 tracts during the peak hours 
employment. would increase by a range of 750 to 3, 775 trips 

per day. Cumulative impacts to regional 
transportation include substantial increases in 
overall regional and local traffic that would 
require improvements to traffic controls, new 
roads, road widening, and bridges. The 
anticipated impacts to transportation would be 
expected to be concentrated near the Los Alamos 
townsite and the LANL area. 

Infrastructure Under the No Action Alternative, utility Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
demand and infrastructure needs assuming full implementation of the 
generated by current tract activities contemplated developments on the tracts within 
would not change from current levels. 10 years, the total estimated increases in utility 

There would continue to be increases 
usage would be: 

regionally in utility demand and in the • Electrical Use: 32 gwh 

need for additional sources, distribution • Peak Power: 6 mw 
systems and waste disposal infra- • Natural Gas: 459 mcf(13,000 mly) 
structure due to LANL activities and 

Water: 382 mgy (1,446 mly) 
other regional developments. The • 
electrical system is already at the limits • Solid Waste: 2,385 tpy (2,163 mty) 

of its capacity. The electrical power 
Increases in discharges could be 132 mgy 

demand will exceed capacity with the 
addition ofthe Strategic Computing 

(500 mly) for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment 

Complex. 
Plant and 41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

The projected No Action Alternative 
The capacity of the electrical power system will utility usage is: 

• Electrical Use: 799 gwh 
be exceeded. Water usage demand is projected to 
exceed water rights. Natural gas delivery systems 

• Peak Power: 116 mw may have to be upgraded to handle the increased 
• Natural Gas: 3,273 mcf(92,730 mly) demand. The existing wastewater treatment 

• Water: 1,851 mgy (7016 mly) capacity also would be exceeded. Solid waste 

• Solid Waste: 20,981 tpy production is expected to reduce the expected life 

(19,028 mty) of the regional landfill. 

• Wastewater Sewage: 962 mgy 
(3,642 mly) 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AREA 

Noise Under the No Action Alternative, noise Ambient noise levels would be expected to 
levels associated with activities on the increase above current levels for most of the 
tracts would remain the same as they are contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels 
currently. Minor increases in ambient associated with cultural preservation may 
noise would be expected due to decrease, and noise levels associated with natural 
anticipated increases in vehicle traffic, areas would be expected to remain the same or 
regional development and construction, increase slightly. Noise associated with 

I and LANL activities such as explosives transportation and utility corridors would remain 
testing. the same or could increase with additional 

I infrastructure construction and use. Demolition 
and construction activities would be expected to 
temporarily elevate noise levels on the tracts 
from the No Action Alternative levels to a range 

I of74 to 95 dBA. Residential uses typically 
would result in ambient noise levels between 50 
and 70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and 
location. Commercial and industrial land uses 

I typically would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise 
would be present during a greater part of the day 
than currently on the tracts that are developed for 
residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
Overall noise from vehicular traffic would 
increase. 

Visual Under the No Action Alternative there Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 
Resources would be no anticipated changes to scenic class objectives for most of the tracts 

visual resources. The visual character of would be met because the visual character would 
the 10 subject tracts reflect the variety of not change substantially. The visual resources of 
the Los Alamos region. While some of some tracts may be improved by the removal and 
the tracts include visually discordant replacement of industrial buildings. Development 
elements of developed industrial sites, on currently undeveloped tracts would negatively 
others include large expanses of natural impact visual character. Important viewsheds in 
and undeveloped canyon areas. the vicinity ofBNM could be negatively 

I impacted. 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Socioeconomic Under the No Action Alternative there Under the Proposed Action Alternative, short-
would be no change in the employment, term economic gains due to construction 
income, population, and housing activities would be expected. Long-term gains 
associated with the 10 subject tracts. would be dependent on the intensity and success 
Regional economic growth and efforts of the proposed development scenarios. 
toward self-sufficiency would continue 

If implemented, 320 businesses could be but at a slower rate. 
developed on the tracts, employing up to 6,080 
workers and generating a total of 8,957 jobs 
within the ROI. As many as 2,360 residences 
would be placed on the tracts, increasing White 
Rock and Los Alamos population by 6,620 
residents. 

Overall impacts to employment, income, 
population, and housing would be minor within 
the ROI, but would be concentrated in the Los 
Alamos area. Improvements would be expected 
in the Los Alamos County tax base but would 
probably not offset the loss of assistance 
payments, according to information provided by 
the County (see Chapter 18, Section 18.1). 

Ecological Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
Resources responsibility for ecological resource responsibility for ecological resource protection 

protection would remain with the DOE, and planning would pass to the receiving parties, 
and active management of these who may not have regulations that match the 
resources would continue. Federal review and protection process. Current 

Regional growth would reduce the 
resource protection and management plans would 
not be in effect for the subject tracts. 

amount of undisturbed habitat and 
increase pressure on remaining Development or redevelopment of 826 acres 
ecological resources. (335 hectares), as contemplated by the receiving 

parties, could result in the heavy modification or 
destruction of approximately 770 acres 
(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed habitat, 
primarily ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-
juniper woodland. Development also would be 
expected to degrade large amounts of habitat 
near the developed portion of the land tracts. 
Habitat would be impacted or lost for Federal-
protected species such as the American peregrine 
falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat 
destruction would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AREA 

Cultural Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there 
Resources responsibility for cultural resource would be a transfer of over 254 known cultural 

protection would remain with the DOE, resources and historic properties from the 
and active management of these management and protection of the DOE. The 
resources would continue. Possible disposition of the tracts may affect the protection 
impacts from natural processes, and accessibility to Native American sacred sites 
vandalism, unauthorized collection of or sites needed for traditional practices and the 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional disposition of human remains, funerary objects, 
places and ceremonies would continue. sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. 
Resource loss associated with regional 

The subsequent development or redevelopment 
I 

development would continue. 
of approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the 
tracts could result in physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration of cultural resources on the 
subject tracts and in adjacent areas and 
disturbance of traditional religious practices. 
Increased access and recreational use could result 
in resource impacts in an area extending far 
beyond the development boundaries. 

Geology and Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, soil 
Soils impacts to geology and soils would be would be disturbed in areas where development 

limited to natural effects of erosion, is planned and adjacent areas. Removal of 
wildfires, and earthquakes. vegetation and increased runoff from 

impermeable surfaces could increase erosion on 
some tracts. 

Water Under the No Action Alternative, there Contemplated residential, industrial, and 
Resources would be no new additional impacts to commercial development would require an 

surface water and groundwater quality additional382 mgy (1,446 mly) of groundwater, 
and quantity. Increased use of exceeding water rights, potentially accelerating 
groundwater due to LANL activities and drawdown of the main aquifer, and impacting 
regional growth would continue. New amounts of cheaply available water. Placement 
regional construction would increase the of new water supply wells could impact 
potential for degradation of surface groundwater quality. 
water quality due to construction activity 

Construction activity and the creation of and increased pollutant loads and surface 
runoff volumes. additional impermeable surfaces during 

development could impact surface water quality 
by increasing pollutant loads and runoff volumes. 
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Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AREA 

Air Resources Under the No Action Alternative, air Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there 
quality impacts from the 10 tracts would would be increases in criteria pollutants from 
remain the same. Monitoring by the mobile sources and homes using natural gas or 
State Air Quality Bureau has propane. Slight increases in emissions of 
demonstrated that Region 3, which hazardous air pollutants would be expected from 
includes the 1 0 tracts, meets all industrial facilities. Development of the tracts 
applicable air quality standards. would bring members of the public closer to 
Expected regional growth and planned LANL sources ofhazardous, toxic chemical, and 
LANL activities would not impact air radioactive air pollutants. In all cases, health-
quality. based air quality standards would not be 

exceeded. Development would be associated 
with increased use of artificial light, which could 
impact the visibility of the night sky. 

Global Emissions of greenhouse gases in the Emissions of greenhouse gases related to tract 
Climate Los Alamos region from tract activities activities would increase more than 25-fold due 
Change would remain the same. Expected to motor vehicle traffic and use of fossil fuels. 

regional growth and planned LANL This would represent a shift of impacts from 
activities would cause minor increases in other areas and would not be an important 
emissions of greenhouse gases due to the contribution to global climate change. 
combustion of natural gas, diesel fuel, 
gasoline, and firewood. 
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SUMMARY 

Table S-2. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Human Health There are no identifiable human health Under the Proposed Action Alternative, no 
consequences of the No Action discernible individual human health effects are 
Alternative. The possible human health anticipated. As many as 900 new residents could 
impacts of radiation exposure, chemical be brought into closer proximity to LANL 
contaminants, facility accidents, and facilities at the DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts, 
natural event accidents would not be and another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the 
affected by implementation of the No White Rock Tract. Commercial development 
Action Alternative. could bring as many as 6,000 private-sector 

employees into existing radiation buffer zones at 
the DP Road, TA 21, and Airport Tracts. While 
the maximally exposed individual radiation doses 
would not increase, these developments would 
mean increased total population exposures to 
radiological and chemical emissions from normal 
LANL operations and hypothetical accidents. A 
substantial increase in the public collective 
radiation dose and latent cancer fatalities would 
result. Risk of developing excess latent cancer 
fatalities on the subject tracts from accident 
events could maximally increase from about 57 
excess cancer deaths to about 98 excess cancer 
deaths. 

Development of the tracts by the recipients 
would involve construction risks to workers and 
also subsequent risks to workers engaged in 
industrial activities. 

Environmental There are no high and adverse human No direct adverse effects on minority or low-
Justice health impacts to minorities or low- income populations are expected under the 

income populations in the area, and there Proposed Action Alternative. Indirect impacts to 
would be no change under the No Action TCPs potentially may cause disproportionately 
Alternative. high or adverse effects on minority or low-

income communities, but these effects cannot be 
determined at this point in the consultation 
process. The Homesteaders of the Pajarito 
Plateau (as regards all of the tracts) and legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (as 
regards four specific tracts) have expressed their 
opinions that the conveyance and transfer and 
contemplated uses would have additional 
environmental justice impacts on their 
populations . 

. . .. 
Notes: gwh = gigawatt-hours, mcf = milhon cubic feet, mgy = mllhon gallons per year, mw = megawatt, tpy = tons per year, 
mty = metric tons per year 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario 

RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

AREA SCENARIO 

Land Use Natural Areas and Land use would change. Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) would be disturbed and 
Residential developed for single- and multiple-family housing, roadways, and community facilities. 

Approximately 340 acres (137 hectares) would be reserved as natural areas and dedicated to 
open-space and recreational land uses. Natural areas would be reduced in size and used 
more intensively. Residential land use may be incompatible with resource protection on 
adjacent lands and some forms of recreational activity may be curtailed. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Cultural Preservation Land use for the entire tract (approximately 910 acres [369 hectares]) would change from 
passively managed recreational and open-space uses to restricted access cultural 
preservation land. Future use of this tract by the general public would be eliminated and 
resources would be managed in a manner determined by the receiving party. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Transportation Natural Areas and Access roads and new streets within the tract would be required to support the residential 
Residential development. An estimated 12,058 trips per day would be expected to be added to the local 

transportation system, with an increase of up to 819 trips during peak-hour traffic. The 
volume of additional trips would be expected to degrade traffic flow and to require 
improvements to regional transportation infrastructure. 

Cultural Preservation A decrease in vehicle use would be expected on Rendija Canyon Road as public access is 
removed or restricted. Easements would be required to permit access to Santa Fe National 
Forest lands and to maintain or operate existing infrastructure. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Infrastructure Natural Areas and Residential development would require new utility delivery and wastewater infrastructure. 
Canyon Residential Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 
(Continued) 8 gwh; natural gas, 164 mcf (4,644 mly); water, 126 mgy (477 mly); and sewage, 63 mgy 

(238 mly). 

Cultural Preservation Current low utility usage would continue or be reduced, and some infrastructure supporting 
the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club may be removed. 

Noise Natural Areas and Noise associated with construction would increase temporarily. Noise associated with 
Residential residential and vehicle use would be more frequent and could increase from a current 

maximum of 40 dBA (estimated) to about 60 or 70 dBA. Noise from Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club activities would be closer to residential receptors. Should Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club activities eventually be relocated, these noise impacts would occur at the 
new location. 

Cultural Preservation Noise events would greatly diminish due to restrictions on vehicular access and removal of 
the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. 

Visual Natural Areas and Residential construction would impact high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources. 
Resources Residential 

Cultural Preservation Visual resources would be maintained; however, access to views within the tract would be 
reduced. 

Socio- Natural Areas and The construction of new residential areas would temporarily increase employment in the 
economtcs Residential ROI. Residential development would not impact overall stable growth within the ROI. 

Overall employment, income, population, housing, and community services would be 
expected to maintain stable growth within the ROI. 

Cultural Preservation Current socioeconomic forces are likely to be maintained; however, a slight decrease is 
possible . 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Ecological Natural Areas and Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
Canyon Resources Residential woodland habitat would be severely modified or lost due to residential development. The 
(Continued) development would effectively disrupt the structure and function of the existing Rendija 

Canyon ecosystem. After development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could 
occur due to predation from domestic animals. There would be a loss of preferred habitat 
for the Federal-listed American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. The adjacent 
habitat would also experience a lost of quality due to segmentation and other effects. The 
loss of acreage due to development would result in a reduction of breeding and foraging 
habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the property. 

Cultural Preservation The transition of this area from bare ground and weedy vegetation to natural vegetation 
(primarily grassland and ponderosa pine) is anticipated to result from the removal of 
Sportman's Club. Wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from recreational use 
would be diminished. Consequently, ecological resources would be maintained and slightly 
improved as access to this area is reduced. 

Cultural Natural Areas and Access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction of additional residents, 
Resources Residential the sanctioning of recreational uses, and any trail enhancements, thereby causing possible 

destruction and damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Residential development 
would cause large-scale disturbance to the cultural resources of this tract due to 
construction, grading, and trenching; construction of access roads and new streets 
associated with this development would have similar impacts. Development may 
potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

Cultural Preservation Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the 
cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the 
resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and 
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on 
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
-~---

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Geology and Natural Areas and Residential development (approximately 570 acres [230 hectares]), transportation networks 
Canyon Soils Residential and sewer and electrical utilities would cause soil disturbances. New structures would be 
(Continued) susceptible to a magnitude 7 seismic event and to wildfire episodes. Wildfires, in addition 

to the potential impact to structures, would remove ground cover vegetation, causing 
increased soil erosion and transport via surface runoff. 

Cultural Preservation The current geological conditions would likely remain the same; no impacts are expected. 
However, removal ofthe Sportman's Club facilities may cause soil disturbance; but 
restricting recreational access may decrease erosion. 

Water Natural Areas and Residential development could potentially impact surface water quality and quantity within 
Resources Residential and downstream of the tract, due to runoff from paved roads and developed areas. 

Development would contribute to overall regional groundwater drawdown and reduced 
quantities of cheaply treatable water supplies. 

Cultural Preservation The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no 
impacts are expected. 

Air Resources Natural Areas and The canyon air quality would likely remain the same for hazardous and radioactive air 
Residential pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate slightly due to increased use of motor 

vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants. Homes heated with 
natural gas, which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would also contribute 
to the reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase on the 
tract from 30 tons (27 metric tons) per year to 22,000 tons (20,000 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 

Cultural Preservation Dedicating this canyon to cultural preservation would result in fewer visitors, which, in 
tum, would reduce already negligible emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. 
Air quality would be unchanged, and tract contributions to global climate change would be 
slightly reduced. ! 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Human Health Natural Areas and The addition of 3,500 new residents in close proximity to LANL facilities would increase 
Canyon Residential the number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL 
(Continued) operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as 

children and pregnant females, to an area that currently has a single residence. The closer 
proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population 
within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. Physical injury to an 
increased number of individuals could also occur if any one of three natural events takes 

j>lace (flood, seismic, or wildfire) in Rendija Canyon. 

Cultural Preservation The human health consequences would be similar to the No Action Alternative. 

Environmental Natural Areas and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Residential or are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. Rendija Canyon 

Cultural Preservation has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these resources cannot be 
determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has expressed the 
opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in environmental 
justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 

Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the 
construction of new housing in this area. However, restricting public use of roads and trails 
in Rendija Canyon would hinder public access to National Forest lands, which afford not 
only recreation opportunities for the general public but serve as traditional firewood 
gathering and collection areas for other forest products by local Hispanic and Native 
American populations. Therefore, restricted access to this area could have a 
disproportionately adverse impact on these minority populations if gathering and collection 
is sufficiently performed by low-income or minority populations in these areas. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

I 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE j TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Land Use Residential Land use would change from professional office to residential, which would be compatible I 

with adjacent land use. An estimated 9 to 10 acres (3 to 4 hectares) ofthe total15-acre 
(6-hectare) tract would be developed for multiple-family residential use. The DOE LAAO 
Building and steam plant would be removed. This land development would accommodate 
apartments or condominiums at an average density of 20 dwellings per acre or 180 to 200 
dwellings. The remaining acreage would be used for parking, and open areas would be 
landscaped to maintain the residential character of the development. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, 
cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use 
scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Commercial Commercial development would represent a continuation of current land use. The existing 
DOE administrative building would be converted to commercial office space that would 
accommodate a total of 6 businesses and 15 vehicles. The steam plant would remain, and 
no additional development is contemplated. Planned environmental restoration activities 
would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and 
inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from 
the receiving party. 

Transportation Residential The proposed residential development would impact the daily commute for the DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE LAAO; some will have a shorter drive to 
work, but most would have farther to travel. Traffic entering or exiting the area could 
increase by as many as 86 trips during peak hours of the work week. 

Commercial Because land use would not change substantially, the current traffic volumes (defined as 
good operating conditions with stable flow) are anticipated to remain essentially the same 
with only a slight increase during }l_eak hours. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Infrastructure Residential Residential development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, 
(Continued) gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 

roads parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be estimated to 
increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 1.3 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf 
(736 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any' utility. 

Commercial Existing infrastructure would not need to be modified to accommodate commercial land 
use. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: 
electricity, 0.3 gwh; natural gas, 3 mcf (85 mly); water, 3 mgy (11 mly); and sewage, 1 mgy 
(4 mly). These increases are not anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. I 

Noise Residential Residential use would result in ambient noise levels of about 60 to 70 dBA due to vehicular 
traffic and residential activities. There would be more vehicle traffic into and out of the 
tract (500 residents versus 130 employees), and it would occur during longer periods of the 
day. During demolition of existing building and construction of residences, ambient noise 
would increase temporarily from about 40 to 50 dBA to about 95 dBA. 

Commercial The current noise level, which is largely determined by background noises from traffic on 
nearby Trinity Drive and Los Alamos Canyon bridge, would likely remain the same if the 
land is commercially used; that is, from 40 to 50 dB. 

Visual Residential The developed portions of the tract are considered to be oflow public value (Scenic 
Resources Class IV), while the undeveloped portions are considered to be of moderate public value 

(Scenic Class III). Residential development would be accomplished without substantial 
change to the visual character of this tract. 

Commercial No impacts are expected from this development scenario; the office building would remain, 
and no roads or other structures would be added. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario {Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Socio- Residential Construction activities would temporarily increase employment in the ROI, which, in turn, 
(Continued) economics would generate increases in ROI income. However, no impacts on area population and 

housing would be expected because the majority of new residents on the tract and 
temporary jobs generated by this development would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force. 

Commercial There would be possible short-term economic gains from minor construction as well as 
long-term economic gains from the industries using the land. Approximately 120 workers 
would be employed on the tract and 200 jobs would be generated in the ROI and filled by 
the existing labor force; therefore, no impacts on area population and housing would be 
expected. 

Ecological Residential Given the limited acreage involved and existing developed nature of the site, impacts are 
Resources expected to be small. Approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest 

would be lost as the area is converted to housing, roadways, and residential landscaping. 
After development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to 
predation from domestic animals. 

Commercial Because no change in land use is expected under this development scenario, no adverse 
impacts to ecological resources are projected. However, the environmental review and 
protection processes for future activities would not be as rigorous as those that govern the 
DOE. 

Cultural Residential This tract would be extensively altered by construction activities, including demolition of 
Resources buildings, grading, and trenching. Two buildings considered potentially eligible to the 

NRHP would be demolished. Activities also could result in primary impacts to other 
unidentified historic properties through physical destruction, damage, or alteration. 

Commercial No discernible impacts to cultural resources are expected because no new development is 
planned. The use of the DOE LAAO Building, a potentially eligible resource, would 
continue, and the building would not be demolished although modifications would be 
likely. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Geology and Residential This development scenario would require extensive ground disturbance to remove existing 
(Continued) Soils structures and redesign for residential use. 

Commercial No soil disturbance or change in availability of resources are anticipated. No impacts from 
this development scenario are eXQ_ected. 

Water Residential In developed areas, surface water quality may be indirectly affected outside the tract during 
Resources and after construction. Development would not affect groundwater quality or quantity 

beneath the tract but may contribute to the overall regional water level decline and possibly 
result in degradation of water quality within the ~uifer. 

Commercial The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no 
impacts are expected. 

Air Resources Residential There would be no emissions of hazardous or other chemical air pollutants and no 
emissions of radioactive air pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate slightly due 
to increased use of motor vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants , 
(primarily trace amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone). Homes heated with natural gas, 
which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would also contribute to the 
reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase from about 
130 tons (120 metric tons) per year to an estimated 3,300 tons {3,000 metric tons) per year 
of carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 

Commercial The current air quality conditions would likely remain the same; no adverse impacts are 
expected. Contributions to global climate change would remain at an estimated 130 tons 
(120 metric tons) per year of carbon dioxide. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Human Health Residential The addition of 500 new residents in close proximity to LANL facilities would increase the 
(Continued) number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL 

operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as 
children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related workers. 
The closer proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective 
population within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater 
public consequences from some h_ypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Commercial Commercial development poses the same human health consequences as those discussed I 

for residential development, but are lessened by three factors: (1) fewer members of the 
public would use the tract (an estimated 120 workers), (2) workers would be present less 
often than residents, and (3) the work force would contain fewer sensitive receptors. I 

. 

Environmental Residential or No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Commercial are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. Modest 

economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 1 

operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely_ increase revenues to local_government. 

Miscellaneous Land Use Commercial The land use of this tract (less than 0.5 acre [0.2 hectare]) would change from a LANL 
Site 22 buffer area used for unauthorized parking to a sanctioned parking area. Activity levels 

would likely remain same and, therefore, no discernible impacts are expected. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and 
input from the receiving party. 

All Others Commercial Commercial development of this tract is not expected to adversely impact any of the 
remaining resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Miscellaneous Land Use Historic Preservation Land use proposed for this site would result in the continued historic preservation of the 
Manhattan tract. Landscaping and other routine maintenance activities would continue on an as-needed 
Monument basis, and the general public would have unrestricted access to the site and its surrounding 

area. No environmental restoration activities are planned. 

Cultural Historic Preservation This monument is a contributing element of an NRHP-listed resource and as such, 
Resources according to the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5(a}(l}, would be directly 

impacted if transferred. Impacts would be limited to the potential of transferring this 
NRHP-eligible resource out of the responsibility and protection of the DOE, which may 
result in a less rigorous standard of care. 

All Others Historic Preservation Historic preservation of this tract is not expected to adversely impact any of the remaining 
resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same. 

DP Road Land Use Industrial and Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously 
Commercial disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be 

compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of 
20 hectares) would be developed for heavy commercial and industrial land use, and an 
additional5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space. When fully developed, 
this tract would be occupied by 40 new businesses with 900 total employees and 24 
vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or 
transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be 
influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings 
would likely remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Land Use Commercial and Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously 
(Continued) Residential disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be 

compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of 
20 hectares) would be developed as a residential trailer court that, when fully developed, 
would be occupied by 160 mobile homes, 400 new residents, and 330 personal vehicles. An 
additional5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space that, when fully 
developed, would be occupied by 10 new businesses with 225 total employees. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer, but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings would likely 
remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 

Transportation Industrial and For the proposed industrial and commercial development, an estimated 2,312 trips per day 
Commercial or would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 

Commercial and 296 trips during peak-hour traffic. For the proposed commercial and residential 

Residential development, an estimated 1,941 trips would be expected to be added to the local 
transportation system, with an increase of up to 178 trips during peak-hour traffic. 
Consequently, the volume of these additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow and 
would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure. 

Infrastructure Industrial and Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas, 
Commercial water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 

roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be estimated 
to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 2.3 gwh; natural gas, 22 mcf 
(623 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 9 mgy (34 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. 

Commercial and Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas, 
Residential water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 

roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Annual utility usage would be 
estimated to increase by the following amounts: electricity, 1.6 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf 
(736 mly); water, 21 mgy (79 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing_ capacity for any utility. I 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
- ~ -- -- --- ~-- -- ~- - -- ----

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Noise Industrial and This land use scenario is estimated to result in an increase of as many as 900 new direct 
(Continued) Commercial jobs, which would increase traffic flow. Although maximum noise from traffic would not 

i 
be expected to increase significantly, traffic noises would likely be present for a greater 
portion of the day as the new employees enter and exit this area. Construction activities 
would temporarily increase ambient noise levels from about 65 dBA to a range of74 to 95 
dB A. 

Commercial and Commercial and residential development would have no appreciable difference in ambient 
Residential noise levels. Noise from traffic would likely be present for a greater portion of the day. 

Construction activities would be expected to temporarily increase noise levels from about 
65 dBA to a range of74 to 95 dBA 

Visual Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The current 
Resources Commercial or moderate public value (Scenic Class III) and low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual 

Commercial and resources would be maintained; no major impacts are anticipated. 

Residential 

Socio- Industrial and The use of this tract for industrial and commercial development would generate additional 
economics Commercial employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary increases in 

employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in tum, would 
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately 900 
workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of 1,200 jobs would be generated in the 
ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Commercial and The impacts of this land use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial 
Residential land use scenario. However, fewer long-term jobs would be generated because there would 

be fewer businesses on the land. The addition of 400 residents on the tract would not be 
expected to impact overall ROI population or public services. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Ecological Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Approximately 
(Continued) Resources Commercial or 24 acres (10 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be lost; 

Commercial and as a result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as the 

Residential American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction would affect 
wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to other lands. In areas near residential 
development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to predation 
from domestic animals. 

Cultural Industrial and Industrial and commercial development would disturb any cultural resources present due to I 

Resources Commercial construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the potential destruction 1 

of buildings, archaeological sites, and traditional cultural property locations. Cultural 
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by 
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. 
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

I 

Commercial and The impacts of this land use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial 
Residential land use scenario. However, the development of a residential trailer park could increase 

access to any cultural resources present nearby. Increased access could result in physical 
destruction, damage, vandalism, or alteration of cultural resources and disturbance of any 
traditional practices and ceremonies. 

Geology and Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Soil would be 
Soils Commercial or disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways, and for any removal of existing structures or 

Commercial and construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater 

Residential than magnitude 7 seismic events, and the stability of the canyon rim must be considered. In 
addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of 
ground cover vegetation. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Water Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Development will 
(Continued) Commercial or. not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; however, any associated 

Commercial and increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level decline, which 

Residential could result in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Surface water may be 
impacted if motor oil, gasoline, or other such contaminants are washed from paved areas 
into the drainage during storm events. Also, runoff may have more erosive power if it is 
flowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting more sediment into the 
drainages. 

Air Resources Industrial and This land use scenario would result in an increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants 
Commercial from mobile sources travelling along Trinity Drive and DP Road. No substantial emissions 

of hazardous, chemical, or radioactive air pollutants would be expected from this land 
usage. Air concentrations at the tract would deliver a maximum radiation dose of 
2.5 rnillirem to people residing there year-round. Contributions to global climate change 
would increase appreciably from 400 to 1,800 tons (350 to 1,650 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic. 

Commercial and For this land use scenario, ambient air concentrations of criteria pollutants would continue 
Residential to comply with national and State standards; hazardous chemical and radioactive air 

concentrations would continue to be below health-based standards. However, residential 
usage of this tract would have less of an impact on air quality than industrial activities 
because this scenario would generate less vehicle traffic. Contributions to global climate 
change would increase from 400 to 3,350 tons (350 to 3,000 metric tons) per year of carbon 
dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential and office use of fossil 
fuels. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
--

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Human Health Industrial and The average occupancy (370 people) would be approximately the same as for the 
(Continued) Conimercial commercial and residential land use scenario and, therefore, impacts would be similar. 

Consequences from this scenario are lesser, however, by two factors: (1) workers would be 
present less often than residents, and (2) the work force would contain few sensitive 
receptors (children and pregnant females). New employees would be brought into closer 
proximity to LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity 
would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the 
ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from 
some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Commercial and The impacts of this land use scenario are similar to the industrial and commercial land use 
Residential scenario. However, residential development would introduce more sensitive receptors, such 

as children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related 
workers. 

Environmental Industrial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Commercial or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. 

Commercial and Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the 
Residential construction and operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small 

increases in business activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. 
These im_Q_acts would be positive and would not disproportionately affect any single group. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA21 Land Use Commercial and Land use would change from LANL industrial uses to private commercial and industrial 
Industrial development, and LANL personnel and activities would have to be relocated. A minimum 

of 55 acres (22 hectares) would be developed or redeveloped for commercial and industrial 
uses. Commercial uses could include businesses such as office buildings and business 
parks, warehouses, parking areas, service stations, repair garages, tire shops, motels and 
hotels, large stores, and drive-in or take-out facilities. Industrial uses could include light 
fabrication and manufacturing facilities compatible with other uses currently located at and 
adjacent to the site. When fully developed, the tract would be occupied by 70 businesses, 
1,900 employees, and 56 commercial vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities 
would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and 
inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from 
the receiving pa!f:Y. Current structures and the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 

Transportation Commercial and For the proposed commercial and industrial development, an estimated 3,471 trips per day 
Industrial would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 

464 trips during peak-hour traffic. These additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow 
and would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure. Transportation 
effects of relocating T A 21 personnel would include minor increases in traffic congestion in 
the immediate area of the new facilities during morning and evening hours. 

Infrastructure Commercial and This proposed land use scenario would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: 
Industrial electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; 

and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be 
estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 4.0 gwh; natural gas, 
39 mcf(l,lOO mly); water, 35 mgy (132 mly); and sewage, 19 mgy (72 mly). 

Noise Commercial and Typical construction equipment for use in building the new commercial and industrial 
Industrial facilities temporarily would increase ambient noise levels from less than 50 dBA to a range 

of74 to 95 dBA. Maximum noise from traffic would not be expected to increase 
significantly over current conditions, but would likely be present for a greater portion of the 
day as new employees enter and exit the area. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
--

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA21 Visual Commercial and Overall impacts to visual resources would not be expected to be substantial as a result of 
(Continued) Resources Industrial this land use. Low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual resources would not be affected or 

would be improved in developed areas. 

Socio- Commercial and The use of this tract for commercial and industrial development would generate additional 
economics Industrial employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary increases in 

employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in turn, would 
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately 
1,900 workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of3,100 jobs would be generated 
in the ROI. Jobs would be eJg)ected to be filled by the existin_g ROI labor force. 

Ecological Commercial and Under this proposed development scenario, most of the development footprint would be on 
Resources Industrial previously disturbed land. However, approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) of ponderosa pine 

forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, shrub, and grassland habitat would be severely modified 
or lost; as a result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as 
the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction 
would extend to adjacent undeveloped areas and would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. 

Cultural Commercial and Commercial and industrial development would disturb any cultural resources present due to 
1 

Resources Industrial demolition, construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the I 

destruction of archaeological sites, potentially eligible historic buildings, and traditional 
cultural property locations. Cultural resources avoided by construction may become 
isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such 
as visual or audible intrusions. Development may potentially impact natural resources 
utilized by traditional communities. 

Geology and Commercial and Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and for any removal of existing 
Soils Industrial structures or construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be 

vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events. In addition, development would 
I 

increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of ground cover vegetation. I 
I 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA21 Water Commercial and Development will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract. However, 
(Continued) Resources Industrial any associated increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Two sources 
of surface water would be removed prior to disposition of the tract, thereby reducing the 
quantity of surface water discharged into the adjacent canyons. Also, runoff may have more 
erosive power if it is flowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting 
more sediment into the drainages. 

Air Resources Commercial and This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants 
Industrial from mobile sources and businesses using natural gas or propane. However, the removal of 

LANL operations from this tract would result in decreased concentrations of hazardous and · 
chemical air pollutants. In short, air quality would improve somewhat. Doses from the 
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants would continue at approximately 2.5 to 4.0 millirem 
per year; most of this dose is the result of operations at the Los Alamos Neutron Science I 

Center, not the idled TA 21 operations. Contributions to global climate change would I 

decrease from an estimated 7,800 to 2,500 tons (7,000 to 2,200 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide, due largely to the cessation of LANL activities. Regionally, carbon dioxide 
emissions could increase by 2,500 tons (2,267 metric tons) per year if tritium research is 
continued elsewhere on LANL. 

Human Health Commercial and As many as 1,900 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
Industrial LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 

chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Environmental Commercial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Industrial would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest 

economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 
operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be 

, positive and would not disproportionately affect any single group. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Airport Land Use Airport, Commercial, Proposed land use identified for the Airport Tract north of East Road could include the 
and Industrial continued use of approximately 93 acres (38 hectares) for the Airport and other uses. An 

area of relatively undisturbed land of about 16 acres ( 6 hectares) also could be developed 
for heavy commercial land use purposes. Proposed land use to the south of East Road could 
include the development of about 90 acres (36 hectares) of relatively undisturbed land as an 
office and business park based on airport-related industry and potential retail uses. When 
fully developed, lands on both sides of East Road would be occupied by 200 businesses, 
3,100 employees, and 120 commercial vehicles. Planned environmental restoration 
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup 
levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and 
input from the receiving party. 

Transportation Airport, Commercial, For the proposed development, an estimated 14,266 trips per day would be expected to be 
and Industrial added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 1,554 trips during peak-

hour traffic. These additional trips would double the traffic on State Road 502, would create 
traffic jam conditions, and would require improvements to transportation infrastructure. 

Infrastructure Airport, Commercial, Airport, commercial, and industrial development would require enhancement of existing 
and Industrial infrastructure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service 

new structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility 
usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 
11 gwh; natural gas, 110 mcf(3,120 mly); water, 100 mgy (379 mly); and sewage, 31 mgy 
(117 mly). 

Noise Airport, Commercial, Under this land use scenario, construction activities would temporarily increase ambient 
and Industrial noise levels from less than 40 dBA to a range of 74 to 95 dBA, resulting from typical 

construction equipment operation. Once fully developed, traffic from employees and other 
travelers would comprise the majority of noise in the area. Noise levels along State Road 
502 would likely remain the same at about 60 or 70 dBA; however, noises along the 
northern parts of the tract would increase significantly due to increased traffic along new 
roads and new commercial and industrial activities, in addition to Airport activities. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Airport Visual Airport, Commercial, The proposed airport, commercial, and industrial development would maintain moderate 
(Continued) Resources and Industrial public value (Scenic Class III) visual resources. Development in the southern portion of the 

tract would impact high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources from the road and 
Airport. 

Socio- Airport, Commercial, The use of this tract for airport, commercial, and industrial development would generate 
economics and Industrial additional employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary 

increases in employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in 
tum, would generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, 
approximately 3,100 workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of 4,327 jobs 
would be generated in the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI 
labor force. 

Ecological Airport, Commercial, Under this proposed development scenario, approximately 90 acres (36 hectares) of 
Resources and Industrial ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely modified or lost; as I 

a result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as the bald 
I eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat degradation would 

extend to adjacent lands and would affect wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to j 

other lands. The loss of acreage due to development would result in a reduction of breeding 
and foraging_ habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the _proQerty_. 

Cultural Airport, Commercial, Under this land use scenario, portions of the tract would be extensively altered by 
Resources and Industrial construction activities, grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary 

impacts to eligible resources through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or 
alteration. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated or 
have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or 
audible intrusions. 

Geology and Airport, Commercial, Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and to construct new structures. 
Soils and Industrial Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events. 

In addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal 
of ground cover vegetation. 

en 
c s: s: 
)> 

~ 



0 
~ 
0 
0'" 
CD .., 
~ 

0:0 
0:0 
0:0 

en 
I 

0'1 
00 

-n 
:r 
e!. 

~ 
m 
en 

I 

Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Airport Water Airport, Commercial, The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
(Continued) Resources and Industrial but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 
Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because stormwater runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages. 

Air Resources Airport, Commercial, This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants ! 

and Industrial due to space heating, increased motor vehicle traffic, and, perhaps, steam-generating I 

boilers. However, ambient air concentrations would likely remain with Federal and State 
standards, and the Los Alamos region would remain an attainment area. Emissions of 
hazardous other chemical air pollutants are likely to be absent or regulated. Doses from the 
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants from LANL would continue at approximately 2.1 
(western edge) to 5.4 (eastern edge) millirem per year. Contributions to global climate 
change would increase from an estimated 6 to 6,900 tons (5 to 6,300 metric tons) per year 
of carbon dioxide due largely to vehicle use and space and water heating. 

Human Health Airport, Commercial, As many as 3,100 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
and Industrial LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 

chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Environmental Airport, Commercial No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice and Industrial would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest 

economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 
operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be 
positive and would not disproportionately affect any minority or low-income populations .. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
-- - --

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Y Land Use Cultural Preservation The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore, access to the tract for 
public recreation and other uses would be denied, and these recreational opportunities 
would be lost. This decrease in activity would likely prove beneficial to adjacent land use, 
including Bandelier National Monument and TA 72 operations. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing 
and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving 

1 party. Disposition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems. 

Natural Areas, The entire tract would be held as an undeveloped natural area and passively managed. 
Transportation, and Portions of the tract could be used for additions or improvements to utilities or utility : 
Utilities corridors, including construction of roads for improved access. Also, the general public I 

would have access to the tract for recreational purposes. Planned environmental restoration 
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup 
levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 
Disposition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems. 

Transportation Cultural Preservation These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible 
or construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact 
N tur 1 Ar on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, it is expected that the future operational 

T
a a rtate~, d performance of State Road 502, State Road 4, and East Jemez Road would remain similar 
ranspo ton an . . 

Ut.l·t· ' to that of the extstmg performance. 
1 ttes 

Infrastructure Cultural Preservation Under this land use scenario, no changes are anticipated that would affect the utilities and 
infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities and the transportation corridor would 
likely continue. 

Natural Areas, Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario; 
Transportation, and however, some land would be used for additions or improvements to utilities such as well 
Utilities construction or utility corridors. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White RockY Noise Cultural Preservation Continued use of this tract as a transportation corridor is contemplated under both land use 
(Continued) or scenarios. Assuming that the two state highways remain in use, ambient noise will probably 

Natural Areas, 
remain at its currently level, typically ranging from 60 to 70 dBA, with spikes to 90 dBA. 

Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Visual Cultural Preservation This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources 
Resources or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual 

Natural Areas, character of the landscape as much as possible. Access to views within the tract may be 

Transportation, and limited under the cultural preservation scenario. 

Utilities 

Socia- Cultural Preservation The contemplated land uses of this tract would have little or no impact on employment, 
economics or income, population, or housing. 

Natural Areas, 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Ecological Cultural Preservation If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from 
Resources recreational use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be 

augmented and improved. 

Natural Areas, Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for 
Transportation, and recreational purposes. Therefore, impacts to natural resources from recreational use are 
Utilities expected to be minimal, sporadic, and temporary. Minor habitat loss would be expected 

from development of utility improvements and minor roadway construction. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White RockY Cultural Cultural Preservation Dedicating this tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on 
(Continued) Resources the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated 

to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts 
from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources 
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. I 

Natural Areas, Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive 
Transportation, and preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and 
Utilities possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for 

vandalism and disturbance of traditional practices. Construction activities required for 
maintaining utilities and establishing new roads could result in physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided 
by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of 
character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. Development may 
potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

Geology and Cultural Preservation If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from development. 
Soils However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion 

potential. 

Natural Areas, Some degree of land disturbance associated with additions or improvements to utilities, 
Transportation, and utility corridors, and access roads would be expected under this land use scenario. In 
Utilities addition, existing and upgraded structures would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 

seismic events and wildfire episodes. 

Water Cultural Preservation Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or 
Resources or groundwater quality or quantity. 

Natural Areas, 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White RockY Air Resources Cultural Preservation No additional transportation activities are anticipated with either of these land use scenarios 
(Continued) or and, as such, there would be no additional emission of air pollutants. Air quality would be 

Natural Areas, 
expected to remain high, and doses from radioactive pollutants from LANL operations 

Transportation, and 
would remain less than 2 millirem per year. No contributions to global climate change 

Utilities would be expected because there would be few or no structures on the tract emitting 
greenhouse gases. 

Human Health Cultural Preservation The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of 
or workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants 

Natural Areas, emitted by LANL operations. 

Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Environmental Cultural Preservation No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 

Natural Areas, 
White RockY Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 

Transportation, and resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 

Utilities 
expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and contemplated uses would result in 
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Land Use Cultural Preservation Land use would change from open space buffer with unsanctioned recreational use to 
cultural preservation. The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore, 
access to the tract for public recreation and other uses would be denied and these 
recreational opportunities would be lost. Land use would be dominated by cultural practices 
and activities necessary to meet continuing stewardship needs. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing 
and cleanup levels and buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input 
from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon systems. 

Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, the entire tract would be held as a natural area and passively 
Utilities managed. Portions of the tract would be used for additions or improvements to utilities, 

including well construction, enlargement of sewage treatment facilities, utility corridors, 
and roadways. Access to the majority of the tract by the general public would be 
unrestricted. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance 
or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use 
scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon 
systems. 

Transportation Cultural Preservation, These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible 
or construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact 

Natural Areas and on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, the future operational performance of State 

Utilities 
Road 502 and State Road 4 would be expected to remain similar to that of the existing 
performance. 

Infrastructure Cultural Preservation Under this land use scenario, no change is anticipated that would affect the existing utilities 
and infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities would likely continue. 

Natural Areas and Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario; 
Utilities however, some land could be used for additions or improvements to utilities, such as well 

construction, the construction of sewage treatment facilities, or utility corridors or 
roadways. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Noise Cultural Preservation If this tract is culturally preserved, ambient noise levels along the southern edge of the tract, 
(Continued) which parallels State Road 502, would remain at an estimated 60 to 90 dBA. The remaining 

tract would remain largely undisturbed by noise (10 to 20 dBA). 

Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, daytime ambient noise levels would likely increase slightly 
Utilities due to vehicle usage, recreational activities, and utility and road construction. 

Visual Cultural Preservation This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources 
Resources or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual 

Natural Areas and 
character of the landscape as much as possible. Access to views within the site may be 

Utilities 
reduced under cultural preservation. 

Socio- Cultural Preservation The contemplated land uses for this tract would have little or no impact on employment, 
economtcs or income, population, or housing. Modest economic activity may be associated with 

Natural Areas and 
improvements to utility infrastructure. 

Utilities 

Ecological Cultural Preservation If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from 
Resources recreational use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be 

augmented and improved. 

Natural Areas and Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for 
Utilities recreational purposes; but only minimal impacts to natural resources would be expected 

from such use. If motorized recreational vehicles are permitted, they could contribute to 
habitat degradation and impacts to the mortality, reproduction, and range of some animals. 
Minor or short-term consequences to area wildlife would be expected from the 
development of utility improvements. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Cultural Cultural Preservation Dedicating this tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on 
(Continued) Resources the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated 

to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts 
from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources 
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. 

Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive 
Utilities preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and 

possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for 
vandalism and disturbance of cultural practices. Construction activities required for 
maintaining or improving utilities could result in physical destruction, damage, or alteration 
of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may 
become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the 
resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. In addition, cultural resources avoided by 
construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of the 
character with the resources, such as visual or audible intrusions. Development may 
potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

Geology and Cultural Preservation If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from development. 
Soils However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion 

potential. Little potential exists for seismic impacts. 

Natural Areas and Some degree of land disturbance related to new construction or improvement of utilities 
Utilities such as well construction and sewage treatment facilities would be expected under this land 

use scenario. In addition, existing and expanded structures would be vulnerable to greater 
than magnitude 7 seismic events and wildfire episodes. 

Water Cultural Preservation Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or 
Resources or groundwater quality or quantity. 

Natural Areas and 
Utilities 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Air Resources Cultural Preservation No emissions of hazardous or radioactive air pollutants are anticipated with either of these 
(Continued) or land use scenarios. Further, although there could be a slight increase in emissions of criteria 

Natural Areas and 
pollutants, concentrations would remain well within State and Federal standards. 

Utilities 
Contributions to global climate change would continue as small emissions of carbon 
dioxide continue from the highway maintenance facility. 

Human Health Cultural Preservation The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of 
or workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants 

Natural Areas and 
emitted by LANL operations. 

Utilities 

Environmental Cultural Preservation No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 

Natural Areas and 
TA 74 Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 

Utilities 
resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 
expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in 
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 

White Rock Land Use Commercial and The commercial and residential development land use scenario would result in a notable 
Residential change in land use patterns in the White Rock community. Approximately 20 of 100 acres 

(8 of 40 hectares) would be commercially developed as a recreational vehicle park for an 
estimated 160 recreational vehicle spaces. Residential areas would include approximately 
5 and 35 acres (2 and 14 hectares) of medium- and high-density development, respectively. 
When the tract is fully developed, there would be 760 new dwelling units, 2,200 new 
residents, and 1,730 personal vehicles, including recreational vehicles and their occupants. 
The additional40 acres (18 hectares) surrounding and between developed areas would be 
maintained as open space. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to 
conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain 
buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 
Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon systems. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Land Use Cultural Preservation This contemplated land use scenario would include the use ofless than 10 acres (4 hectares) 
(Continued) and Commercial of the tract for rental storage space or retail businesses, which would, for the most part, 

represent a continuation of existing and adjacent land use. When fully developed, this 
portion of the tract would contain 4 businesses with 60 employees and 2 commercial 
vehicles. Preserved portions ofthe tract would result in the elimination of public access to 
the site. However, site activities are already limited by access restrictions on adjacent 
LANL land and, therefore, no significant change would be anticipated. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup 
of the caJ!Yon systems. 

Transportation Commercial and For the proposed development, an estimated 5,815 trips per day would be expected to be 
Residential added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 378 trips on State Road 4 

and State Road 502 during peak-hour traffic. These volumes and additional trips would be 
expected to create traffic jam conditions on State Road 4; widening of this road would be 
required to accommodate the additional traffic volume. Pajarito Road would continue to 
operate at maximum capacity under this land use scenario. 

Cultural Preservation The contemplated land use of this tract would result in no significant changes in traffic 
and Commercial volume on State Road 4 or Pajarito Road near the site. 

Infrastructure Commercial and Commercial and residential development would require enhancement of existing infra-
Residential structure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be upgraded to service new 

structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage 
would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 5.2 gwh; 
natural gas, 99 mcf(2,800 mly); water, 81 mgy (307 mly); and sewage, 41 mgy (155 mly). 

Cultural Preservation Under this land use scenario, no utility upgrading would be necessary due to the small 
and Commercial number of anticipated businesses; however, some extension of existing utility lines could be 

required. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: 
electricity, 0.2 gwh; natural gas, 2 mcf (57 mly); water, 2 mgy (8 mly); and sewage, 1 mgy 
(4 mly). 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
- - -

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Noise Commercial and Noise levels on the tract would increase due to increased traffic and number of residents. 
(Continued) Residential Although noise levels along State Road 4 would likely remain in the range of 60 to 70 dB A, I 

significant noise increases would occur on the remaining parts of the tract; that is, existing 
noise levels of 20 to 30 dBA would increase from 40 to 50 dB A. During construction, 
noises levels would be expected to range from 74 to 95 dBA. 

Cultural Preservation Under cultural preservation, tract noise levels would remain the same as they are currently; 
and Commercial however, during commercial construction, noises levels would be expected to range from 

74 to 95 dBA. 

Visual Commercial and This tract would maintain relatively low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual resources 
Resources Residential or under both of the land use scenarios. However, commercial development under either land 

Cultural Preservation use scenario would impact existing moderate public value (Scenic Class Ill) visual 

and Commercial 
resources on the northwest side of State Road 4 with lesser impacts under the cultural 
preservation and commercial development land use scenario. 

Socio- Commercial and The use of this tract for commercial and residential development would generate increases 
economics Residential in area income; however, these changes would be temporary, lasting only during the 

construction period. Minor temporary increases in employment are anticipated from the 
construction of new facilities, which would, in tum, generate increases in regional income. 
A small number of jobs would be generated by the operation of the recreational vehicle 
park. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Cultural Preservation Under this land use scenario, there would be short-term increases in area employment and 
and Commercial income associated with the construction of limited commercial development and long-term 

increases once the facilities are operational. These impacts would be greater than those for 
the commercial and residential land use scenario in that, after development is completed, 
60 workers would be employed on the tract and a total of 100 jobs would be generated in 
the ROI. Jobs would be ex_IJ_ected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Ecological Commercial and Approximately 60 acres (24 hectares) of pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely 
(Continued) Resources Residential modified or lost under this proposed land use scenario. Habitat would be degraded or lost 

for Federal-protected species such as the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and 
southwestern willow flycatcher. Habitat destruction would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. After development, impacts to wildlife species, 
I!_rimarily_ birds, could occur due to predation from domestic animals. 

Cultural Preservation Under this land use scenario, the potential impacts to natural resources would be similar but 
and Commercial less compared to the commercial and residential development scenario. Commercial 

development would be limited to less than 10 acres (4 hectares) near the highway. Lands 
culturally preserved would not undergo construction, thus preserving the current vegetation 
and wildlife habitat. In addition, impacts to wildlife disturbance from recreational use 
would be diminished due to limited public access. Consequently, habitat for most wildlife 
species would be augmented and improved. 

Cultural Commercial and Under this proposed land use scenario, approximately 60 acres (23 hectares) would be 
Resources Residential directly disturbed by construction activities. Commercial and residential development 

would cause large-scale disturbance to any cultural resources present due to construction, 
grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary impacts to cultural 
resources through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or alteration. In addition, 
cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting 
disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible 
intrusions. Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional 
communities. In addition, access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction 
of additional residents, thereby causing possible destruction and damage to resources, 
vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts, and disturbance of traditional 
practices and ceremonies . 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Cultural Cultural Preservation Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the 
(Continued) Resources and Commercial cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the 

resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and 
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on 
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. Commercial development, 
although limited, would cause disturbance to any cultural resources present due to 
construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts could include the destruction of 
archaeological sites and traditional cultural property locations. In addition, cultural 
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by 
elements out of character with the resources, such as visual or audible intrusions. 

Geology and Commercial and The contemplated land use identified for this tract would result in a total of approximately 
Soils Residential 60 acres {24 hectares) of disturbed land. Any structures would be susceptible to a 

magnitude 7 seismic event. 

Cultural Preservation The cultural preservation land use scenario limits commercial development, resulting in 
and Commercial fewer ground disturbing impacts. 

Water Commercial and The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
Resources Residential but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 
Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because stormwater runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
------------- ---- - --- ------ -- -------- -------- ---

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE I TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Water Cultural Preservation The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
(Continued) Resources and Commerci~l but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 
Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because storm water runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages. 

Air Resources Commercial and Increase in criteria pollutants from mobile sources, homes, and businesses using natural gas 
Residential or propane. No new sources of hazardous or radioactive air pollutants are expected. The 

current baseline would remain unchanged: dose is 1.0 millirem from LANL operations. 
Contributions to global climate change from tract activities would increase considerably 
from nearly zero to approximately 14,000 tons (12,600 metric tons) per year of carbon 
dioxide due to the increase in motor vehicle traffic and commercial and residential fossil 
fuel use. 

Cultural Preservation No discernible difference in air quality is expected. Emissions of criteria pollutants will 
and Commercial increase slightly but remain within State and Federal standards for ambient air quality. 

Contributions to global climate change from tract activities would increase slightly, from 
nearly zero to about 150 tons (130 metric tons) per year of carbon dioxide. 

Human Health Commercial and As many as 2,200 new residents ·and lodgers including sensitive receptors would be brought 
Residential into closer proximity to LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people 

exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The 
closer proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective 
population within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater 
public consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Cultural Preservation A small number of private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
and Commercial LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 

chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 
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Table S-3. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Environmental Commercial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
(Continued) Justice Residential or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 

Cultural Preservation 
White Rock Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 

and Commercial 
resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 
expressed the opinion that the conveyance and subsequent use of the tract would result in 
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 

Notes: Acreages are approximate and may differ from actual ground surveys conducted later in the conveyance and transfer process. 

dBA = decibel A-weighted scale, gwh = gigawatts per hour, mcf = million cubic feet, mgy = million gallons per year, mly = million liters per year, mty = metric tons per year 
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ABOUT THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §4321 et seq.) was 
enacted to ensure that Federal decisionmakers consider the effects of proposed actions on the human 
environment and to lay their decisionmaking process open for public scrutiny. NEPA also created 
the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The U.S. Department of Energy's 
(DOE's) NEPA regulations (10 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 1021) augment the CEQ 
regulations ( 40 CFR 1500 through 1508). 

Under NEPA, an environmental impact statement (EIS) documents a Federal agency's analysis of 
the environmental consequences that might be caused by major Federal actions, defined as those 
proposed actions that may result in a significant impact to the environment. An EIS also: 

• Explains the purpose and need for the agency to take action. 
• Describes the proposed action and the reasonable alternative courses of action that the 

agency could take to meet the need. 
• Describes what would happen if the proposed action were not implemented-the "No 

Action" (or status quo) Alternative. 
• Describes what aspects of the human environment would be affected if the proposed action 

or any alternative were implemented. 
• Analyzes the changes, or impacts, to the environment that would be expected to take place if 

the proposed action or an alternative were implemented, compared to the expected condition 
of the environment if no action were taken. 

The DOE EIS process follows these steps: 

• The Notice oflntent, published in the Federal Register, identifies potential EIS issues and 
alternatives and asks for public comment on the scope of the analysis. 

• The public scoping period, with at least one public meeting, during which public comments 
on the scope of the document are collected and considered. 

• The issuance of a draft EIS for public review and comment (for a minimum of 45 days), with 
at least one public hearing. 

• The preparation and issuance ofthe final EIS, which incorporates the results of the public 
comment period on the draft EIS. 

• Preparation and issuance of a Record of Decision, which states: 
The decision 
The alternatives that were considered in the EIS and the environmentally preferable 
alternative 
All decision factors, such as cost and technical considerations, that were considered by 
the agency along with environmental consequences 
Mitigation measures designed to reduce adverse environmental impacts 

• Preparation of a Mitigation Action Plan, as appropriate, which explains how the mitigation 
measures will be implemented and monitored. 



Prepared with the Participation of these Cooperating Agencies: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: 
• Forest Service (Santa Fe National Forest, Espanola District) 

U.S. Department of the Interior: 
• National Park Service, Bandelier National Monument 
• Bureau of Land Management, Taos Office 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs 

San Ildefonso Pueblo 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 



DOE/EIS - 0293 

UBRAAY COPY 

Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for 

the Conveyance and Transfer of 

Certain Land Tracts Administered by 

the U.S. Department of Energy and 

Located at 

Los Alamos National Laboratory, 

Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, 

New Mexico 

October 1999 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 



THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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Section 102 (c) ofthe National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) states that all Federal agencies 
shall prepare a detailed statement for major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Conveyance and 
Transfer Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS) Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (FR) 
on May 6, 1998 (63 FR 25022), which identified possible issues and alternatives to be analyzed. 
The DOE then held a series of public meetings during the scoping period to provide opportunities 
for stakeholders to identify issues, environmental concerns, and alternatives that should be analyzed 
in the CT EIS. The results of comments received during the scoping period are summarized at the 
end of Chapter 1 ofthe CT EIS; these comments were used to shape the CT EIS analysis and are 
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent practicable within the CT EIS. 

The Draft CT EIS was distributed to interested stakeholders for comment in February 1999. Public 
hearings were conducted within the 45-day comment period following issuance of the draft 
document and the publication ofthe Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (38 FR 9438) on 
February 26, 1999. Oral and written comments were accepted, and these were considered for use in 
making changes to the Draft CT EIS, as appropriate. The Final CT EIS includes responses to 
comments received on the Draft CT EIS in Appendix H. The DOE will prepare one or more 
Records of Decision (ROD[s]) no sooner than 30 days after the Final CT EIS Notice of Availability 
is published in the Federal Register. The ROD(s) will describe the rationale used for the DOE's 
selection of an alternative or portions of the alternatives. Following the issuance of a ROD, a 
Mitigation Action Plan also may be issued to describe any mitigation measures that the DOE 
commits to in concert with its decision(s). 



Dear Interested Party: 

Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations Office 

Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Enclosed is 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 
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico 
(CT EIS), DOEIEIS-0293. The Department of Energy (DOE) prepared the CT EIS, as 
directed by Congress (Public Law 1 05-119), to examine the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed conveyance and transfer of ten parcels of land at the 
Los Alamos National Laboratory to the County ofLos Alamos or the Secretary of the 
Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

The CT EIS evaluates two alternatives: (1) the No Action Alternative, and (2) the 
Proposed Action Alternative, the conveyance and transfer of each tract. DOE's Preferred 
Alternative is a subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, namely to convey or transfer 
several of the tracts of land entirely and several tracts in part (portions without potential 
contamination issues or national security mission support concerns). 

DOE held public hearings on the Draft CT EIS in Pojoaque, New Mexico, on March 24, 
1999, and in Los Alamos, New Mexico, on March 25, 1999. DOE considered all 
comments received and revised the Draft CT EIS in preparation ofthis Final CT EIS. 
The CT EIS will be part ofthe information used by DOE to make a decision on the action 
it will take on the conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts. 

DOE intends to issue a Record of Decision no earlier than 30 days following publication 
in the Federal Register of the Notice of Availability of the CT EIS. 

If you or your staff would like further information, please contact Elizabeth Withers, 
CT EIS Document Manager, at (505) 667-8690. We appreciate your interest in this 
process. 

Sincerely, 

~dr-b\.71~ 
Dav1 A. Guru1(" i.E. 

LAAME:6EW-695 Area Manager 

Enclosure 
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Cooperating Agencies: Incorporated County of Los Alamos, San Ildefonso Pueblo, U.S. Department of the 
Interior, and U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Title: 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Administered by 
the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe 
Counties, New Mexico. 

Contacts: 
For further information on this Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS): 
Leave message at: 1-800-791-2280 or contact: 
Ms. Elizabeth Withers 
Conveyance and Transfer EIS Document Manager 
Los Alamos Area Office, 
Office of Environment, 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 
Call (505) 667-8690 
Fax (505) 665-4872 

Abstract: 

For further information on the U.S. Department 
of Energy NEPA Process: 
Leave message at 1-800-472-2756 or contact: 
Ms. Carol Borgstrom 
Director 
Office ofNEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42) 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence A venue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 586-460 

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed Public Law 105-119, the Departments ofCommerce, Justice, and State, 
the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998 (the Act). This Act, in part, directs the Secretary of 
Energy to convey to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico (the County), or its designee, and 
transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, parcels of land under the 
jurisdictional administrative control of the Secretary at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). DOE,s 
responsibilities under the Act include identifying suitable tracts ofland according to criteria set forth in the law, 
conducting a title search on each tract ofland, identifying and conducting, to the maximum extent practicable, any 
environmental restoration or remediation that would be needed for each tract ofland, and conducting National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the proposed conveyance or transfer of the land tracts. In accordance 
with NEPA, this document assesses the potential environmental impacts of conveying and transferring certain 
land tracts located at LANL within the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and Santa Fe County. Specifically, 
this document examines the environmental consequences that could be expected if each of 10 eligible land tracts, 
in whole or in part, were conveyed or transferred with subsequent development and use of the tracts for the 
purposes identified by the Act and as further contemplated by the recipients. Two alternatives are analyzed in this 

I document1
: the No Action Alternative and the Conveyance and Transfer of Each Tract Alternative (the Proposed 

Action Alternative). Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue its administrative control of each 
individual tract tentatively identified as a candidate for conveyance and transfer. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, each of the 10 eligible tracts ofland individually, in whole or in part, would be either conveyed or 
transferred to either the County or the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. In addition, this 
document briefly discusses the known environmental restoration or remediation needed for each of the l 0 eligible 
land tracts identified for conveyance or transfer and considers the planned use of the land and the ensuing 
potential environmental impacts subsequent to the conveyance or transfer of administrative control or ownership. 
The potential contemplated land uses identified in this document include cultural, historical, or environmental 
preservation and residential, commercial, or industrial development. 

I 1 Changes made to this CT EIS since publication of the Draft CT EIS are marked with a line in the margin. 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding certain concepts in 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts 
Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (CT EIS). Definitions of technical terms can be 
found in Chapter 22, Glossary. 

Scientific Notation 
Scientific notation is used in this report to express very large or very small numbers. For 

example, the number 1 billion could be written as 1,000,000,000 or, using scientific notation, as 
1 x 109

. Translating from scientific notation to a more traditional number requires moving the 
decimal point either ri§ht (for a positive power of 10) or left (for a negative power of 10). If the 
value given is 2.0 x 10 , move the decimal point three places (insert zeros if no numbers are given) 
to the right of its current location. The result would be 2,000. If the value given is 2.0 x 10-5

, move 
the decimal point five places to the left of its present location. The result would be 0.00002. An 
alternative way of expressing numbers, used primarily in the appendices of this CT EIS, is 
exponential notation, which is very similar in use to scientific notation. For example, using the 
scientific notation for 1 x 109

, in exponential notation the 109 (10 to the power of9) would be 
replaced by E+09. (For positive powers, sometimes the"+" sign is omitted, and so the example here 
could be expressed as E09.) If the value is given as 2.0 x 10-5 in scientific notation, then the 
equivalent exponential notation is 2.0E-05. 

Units of Measurement 
The primary units of measurement used in this report are English units with metric equivalents 

enclosed in parentheses. 

Many metric measurements presented include prefixes that denote a multiplication factor that is 
applied to the base standard (e.g., 1 kilometer= 1,000 meters). The following list presents these 
metric prefixes: 

giga 1,000,000,000 (109
; E+09; one billion) 

mega 

kilo 

hecto 

deka 

unit 

deci 

centi 

milli 

mtcro 

nano 

pi co 
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1,000,000 (106
; E+06; one million) 

1,000 (103
; E+03; one thousand) 

100 (102
; E+02; one hundred) 

10 (101
; E+01; ten) 

1 (10°; E+OO; one) 

0.1 (10-1
; E-01; one tenth) 

0.01 (10-2
; E-02; one hundredth) 

0.001 (10-3
; E-03; one thousandth) 

0.000001 (10-6; E-06; one millionth) 

0.000000001 (10-9
; E-09; one billionth) 

0.000000000001 (10-12
; E-12; one trillionth) 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

U.S. Department ofEnergy (DOE) Order 5900.2A, Use of the Metric System ofMeasurement, 
prescribes the use of this system in DOE documents. Table MC-1 lists the mathematical values or 
formulas needed for conversion between English and metric units. Table MC-2 summarizes and 
defines the terms for units of measure and corresponding symbols found throughout this report. 

Radioactivity Unit 
Part of this report deals with levels of radioactivity that might be found in various environmental 

media. Radioactivity is a property; the amount of a radioactive material is usually expressed as 
"activity" in curies (Ci) (Table MC-3). The curie is the basic unit used to describe the amount of 
substance present, and concentrations are generally expressed in terms of curies per unit of mass or 
volume. One curie is equivalent to 37 billion disintegrations per second or is a quantity of any 
radionuclide that decays at the rate of37 billion disintegrations per second. Disintegrations 
generally include emissions of alpha or beta particles, gamma radiation, or combinations of these. 

Radiation Dose Units 
The amount of ionizing radiation energy received by a living organism is expressed in terms of 

radiation dose. Radiation dose in this report is usually expressed in terms of effective dose 
equivalent and reported numerically in units of rem. Rem is a term that relates ionizing radiation 
and biological effect or risk. A dose of 1 millirem (0.001 rem) has a biological effect similar to the 
dose received from about a 1-day exposure to natural background radiation. A list of the 
radionuclides discussed in this document and their half-lives is included in Table MC-4. 

Chemical Elements 
A list of selected chemical elements, chemical constituents, and their nomenclature is presented 

in Table MC-5. 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-1. Conversion Table 

MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN 

ae 0.405 ha ha 2.47 ae 
Of (

0 f - 32) X 5/9 oc oc (°C X 9/5) + 32 OF 

ft 0.305 m m 3.28 ft 
ft2 0.0929 m2 m2 10.76 ft2 

ft3 0.0283 m3 m3 35.3 ft3 

ft3 28.32 1 1 0.0353 ft3 

gal. 3.785 1 1 0.264 gal. 

m. 2.54 em em 0.394 10. 

1b 0.454 kg kg 2.205 1b 

mCilkm2 1.0 nCi/m2 nCi/m2 1.0 mCi/km2 

ffil 1.61 km km 0.621 mt 

me 2.59 km2 km2 0.386 me 
nCi 0.001 pCi pCi 1,000 nCi 
oz 28.35 g g 0.0353 oz 

pCi/1 w-9 _11_Ci/ml ~Ci/m1 109 pCill 
pCi/m3 10-12 Ci/m3 Ci/m3 1012 j>_Ci/m3 

pCi/m3 10-15 mCi/em3 mCi/em3 1015 pCi/m3 

ppb 0.001 ppm ppm 1,000 ppb 

ton 0.907 metrieton metrieton 1.102 ton 
yd3 0.7641 m3 m3 1.308 yd3 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure 

LENGTH 

Symbol Name 

em centimeter (1 x 10-2 m) 

ft foot 

in. inch 

km kilometer (1 x 103 m) 

m meter 

mi mile 

mm millimeter (I x 10-3m) 

llm micrometer (1 x 10-6m) 

VOLUME 

Symbol Name 

cm3 cubic centimeter 
ft3 cubic foot 

gal. gallon 
. 3 
Ill. cubic inch 

I liter 
m3 cubic meter 

ml milliliter (1 x 10-3 I) 

ppb parts per billion 

ppm parts per million 
yd3 cubic yard 

RATE 

Symbol Name 

Ci/yr curies per year 

cm3/s cubic meters per 
second 

ft3/s cubic feet per second 

ft3/min cubic feet per minute 

gpm gallons per minute 

kg/yr kilograms per year 

km/h kilometers per hour 
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Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure (Continued) 

RATE 

Symbol Name 

mwl milli~rams per liter 

m~y million gallons per year 

mly million liters per year 

m3/yr cubic meters per )'eaT 

milhormph miles per hour 

1-1Cill microcuries per liter 

pCi/l picocuries per liter 

tpy tons per year 

mty metric tons per year 

NUMERICAL RELATIONSHIPS 

Symbol Meaning 

< less than 
~ less than or equal to 

> greater than 
~ greater than or equal to 

2cr two standard deviations 

TIME 

Symbol Name 

d day 

h hour 

min minute 

nsec nanosecond 

s second 

vr year 

ELECTRICITY 

Symbol Name 

gwh ~i~awatt-hour 

mw me~awatt 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Measure (Continued) 

AREA 

Symbol Name 

ac acre (640 per me) 

cm2 square centimeter 
ft2 square foot 

ha hectare ( 1 x 104 m2
) 

in.2 square inch 
km2 s_quare kilometer 

mi2 square mile 

MASS 

Symbol Name 

g gram 

kg kilogram (1 x 103 g) 

mg milligram ( 1 X 1 0"3 _g) 

Jlg microgram (1 x 10-6 g) 

ng nanogram (1 x 10-9 g) 

lb pound 

ton metric ton ( 1 x 106 g) 

oz ounce 

TEMPERATURE 

Symbol Name 

oc degt"ees Celsius 
op degrees Fahrenheit 
OK degrees Kelvin 

SOUND/NOISE 

Symbol Name 

dB decibel 

dB A A-weighted decibel 
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Table MC-3. Names and Symbols for 
Units of Radioactivity 

RADIOACTIVITY 

Symbol Name 

Ci curie 

cpm counts per minute 

mCi millicurie (1 X 1 o-3 Ci) 

11Ci microcurie (1 x 10-6 Ci) 

nCi nanocurie (1 x 10·9 Ci) 

pCi picocurie (1 X 10"12 Ci) 
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Table MC-4. Radionuclide Nomenclature 

SYMBOL RADIO NUCLIDE HALF-LIFE SYMBOL RADIO NUCLIDE HALF-LIFE 

Am-241 americium-241 432yr Pu-241 plutonium-241 14.4 yr 

H-3 tritium 12.26 yr Pu-242 plutonium-242 3.8 X 105 
yT 

Mo-99 molybdenum-99 66 hr Pu-244 plutonium-244 8.2 X 107 
yT 

Pa-234 _protactinium-234 6.7hr Th-231 thorium-231 25.5 hr 

Pa-234m protactinium-234m 1.17 min Th-234 thorium-234 24.1 d 

Pu-236 plutonium-236 2.9yr U-234 uranium-234 2.4 X 105 
yT 

Pu-238 plutonium-238 87.7 yr U-235 uranium-234 7 X 108 
yT 

Pu-239 plutonium-239 2.4 X 104 
yT U-238 uranium-238 4.5 X 109 

yT 

Pu-240 plutonium-240 6.5 X 103 
yT 

Table MC-5. Elemental and Chemical Constituent Nomenclature 

SYMBOL CONSTITUENT SYMBOL CONSTITUENT 

Ag silver Pa _Qrotactinium 

Al aluminum Ph lead 

Ar argon Pu plutonium 

B boron SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

Be beryllium Si silicon 

co carbon monoxide so2 sulfur dioxide 

C02 carbon dioxide Ta tantalum 

Cu copper Th thorium 

F fluorine Ti titanium 

Fe uon u uramum 

Kr krypton v vanadium 

N nitro_gen w tungsten 

Ni nickel Xe xenon 

N02. nitrite ion Zn zmc 

N03. nitrate ion 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY 
ACTION 

This chapter introduces the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE's) role in the 
conveyance and transfer of 10 land parcels at Los Alamos National Laboratory 
(LANL) to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and to the Secretary of the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, as required by Public 
Law (PL) 105-119; a statement of the purpose and need for the DOE's action; and 
an overview of the alternatives analyzed in this Conveyance and Transfer of Certain 
Land Tracts Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS). In addition, this chapter 
explains DOE decisions that the CT EIS is intended to support, as well as the 
relationship of this document to other environmental documentation prepared by the 
DOE. At the conclusion of this chapter is an overview of the CT EIS. 

LANL is one of several national 
laboratories that supports the DOE's 
responsibilities for national security, energy 
resources, environmental quality, and science. 
LANL is located in north-central New 
Mexico, within the Counties ofLos Alamos 
and Santa Fe, about 60 miles (97 kilometers) 
north-northeast of Albuquerque and about 
25 miles (40 kilometers) northwest of Santa 
Fe (see Figure 1-1). The small communities 
ofLos Alamos townsite, White Rock, Pajarito 
Acres, the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park, 
and San Ildefonso Pueblo are located in the 
immediate vicinity ofLANL, adjacent to its 
boundaries and technical areas (TAs) (see 
Figure 1-2). LANL currently occupies about 
43 square miles (Ill square kilometers) or 
27,832 acres (11,272 hectares) ofland owned 
by the U.S. Government and under the 
administrative control of the DOE. 
Additionally, the DOE has administrative 
control over other properties and land within 
Los Alamos County, totaling about 915 acres 
(371 hectares). 

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed 
PL 105-119, the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998 
(Section 632, 42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
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§§2391; the Act). Section 6321 of the Act 
directs the Secretary ofEnergy (the Secretary) 
to convey2 to the Incorporated County of Los 
Alamos, New Mexico (the County), or to the 
designee of the County, and to transfer3 to the 
Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso, parcels of land under 
the jurisdictional administrative control of the 
Secretary at or in the vicinity ofLANL. Such 
parcels of land must not be required to meet 
the national security mission of the DOE and 
also must meet other criteria established by 
the Act. 

DOE has prepared this CT EIS in 
accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. §4371 
et seq.) to examine potential environmental 
impacts associated with the conveyance 
or transfer of each of the land parcels 
tentatively identified for such in the DOE's 
Land Transfer Report to Congress Under 
Public Law 105-119, A Preliminary 

1 Section 632 of the Act is reproduced in Appendix A. 
2 The tenn "convey" as used in the Act and in this document 
refers to the disposition of land parcels away from Federal 
Government ownership. 
3 The tenn "transfer" as used in the Act and in this document 
refers to the disposition ofland parcels to another Federal 
Government agency, with the retention of ownership by the 
Federal Government. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 
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Figure 1-1. Location of the Los Alamos National Laboratory. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 
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Figure 1-2. Communities and Technical Areas of Los Alamos National Laboratory 
and Subject Tracts. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 

Identification of Parcels of Land in Los 
Alamos, New Mexico for Conveyance or 
Transfer (Land Transfer Report) 
(DOE 1998b). This CT EIS compares the 
impacts associated with conveying or 
transferring each of the parcels, in whole or in 
part, with the potential environmental impacts 
associated with taking no such action with the 
subject land tracts. The No Action Alternative 
encompasses the continuation of the current 
uses of the tracts. The analyses contained in 
this CT EIS tier from the programmatic 
analysis in the Final Site-Wide Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Continued 
Operation of the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory (the SWEIS) (DOE 1999c), which 
analyzes the operation ofLANL at an 
enhanced level of activities as the DOE's 
Preferred Alternative. 

In this CT EIS, the DOE also discusses 
information concerning the consequences of 
contemplated uses of the subject tracts, 
without associating these uses with either of 
the potential receiving parties. Because of the 
mandate for the DOE's conveyance and 
transfer ofthe identified tracts to the County 
and to the Secretary of the Interior in a 
fashion agreed upon by the County and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo, and the DOE's inability to 
control the exact future uses that the land may 
be put to by either party, any precise 
statement of specific land use environmental 
and socioeconomic effects that could result 
from reuse is largely hypothetical. While the 
DOE has provided this information in order to 
explore the issues associated with the uses of 
the land that could result from conveyance or 
transfer of individual parcels, the DOE has no 
authority to implement any of the 
contemplated land uses. Most ofthe 
recommended mitigations directed at 
reducing or eliminating future adverse 
impacts from land development and use by 
either the County or San Ildefonso Pueblo are, 
similarly, beyond the control of the DOE and 
would be the responsibility of the recipients. 
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1.1 Background Information 

1.1.1 Historical Perspective of the 
Development of LANL and the 
LANLArea 

The general area ofLos Alamos, New 
Mexico, was occupied by small ranches and 
farms interspersed among vast forest and 
meadow areas until 1942, when the nation 
underwent a dramatic change upon its entry 
into World War II. In the spring of 1943, the 
Los Alamos Ranch School (then the single 
largest private land holding in the Los Alamos 
area) together with portions of surrounding 
properties were chosen as the location of a 
secret research and development facility for 
the world's first nuclear weapon by the U.S. 
Manhattan District of the Army Corps of 
Engineers, on behalf of the Federal 
Government. The original facility and its 
operations were referred to as "Project Y of 
the Manhattan Project," which was later 
redesignated as the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory. The facility's name was changed 
again during the 1980s to Los Alamos 
National Laboratory. The Federal agency with 
administrative responsibility for LANL has 
similarly evolved from the post-World War II 
Atomic Energy Commission, to the Energy 
Research and Development Administration, 
and finally to the DOE. 

In 1943, nearly 49,337 acres 
(19,981 hectares) ofland were acquired in the 
Los Alamos area by the War Department for 
Project Y use. The land came from the 
following sources: 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) (45,670.5 acres 
[18,497 hectares]) 

• U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau ofLand Management (BLM) 
(66 acres [27 hectares]) 

• Purchase or condemnation of privately 
held lands (3,600 acres 
[1,458 hectares]) 
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The boundaries for the Project Y site 
extended from about the Rio Grande on the 
east to the summit of the Sierra de Los Valles 
in the Jemez Mountains on the west, and from 
about Guaje Canyon on the north to Frijoles 
Canyon on the south. The structures and 
buildings used by the Los Alamos Ranch 
School (ofwhich there are several remaining 
log buildings) were quickly supplemented 
during World War II with a variety of mostly 
temporary wooden plank structures used by 
scientists and their families. After the war 
ended, an additional 19,725 acres 
(7,988.6 hectares) ofland were acquired from 
the administrative control of other Federal 
agencies during the late 1940s and added to 
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
reservation. The expanded site by then 
included many government facilities and 
buildings, together with civilian housing and 
support structures. Another 3,925 acres 
(1,590 hectares) were acquired in the early 
1960s from the administrative control of the 
U.S. Department ofthe Interior, National Park 
Service (NPS) out of Bandelier National 
Monument (BNM) lands (Presidential 
Proclamation No. 3539). Over the ensuing 
years, the site boundaries have been reduced 
extensively as a result of several land transfer 
efforts. 

In 1949, the New Mexico Legislature 
created the County ofLos Alamos from 
portions of Santa Fe and Sandoval Counties. 
However, the County remained under the 
control of the Federal Government, and 
access to the Los Alamos area was restricted. 
Under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394), 
the Federal Government recognized its 
responsibility to provide support for a 
specified period to agencies or municipalities 
that were strongly affected by their proximity 
to facilities that are part of the nation's 
nuclear weapons complex while they 
achieved self-sufficiency. These facilities 
were three so-called Atomic Energy 
Communities: Oak Ridge, Tennessee; 
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Richland, Washington; and Los Alamos, New 
Mexico. Each of these communities was 
established as a wholly government-owned 
community in which all municipal, 
educational, medical, housing, and 
recreational facilities were provided by the 
Federal Government. Under the AECA, 
national policies were established regarding 
the obligations of the United States to the 
three Atomic Energy Communities. These 
policies were directed at terminating Federal 
Government ownership and management 
of the communities by facilitating the 
establishment of local self-government, 
providing for the orderly transfer to local 
entities of municipal functions, and providing 
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of 
property within these communities with a 
minimum of dislocation. The establishment 
of self-government and tr.ansfer of 
infrastructures and land were intended to 
encourage self-sufficiency ofthe communities 
through the establishment of a broad base for 
economic development. 

Restrictions on access to the Federal 
reservation and Los Alamos townsite area 
were concurrently lifted in 1957. The first 
release ofFederalland for development of 
private homes in the Los Alamos townsite 
occurred that same year. Most of Los Alamos 
County remained Federal Government 
property until the DOE's predecessor moved 
forward with the transfer and lease of some of 
the F ederallands under its management to the 
County, other government agencies, and to 
private parties in the late 1950s and early 
1960s. Los Alamos County was incorporated 
in 1969. In 1967, the DOE's predecessor 
agencies began to transfer ownership of land 
tracts, roads, buildings, and some of the utility 
systems managed for the DOE to the County 
to be made available for public use. The land 
that was released at that time was primarily 
located within the Los Alamos townsite and 
had been used for civilian housing and 
community support functions. A relatively 
small amount of land was auctioned to 
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individuals and private developers to establish 
the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park, White 
Rock and Pajarito Acres communities, and to 
develop areas in and around the Los Alamos 
townsite. Additionally, a number of leases for 
small tracts of land within the County were 
entered into during this period. The release of 
these lands from Federal Government use in 
the late 1960s enabled them to be developed 
for a variety of uses, ranging from 
preservation to urban development (Lyon and 
Evans 1984). 

1.1.2 Current LANL Setting and Land 
Uses, DOE Conveyance and 
Transfer Policies, and 
Authorizing Legislations 

Today, only about 38 percent of the total 
land that historically comprised the Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory reserve remains 
under the DOE's administrative control. The 
bulk of this remaining land is occupied by 
LANL, with the University of California as 
the DOE's current management and operating 
contractor conducting day-to-day operation of 
the site. Currently, LANL is bounded by the 
lands of several landowners and stewards 
with a variety of land uses. 

Large tracts ofland in the Jemez 
Mountains to the north, west, and south are 
held by the USFS and the NPS; these tracts 
are managed to preserve and maintain natural 
and cultural resources that exist on these 
lands. Lands of the San Ildefonso and Santa 
Clara Pueblos border LANL on the east and 
northeast and are used primarily for 
agricultural, hunting, and residential purposes. 
Currently, the DOE leases lands under its 
administrative control for recreational use (for 
example, the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
in Rendija Canyon), public use (such as the 
White Rock Visitor Center and the Los 
Alamos Airport), municipal solid waste 
disposal use (like the Los Alamos County 
Landfill), and for use by the University of 
California (for example, the guest house 
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residences at LANL ). The DOE owns the 
municipal water system that provides potable 
water to LANL and to the County, although 
this system is being leased and is proposed for 
conveyance to the County by the end of the 
year 2000. 

Over the past 50 years, all of the main 
LANL mission functions have been moved 
onto the mesas located to the south of the Los 
Alamos townsite. TA 21 is the last LANL 
site conducting ongoing research and 
development missions in immediate 
proximity to the Los Alamos townsite (see 
Figure 1.1.2-1). OtherLANL TAs located 
along the Los Alamos townsite mesa are used 
primarily as undeveloped buffer zones; 
exceptions to this general land use are TA 73, 
occupied in part by the Los Alamos Airport, 
and TA 43, occupied in part by the DOE's 
Los Alamos Area Office (LAAO) and the 
Health Research Laboratory. Additional 
properties located within the Los Alamos area 
but outside of the LANL boundaries have 
remained under the administrative control of 
the DOE. The largest property, located in 
Rendija Canyon to the north of the Los 
Alamos townsite, totals about 910 acres 
(369 hectares) and is partially leased for use 
as a shooting range and gun club (the 
aforementioned Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club). One very small property located within 
the Los Alamos townsite totals less than 
0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) in size and is used for 
historical preservation purposes. 

DOE policy for land and facility use, 
along with transfer and conveyance of real 
property, has continued to evolve because 
of changes in mission and the underutilization 
of some DOE facilities. The DOE has 
recently reviewed its responsibility to further 
the self-sufficiency of the Atomic Energy 
Communities, including Los Alamos, in light 
of the increasing budgetary constraints and 
pressures, together with the downsizing or 
closure of some of the facilities within the 
nuclear weapons complex. 
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Figure 1.1.2-1. Land Owners and Stewards Surrounding LANL. 
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Various potential means for mitigating the 
impacts of reduction or removal of monetary 
support from the agencies or municipalities 
that the nation currently provides with yearly 
stipends have come under consideration. As 
stated in the closing chapters of the AECA, as 
amended, 

". . . the Administrator shall assure 
that the governmental or other 
entities receiving assistance 
hereunder utilize all reasonable, 
available means to achieve 
financial self-sufficiency to the end 
that assistance payments by the 
Administrator may be reduced or 
terminated at the earliest practical 
time." 

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the 
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been 
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic 
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature 
and location. 

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a 
report to Congress concerning the assistance 
payments to the County (DOE 1996a). In this 
report, the DOE recommended that: 

• The historically paid annual assistance 
payment be discontinued with a final 
lump-sum settlement of$22.6 million, 

• The DOE transfer to the County 
several municipal installations and 
functions under its administration and 
operation, and 

• The DOE transfer to the County 
undeveloped land that could be 
utilized by the County or developed 
by private interest to increase the 
County's revenue from property and 
gross receipts tax. 

In October 1996, Congress enacted 
legislation (the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act of 1997) to 
terminate the annual assistance payments to 
the County by mid 1997, with the 
recommended lump-sum termination 
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payment. Disposition of municipal functions 
and installations (the water system, fire 
stations, and lease ofthe Airport) were begun 
in 1997. 

1.1.3 Public Law 105-119 
Congress completed the steps considered 

necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los 
Alamos in keeping with the last of the 
recommendations made in the June 1996 
report to Congress by enacting PL 105-119. 
The same legislation provided for the return 
to San Ildefonso of land that had been part of 
the Pueblo prior to the creation ofLANL. 4 

4 The following portion of the Senate floor debate on 
Section 632 of the Act demonstrates the purpose for the 
conveyance and transfer ofland at LANL. 

[s]ince the 1950's, the Department of Energy and 
its predecessors have made assistance payments to 
the county of Los Alamos, NM. Under the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1955, this was accomplished in 
recognition of the dependence of the community 
on the Atomic Energy Commission's, and later the 
OOE's facilities. Their facilities, worth in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars, paid no taxes to 
this community. Now only Los Alamos County 
and schools receive any assistance, and all other 
communities are off assistance, many via buyouts. 

It is very difficult for Los Alamos to reach self
sufficiency and to continue into the next century as 
a viable community unless something is done 
about the fact that there is no longer any land 
within the city and county of Los Alamos that can 
be developed, for the excess land is all in the hands 
of the Department of Energy. 

Last year, we agreed to end assistance to Los 
Alamos County through an agreement that coupled 
a very moderate buyout amount with transfer of 
excess land to the City. 

This amendment will eventually return land to the 
county that can be used for normal county growth 
and to the Pueblo of San lldefonso that has strong 
historic claims to portions of the land .... 

(continued) 
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Section 632 (a) of the Act states that: "IN 
GENERAL- The Secretary ofEnergy shall--

(1) convey, without consideration5
, to the 

Incorporated County ofLos Alamos, New 
Mexico, or to the designee of the County, 
"fee" title6 to the parcels ofland that are 
allocated for conveyance to the County in 
the agreement under subsection (e); and 

(2) transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in 
trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, 
administrative jurisdiction over the 
parcels that are allocated for transfer to 
the Secretary of the Interior in such 
agreement." 

Section 632 (b) (1) of the Act requires the 
Secretary to identify suitable parcels of land 
for conveyance or transfer within 90 days of 
enactment. Section 632 (b) (2) provides that 

This amendment directs the Department of Energy 
to evaluate the land wtder its control to determine 
what can be released without impacting the 
national security mission of the Laboratory. Now, 
some of that land will not be appropriate for 
economic or housing development, but does 
represent lands that were part of the San lldefonso 
Pueblo at the time of the Manhattan Project Many 
sacred sites of the San lldefonso Pueblo are located 
on that property. During the Manhattan Project, 
those San lldefonso lands became part of Los 
Alamos County, but no compensation was ever 
provided to San lldefonso Pueblo. This current 
evaluation of the DOE's land requirements 
provides an ideal opportunity to return to the 
pueblo some of that land that they previously used. 

143 Cong. Rec. S7235 (daily ed. July 11, 1997)(statement of 
Sen. Domenici.) 
5 "Consideration" is a contract term in real estate defined as 
follows: That which is received by the grantor in exchange 
for his or her deed; something of value that induces a person 
to enter into a contract. Consideration is most commonly 
given in the form of currency. 
6 The term "fee" title speaks to the degree, quality, nature, 
and extent of interest that a person or entity holds in real 
property. Specifically, it is a contract tern in real estate that 
means the holder is entitled to all rights incident to the 
property. There are no time limitations on its existence (it is 
said to run forever). The ownership of the land by a fee 
holder is complete and free of State domination (except the 
rights of the State of taxation, police power, and eminent 
domain). 
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parcels are suitable for conveyance or transfer 
for the purposes of section 632 (b) (1) if: 

• The parcel is not required to meet the 
national security mission of the DOE 
or will not be required for that purpose 
within 10 years of enactment. 

• The parcel is likely to meet the criteria 
for conveyance or transfer established 
by the Act (including the completion 
of any necessary environmental 
remediation 7 or restoration 8) within 10 
years of enactment. 

• The parcel is suitable for use for any 
ofthe purposes specified in the Act. 9 

The Act sets forth the criteria, processes, 
and dates by which the tracts will be selected, 
titles to the tracts reviewed, environmental 
issues evaluated, and decisions made as to the 
allocation of the tracts between the two 
recipients. The DOE's responsibilities under 
the Act include identifying potentially 
suitable tracts of land according to criteria set 
forth in the law (Land Transfer Report 
[DOE 1998b ]); conducting a title search on 
each tract of land (Title Report 
[DOE 1999a]); identifying any environmental 
restoration and remediation that would be 
needed for each tract (Environmental 
Restoration Report [DOE 1999b ]); and 
conducting any NEP A review of the 
proposed conveyance or transfer of the 
land tracts (this CT EIS). The Act further 

7 Environmental remediation, for the purposes of this 
CT EIS analysis, is defmed as the process of remedying a site 
where a hazardous substance release has occurred. Remedial 
actions (most often concerned with contaminated soil and 
groundwater, and decontamination and decommissioning 
activities) are responsibilities of the LANL Environmental 
Restoration (ER) Project 
8 Environmental restoration, for the purposes of this CT EIS 
analysis, is defmed as the assessment and cleanup of both 
contaminated (radioactive and/or hazardous substances) 
DOE-owned facilities in use and DOE sites that are no longer 
a part of active operations. 
9 These purposes are listed in Section 632 (h) of the Act. 
They are: historic, cultural, or environmental preservation; 
economic diversification; and community self-sufficiency. 
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states that the Secretary must, to the 
maximum extent practicable, conduct any 
needed environmental restoration or 
remediation activities within 10 years of 
enactment (by November 26, 2007). Required 
actions are summarized in Table 1.1.3-1 and 
discussed in greater detail in Section 1.1. 4. 

The upcoming conveyance and transfer 
of land required by the Act is intertwined with 
both the issues of County self-sufficiency and 
the elimination of funding for assistance 
payments. Upon the completion ofthe 
conveyance or transfer of the qualifying 
parcels of land, the DOE shall make no 
further payments with respect to LANL under 
either Section 91 or Section 94 of the AECA, 
as stated in Section 632 ofthe Act. 

1.1.4 Actions Associated with Public 
Law 105-119 

The following subsections briefly discuss 
the various actions and reports required by 
PL 105-119. Additional information about 
other environmental regulatory compliance 
actions is provided also. 

1.1.4.1 Land Transfer Report 

As required by the Act, some tracts of 
land have been recognized by the DOE and 
LANL as being now or likely to become 
nonessential within the next 10 years to 
meet LANL's current and foreseeable 
programmatic missions. By authority of this 
new law, these tracts of land may now be 
disposed of by a conveyance or transfer of 
government ownership, provided there is 
reason to believe that the land is unlikely to 
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be required for future DOE mission use10
. Ten 

land tracts11 have been tentatively identified 
by the DOE in the Land Transfer Report 
(DOE 1998b), totaling about 4,800 acres 
(1,944 hectares). These tracts are shown in 
Figure 1-2 and in greater detail in figures 
presented in Chapters 5 through 14. These 10 
tracts of land are as follows: 

• The Rendija Canyon Tract consists 
of about 910 acres (369 hectares).12 

The canyon is undeveloped except for 
the shooting range (the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club) that serves the 
local community; portions of this tract 
are currently under lease from the 
DOE to the community. 

• The DOE LAAO Tract consists of 
about 15 acres (6 hectares). It is also 
within the Los Alamos townsite and is 
readily usable. DOE employees 
occupy offices at the site. 

• The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract is a 
small, Los Alamos townsite parcel 
located on the edge of the mesa 
overlooking Los Alamos Canyon. It 
consists ofless than 0.5 acre 
(0.2 hectare) of disturbed land that is 

10 The conditions wder which a parcel or land area is 
"required to meet the national security mission of the DOE," 
for the purposes of this CT ElS, are defined as those sites and 
their activities that are necessary so that DOE mission 
operations and schedules will not be interrupted. Support of 
the national security mission at LANL-which includes 
assessment and certification of nuclear weapon safety and 
reliability, weapons-related research and development, some 
nonnuclear component production, pit fabrication, and 
surveillance of plutonium pits-is inclusive of all actions and 
activities taken directly and indirectly and includes all buffer 
zones necessary for health, safety, and security purposes. 
11 Note: the congressional report grouped two small tracts 
together as "miscellaneous tracts" that are herein considered 
separately, hence the seeming discrepancy in the total number 
of tracts to be considered for conveyance and transfer. 
12 All acreages given are approximate. Actual acreage would 
be determined with ground surveys if conveyed or 
transferred. Acreages provided by the Land Transfer Report 
(DOE 1998b) have been adjusted herein to include oome 
rights-of-way that were inadvertently excluded from that 
report 
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Table 1.1.3-1. PL 105-119 Conveyance and Transfer Process Steps 

PROCESS STEPS DATE DUE 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETED PARTY{S) 

Passage ofPL 105-119 (Congress decides November 26, 1997 U.S. Congress Yes 
the DOE must transfer and convey suitable 
land) 

Preliminary identification of parcels February 24, 1998 DOE Yes 
(report to Congress on land identified as 
suitable for conveyance or transfer by 
virtue of meeting PL 105-119 criteria) 
(Land Transfer Report) 

Title review (report to Congress setting November 26, 1998 DOE Yes 
forth the results of a title search on each 
parcel of land identified as suitable) (Title 
Report) 
Environmental restoration (identify the August 26, 1999 DOE Final 
environmental restoration or remediation 
action, if any, that is required with respect 
to each parcel of land identified) 
(Environmental Restoration Report) 

Review of environmental impacts of the August 26, 1999 DOE Final 
conveyance or transfer of each parcel as 
required under the provisions of the NEP A 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (Final CT EIS) 

Report to Congress on results of August 26, 1999 DOE No 
Environmental Restoration Report review 
and Final CT EIS (combined data report to 
Congress) (Combined Data Re~port) 

Agreement on allocation of parcels November 24, 1999 Los Alamos No 
between Los Alamos County and San County and 
Ildefonso Pueblo (Agreement submitted to San Ildefonso 
the Secretary) Pueblo 

Conveyance and Transfer Plan to February 22, 2000 DOE No 
Congress (plan for conveying or 
transferring land according to Agreement 
on allocation of parcels) (Conveyance and 
Transfer Plan) 

Conveyance and transfer ofland (action to November 25, 2000 DOE No 
convey or transfer tracts meeting 
suitability criteria must be undertaken by 
the Secretary) 

Environmental restoration and remediation November 26, 2007 DOE No 
completed on lands to be conveyed or 
transferred 
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undeveloped and currently is used as Proclamation 3539 on May 27, 1963; 
an unsanctioned vehicle parking area. PL 105-119 provides the necessary 

• The Miscellaneous Manhattan 
legislation required for the tract to be 

Monument Tract consists ofless than 
disposed of by the DOE at this time. 

0.5 acre (0.2 hectare). The Manhattan • The White Rock Tract consists of 

Monument is a small, rectangular site about 100 acres (40 hectares). It is 

located within Los Alamos County undeveloped except for utility lines, a 

land and adjacent to Ashley Pond, water pump station, and a small 

where most of the first Los Alamos building in use by the County. 

laboratory work was conducted. A 
These 10 tracts were identified as small log structure occupies the site. 

potentially suitable for conveyance or transfer 
• The DP Road Tract (North, South through a process that had its start well before 

and West) consists of about 50 acres the passage of the Act. Informal dialog 
(20 hectares). It is generally between the County and the DOE on the issue 
undeveloped except for the West of a major conveyance of property started in 
section where the LANL archives are the late 1980s. The County identified more 
currently located in one oftwo than 20 parcels of land that they considered as 
buildings. having high potential development value to 

• TheTA 21 Tract consists of about the County. These parcels along with several 
260 acres (105 hectares) and is located others were then evaluated by the DOE with 
east of the Los Alamos townsite. This assistance from LANL management to 
occupied site is remote from the main determine whether these parcels were 
LANL area; University of California required for current and future national 
workers occupy offices at the site, and security mission support purposes, including 
LANL operations are conducted at their use as health and safety buffer zones 
facilities there. between LANL operations and members of 

• The Airport Tract consists of about the public living in the vicinity ofLANL. By 

205 acres (83 hectares). Located east mid 1995, discussions regarding these parcels 

of the Los Alamos townsite, it is close included San Ildefonso Pueblo government 
to the Small Business Center Annex leaders and staff of other area Federal 
(on East Gate Drive). The Los Alamos agencies. In 1996, a review ofthe tracts was 
Airport is located on part of the tract, engaged in that divided the parcels into three 
while other portions of the tract are groups: (1) recommended for transfer, 
undeveloped. (2) tracts having unresolved issues, and 

• The White Rock Y Tract consists of (3) tracts not recommended for transfer. 

about 540 acres (219 hectares). It is These recommendations were based on 

undeveloped and is associated with the operational impacts, utility easement 

major transportation routes connecting requirements, and known major 

Los Alamos with northern New environmental concerns. This list then was 

Mexico. further reviewed with regard to the criteria 
established by the Act, and the 10 subject 

• TheTA 74 Tract consists of about tracts were identified as a cumulative result of 
2,715 acres (1,100 hectares). It is a these efforts in early 1998. 
large, remote site located east of the 
Los Alamos townsite and is largely 
undeveloped. This parcel was restored 
to the public domain by Presidential 
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1.1.4.2 Title Report 

As required by the Act, the DOE has 
conducted a review of its ownership for each 
of the 10 tracts of land identified as being 
potentially suitable for conveyance and 
transfer. The results of this search (in the form 
of formal Title Reports) for any claims, liens, 
or similar instruments affecting the DOE's 
title to its interests in the real property of each 
ofthe 10 subject tracts were submitted to 
Congress (DOE 1999a). No "clouds on the 
titles" were discovered during the search. 

1.1.4.3 Environmental Restoration Report 

The Environmental Restoration Report 
required by Section 632(d)(1) ofthe Act is 
intended to inform Congress of any necessary 
environmental restoration and remediation 
activities that are needed for each of the 
subject tracts. It is being produced separately, 
but in parallel with, the CT EIS. For each of 
the subject tracts, the Environmental 
Restoration Report13 (DOE 1999b) describes 
known or suspected tract contaminants; the 
regulatory status of site contamination; the 
number ofbuildings and other manmade 
structures onsite that may require 
decommissioning, decontamination, or 
demolition; the estimated or known extent of 
site contamination; other site concerns; the 
range of proposed site remedies by type; 
estimated waste generation associated with 
remediation and restoration activities; and the 
estimated costs and durations for cleanup. The 
report also identifies areas where no site data 
are yet available. Estimates presented in the 
Environmental Restoration Report are based 
on existing information; no effort has been 

13 A separate, detailed Environmental Restoration Project 
Plan has been prepared for the TA 21 Tract, in addition to the 
report required by PL 105-119. Congress requested this plan 
in the conference reports of the House and Senate 
Conunittees on Appropriations that accompanied the Energy 
and Water Development Appropriation Act for Fiscal Year 
1999 (PL 105-245). This plan describes environmental 
restoration activities and costs for approximately the next 
8 years. 
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made to generate new data on the subject 
tracts. The Environmental Restoration Report 
is further intended to give decisionmakers and 
the public information about the different 
levels of cleanup that could be accomplished 
at both ends of the range of site occupancy by 
members of the public. In this respect, as in 
others, the Environmental Restoration Report 
differs from the CT EIS in the range of 
information intended to be communicated· in 

' some respects the assumptions made are more 
conservative in nature than those assumptions 
made for the CT EIS analysis. Additional 
information about the assumptions, 
limitations, and a summary of the data 
included in the Environmental Restoration 
Report is presented in Appendix B of the 
CTEIS. 

The LANL ER Project has its own process 
of site investigation, data analysis, public and 
stakeholder involvement, and remediation 
that occurs under the auspices of an 
administrative authority (either the New 
Mexico Environment Department or the 
DOE). LANL is regulated under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The 
activities performed by the LANL ER Project 
are subject to DOE review for compliance 
with the NEP A at the time that proposals for 
actions become ripe for decision, which is 
typically after public input and Administrative 
Authority agreement to pursual of specific 
types of cleanup activities has occurred. To 
the extent that this information is known or 
reasonably bounding14 data have been 
developed, that information is presented and 
used in the CT EIS analysis. Additional 
NEP A review will be necessary for the 
majority of the activities yet to be undertaken 
for most of the subject tracts. 

14 To "bound the impacts" is to use assumptions and 
analytical methods in an analysis of impacts or risks such that 
the result overestimates or describes an upper limit on 
~"bounds") potential impacts or risks. A "bounding analysis" 
m a NEP A document is an analysis designed to overestimate 
or determine an upper limit to potential impacts or risks. 
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The need to complete the process for 
proposing remedies and receiving approval 
for these by the appropriate administrative 
authorities represents one ofthe multiple 
layers of uncertainties regarding the 
Environmental Restoration Report's 
information. The difficulties in projecting 
costs into the future and the difficulties in 
projecting time durations required for cleanup 
actions without certain knowledge of 
available funding to undertake the activities, 
especially on a year-to-year government 
funding cycle, both add to the limitations of 
the information presented in that report. 

1.1.4.4 CT EIS 

The review of environmental impacts of 
the conveyance or transfer of each parcel, as 
required by the Act, is the subject of this 
CT EIS. The NEP A compliance process, the 
general document scope, the purpose and 
need for DOE action, the decisions to be 
supported by the impact analysis, a 
description of the alternatives analyzed, and a 
brief discussion and comparison of the 
impacts likely to occur if either alternative 
were implemented are discussed later in this 
document. 

1.1.4.5 Combined Data Report 

As required by the Act, a report 
presenting information regarding the 
environmental restoration or remediation 
required for the subject tracts (including 
estimated costs and cleanup durations), and 
the potential environmental impacts 
associated directly, indirectly, and 
cumulatively with conveyance and transfer of 
the subject tracts will be submitted to 
Congress. This report may make 
recommendations for the conveyance or 
transfer of each of the subject tracts, either in 
whole or in part, with regard to the likelihood 
of the DOE being able to meet the suitability 
criteria established in the Act. 
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1.1.4.6 Agreement on Allocation of 
Parcels 

As required by the Act, the Incorporated 
County ofLos Alamos and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo must reach an agreement on the 
allocation of parcels between them and 
submit documentation of this agreement to 
Congress. This is an action to be undertaken 
by the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo. 

1.1.4. 7 Conveyance and Transfer Plan 

As required by the Act, the DOE must 
submit a plan outlining how it will proceed 
with conducting the actual conveyance or 
transfer of each ofthe subject tracts, in whole 
or in part, to the two recipients per their 
agreement on allocation. This plan will likely 
be associated with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the CT EIS (or may be contained 
within the ROD). Additional RODs may be 
issued later within the 1 0-year timeframe 
specified under the Act. The Conveyance and 
Transfer Plan will implement decisions made 
in the ROD(s), which will take into 
consideration the estimated costs and cleanup 
durations and the technical feasibility of 
achieving restoration and remediation to the 
maximum extent practical, as required under 
the Act, for one of the three uses established 
by PL 1 05-119; it also will consider the 
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts 
potentially associated with the subject tracts 
as a result of conveyance and transfer. 

1.1.4.8 Conveyance or Transfer of Land 

The DOE shall convey or transfer parcels 
in accordance with the allocation agreement 
between the two recipients, subject to the 
requirements of the Act for retention of lands 
needed for the DOE to meet its national 
security mission and/or the requirements for 
environmental restoration or remediation 
(providing this requirement is meet within the 
1 0-year period beginning on the date of 
enactment of the Act). 
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1.1.4.9 Environmental Compliance 
Actions Required Prior to 
Conveyance or Transfer 

Discussion ofthe environmental 
compliance actions required for the DOE to 
convey or transfer real property is provided in 
the October 1997 publication Crosscut 
Guidance on Environmental Requirements for 
DOE Real Property Transfers (DOE 1997c). 
Several of these compliance actions are in 
addition to those required by either the Act or 
the NEP A These additional requirements 
include the need for: 

• Completion of an Environmental 
Baseline Survey Report to meet the 
requirements of the 1992 Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation 
Act (CERFA) amendments to the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

• Completion of consultation 
requirements under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act and 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act 

• Completion of consultation regarding 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) 

• Completion of compliance actions for 
10 CFR 1022, DOE Compliance with 
Floodplains/Wetlands Environmental 
Review Requirements 

A brief discussion of pertinent laws, 
regulations, permits, and DOE orders is 
included in Chapter 17 ofthis CT EIS. 
Actions to meet the procedural requirements 
ofDOE (General Provisions) 10 CFR 1022 
have been undertaken by the DOE both 
concurrently with and as a part of the CT EIS 
process. Specifically, as provided for by 
10 CFR 1022, a Floodplain and Wetland 
Assessment was prepared and incorporated 
into the Draft CT EIS (see Appendix D); a 
separate Notice ofFloodplains and Wetlands 
Involvement was published in the Federal 
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Register (FR) (see copy of this notice in 
Appendix C), and a Statement ofFindings is 
included in the Final CT EIS (see 
Appendix D). No comments were received 
from members of the public regarding the 
Notice ofFloodplains and Wetlands 
Involvement. 

Typically, administrative control of land 
that is not required by a government agency 
likely would be relinquished to the General 
Services Administration (GSA) for disposal. 
The GSA is the Federal agency responsible 
for the conveyance of excess and surplus 
Federal real estate, as stated in Section 203 of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S. C. 
484). The GSA is invested with the statutory 
means whereby Federal real property holdings 
no longer required by Federal agencies for 
their needs are disposed of as surplus property 
for non-Federal public or private use. Other 
Federal agencies are first notified of the 
availability of the land, and if another Federal 
use need is identified, the GSA then would 
arrange for the administrative control of the 
land to be turned over to that Federal agency 
for their use. Next in line for disposal of real 
estate would be State and local public 
agencies and eligible nonprofit organizations 
for specified public uses. Purchase of the 
property at fair market value under 
competitive sale for unrestricted use is the last 
resort of the GSA for disposal of surplus land. 
However, in this case, the disposal ofthe 
property identified at this time by the DOE as 
not being required for future mission use is 
regulated under the specific provisions of 
Section 632 of the Act. 

1.2 Purpose and Need for 
Agency Action 

The DOE needs to act in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 632; that is, to 
convey and transfer certain parcels of land 
identified by the DOE as being suitable for 
conveyance or transfer, as defined by the Act. 
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To be conveyed or transferred (1) the parcels 
of land must have been determined to be 
unnecessary for support of the DOE's mission 
requirements before November 26, 200715

; 

(2) the DOE also must have accomplished any 
necessary environmental remediation or 
restoration by that time, to the maximum 
extent practicable; and (3) the parcels must be 
suitable for use by the receiving parties for 
historic, cultural, or environmental 
preservation purposes, economic 
diversification purposes, or community 
self-sufficiency purposes. The parcels that 
have been preliminarily identified as suitable 
for conveyance or transfer by the DOE are 
located at LANL within both Los Alamos and 
Santa Fe Counties. The recipients of the land 
tracts will be the Incorporated County ofLos 
Alamos or its designee and the Secretary of 
the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso. 

1.3 DOE Decisions to be 
Supported by the CT EIS 

Under the provisions of Section 632 of the 
Act, the DOE must decide on its action 
regarding disposition by conveyance or 
transfer of each of the 1 0 parcels of land 
under the DOE's administrative control that 
have been preliminarily identified as 
potentially being suitable for that action. 
Section 63 2 provides a narrow basis for 
decisions to be made by the Secretary. The 
criteria for determining the suitability for 
conveyance and transfer are described in 
Section 1.2, above. These three criteria will 
guide the DOE's decision to convey or 
transfer each of the subject parcels. 

In accordance with the provisions of 
Section 632, if the DOE decides to dispose of 
a particular tract of land, in whole or in part, 
and the parcel currently meets the three 

15 November 26,2007, marks the end of the 10-year action 
period specified in Section 632 of the Act. 
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criteria for suitability, it may be conveyed or 
transferred as soon as March 2000. Under the 
provisions of the Act, the DOE may defer an 
action decision on those tracts that currently 
are needed for national security mission 
support purposes until the tracts are no longer 
required by the DOE for such use, provided 
that change in requirements occurs by the 
close of the specified 1 0-year period. 
Similarly, the DOE may defer an action 
decision on those tracts requiring 
environmental restoration or remediation until 
those requirements have been met, to the 
maximum extent practicable, provided that it 
is within the specified 1 0-year period. The 
DOE has the discretion to redefine the spacial 
dimensions of a tract from the way it was 
previously defined (in the Land Transfer 
Report [DOE 1998b]) in order to facilitate an 
early disposition decision on those lands that 
do not require environmental remediation or 
restoration that could be disposed of in 2000. 
In that case, the DOE may then defer a 
disposition decision on the remaining, 
contaminated portions of the tract that would 
continue under the DOE's administrative 
control until such time as it may be 
environmentally remediated or restored, 
provided that occurs within the 
1 0-year period time limitation imposed by the 
Act. Similarly, the DOE could redefine 
parcels and delay an action decision for those 
tracts that are currently being used by the 
DOE to support a national security mission
related action, while making an disposition 
decision in the short term on those portions of 
tracts that are not so currently required. 

As part of the DOE's screening process 
for proposing tracts for potential conveyance 
or transfer, the need of a parcel to support the 
DOE's mission over the next 10 years was 
considered. One of the tracts proposed for 
disposal, the TA 21 Tract, is currently used to 
support mission-related operations involving 
radioactive material and fusion energy 
research. The DOE LAAO Tract is currently 
occupied by nearly 100 DOE employees 
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responsible for oversight ofLANL. The DP 
Road Tract includes two buildings; one of 
these currently houses the LANL archives. 
All three of these tracts were considered to be 
likely to become unnecessary for mission 
support use by the DOE for various reasons 
within the defined I 0-year timeframe. Since 
the Land Transfer Report was furnished to 
Congress in early I998, a portion ofthe 
T A 2I Tract, namely the Tritium Systems 
Test Assembly (TSTA) facility, has been 
identified recently by the Director ofthe 
Office of Science as being required beyond 
the I 0-year timeframe established by the Act 
for mission support purposes (Krebs I998). 
Similarly, Defense Programs has identified 
the collocated Tritium Science and 
Fabrication Facility (TSFF) as also being 
required beyond the IO-year timeframe 
(Agrawali999). 

Almost all of the tracts (9 out of IO tracts) 
contain potential or known contaminated sites 
or areas that may require some degree of 
environmental remediation or restoration in 
order to be suitable for the uses approved by 
the Act. Only the Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract is known to have no 
contamination issues. Environmental 
remediation or restoration activities for some 
of these contaminated areas may be 
achievable by the DOE before the end of the 
10-year period in a technically and fiscally 
responsible manner. However, some ofthe 
sites may be extremely difficult and 
expensive to remediate or restore, and the 
DOE ultimately may not pursue such action, 
thereby making a no action decision on these 
sites. It is expected that the DOE will issue 
one or more RODs supported by the Final 
CT EIS analysis over the I 0-year period 
(ending November 26, 2007), in accordance 
with the Secretary's plan for conveyance and 
transfer of the parcels. 

There are decisions related to these 
parcels that the DOE will not make based 
upon the Final CT EIS analysis. The potential 
beneficial and adverse impacts from future 
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contemplated development of the land tracts 
and those that could result from changes in 
the land use must be understood by the DOE 
in reaching its decision(s) regarding the 
disposal of each of the parcels away from 
DOE administrative control although the 
DOE will not decide upon future land uses for 
the 1 0 tracts. The discussion of information 
regarding the potential impacts that might 
result from future development and use of the 
tracts is of special value to the potential 
receiving parties and to those living in the Los 
Alamos County area. The DOE will not 
decide on which parcel is received by which 
ofthe named recipients. Section 632 ofthe 
Act specifically states that this decision is to 
be made exclusively by the County and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. The information developed 
in the course of this CT EIS and the parallel 
Environmental Restoration Report 
(DOE I999b) required by the Act may factor 
into this decision only to the extent that the 
two parties chose to make use of it. Should 
the two parties fail to reach an agreement 
regarding the disposition of a tract, the land 
will not be conveyed or transferred. 

The DOE's decision to transfer and 
convey or not to transfer or convey a 
particular tract of land will be based, as 
appropriate, on the ability of the DOE to 
ultimately effect a timely and fiscally 
responsible restoration or remediation of any 
site contamination to within levels of residual 
contamination acceptable for future use by 
members of the public, the designated 
recipients, and the State and Federal 
regulatory agencies. However, the DOE will 
not decide upon methods or timing of 
restoration or remediation based upon this 
CT EIS analysis. To the extent that the 
environmental restoration and remediation 
information contained in this CT EIS will aid 
in better forming conveyance and transfer 
decisions, the DOE will consider that 
information. 

A separate process engaged in by the 
DOE through the LANL ER Project that 
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involves the public and State and Federal 
regulatory agencies will be used to determine 
the appropriate level of cleanup to be 
undertaken, the technical manner in which it 
will be achieved, and the priority of actions 
for the subject tracts. This separate process 
includes the DOE's NEPA review that is 
performed when the cleanup action( s) 
becomes ripe for decision. The DOE is 
directed by the language of the Act to 
remediate or restore the environment, to the 
maximum extent practicable, to a level of 
residual contamination compatible with one 
of the three uses identified in the Act. It may 
not be possible within the time allotted by the 
Act for the DOE to reasonably achieve a level 
of cleanup consistent with the actual 
recipient's specific intended use for an 
individual tract in a fiscally prudent manner. 
The use ofthe language "to the maximum 
extent practicable" in the Act indicates that 
lawmakers were cognizant of the need for this 
effort to be conducted in a reasonable fashion 
within the financial bounds imposed by 
congressional funding and other available 
resources given the status of the individual 
sites requiring remediation or restoration. It 
may only be possible that the DOE will be 
able to meet a minimal level of cleanup 
compatible with one of the uses named in the 
Act within the time allotted by the Act. This 
could result in a greater level of residual 
contamination. ER Project activities to date 
range across the subject tracts and include 
areas where the contamination has been well 
characterized and where removal activities 
have already been conducted in whole or in 
part. Other areas may have had little or no site 
characterization work performed yet, such as 
areas within floodplains that may have 
received contamination washed downstream 
from other contaminated areas in the past, and 
much work remains to be done within the 
tract before remediation decisions can be 
reasonably made. Some of the sites are 
sufficiently contaminated such that cleanup 
activities are likely to be very complex and 
will be time and labor intensive; other tracts 
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may only be slightly contaminated and the 
cleanup activities involved are likely to be 
straightforward and may be accomplished in a 
short period of time with minimal effort. Not 
all of the work that may be required to 
remediate or restore the subject tracts is 
currently included in the DOE plan 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c); this plan is dynamic and 
subject to revision and change every year. For 
example, the current plan does not include the 
floodplain areas where in the past upstream 
wastes may have washed downstream onto 
some of the tracts and buildings currently in 
service that contain asbestos or other 
hazardous materials requiring 
decontamination before demolition may be 
undertaken. Similar plans will be developed 
to address the cleanup of these buildings and 
floodplain areas. To the extent known or 
anticipated, environmental restoration and 
remediation impacts information is included 
in this CT EIS. However, NEPA compliance 
for potential impacts is expected to be 
completed; the decisions related to those 
activities are expected to be made; and the 
actions are expected to be performed before 
the DOE makes any subsequent decision(s) 
regarding the disposal of the subject tracts as 
stipulated by the Act. 

1.4 Overview of the Alternatives 
Considered 

Two alternatives are analyzed in this 
CT EIS: (1) the No Action Alternative and 
(2) the Conveyance and Transfer ofEach 
Tract Alternative or the "Proposed Action 
Alternative." The No Action Alternative, 
while analyzed in full for the purpose of 
providing a baseline for comparison of 
impacts, would not meet the need for agency 
action. The Conveyance and Transfer ofEach 
Tract Alternative has been identified as 
meeting the DOE's purpose and need for 
action. A Preferred Alternative has been 
identified by the DOE, which is a subset of 
the Proposed Action Alternative. 
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1.4. 1 No Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, the DOE would 

continue its administrative control of each or 
all of the individual tracts tentatively 
identified as candidates for conveyance and 
transfer, and conveyance or transfer actions 
for each or all of the tracts would not occur. 
Subject lands would continue to be used as 
they are currently being utilized. Under this 
alternative, land might not be restored or 
remediated in a manner or in a timeframe 
consistent with that imposed by the Act. 
Neither the County nor San Ildefonso Pueblo 
would gain additional land for their use as a 
means to promote self-sufficiency or 
diversification oftheir income basis. 

1.4.2 Convey and Transfer of Each 
Tract Alternative 

Under this alternative, each ofthe 10 
tracts ofland, identified by the DOE's Land 
Transfer Report (DOE 1998b ), would 
individually be either conveyed or transferred 
to either the County or the Secretary of the 
Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, in 
whole or in part. For those tracts with a 
current mission-support use or with 
environmental restoration or remediation 
requirements, the DOE may delay their 
disposition decision for up to 10 years on the 
whole tract, or the DOE could make a 
disposition decision in the short term to 
convey or transfer portions of certain tracts 
immediately not currently required for the 
DOE mission-support uses or where 
environmental restoration or remediation is 
not required. The DOE would then retain 
control of the remaining, contaminated 
portion( s) of the individual tracts or the 
portion(s) yet required to support a mission
related need and delay its disposition decision 
on those portions of the tracts for some future 
time up until the end ofthe 10-year period 
allowed for by the Act, which would be near 
the end of the year 2007. The DOE would 
delay the conveyance or transfer until these 
tracts meet the conveyance and transfer 
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criteria-that is, until adequate environmental 
restoration or remediation could be 
accomplished and until the tract portion is no 
longer needed for mission support purposes. 
At the end of the 10-year period designated in 
the Act, barring any new legislative action to 
the contrary, land parcels or portions of 
parcels that have not already been conveyed 
or transferred would remain under the 
administrative control of the DOE, and the 
DOE would make a de facto decision in favor 
of the No Action Alternative regarding that 
land. 

The relocation of site tenants to other, as 
yet unidentified, generic locations is included 
in the analysis ofthis alternative. Additional 
NEP A review will be required for those future 
actions when the proposals on specific action 
alternatives actually become ripe for 
decision(s). Additionally, indirect impacts 
that could result from the use of the subject 
tracts by the two recipient parties are analyzed 
in this CT EIS, together with potential 
cumulative impacts from interjecting the 
direct and indirect actions into the context of 
other local and regional past, present, and 
future reasonably anticipated actions. 

1.4.3 Preferred Alternative 
The DOE has identified the following 

subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, by 
tract, as its Preferred Alternative. Tracts are 
listed below in an approximate order of 
potential timing of disposition; the actual 
order of tract disposition may be slightly 
different. Consistent with PL 105-119, the 
actual disposition of each tract, or portion of a 
tract, would be subject to the DOE's 
continuing or future need for an individual 
tract, or a portion of the tract, to meet a 
national security mission support function. 
This need could result from either direct or 
indirect activity involvement. Additionally, 
the disposition of each tract, or portion of a 
tract, would be subject to the ability of the 
DOE to complete any necessary 
environmental restoration or remediation. 
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The DOE has concluded that significant 
portions of two tracts (theTA 21 Tract and 
the Airport Tract) will not be available for 
conveyance or transfer within the 1 0-year 
period specified by PL 105-119. This is due to 
identified national security operational needs 
of two facilities within TA 21 and the need 
for surrounding areas to be retained as 
security, health, and safety buffer areas. The 
area ofbuffer retention is roughly equivalent 
to about a one-half mile radius from the 
facility sites and includes portions of the 
T A 21 Tract and the Airport Tract. 

The DOE also recognizes with regard to 
six of the remaining tracts that meeting the 
conveyance and transfer criteria within the 
mandated 1 0-year timeframe may not be 
possible for all portions of these tracts. For 
example, the current national security mission 
support functions that are conducted on the 
DOE LAAO Tract and the DP Road Tract 
could possibly require portions of the tracts to 
be retained for use beyond the 1 0-year 
timeframe established by the Act, although 
this is considered to be unlikely. Similarly, 
there may be newly proposed activities at 
LANL facilities that could require the 
retention of portions of tracts for national 
security mission support reasons. In this case, 
only essential areas would be retained, and 
the remainder of the tract would likely be 
conveyed or transferred. 

Further uncertainty regarding the DOE's 
ability to convey or transfer all of the tracts 
results because some portions of the six tracts 
have associated contamination issues. Those 
portions of the tracts may potentially require 
environmental restoration or remediation that 
could be technically difficult to achieve or 
that could require more than the 10-year 
period established under the Act for 
completion of these actions. The LANL ER 
Project process, which includes input from 
stakeholders and approval by the 
Administrative Authority(s), will proceed 
with the anticipation of completing the 
necessary environmental restoration and 
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remediation actions by the end of the year 
2007. However, the DOE recognizes that 
some tracts that have contamination issues are 
going to consume more time and resources 
and be more expensive to clean up because 
the cleanup technical strategy could change 
from those currently planned by the ER 
Project. 

Reaching agreement on the cleanup 
approach and conducting the necessary testing 
and remedial action could be a lengthy 
process. The extra funding required for such a 
change in the planned cleanup also may 
require the appropriation of additional 
funding from Congress. Given such 
considerations, it may not be possible to 
complete all ofthe necessary environmental 
remediation or restoration actions necessary 
to release all portions of the subject tracts 
within the allotted timeframe. 

The DOE is confident that it can convey 
or transfer in whole two tracts in the near 
term; these two tracts are not currently used 
nor are they anticipated to be needed in the 
future for national security mission support 
needs. Although one of the tracts has a minor 
surface disposal site, it can easily be 
remediated within a short period of time. 
These two tracts are the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract and the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 

The Preferred Alternative for conveyance 
and transfer ofthe 10 land tracts identified as 
potentially suitable, per the criteria 
established in Public Law 105-119, is as 
follows (within each grouping no order of 
conveyance and transfer is intended): 

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract in the 
Year 2000, or Soon Thereafter: 

• Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract 

• Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 
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Convey or Transfer Entire Tract or Partial 
Tract (Portions of Tract Without Potential 
Contamination Issues or Mission Support 
Concerns) in the Year 2000, or Soon 
Thereafter, But Before the End of the Year 
2007: 

• DOE LAAO Tract 

• White Rock Tract 

• Rendija Canyon Tract 

• TA 74 Tract 

• DP Road Tract 

• White Rock Y Tract 

Convey or Transfer Partial Tract (Portions 
of Tract Without Potential Contamination 
Issues or Mission Support Concerns) at a 
Later Time, But Before the End of the 
Year 2007: 

• TA 21 Tract 

• Airport Tract 

For the tracts that are conveyed in part, 
the DOE would continue to resolve 
outstanding national security mission support 
issues and any contamination cleanup 
required on the remaining portions of the 
tracts so that conveyance or transfer of those 
portions could occur before the end of the 
2007 deadline stated in the Act. 

The environmental impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative, based on current 
information, would be expected to be between 
those presented for implementation ofthe 
Proposed Action and the No Action 
Alternatives for each tract. 

1.5 Relationship to Other DOE 
NEPA Documents and 
Proposed Actions 

In this CT EIS, the DOE examines the 
environmental consequences that could be 
expected if each of the 10 identified land 
tracts, in whole or in part, were conveyed or 
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transferred with subsequent development and 
use of the tracts for the purposes identified by 
the Act and as further contemplated by the 
recipients. However, other DOE NEP A 
reviews recently completed or currently being 
conducted could affect the analysis ofthe 
long-term result of the conveyance and 
transfer actions either indirectly or 
cumulatively. These DOE NEP A documents 
are summarized here and their relationships to 
the CT EIS alternatives are noted. 

1.5.1 1999 LANL Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement 

1.5.1.1 NEPA Analysis 

The DOE proposes to continue operating 
LANL and has identified four action 
alternatives for the continued operation of the 
facility: (1) the Expanded Operations 
Alternative, (2) the Reduced Operations 
Alternative, (3) the Greener Alternative, and 
( 4) the No Action Alternative. The affected 
environment for most resources and impacted 
areas is within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of 
LANL. Analysis indicates little difference in 
the environmental impacts among the 
alternatives analyzed. The primary 
discriminators are collective worker risk due 
to radiation exposure, socioeconomic effects 
due to LANL employment changes, and 
electrical power demand. 

1.5.1.2 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

The LANL SWEIS was issued in early 
May, 1998 (DOE 1998a). The Final SWEIS 
was issued in early 1999 (DOE 1999c); a 
ROD was issued on September 13, 1999. 
Information contained in the SWEIS 
regarding environmental resources or existing 
conditions is used extensively in the CT EIS. 
Implementing the SWEIS Preferred 
Alternative would result in greater use of 
electric power due to expanded LANL 
operations. This alternative would result in 
more people being hired, mostly for long-term 
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employment. It also would result in more of 
the LANL workers being exposed to 
radioactive materials and processes. Use of 
the Preferred Alternative as the basis for the 
No Action Alternative in the CT EIS provides 
a reasonable upper limit of impacts regarding 
those resources of concern to the Proposed 
Action Alternative analysis. This approach 
assures that the CT EIS has not 
underestimated the potential impacts that may 
result from the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts. In particular, the level ofuse of 
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas), 
waste management and disposal facilities, and 
groundwater resources are maximized in the 
Preferred Alternative. As the four alternatives 
analyzed in the SWEIS relate to varying 
levels of operations at LANL's key facilities, 
the 10 subject tracts for the CT EIS are either 
excluded from the analysis (as they do not 
form a part of the LANL site) or they remain 
unchanged in land use across the alternatives. 
The cumulative effects that could result from 
implementing the Preferred Alternative and 
the subsequent development and growth that 
could result from the conveyance and transfer 
of land to the County and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo are analyzed in Chapter 15 ofthis 
CT EIS. Information contained within the 
analysis of human health risk from operating 
LANL at its current level and at an expanded 
level of operation is included in this 
document, especially in the analysis of 
relocating public dose receptors relative to the 
subject tracts. 

1.5.2 DP Road Tract Environmental 
Assessment Analysis 

In early 1997, the DOE completed an 
analysis ofthe conveyance and development 
of28 acres (11 hectares) on the so-called 
"DP Road Tract" in the DP Road Tract 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
(DOE 1997a). This tract is a portion of the 
tract referred to herein as the "DP Road Tract 
(North, West, and South)," being that portion 
referred to as the "South" part. The County 
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was named in the EA as the recipient of this 
conveyance action, and their plans to develop 
the site included the construction of new 
parking lots, storage buildings, office 
buildings, and various equipment 
maintenance areas for the County's use. A 
Finding ofNo Significant Impact (FONSI) 
and the EA were issued together on 
January 23, 1997. No conveyance ofthis tract 
has occurred. Decisions relevant to this tract 
will be made based upon the analysis 
contained in the CT EIS. 

1.5.2.1 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

The land conveyance action that was the 
subject of the DP Road Tract EA has been 
included in the current Proposed Action 
Alternative analysis being covered by the 
CT EIS. The information provided by the DP 
Road Tract EA has been incorporated in this 
document by reference. Because it is part of 
the Proposed Action Alternative, it is 
excluded from the No Action Alternative 
analysis. 

1.5.3 Research Park Environmental 
Assessment 

The Research Park EA (DOE 1997b) 
analyzed the lease of about 60 acres 
(24 hectares) within LANL' s TA 3 and TA 62 
to the County's designee for the construction, 
occupation, and use as a research park. About 
10 multistoried buildings and their associated 
parking lots and roadways will be 
constructed, mostly in areas of disturbed land 
that have not been developed. The Research 
Park will be subleased to organizations, 
companies, and groups for the purposes of 
operating light laboratories and offices. The 
Research Park EA analysis supported the 
issuance of a FONSI in October 1997. 
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1.5.3.1 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

A lease between the Los Alamos 
Economic Development Corporation (the 
party designated by the County ofLos 
Alamos to pursue this action) and the DOE 
has been negotiated and was executed in 
February 1999. The Research Park will 
provide space for about 1,500 workers and 
will likely have a positive, though minor, 
impact on the local economy and 
infrastructure. Most of the employees will be 
expected to come from other locations within 
the State or regional area. Mitigation 
measures to protect sensitive area resources 
have been taken by the DOE. The 
development and operation of the Research 
Park are part of the No Action Alternative for 
this CT EIS. Chapter 15 ofthis document 
analyzes the cumulative impacts for the 
conveyance and transfer action. 

1.5.4 Electric Power Systems 
Upgrade Project Environmental 
Assessment 

The DOE is considering the installation of 
a third, 18-mile (29-kilometer) electric line 
into LANL for the purpose of enhancing the 
reliability of electricity service delivery into 
the LANL and Los Alamos County area. An 
EA is being drafted to analyze the potential 
affects of installing and maintaining a 
345-kilovolt line from the Norton Substation 
across the Rio Grande that would then drop 
down to a 115-kilovolt carrying capacity into 
the west side ofLANL. The proposed action 
calls for the installation of oversized 
transmission poles and lines that are 
commonly used for larger, 345-kilovolt 
transmission lines for the segment of the line 
that would cross the river area. Installation of 
this line would not, in and of itself, provide 
additional electricity service into LANL and 
Los Alamos County. Instead of splitting the 
existing power load between the existing two 
supply lines, it would be split between three 
lines with the installation ofthis new line. 
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When a new power delivery source is brought 
into the northern New Mexico area, however, 
this line could be altered to deliver its 
maximum capacity of345 kilovolts with 
minimal additional effort. The proposed route 
for the transmission line crosses BLM- and 
USPS-administered land on the eastern side 
of the Rio Grande, crosses the river, and 
continues across LANL to the northwest 
where it would terminate at a new substation 
in LANL's TA 8. From that termination point, 
115-kilovolt connections would be made to 
the existing substations at T A 3. The 
Predecisional Draft EA (DOE/EA 1247) is 
scheduled to be released to the stakeholders 
and will likely be made available to the public 
during 1999. 

1.5.4.1 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Electricity demand within the Los Alamos 
County area due to increases in population, 
commercial, and industrial activities as a 
result of the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts is analyzed in Chapters 5 
through 14 of this CT EIS. Chapter 15 ofthis 
document analyzes the cumulative impacts of 
the conveyance and transfer action, along 
with other known future electric power 
demands. The Electric Power Systems 
Upgrade Project EA is proceeding 
independently of this CT EIS because the 
action is independently justified, does not 
prejudice the decision(s), and the action being 
analyzed would not affect the total amount 
electric power being brought into the area 
power pool at this time. The issue of 
increased electric power supply is a regional 
concern in northern New Mexico, and it 
would be expected to have its own NEP A 
analysis when it becomes ripe for action 
analysis. The installation of a third line into 
the LANL and Los Alamos County area (as is 
discussed in the Electric Power Systems 
Upgrade Project EA) is part of the No Action 
Alternative for the CT EIS. 
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1.5.5 Strategic Computing Complex 
Environmental Assessment 

The DOE is considering the construction 
and operation of a new computing facility (the 
Strategic Computing Complex [SCC]) at 
LANL's TA 3. Equipment at this facility 
would be capable of operating at a 50 trillion 
floating point operations per second 
(TeraOps) computing power level. An EA 
was prepared that considered construction, 
occupancy, and operation of the two-story, 
267, 000-square-foot (24, 800-square-meter) 
building. The building structure includes 
office areas and a large, 43,500-square-foot 
(4,040-square-meter) computing area filled 
with state-of-the-art computer equipment. 
Several new parking lots would be 
constructed around the T A 3 area to off-set 
the parking spaces lost due to the siting of the 
building. The reuse of large volumes of water 
for cooling and its subsequent evaporation 
were the main environmental concerns 
analyzed, together with the electric power 
demand that such a facility would place on 
the existing LANL and Los Alamos County 
resources. The impacts of the construction 
and operation of the sec were included in the 
levels of operation for all SWEIS alternatives. 
The EA and FONSI were issued on 
December 21, 1998. 

1.5.5.1 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

The construction and operation of such a 
computing facility at LANL would require 
potential companion actions, such as reuse of 
discharge water within the cooling systems at 
T A 3 and treatment of waters for that purpose 
with the potential for zero or at least minor 
discharge back to the environment to keep the 
potential for adverse impacts insignificant. 
The cumulative effects of energy and water 
use within the County supply systems are 
analyzed in Chapter 15 ofthis CT EIS. The 
sec construction and operations analysis 
proceeded independently of this CT EIS due 
to its independent utility and its lack of 
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prejudicial influence to the decision(s) 
supported by this analysis. The proposed 
facility is part of the No Action Alternative 
for the CT EIS. 

1.5.6 Nonproliferation International 
Security Center Environmental 
Assessment 

The DOE is considering the construction 
and operation of a new centralized facility for 
LANL nonproliferation and security activities 
within the TA 3 portion ofLANL. An EA 
was prepared that considered the construction, 
occupancy, and operation of the 
Nonproliferation International Security Center 
(NISC). The NISC would consist of a single, 
four-story building that would house offices 
and light laboratory operations over about 
163,000 square feet (15,143 square meters) of 
floor space. The new building would replace 
multiple small offices and laboratory 
operations that are currently scattered over 
LANL and consolidate their functions, 
together with nearly 500 existing LANL 
employees. A small shop and high-bay area 
would be constructed next to the main 
building. The traffic and parking conditions 
were the main environmental concerns 
analyzed, together with waste generation from 
construction activities. The NISC EA 
(DOE/EA 124 7) was issued on July 22, 1999. 

1.5.6.1 Relationship to Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

The NISC is part of the No Action 
Alternative for the CT EIS. The potential for 
economic effect is minor and positive; it is 
included in the cumulative analysis provided 
in Chapter 15 of the various incidental area 
activities anticipated within Los Alamos 
County in the near term. 
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1.6 Overview of the Conveyance 
and Transfer Environmental 
Impact Statement 

General information regarding the NEP A 
process and the process the DOE used in 
preparation of this CT EIS is included on the 
inside cover ofthis CT EIS. Additional 
information specific to the CT EIS is 
described in this section, including the role of 
Cooperating Agencies16 and a summary of the 
scoping process and comments received, 
followed by a summary of the Draft CT EIS 
review process and comments received on the 
draft document. 

1.6.1 Environmental Impact Statement 
Approaches 

In this CT EIS, each tract is considered 
separately, with discussion of the 
contemplated land uses, the existing 
environment of each tract, and the potential 
environmental effects estimated to result from 
the development and use of the tract being 
included within a single chapter. It should be 
noted that, as already stated, the Act provides 
no basis for the DOE to direct the future use 
of the property to be disposed. As a result, the 
uncertainty over the ultimate use of the 10 
tracts dictates a generic regional approach in 
the CT EIS when considering the future 
development and use of each tract. 
Information pertaining to land use related 
impacts is provided with an emphasis on 
significant cumulative and regional effects. It 
is not the intent of this CT EIS to satisfy the 
various Federal, State, and local 

16 "Cooperating Agency" means any Federal agency other 
than a lead agency that has jurisdiction by law or special 
expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved 
in a proposal (or a reasonable alternative) for legislation or 
other major Federal action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment The selection and responsibilities 
of a Cooperating Agency are described in 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) §1501.6. A State or local agency of 
similar qualifications or, when the effects are on a 
reservation, an Indian Tribe, may by agreement with the lead 
agency become a Cooperating Agency ( 40 CFR § 1508.5). 
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environmental requirements that would be 
required by the future recipients of the tracts 
or subsequent owners or uses. Consequently, 
the CT EIS is not at the level of detail 
normally associated with specific project
oriented EISs. Certain site-specific issues or 
concerns are not resolved in this CT EIS 
because these are more related to specific 
development plans of the parties who may 
acquire the tracts. The Act provides that the 
future use of each land tract is to be one of 
three potential uses: ( 1) historic, cultural, or 
environmental preservation purposes; 
(2) economic diversification purposes; or 
(3) community self-sufficiency purposes. 
Uses (2) and (3) may include a suite of 
potential specific uses, including residential, 
recreational, or industrial and commercial 
future uses, for the purposes of impact 
analysis. The County and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo have identified their contemplated 
specific uses of each of the tracts. (See 
Chapter 2, Section 2.1, for identified 
contemplated uses of both parties.) This 
contemplated use information has been 
factored into the quantitative analysis 
contained within this analysis. The DOE is 
directed by the language of the Act to 
remediate or restore the environment to a 
level of residual contamination compatible 
with one of the three uses identified above, to 
the maximum extent practicable. Under 
PL 105-119, the DOE has no authority to 
direct future use of the property proposed for 
conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE 
cannot "know" the future development. The 
DOE, therefore, assessed the land uses 
identified by the potential recipients rather 
than a "worst-case scenario." The underlying 
goals of the original Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requirement to 
evaluate a worst-case scenario were 
"disclosure ofthe fact of incomplete or 
unavailable information; acquisition ofthat 
information if reasonably possible; and 
evaluation of reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts even in the 
absence of all information." The CEQ later 
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rescinded the worst-case scenario because it 
was "an unproductive and ineffective method 
of achieving those goals; one which can breed 
endless hypothesis and speculation" 
(SIFR-15618). The underlying assumption of 
the EIS analysis is that the contemplated 
future uses are bounding for actual future site 
uses. Based on the level of environmental site 
remediation actually achieved and the amount 
of residual site contamination, the use of the 
tracts may necessarily be different from those 
contemplated based on human health and 
ecological risk factors. The transfer or 
conveyance of any tract or portion of a tract is 
to be made after environmental site 
remediation or restoration has already 
occurred. The LANL ER Project is engaged 
in activities over the entirety ofLANL and 
land in the Los Alamos townsite area that was 
historically involved in the activities 
associated with laboratory work. As part of 
that project, remediation investigations have 
already been initiated on most ofthe 10 
subject parcels. Some site restoration or 
remediation work has additionally been 
conducted at several of the subject parcels. 
The LANL ER Project will proceed 
unchanged, except for possible revisions in 
terms of schedule, the demolition of buildings 
that are currently in service that contain 
hazardous materials, and the cleanup of 
floodplain areas not currently contemplated. 
The LANL ER Project work has its own 
process for data gathering, risk analyses, 
determination of cleanup levels involving 
decisions about what residual contamination 
levels are acceptable for future land uses, 
public involvement processes, and a separate 
NEP A review process, which will largely take 
place along different time lines. Because of 
these factors, this CT EIS will not engage in a 
detailed quantitative analysis of the LANL 
ER Project work. A qualitative discussion of 
the anticipated ER Project process for each 
tract will be included in the No Action 
Alternative and the individual tract 
conveyance or transfer analysis. The 
information included in the qualitative 

October 1999 1-26 

discussion is drawn from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b) being 
prepared in parallel with the CT EIS, which is 
summarized in Appendix B of this CT EIS. 

1.6.2 Role of Cooperating Agencies 
Various LANL area government agencies 

have participated in the CT EIS preparation 
process as Cooperating Agencies for the 
purpose of contributing information needed 
for analysis ofthe cumulative impacts that 
could result from the DOE decision to convey 
or transfer all or part of the subject tracts. 
These agencies are as follows: 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 

San Ddefonso Pueblo 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

• National Park Service, BNM 

• BLM, Taos Office 

• Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

• USFS (Santa Fe National Forest, 
Espanola District) 

Several of these Cooperating Agencies 
have identified issues of special concern to 
their agencies or organizations with regard to 
the two alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS. 
These issues are included within the analysis 
of impacts presented in Chapters 5 through 
15, and within the discussion of identified 
mitigation measures presented in Chapter 16. 
The complete statements made by the 
Cooperating Agencies of these issues of 
special concern are included in Chapter 18. 

1.6.3 Organization of the CT EIS 
Chapter 2 of the CT EIS describes the No 

Action Alternative, the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Each Tract Alternative, and other 
alternatives that were considered but not 
analyzed further. This chapter also compares 
the impacts associated with the No Action 
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Alternative and the Conveyance and Transfer 
ofEach Tract Alternative. Chapter 3 describes 
the general LANL environmental setting of 
the 10 subject land tracts. Chapter 4 briefly 
discusses the methods and assumptions used 
in the impacts analysis for this CT EIS. 
Chapters 5 through 14 are devoted 
individually to each of the 10 subject tracts. 
Each of these chapters discusses both 
alternatives under consideration, including the 
existing environment of the particular tract 
being covered, the contemplated future land 
use( s ), and the potential environmental 
impacts that could result from either a DOE 
no action or action decision. Chapter 15 
analyzes the potential cumulative impacts that 
could result under each of the two alternatives 
analyzed. Chapter 16 is a discussion of 
potential mitigation measures for which the 
DOE would be responsible and recommended 
mitigations for consideration by the County of 
Los Alamos and San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
Chapter 17 includes a discussion of actions to 
be taken specific to the conveyance and 
transfer activity and a listing and brief 
discussion of the applicable laws, regulations, 
permits, and DOE orders. Chapter 18 includes 
information regarding issues of special 
concern to the Cooperating Agencies and also 
discusses the consultations and coordinations 
that were involved in the production of this 
document. Chapter 19 contains the references 
for the CT EIS analyses, and Chapter 20 is a 
list of the preparers of the document and its 
analyses. Chapter 21 is a list of agencies, 
organizations, and people to whom copies of 
this CT EIS were sent. Chapter 22 is the 
glossary. Chapter 23 is the index. 

1.6.4 Scoping Process and 
Comments Received 

The NEP A ( 40 CFR 1501. 7) requires 
Federal agencies to invite the participation of 
affected Federal, State, and local agencies; 
any affected Native American tribe; the 
proponent( s) of the action; and other 
interested parties to comment on the scope 
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and significant issues to be analyzed in the 
CT EIS. In accordance with the NEP A, the 
CEQ Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions ofNEP A ( 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1500-1508), 
the DOE NEP A Implementing Procedures 
(10 CFR 1021), and DOE's NEPA orders and 
guidelines, the DOE determined on 
January 20, 1998, that an EIS should be 
prepared to assess the potential environmental 
impacts of conveying and transferring certain 
land tracts located at LANL within the 
Incorporated County ofLos Alamos and 
Santa Fe County. The DOE published in the 
FR, dated May 6, 1998 ( 63 FR 25022), a 
Notice oflntent (NOI) to prepare an EIS to 
assess the potential environmental impacts of 
conveying and transferring certain land tracts 
located within the Incorporated County ofLos 
Alamos and Santa Fe County and at LANL 
(see Appendix C). The public scoping period 
began with the publication of this NOI and 
ended June 30, 1998. Public scoping meetings 
were held in three locations: Los Alamos, 
New Mexico (May 19, 1998); Santa Fe, New 
Mexico (May 20, 1998); and Espanola, New 
Mexico (May 21, 1998). Comments were 
accepted verbally, electronically, by phone, 
and in writing. In the next section are 
summaries of the scoping comments received 
on the CT EIS. These comments were used to 
shape the CT EIS analysis and were 
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent 
practicable within the CT EIS analysis in the 
pertinent sections. 

The DOE received approximately 110 
comments from 31 commentors on the scope 
of the CT EIS via public comment forms, 
letters, electronic mail, and verbal comments 
provided at the public hearings. Comments 
were organized into the following categories: 

• Cultural Resources (0 1) 

• Natural Resources, Wildlife, and 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
(02) 

• Cumulative Impacts (03) 
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• Environmental Justice (04) 

• Historic Trails, Recreation, and Public 
Access to National Forest Lands (05) 

• Fire Hazard (06) 

• Cooperating Agency Status (07) 

• Environmental Restoration (08) 

• Alternatives (09) 

• Restrictions or Easements (10) 

• Future Uses (11) 

• Partial Conveyance or Transfer (12) 

• Homesteader Issues (13) 

• Environmental Monitoring (14) 

• Water Rights and Utility Corridors 
(15) 

1.6.5 Specific Comment Summaries 

1.6.5.1 Cultural Resources (01) 

Several commentors requested that 
impacts on cultural resources and 
archaeological sites be analyzed in the 
CT EIS. A commentor stated that the DOE 
should conduct a survey to identify the 
cultural value the lands contain. One 
commentor stated that transfer of special 
cultural and natural resources to the County 
will not provide enough protection for these 
resources and that the impacts from this lack 
of protection should be analyzed in the 
CT EIS. Another commentor expressed 
concern that any development activity or 
overnight use on TA 74 and the White Rock 
Y Tracts would pose a threat to and have a 
negative effect on the cultural resources of the 
Tsankawi unit ofBNM and the visitor 
experience of that unit. In Chapter 3, see 
Section 3.2.8; in Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.8; 
and in Chapters 5 through 14, see Sections 
X.1.8, X.2.8, and X.3.8 (where "X" is the 
chapter number). Also see Chapters 15 
and 16. 
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1.6.5.2 Natural Resources, Wildlife, and 
Threatened and Endangered 
Species (02) 

Several commentors expressed concern 
that extensive development of the land tracts 
could have an adverse effect on the natural 
and wildlife resources, especially threatened 
and endangered species, in and around the 
tracts. Concern was expressed about the 
potential adverse impacts of increased 
development, traffic, recreation, and other 
activities that result in habitat loss or 
degradation. In particular, a commentor stated 
that impacts on habitat and water quality from 
activities on canyon edges should be 
considered. Several commentors stated that 
the CT EIS should include analysis ofthe 
potential impacts on threatened and 
endangered species and other natural 
resources that are expected to occur when the 
tracts are no longer managed by the DOE and 
are fully developed. A commentor 
recommended that candidates for threatened 
and endangered species and species of special 
concern also be evaluated in the land tract 
surveys and in the analysis of the 
environmental effects. The commentor also 
recommends that the CT EIS fully assess the 
impacts ofthe proposal and its alternatives on 
other fish and wildlife resources, with an 
emphasis on sensitive species habitat, 
wetlands, waters ofthe United States, and 
native wildlife and plant populations. In 
Chapter 3, see Section 3.2.1.7; in Chapter 4, 
see Section 4.2.7; in Chapters 5 through 14, 
see Sections X.1.7, X.2.7, and X.3.7 (where 
"X'' is the chapter number). Also see Chapters 
15 and 16. 

1.6.5.3 Cumulative Impacts (03) 

Several commentors stated that the 
CT EIS should address the cumulative 
impacts oftransfer and development ofthe 10 
parcels as a whole, including transportation, 
population growth, air pollution, water 
availability and quality, habitat fragmentation, 
aesthetics, and quality of life. A commentor 
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stated that the significance of cumulative 
impacts may be obscured when they are 
evaluated on a project-by-project basis and 
recommends that an adequate quantification 
of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects be 
completed. Commentors believed that 
changes in the land use for some or all of the 
parcels will have a cumulative effect over a 
much broader area and should be analyzed. 
Several commentors requested that the 
DOE analyze the impacts of transfer and 
subsequent development ofthe land parcels 
on the mandates and environmental protection 
goals of other land management agencies 
such as the USFS and NPS. See Chapter 15. 

1.6.5.4 Environmental Justice (04) 

A commentor questioned how the CT EIS 
will utilize the Environmental Justice Order. 
Another commentor thought it important to 
include environmental justice issues in the 
CT EIS. In Chapter 3, see Section 3.2.13; in 
Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.13; and in Chapters 
5 through 14, see Sections X.1.13, X.2.13, 
and X.3 .13 (where "X'' is the chapter 
number). Also see Chapter 15. 

1.6.5.5 Historic Trails, Recreation, and 
Public Access to National Forest 
Lands (05) 

Several commentors asked the DOE to 
consider the impacts from transfer and 
development of the 10 tracts and to preserve 
the local hiking trail system and recreational 
activities that occur on the tracts. A 
commentor also requested that impacts from 
reduced legal and administrative capacity to 
manage, preserve, and protect recreational 
resources as a result of the transfer to the 
Pueblo or County be considered. A 
commentor stated that the Rendija Canyon 
Tract contains undeveloped recreational 
activities, trails, and access roads to the Santa 
Fe National Forest, including the only legal 
public access road to this land. The 
commentor stated that the Rendija Canyon 
Tract contains some water and power 
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easements that should be considered in the 
CT EIS. The commentor also stated that the 
USFS needs access to the Santa Fe National 
Forest via the Rendija Canyon access road for 
administrative purposes. Another commentor 
recommended that the parcel ofland 
containing the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
in the Rendija Canyon Tract be transferred to 
the County for subsequent lease to the Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club, remaining as a 
specified recreation area. Another commentor 
stated that access to rock faces for 
recreational rock climbing activities within 
the White Rock Y Tract should remain open 
to the public after the land is transferred or 
conveyed. See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1; in 
Chapter 4, see 4.2.1; also see Chapters 5 
through 14, Sections X.1.1, X.2.1, and X.3.1 
(where "X'' is the chapter number). 

1.6.5.6 Fire Hazard (06) 

Several commentors requested that the 
DOE include the impacts of development 
on the potential for catastrophic fires. A 
commentor also noted that it is important, as 
part of a comprehensive fire management 
system under development, to construct 
effective fuelbreaks to reduce the threat of 
fire, specifically within the Rendija Canyon 
Tract. See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.12; in 
Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.12; and in 
Chapters 5 through 14, see Sections X.1.12, 
X.2.12, and X.3.12 (where "X'' is the chapter 
number). Also see Chapters 15 and 16. 

1.6.5. 7 Cooperating Agency Status (07) 

The County of Los Alamos requested to 
be designated by the DOE as a Cooperating 
Agency under NEP A and DOE regulations. 
See Section 1.6.4. 

1.6.5.8 Environmental Restoration (08) 

Several commentors questioned the level 
to which the 10 tracts would be "cleaned" or 
be environmentally restored. One commentor 
requested mitigation of contaminated areas in 

Final CT EIS 



1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 

the 10 land tracts to meet U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) or other 
environmental requirements. A commentor 
questioned whether any land that was 
transferred would have to be cleaned up 
within 10 years, regardless of cost. A 
commentor questioned whether a parcel could 
be transferred without cleanup if its intended 
use is the same as its current use-for 
example, the shooting range at Rendija 
Canyon. Another commentor strongly urged 
the DOE to utilize the land use plans of the 
two recipients of the land transfer, Los 
Alamos County and San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
The commentor stated that if the County and 
Pueblo agree that the land will be used for 
commercial/industrial uses, then a 
"brownfields" cleanup standard should be 
assumed and, if the two parties agree on 
preservation for a site or part of a site, then 
minimizing ecological risk is the appropriate 
standard. Another commentor questioned 
if partial tracts are transferred due to 
contamination of the rest of the parcel, to 
what extent would the DOE protect the 
public from the contaminated section. See 
Chapters 1 and 2; Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1; 
and Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1. Also see 
Chapters 5 through 14, Sections X. I. I, X.2.1, 
and X.3.1 (where "X'' is the chapter number). 

1.6.5.9 Alternatives (09) 

Comment Summary 09.01 

One commentor requested that the DOE 
include analysis of transferring two parcels of 
land not included in the Land Transfer Report 
(DOE 1998b): the University Site on State 
Road 4 and the Research Park Phase II site. 
Another commentor suggested the deletion of 
two areas from the scope of the CT EIS: the 
25-acre (10-hectare) "DP South" parcel and 
the eastern three-fourths of the 260-acre 
(lOS-hectare) TA 21 Site. See Chapter 2, 
Section 2.4. 
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Comment Summary 09.02 

Several commentors requested that the 
DOE consider as an alternative the transfer of 
the 10 tracts to other Federal agencies, such as 
the NPS or the USFS. A commentor stated 
that transfer of parcels with cultural and 
natural resources should be to Federal 
agencies having administrative and legal 
capabilities to manage these resources to a 
level consistent with or greater than is 
currently performed by the DOE. See 
Chapter 2, Section 2.4. 

Comment Summary 09.03 

A commentor stated that another 
alternative should be added providing for 
partial conveyance and transfer of only those 
lands that would not adversely affect natural 
and cultural resource management and 
protection mandates of adjacent Federal and 
tribal lands. See Chapter 2, Section 2.4. 

Comment Summary 09.04 

Another commentor stated that a fourth 
alternative that allows for partial conveyance 
for reasons other than cleanup concerns 
should be analyzed. The commentor noted 
that, as proposed, the list of alternative actions 
does not provide for "no action" when 
transfer of certain parcels, or portions of 
parcels, threatens cultural and natural 
resources. The commentor stated that 
retention by the DOE should be preferred for 
portions of parcels where protection and 
preservation of cultural and natural resources 
after transfer cannot be ensured. Also, 
retention by the DOE should be preferred for 
areas where the proposed land use is in 
conflict with surrounding land uses. See 
Chapter 2, Sections 2.1 through 2.4. 

1.6.5.10 Restrictions or Easements (10) 

Several commentors questioned whether 
the DOE has the ability to put restrictions on 
the use of the land or specify the type of use 
for the land. Another commentor asked if the 
DOE could restrict transfer if some of the 
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land tracts contained threatened and 
endangered species. A commentor requested 
that the DOE put restrictions on transfer of 
the lands to provide that the subsequent use of 
the land be environmentally and socially 
sustainable, and, if Los Alamos County or the 
Pueblo fail to do so, the land reverts back to 
the DOE. A commentor stated that the USPS 
needs access to the Santa Fe National Forest 
via the Rendija Canyon access road for 
administrative purposes and recommended 
that all existing trails and access roads within 
the Rendija Canyon Tract be reserved and 
unrestricted public easements be granted to 
ensure long-term public access. See 
Chapter 16. 

1.6.5.11 Future Uses (11) 

Several commentors stated that the 
proposed list of future uses was imbalanced 
toward development and that the DOE should 
consider combining economic diversification 
purposes and community self-sufficiency 
purposes as they are essentially the same, and 
taken separately, would give development 
disproportionate weight. Another commentor 
believed that the uses are not mutually 
exclusive because they are collectively one of 
three criteria that justify consideration of a 
land parcel for conveyance. A commentor 
requested that the future uses include 
consideration of recreational uses, aesthetic 
uses, and uses by natural resources, such as 
wildlife. A commentor states that the lands 
within DOE property were all once in 
the possession of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
and contain much religious and cultural 
significance and that this should be 
considered in future uses of the land. See 
Chapters 1 and 2. 

1.6.5.12 Partial Conveyance or Transfer 
(12) 

A commentor questioned how the DOE 
would decide which tracts to transfer or 
convey in whole or in part. See Chapters 1 
and 2. 
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1.6.5.13 Homesteaders (13) 

Several commentors raised the question of 
claims to LANL lands by homesteaders and 
their descendents. One commentor stated that 
the homesteaders believe there is a lack of 
cooperation from the DOE in receiving 
information they have requested. See 
Chapter 1, Section 1.1; DOE LAAO has 
supplied the requested information. 

1.6.5.14 Environmental Monitoring (14) 

One commentor believes that 
environmental monitoring is essential and 
should be coordinated in efforts with the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso and other agencies. 
The commentor stated that if the lands to be 
transferred are to be used by the people, a 
thorough monitoring and sampling plan 
should be developed and implemented to 
monitor and ensure the public of its safe use. 
See Chapters 1 and 2 and Chapters 5 through 
14, Sections X.1.1 and X.2.1 (where "X" is 
the chapter number). Also see Chapters 15 
and 16 and Appendix E. 

1.6.5.15 Water Rights and Utility 
Corridors (15) 

A commentor stated that water use should 
be analyzed in the CT EIS, including 
contamination problems and low water 
supplies. A commentor recommended that the 
CT EIS analyze water supply and utility 
corridors for all potential developments. See 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3; Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.3; and Chapters 5 through 14, 
Sections X.1.3, X.2.3, and X.3 .3 (where "X" 
is the chapter number). Also see Chapter 15. 

1.6.6 Draft EIS Comment Process and 
Comments Received 

The NEP A ( 40 CPR 1503 .1) requires 
Federal agencies to invite the participation of 
affected Federal, State, and local agencies; 
any affected Indian tribe; proponent(s) ofthe 
action; and other interested parties by 
comment on the Draft CT EIS. At least one 
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public meeting for the purposes of providing 
the public with the opportunity to comment 
on draft EISs is required under DOE's NEPA 
implementing regulations (10 CFR 1021.313). 

The Draft CT EIS was issued in February 
1999, and a Notice of Availability for the 
draft document with an announcement of the 
public meeting times and locations was 
published in the Federal Register on February 
26, 1999. Two public comment meetings 
were held in March at Pojoaque and Los 
Alamos, New Mexico. The commenting 
period lasted for 45 days, ending on April12, 
1999. During that time and shortly thereafter, 
over 200 comments were received on the 
Draft CT EIS by 49 commentors via public 
comment forms, letters, electronic mail, and 
verbal comments provided at the public 
hearings. 

These comments were used to make 
factual changes to the CT EIS and are 
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent 
practicable within the CT EIS analysis. 
Appendix H of this Final CT EIS provides 
discussions of general issues raised by 
commentors, copies of the actual comments 
received, and DOE's responses. Since the 
issuance of the Draft CT EIS, there have been 
changes in information, plans, and related 
NEP A documents. Changes of this nature, 
together ·with editorial corrections, are 
reflected in this Final CT EIS. The following 
discussions summarize the changes made to 
the draft text and analysis provided in the 
CT EIS. 

The DOE identified the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft CT EIS as a subset of 
the Proposed Action Alternative where the 
timing of the disposition of each tract would 
be subject to the LANL Environmental 
Restoration Project process and consideration 
of the use of some of tracts for mission 
support activities. The individual tracts were 
grouped according to when the DOE believed 
each tract or parts of each tract might be 
conveyed or transferred. Due to the 
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identification of mission need for the T A 21 
Tract and further analysis of the potential 
human health impacts associated with the 
T A 21 operations, portions of the Airport 
Tract may not transfer as soon as presented in 
the Draft CT EIS. These portions of the 
Airport Tract may be needed as a buffer zone 
for T A 21 operations as long as those 
operations are active. 

One change to the CT EIS involved the 
discussion of the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club activities and lease on the Rendija 
Canyon Tract. The text was amended to 
clarify that the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and 
the Incorporated County ofLos Alamos have 
both agreed to honor the existing leases, and 
the County would renegotiate the lease should 
the Rendija Canyon Tract be conveyed to the 
County. 

The CT EIS text regarding cultural 
resources has been modified to include the 
general information provided by the legal 
counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo regarding 
the presence of TCPs on four of the tracts. 
Text regarding cultural resources and 
environmental justice has been clarified to 
explicitly discuss the potential for 
disproportionately high and adverse effects to 
minority populations based on impacts to 
TCPs. Text was also added to explain the 
current level of information available to DOE 
to address impacts to TCPs and any related 
environmental justice effects. The opinions of 
the legal counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo 
that there are environmental justice impacts 
related to the conveyance and transfer process 
or to contemplated land uses on particular 
tracts have been added to the environmental 
justice sections. 

Other changes to the Final CT EIS 
included new information core and buffer 
habitat areas for threatened and endangered 
species on the tracts and new information on 
groundwater. 

All comments on environmental 
restoration received during the comment 
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period also were forwarded to the 
Environmental Restoration Project group for 
consideration. 

The CT EIS also was updated to include 
the Findings of No Significant Impact and 
Records ofDecision that have been issued 
since the publication of the Draft CT EIS. 

Appendix D, Floodplains and Wetlands, 
of the CT EIS was changed to include a 
Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Tracts Administered by 
the Department of Energy and Located at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and 
Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico, prepared in 
accordance with the regulatory requirements 
of 10 CFR Part 1022. This Statement of 
Findings was added to the CT EIS in keeping 
with the regulatory provisions, which allow 
an agency to make use of the NEP A 
documents to facilitate public disclosure 
requirements. 

1.6.7 Specific Comment Summaries 
and DOE Responses 

The full text of the comments and 
responses to individual comments are 
presented in Appendix H of this CT EIS. 

Several topics raised by public comments 
on the Draft CT EIS were ofbroad interest or 
concern. These topics were categorized as 
general issues and represent broad concerns 
directly related to the environmental 
consequences associated with implementing 
the alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS. Many 
commentors also raised topics that are not 
pertinent to this environmental review; 
however, for clarification, the DOE addressed 
them to the extent practicable. General issues 
include the following topics: 

General Issue 1: Purpose and Need 

General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions 

General Issue 3: Basis for DOE's 
Decisions 
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General Issue 4: Public Law Process and 
the CTEIS 

General Issue 5: Environmental 
Restoration Process 

General Issue 6: Environmental Justice 

General Issue 7: Homesteaders 
Association Claims 

1.6. 7.1 General Issue 1: Purpose and Need 

Issue: 

Commentors questioned whether the 
proposed conveyance and transfer of the 
tracts identified in the CT EIS would fulfill the 
purpose of Public Law (PL) 105-119. 
Commentors noted that Los Alamos County 
has stated that the proposed conveyance of 
these lands would not provide the income 
necessary for the County to become self
sufficient. Commentors also noted that the 
real costs for the County to meet the self
sufficiency goal, such as addressing the water 
and electrical usage demand, make the 
proposed action untenable. Therefore, 
commentors opined that the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action would not 
satisfy the purpose of PL 105-119, specifically 
Los Alamos County self-sufficiency, and that 
the conveyance and transfer action evaluated 
in this CT EIS does not meet the "purpose 
and need for agency action" presented in this 
CT EIS. Commentors further stated that for 
this reason the conveyance and transfer 
action should not be selected by the 
decisionmakers. Commentors also noted that 
other alternatives, such as continuing 
assistance payments to the County, were 
rejected because they did not meet the need 
for agency action. Commentors believe that if 
the DOE's proposed action does not meet the 
need for agency action, it too should be 
rejected just as other alternatives were 
rejected 

Response: 

The DOE believes there may be confusion 
between the "purpose and need" for DOE 
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action and the intended purpose of 
PL 105-119. The purpose and need for DOE 
action evaluated in this CT EIS is "to act in 
order to meet the requirements of 
Section 632" ofPL 105-119. The DOE has 
evaluated the conveyance and transfer action 
and other suggested action alternatives in 
light of meeting its requirements under 
PL 105-119-that is, to convey and transfer 
certain parcels of land identified by the DOE 
as being suitable for conveyance or transfer, 
as defined by PL 105-119. To be conveyed or 
transferred (1) the parcels of land must have 
been determined to be unnecessary for 
support ofthe DOE's national security 
mission requirements before November 26, 
200717

; (2) the DOE also must complete, to 
the maximum extent practicable, any 
necessary environmental remediation or 
restoration by that time; and (3) the parcels 
must be suitable for use by the receiving 
parties for historic, cultural, or environmental 
preservation purposes, economic 
diversification purposes, or community 
self-sufficiency purposes. The conveyance 
and transfer of land tracts would satisfy the 
DOE's obligations required by PL 105-119. 
The other suggested action alternatives would 
not satisfy these requirements. The "purpose 
and need" referenced by the commentor is 
best described as the intended purpose of 
PL 105-119, which is to provide Los Alamos 
County with the means for self-sufficiency, 
due to the end of assistance payments, and to 
transfer lands to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 
Section 1.1, Background Information, 
contains further information on the intended 
purpose ofPL 105-119. 

The congressionally mandated action 
considered in this CT EIS, namely, the 
conveyance and transfer of the land tracts, 
would meet the purpose and need for agency 
action set forth in Section 1.2 and described 

17 November 26, 2007, marks the end of the 10-year action 
period specified in Section 632 ofPL 105-119. 
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above. The DOE does not consider whether or 
not the intended purpose ofPL 105-119 is 
met. This would likely be determined by 
Congress, the County ofLos Alamos, and the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

The DOE received several suggestions 
regarding other alternatives to be evaluated in 
this CT EIS (for example, reinitiate the 
assistance payments without conveyance or 
transfer). These alternatives were considered 
but eliminated from detailed analysis, as 
described in Section 2.4 in Chapter 2 because 
they would not allow the DOE to meet its 
need to comply with the requirements of 
PL 105-119. Also see Section 1.6.7.3, General 
Issue 3: Basis for DOE's Decisions. 

1.6. 7.2 General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions 

Issue: 

Commentors urged the DOE to ensure 
that future ecological and cultural resource 
protections for the parcels remain at their 
current levels. Specifically, many commentors 
were concerned that the proposed action 
would not provide adequate protection of 
threatened and endangered species and 
cultural resources. Commentors wanted the 
DOE to accomplish protection of these 
resources by placing restrictions in the 
instruments of conveyance or transfer so that 
any future development of the tracts would be 
limited in a manner that would maintain the 
ecological and cultural resources of the 
tracts. Commentors were concerned that both 
Los Alamos County and San lldefonso Pueblo 
lacked the legal drivers, funds, or staff to 
adequately protect the existing natural and 
cultural resources. They also were concerned 
that there appears to be no long-term 
resource protection of these lands if they are 
conveyed or transferred Concern was 
expressed that development of these lands 
would adversely impact Bandelier and the 
Santa Fe National Forest and would not be in 
harmony with the existing natural setting. 
Commentors also wanted the DOE to ensure 
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that the current recreational access to the 
tracts is continued and enhanced 

Response: 

The DOE's authority to limit or condition 
the conveyance or transfer of the tracts at 
issue in the CT EIS is circumscribed by the 
provisions ofPL 105-119. That statute directs 
the DOE to convey to the County ofLos 
Alamos (or its designee) or transfer to the 
U.S. Department ofthe Interior (DOl) (in 
trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso) tracts of 
land in the Los Alamos area under its 
administrative control that meet the criteria 
set out in the statute. The provisions of 
PL 105-119 apply differently to conveyances 
to the County than they do to transfers to the 
DOl. These differences affect the manner in 
which ecological and cultural resources would 
be protected. 

In the case of transfer to the DOl, the land 
would still be owned by the U.S. 
Government; only the administrative 
jurisdiction would be transferred from one 
Federal agency to another. See section 
632(a)(2) ofPL 105-119, presented in 
Appendix A. Thus, all applicable 
requirements governing activities on Federal 
land, including those for the protection of 
sensitive resources, would continue. 
Responsibility for interpreting and applying 
those requirements would rest with the DOl 
It would be inappropriate for the DOE to 
attempt to place prior restraints on the DO I' s 
ability to exert its authority in administering 
land under its jurisdiction. 

In the case of conveyances to the County 
of Los Alamos, the DOE must convey to the 
County "fee" title18 to the parcels ofland. See 

18 The tenn "fee" title speaks to the degree, quality, nature, 
and extent of interest that a person or entity holds in real 
property. Specifically, it is a contract tenn in real estate that 
means the holder is entitled to all rights incident to the 
property. There are no time limitations on its existence (it is 
said to nm forever). The ownership of the land by a fee 
holder is complete and free of State domination (except the 
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section 632(a)(1) of the PL 105-119, 
presented in Appendix A. The DOE must 
work within this limitation in determining 
what, if any, conditions or restrictions can be 
included in the instruments of conveyance. 
The DOE may conclude that deed restrictions 
are not the most effective vehicle to preserve 
ecological and cultural resources. However, 
notwithstanding the limited authority 
conferred upon the DOE by PL 105-119, the 
DOE is required to consult with appropriate 
regulators concerning the protection of 
threatened and endangered species and 
cultural resources before conveying title to 
any tracts of land to the County. These 
consultations could lead to agreements 
between the DOE, the regulators, and the 
County on mitigation measures to be applied 
to minimize the potential for adverse impacts 
after conveyance of the land occurs. The DOE 
has contacted these regulators (see Chapter 18 
of this CT EIS). The regulators have agreed 
that it will be most productive to defer further 
consultations until the County and the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso have reached agreement on 
which recipient will receive which tracts of 
land. See section 632(e) ofPL 105-119, 
presented in Appendix A. The land division 
process should be completed by November 
1999. At that time, the DOE and the 
regulators will know which tracts will be 
conveyed to the County and thus will be the 
subject of consultations. These consultations 
will address the specifics of the mitigation 
measures. The Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) 
that the DOE will develop as part of its NEP A 
compliance process will include this 
information. 

The DOE does not have the authority 
under PL 105-119 to ensure continued 
recreational use of the tracts. Use of the land 
will be determined by the recipients. 
However, any interested party can contact the 

rights of the State of taxation, police power, and eminent 
domain). 
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recipients and explore the question of 
continued recreational access. 

1.6.7.3 General Issue 3: Basis for DOE's 
Decisions 

Issue: 

Commentors wanted the DOE to choose 
the No Action Alternative for some or all of 
the tracts, in whole or in part, based on the 
potential adverse impacts associated with the 
tracts' eventual use and development by the 
recipient parties. Commentors were 
concerned that if Los Alamos County received 
the land it would be fully developed, and the 
existing environmental and cultural resources 
would be lost. Commentors believed that if 
San lldefonso Pueblo received the lands they 
would not be fully developed, and a better 
protection of resources would occur. For this 
reason, commentors also wanted the DOE to 
convey or transfer particular tracts to a 
particular recipient based on the difference in 
potential impacts to environmental or cultural 
resources. 

Response: 

The decision process regarding whether a 
particular tract of land will be conveyed or 
transferred was clearly defined by Congress 
in section 632 ofPL I05-119. This section of 
PL I05-II9 specifically directs that the tracts 
of land identified by the DOE in the report to 
Congress titled "Land Transfer, A 
Preliminary Identification ofParcels ofLand 
in Los Alamos, New Mexico for Conveyance 
or Transfer," if suitable, be transferred to the 
Secretary of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso or conveyed to the County of 
Los Alamos or their designee. See 
section 632(g) ofPL I05-II9, presented in 
Appendix A. The DOE's role in the process 
involves deciding whether the suitability 
criteria set by Congress in PL I 05-II9 have 
been met for each tract. If these criteria are 
met for a particular tract or portion of a tract, 
the portion of the tract that meets the 
suitability criteria will be conveyed or 
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transferred. Moreover, the DOE has no role in 
deciding which recipient will receive a 
particular tract. This decision is to be made 
jointly by the County of Los Alamos and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. See section 632(e) of 
PL I05-119, presented in Appendix A. 

NEP A requires that an agency evaluate 
the No Action Alternative in the preparation 
of an EIS. The No Action Alternative reflects 
the status quo and provides a baseline against 
which the impacts of the various action 
alternatives may be compared. An agency's 
discretion to select the No Action Alternative 
may be limited or controlled by the enabling 
legislation under which the agency is 
operating. In this CT EIS, the No Action 
Alternative means that the DOE would decide 
to not transfer or convey individual tracts. 
Under PL I05-II9, such a decision must be 
based on a determination that a tract does not 
meet one of the statutory criteria, and 
therefore, is not suitable to be transferred or 
conveyed. For example, the DOE could 
determine that the necessary environmental 
restoration or remediation cannot reasonably 
be expected to be completed within the I 0 
years allowed by the statute. See 
section 632(g)(3) of the PL I05-II9, 
presented in Appendix A. However, the DOE 
cannot base a decision to select the No Action 
Alternative on any factor other than a failure 
of a tract to meet the criteria set out in 
PL I05-119, including such factors as 
potential adverse resource impacts. 

The assessment of potential adverse 
impacts presented in this CT EIS can be used 
by the San Ildefonso Pueblo and the County 
to help them reach decision as to which party 
will receive which tract. In addition, the 
Pueblo and County can use the information to 
guide future use and development decisions. 
As required by PL I05-II9, the 
environmental impact information also will be 
part of the DOE report due to Congres~ 
regarding the tracts being considered for 
conveyance and transfer (the Combined Data 
Report). Thus, the information on potential 
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adverse impacts will be part of the overall 
decisionmaking process. 

1.6.7.4 General Issue 4: Public Law 
Process and the CT EIS 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the proposed 
conveyance and transfer in general was 
unfair or that the process set by PL 105-119 
was unfair. Specifically, commentors felt that 
the exclusion of potential recipients other 
than the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and the 
County of Los Alamos was unfair. 
Commentors requested that the DOE consider 
conveying land to a party other than the two 
specified in PL 105-119. Commentors 
believed that because PL 105-119 defines the 
steps to be taken by the DOE, an evaluation 
of all reasonable alternatives has not 
occurred For this reason, commentors 
believed that the CT EIS does not fully 
encourage and facilitate public involvement 
in the decisionmaking process, which is the 
intent of NEP A. Commentors believed that 
PL 105-119 made the decision to bypass the 
NEPA process. 

Response: 

Congress enacted PL 105-119 to address a 
very specific issue: the self-sufficiency ofthe 
Los Alamos County. A review of the 
historical basis for this legislation places in 
context the process Congress chose to achieve 
this goal. 

Under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394), 
the Federal Government recognized its 
responsibility to provide support for a 
specified period to agencies or municipalities 
that were strongly affected by their proximity 
to facilities that are part of the nation's 
nuclear weapons complex while they 
achieved self-sufficiency. 

These facilities were three so-called 
Atomic Energy Communities: Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee; Richland, Washington; and Los 
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Alamos, New Mexico. Each of these 
communities was established as a wholly 
government-owned community in which all 
municipal, educational, medical, housing, and 
recreational facilities were provided by the 
Federal Government. Under the AECA, 
national policies were established regarding 
the obligations of the United States to the 
three Atomic Energy Communities. These 
policies were directed at terminating Federal 
Government ownership and management of 
the communities by facilitating the 
establishment of local self-government, 
providing for the orderly transfer to local 
entities of municipal functions, and providing 
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of 
property within these communities with a 
minimum of dislocation. The establishment of 
self-government and transfer of 
infrastructures and land were intended to 
encourage self- sufficiency of the 
communities through the establishment of a 
broad base for economic development. 

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the 
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been 
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic 
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature 
and location. 

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a 
report to Congress concerning the assistance 
payments to the County (see Section 1.1.2). In 
that report, the DOE recommended that: 

• The historically paid annual assistance 
payment be discontinued with a final 
lump-sum settlement of $22.6 million, 

• The DOE transfer to the County 
several municipal installations and 
functions under its administration and 
operation, and 

• That the DOE transfer to the County 
undeveloped land that could be 
utilized by the County or developed 
by private interest to increase the 
County's revenue from property and 
gross receipts tax. 
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In October 1996, Congress enacted 
legislation (the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act of 1997) to 
terminate the annual assistance payments to 
the County by mid 1997, with the 
recommended lump-sum termination 
payment. Disposition of municipal functions 
and installations (the water system, fire 
stations, and lease of the Airport) were begun 
in 1997. 

Congress completed the steps considered 
necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los 
Alamos in keeping with the last of the 
recommendations made in the June 1996 
report to Congress by enacting PL 105-119. 
The same legislation provided for land to be 
transferred to the DOl, in trust for the San 
Ildefonso Pueblo, that had been used by the 
Pueblo prior to the creation ofLANL. 

PL 105-119 was drafted with input from 
the DOE, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and the 
County ofLos Alamos. It is customary for 
Congress to consult with parties affected by 
prospective legislation. However, Congress 
ultimately prescribed both the results to be 
accomplished by the statute and the process to 
be followed in accomplishing those results. 
That process was specified in substantial 
detail. These details included the potential 
recipients, criteria for determining the 
suitability of parcels of land for conveyance 
or transfer, setting the steps for implementing 
the process, setting the timetable for 
implementing the process, and the roles and 
responsibilities of the parties involved. The 
DOE is obligated to adhere to these 
requirements and carry out its role as 
mandated by PL 105-119. While the NEPA 
process includes addressing public concerns 
and comments regarding the proposed action, 
the DOE does not have the authority to 
modify the requirements ofPL 105-119. Only 
Congress can address changing the process or 
details of the process by amending 
PL 105-119. 
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A NEP A analysis is based on the authority 
and limitations imposed by the enabling 
legislation; this does not invalidate the NEP A 
process, but may narrow the scope of the 
analysis. Congress could have provided that a 
more broadly scoped EIS be prepared by 
granting the DOE more discretion in 
implementing the statute. Conversely, 
Congress could have removed all discretion 
and required that the DOE carry out a mere 
ministerial conveyance and transfer action 
thereby negating the applicability ofNEP A. 
However, Congress gave the DOE a limited 
decisionmaking role, and that role is reflected 
by the scope of this CT EIS. For example, the 
alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS (that is, to 
convey or transfer each tract, or no action) are 
appropriately tailored to the underlying 
legislation for this action. 

Although there is limited involvement by 
the DOE in the conveyance and transfer 
decisions, Congress instructed the DOE to 
proceed With the NEP A process to evaluate 
the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the conveyance and transfer 
action. See section 632(d)(1)(B) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A. While 
the CT EIS may only play a limited role in the 
overall decisions made by the DOE, it fulfills 
the intent ofNEP A. It informs the public of 
the impacts ofthe proposed action. Moreover, 
it can be used by the Pueblo and the County 
to help reach their decision as to which party 
will receive which tract, and to what use they 
will ultimately put the land. Finally, the DOE 
will use the CT EIS analyses as part of the 
report to Congress on the suitability of the 
tracts for conveyance and transfer. See section 
632(d)(1)(C) ofPL 105-119, presented in 
Appendix A. These uses of the CT EIS 
analyses fulfill the intent of the NEPA process 
to inform the decisionmakers and promote 
better decisionmaking. The process through 
which this CT EIS has been prepared also 
fulfills the intent ofNEP A to inform the 
public in a timely manner so that the public 
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can provide input to the decisionmaking 
process. 

1.6. 7.5 General Issue 5: Environmental 
Restoration Process 

Issue: 

Commentors presented concerns or 
questions about details of the environmental 
restoration activities that will take place on 
each of the tracts, such as the timetable for 
cleanup and the setting of cleanup levels 
Commentors were concerned that the CT EIS 
does not adequately address the 
environmental remediation that may be 
necessary for these tracts. Questions were 
raised about the DOE being able to certify 
that contaminants were cleaned up to the 
level of specified use. Concern also was 
expressed that cleanup levels for use of the 
land for cultural preservation purposes would 
be less than the level of cleanup for 
residential use. 

Response: 

Under the requirements ofPL 105-119, 
the DOE is required to clean up each tract, to 
the maximum extent practicable, before it can 
be conveyed or transferred. The DOE, 
through the LANL Environmental Restoration 
Project, is conducting a separate process for 
site cleanup. This process will involve the 
public and State and Federal regulatory 
agencies to determine the appropriate level of 
cleanup to be undertaken for the each tract, 
the technical manner in which it will be 
achieved, and the priority ofthe cleanup 
actions. This separate process will include the 
DOE's NEPA review ofthe cleanup actions 
as details are developed and they become ripe 
for decision. 

Currently, there is not enough detail 
known regarding the cleanup required for 
each of the tracts to pursue the NEP A 
compliance action(s). When the regulators 
and the public have reviewed and approved 
the various types of remediation and 
restoration under consideration, the DOE will 
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then be in a position to pursue the NEP A 
compliance review necessary. 

The CT EIS presents the information 
available to the DOE concerning the potential 
environmental restoration of the tracts 
proposed for conveyance and transfer. The 
cleanup of most of these tracts was already in 
the preliminary stages or had been completed 
before they were identified for the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action. Plans for 
completing the cleanup of the tracts will be 
dynamic and are subject to revision and 
change as additional information becomes 
available. This is especially true for plans 
dealing with buildings that are currently in 
service and contain asbestos or other 
hazardous materials requiring 
decontamination before demolition may be 
undertaken. Plans also will be developed to 
address the issue of cleanup of floodplain 
areas that may receive contamination washed 
downstream from other areas. To the extent 
known or anticipated, information on 
environmental restoration and remediation 
impacts is included in this CT EIS. 

Because the details of the future cleanup 
activities associated with these tracts are 
unknown, this CT EIS presents information 
intended to bound the potential environmental 
impacts. The environmental information on 
restoration provided in this CT EIS (see 
Appendix B) is based on the DOE's 
Environmental Restoration Report, which is 
being produced to meet the DOE's 
requirements under section 632 of 
PL 105-119. This section ofPL 105-119 
requires the DOE to identify any 
environmental remediation or restoration 
necessary on the tracts considered for 
conveyance and transfer and to then supply 
this information in a report to Congress 
together with the environmental impact 
information. The Environmental Restoration 
Report seeks to bound the amounts of wastes 
generated, the costs of the cleanup activities 
that will occur in the future, and the durations 
of cleanup actions, even though the exact 
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details of these cleanup activities are currently 
only estimated. The DOE's proposed 
remedies and estimates of projected waste 
volumes, cleanup costs, and cleanup duration 
presented in the Environmental Restoration 
Report are based on site knowledge and 
characterization data as they exist today. 
These projections also are based on the 
DOE's understanding of the types of cleanup 
strategies and the cleanup levels that are 
generally acceptable to the regulators as 
meeting the RCRA corrective action 
requirement by which LANL is regulated. 

Comments on the Environmental 
Restoration Report have been forwarded to 
LANL Environmental Restoration Project 
personnel. These comments were 
incorporated into the Final Environmental 
Restoration Report, and letters were sent to 
the commentors. To find more information 
about the LANL Environmental Restoration 
Project or about the restoration or remediation 
of the subject tracts, please contact Mr. Ted 
Taylor at the DOE Los Alamos Area Office, 
528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico 
87544; or call (505) 665-7203. 

1.6.7.6 General Issue 6: Environmental 
Justice 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the CT EIS did 
not fully evaluate the environmental justice 
impacts to the nearby minority populations. 
Commentors stated that the potential adverse 
impacts discussed in the CT EIS were not 
discussed as environmental justice impacts to 
the people of San 1ldefonso Pueblo. 
Commentors believed that the CT E1S 
recognizes adverse impacts on traditional and 
cultural resources but does not see these 
impacts as disproportionately affecting the 
Pueblo of San 1ldefonso and therefore does 
not recognize an environmental justice 
impact. The commentors address specific 
concerns about the protection of Tewa Pueblo 
shrines and traditional cultural practices on 
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four of the tracts. Commentors maintain that 
cultural preservation land uses would protect 
these resources better than the other 
contemplated uses. Commentors viewed the 
potential impacts on Tewa Pueblo shrines, 
artifacts, and traditional cultural practices 
associated with the other contemplated land 
uses as causing a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on a minority population that 
should be addressed in the CT EIS as an 
environmental justice impact. 

Response: 

The DOE has evaluated the impacts 
associated with land use, transportation, 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, ecological resources, 
geology and soils, water resources, air 
resources, and human health and has not 
identified any disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts on minority or low-income 
populations. However, for traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) the analysis has not been 
completed. 

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations," 
and its accompanying memorandum to the 
heads of departments and agencies directed 
each agency to take impacts to minority and 
low-income communities into account in their 
decisionmaking processes. Specifically, these 
impacts were to be evaluated during the 
NEP A process. The Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has oversight 
responsibility for Federal agencies 
compliance with Executive Order 12898 and 
NEP A. The CEQ has issued guidance on 
evaluating environmental justice through the 
NEP A process. The DOE has followed this 
guidance in evaluating the environmental 
justice issues in both this CT EIS and the 
1999 Site-Wide EIS (SWEIS) for LANL from 
which this CT EIS tiers and references. 

In accordance with CEQ guidance, this 
CT EIS evaluates the potential for 
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environmental impacts that would have 
disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
the low-income or minority communities in 
the region (see Section 4.2.13 in Chapter 4). 
Most of the potential adverse environmental 
impacts discussed in this CT EIS, such as 
those associated with utilities and threatened 
and endangered species, would affect all 
populations in the area equally, and thus, 
would not have a disproportionately high and 
adverse impact to minority or low-income 
communities in the region. Other potential 
adverse impacts, such as those associated with 
traffic, would affect the townsite area, which 
has a relatively low percentage of minority 
and low-income populations (see 
Section 3.2.13 in Chapter 3), and thus, would 
not disproportionately affect low-income or 
minority populations. 

As part of its human health impacts 
analysis, the LANL SWEIS looked at 
potential exposure through special pathways, 
including ingestion of game animals, fish, 
native vegetation, surface waters, sediments, 
and local produce; absorption of contaminants 
in sediments through the skin; and inhalation 
of plant materials. For LANL, the special 
pathways are important to the environmental 
justice analysis because some of these 
pathways are more important or viable to the 
traditional or cultural practices of minority 
populations in the area. Even considering 
these special pathways, the SWEIS did not 
find disproportionately high and adverse 
health impacts to minority or low-income 
populations. 

Steps taken to protect minority 
populations and others living in the vicinity of 
LANL are described throughout the SWEIS. 
In Volume I of the SWEIS, Chapter 4 
discusses the affected environment and 
includes descriptions of ongoing 
environmental surveillance and compliance 
programs, the worker protection program, and 
the emergency preparedness and response 
program. Chapter 5 analyzes exposure to the 
maximally exposed individual (MEl), 
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recognizing that through limiting the dose to 
individual members ofthe public, the entire 
population is better protected. Chapter 6 
addresses the programs and activities that 
mitigate impact to the public, as well as 
additional mitigation measures being 
considered by DOE in conjunction with the 
SWEIS process. 

The following are specific LANL 
community issues and areas that are 
associated with the analysis of environmental 
justice. 

• Area Pueblos: San Ildefonso, Santa 
Clara, Jemez, Cochiti, San Juan, 
Pojoaque, Nambe, and Tesuque 

• Predominately Hispanic 
Communities: El Rancho, Jacona, 
Jaconita, Guachupangue, Espanola 
(Traditional Hispanic communities 
also can be artisan guilds, rural 
development organizations, and 
acequia associations [irrigation water 
distribution system associations].) 

• Topics of Concern: Human health 
(LANL emissions and contaminants), 
economic (effects from LANL 
projects), and social (project effects on 
the fabric of a community and TCPs) 

• TCPs: Significant place or object 
associated with historical and cultural 
practices or beliefs of a living 
community that is rooted in that 
community's history and is important 
in maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community 

• General Categories of TCPs: 
Ceremonial and archaeological sites, 
natural features mentioned in stories 
and legends, plant gathering areas 
(plants for ceremonial, medicinal, and 
artisan purposes), clay procurement 
areas (hunting areas and acequias) 
(TCPs are not restricted to Native 
American groups. For example, 
traditional Hispanic communities also 
maintain religious practices, arts and 

Final CT EIS 



1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 

crafts traditions, folklore, and 
traditional medical practices.) 

• Subsistence and Other 
Consumption Issues: Cattle grazing, 
deer and elk hunting, plant cultivation 
and wild plant gathering, fishing; 
"special exposure pathways" 
(ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact); 
limiting access; and quantifiable data 

Potential impacts to cultural resources 
could have a disproportionate adverse affect 
to the minority communities in the region. 
However, while archaeological and historic 
resources have been evaluated, the evaluation 
of TCPs or sites has not been completed. The 
DOE initiated consultation with the Native 
American Pueblos in the region on TCPs 
associated with the tracts in July 1998, and 
additional correspondence was sent on March 
30, 1999, to 23 area Pueblos and tribes (see 
Appendix E, Section E.3 .2 for additional 
discussion). Consultations initiated as part of 
the CT EIS are still ongoing. 

The DOE recognizes that TCPs could 
exist on the tracts and that these might be 
affected by the uses for these tracts identified 
by the recipient parties. Without the 
consultations the DOE cannot ascertain 
whether TCPs are present on an individual 
tract or the degree to which those TCPs could 
be potentially impacted. Without assessment 
of the impacts the DOE cannot determine 
whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on 
any minority or low-income communities. In 
the discussions of cultural resources and 
environmental justice for each tract, the DOE 
includes a statement that TCPs could be 
present and that they could be impacted by 
the land uses being evaluated. The DOE 
would continue with the required consultation 
process associated with cultural resources and 
TCPs. 

The DOE acknowledges that there are 
different approaches that could be used to 
assess environmental justice impacts. Some 
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groups may view any and all impacts as 
significant, others may accept a higher level 
of risk. Chestnut Law Offices, legal counsel 
for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, submitted 
comments on behalf of the Pueblo that 
expressed the belief that the conveyance or 
transfer process would have environmental 
justice impacts on their population, 
specifically, 

" ... the CT EIS does not recognize 
the impact upon these shrines 
[Tewa Pueblo] and usage ofthe 
area by Native American 
population under the County's 
proposed usages of increased 
recreational access, and residential 
and commercial development. The 
Pueblo views the effect on the 
shrines, artifacts and traditional 
cultural usage as a disproportionate 
adverse impact on a minority 
population ... " 

This comment notwithstanding, the DOE 
considers that it has met the objectives of this 
Executive Order 12898 to investigate 
environmental justice impacts that would be 
potentially high and adverse and would 
disproportionately affect one group over 
another in this Final CT EIS analysis. 

1.6.7.7 General Issue 7: Homesteaders 
Association Claims 

Issue: 

Commentors expressed their belief that 
the DOE should give the land back to the 
families who once owned or homesteaded the 
land and not to the County or the Pueblo of 
San Jldefonso. Commentors stated that 
homesteaders still have a claim to the land 
that was taken from them in the Los Alamos 
area. Commentors believed that the U.S. 
Government took the land from the 
homesteaders without just compensation. 
Commentors believed that the title search 
report for the tracts of land to be conveyed or 
transferred was not valid or complete. 
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Commentors also believed that the DOE has 
not addressed the homesteaders' claims. 

Response: 

The DOE has been in communication 
with the Homesteaders Association of the 
Pajarito Plateau (Homesteaders Association). 
The Homesteaders Association is composed 
of people who were the homesteaders, or 
owners, or descendents of the original 
homesteaders or owners of land in the Los 
Alamos area that the U.S. Government 
condemned or purchased in the 1940s in order 
to conduct the Manhattan Project. 

In 1942, the Undersecretary ofWar 
directed that the land needed in the area be 
acquired. In Aprill943, the Secretary of 
Agriculture granted authority to the Secretary 
of War for the War Department to occupy and 
use, for as long as the military necessity 
existed, federally owned land under the 
jurisdiction ofthe U.S. Forest Service. This 
involved withdrawal of grazing permits. The 
holders of the grazing permits were 
compensated based on the number of grazing 
stock. 

The process prescribed for acquiring 
privately owned land was by condemnation or 
purchase. Authority for condemnation of 
private lands was contained in the Second 
War Powers Act. Under the Second War 
Powers Act, the government filed a Petition in 
Condemnation that resulted in an Order of 
Possession served by the court on the land 
owner, who then had to vacate. To acquire the 
land permanently, a Declaration of Taking 
was filed by the government, and appraisals 
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were made by an appointed commission. If 
the appraisal was not approved by both the 
land owner and the government, the case was 
settled in the U.S. District Court. The land 
was acquired in fee simple by filing 
Declaration of Taking proceedings because 
there was not enough time to negotiate with 
each owner and because condemnation 
proceedings were necessary to eliminate the 
numerous title defects that existed. 

The Homesteaders Association families 
were compensated at that time. The 
Homesteaders Association members are now 
interested in regaining all ofthese lands or 
receiving additional compensation for the 
lands. The Homesteaders Association interest 
includes some of the land being considered 
for conveyance and transfer. 

While no written claim for any of the land 
being considered for conveyance and transfer 
has been submitted to the DOE, the issue was 
researched. Only the Rendija Canyon Tract 
has any land that was once the site of a 
homestead. Approximately 10 percent or 
around 90 acres (40 hectares) ofthe Rendija 
Canyon Tract was formerly privately owned. 

As required by PL 105-119, the U.S. 
Army Corps ofEngineers (COE) has 
researched the title to all of the land tracts and 
the DOE submitted the resulting title opinions 
in a report to Congress. The COE concluded 
that the U.S. Government condemned these 
lands properly or purchased them properly 
and has clear title to the land tracts being 
considered for conveyance and transfer. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

This chapter describes the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 
Alternative, together with other alternatives that were considered but not analyzed in 
detail because they were not reasonable within the context of the NEPA. This 
chapter also discusses the Prefe"ed Alternative, a subset of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. As specified in Public Law (P L) 105-119, the disposition of a tract or 
portions of a tract will not occur if the land is needed for national security mission 
support or until any necessary environmental restoration or remediation is 
completed The DOE recognizes that meeting the conveyance and transfer criteria 
within the mandated 1 0-year timeframe may not be possible for all portions of these 
tracts. This chapter describes the Preferred Alternative, which outlines the potential 
timing of disposition of the individual tracts based on these criteria. The chapter 
includes information provided by both of the potential recipients as to their 
contemplated uses of the subject tracts. The chapter concludes with a comparison of 
the environmental consequences of the two alternatives analyzed 

The No Action Alternative is analyzed to 
provide a baseline for comparison with the 
potential environmental impacts that could 
result from implementation of the conveyance 
and transfer of each tract. The DOE is 
considering a single action alternative to carry 
out its statutory responsibilities, the 
Conveyance and Transfer ofEach Tract 
Alternative (the "Proposed Action 
Alternative"). This alternative involves the 
consideration of the immediate conveyance or 
transfer disposition decision of a partial 
parcel, while delaying the disposition decision 
for the remainder of the parcel. The proposed 
DOE action under this alternative is the 
conveyance or transfer of each tract of land 
identified as suitable, either in whole or in 
part, to either Los Alamos County or their 
designee, or the Secretary of the Interior in 
trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. The analysis 
considers the future contemplated actions by 
the recipients of parcels of land and the 
resulting indirect impacts. The DOE has 
identified its Preferred Alternative, which is a 
subset of the Proposed Action Alternative. 
Other alternatives were considered but were 
dismissed from further detailed analysis as 
being unreasonable in the context ofNEP A 
because they do not meet the purpose and 
need for agency action. These various 
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possible alternatives are discussed in the 
following sections ofthis chapter. At the 
close of the chapter, a comparison of the two 
alternatives analyzed is presented in table 
form. 

2.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative of not 

conveying and transferring the subject parcels 
ofland is analyzed in this CT EIS. NEPA 
implementing regulations require the 
consideration of an alternative of taking no 
action on an issue. In this case, the No Action 
Alternative would be the retention of 
ownership (for each or all) of the tracts by the 
Federal Government under the administrative 
authority of the DOE, and conveyance or 
transfer actions for each or all of the tracts 
would not occur. There would be no change 
anticipated in the overall land use of each of 
the tracts within the foreseeable future (over 
the next 10 years), which is consistent with 
the Preferred Alternative analyzed in the 
LANL SWEIS. Individual tracts would 
continue to be used to either support LANL 
uses (as undeveloped programmatic activity 
buffer zones; historic, cultural, or · 
environmental preservation areas; future 
growth areas; or in support of ongoing or 
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similar mission support functions), or the 
DOE would continue to lease properties to the 
County for continuance of their current 
recreational, commercial, or public relations 
purposes. LANL Environmental Restoration 
(ER) Project activities would be conducted on 
the tracts as they become funded in 
accordance with either existing or similar 
plans developed with public and stakeholder 
input. Under this No Action Alternative, both 
the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo would 
need to seek other means of meeting their 
community self-sufficiency requirements and 
enhancing their economic diversification. A 
more detailed discussion ofthe No Action 
Alternative and how this alternative would 
result in a continuation of the status quo may 
be found in the individual tract discussions in 
Chapters 5 through 14 of this document. 

2.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
PL 105-119 (the Act) requires the DOE to 

convey or transfer the parcels of land 
preliminarily identified as suitable and for 
which the DOE has clear title within 3 years 
(36 months) of the enactment ofthe Act to the 
parties named, in the manner that they have 
agreed upon, and for the three future uses 
identified in the law. Provisions within the 
Act regarding this action allow the DOE to 
undertake conveyance or transfer either by the 
end of the third year after enactment of the 
Act or to delay a disposition decision for up to 
10 years after enactment of the Act, ending 
November 26, 2007. The reasons provided 
under the Act to delay an immediate 
conveyance or transfer of the parcels are 
(1) that the property is required by the DOE 
for mission support purposes but may be 
released from such use within the 1 0-year 
period ending November 26, 2007 and/or (2) 
that the property is environmentally 
contaminated but may be remediated or 
restored by November 26, 2007. In the 
absence of either criterion being met by 
November 26, 2007, the DOE shall not 
convey or transfer the individual parcel(s). 
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For the nine parcels that are currently either 
utilized for a mission-support function or that 
have some level of environmental 
contamination, the DOE will consider the 
potential disposition decision of immediately 
transferring the portions of a tract-as the 
"tract" was originally defined by the DOE in 
the April 1998 Land Transfer Report to 
Congress (DOE 1998b )-that do not require 
some level of environmental remediation or 
restoration or that are unneeded for mission 
support functions. For the retained portion of 
the tract there would be a later disposition 
decision based on whether environmental 
remediation or restoration or a release from 
need mission support use could be achieved 
within the 1 0-year period allowed under the 
Act, or a later no action decision would be 
made by the Secretary ofEnergy. 

The DOE's proposed action of conveying 
and transferring land tracts is one that, on the 
part of the DOE, would involve certain "paper 
transactions" and certain physical tenant 
relocation activities. This type of action does 
not in and of itself generally result in 
significant environmental effects. 
Environmental restoration or remediation of 
the subject tracts identified for potential 
conveyance or transfer would be the 
responsibility of the DOE and are expected to 
be accomplished as currently considered by 
the DOE in its plan entitled Accelerating 
Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE 1998c) and 
similar plans. It is not anticipated that the 
cleanup efforts would differ much between 
the Proposed Action Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative, with the exception of 
some decommissioning, decontamination, 
and demolition actions that are currently part 
ofLANL's ER Project; some timing of 
activities (cleanup of some tracts could be 
accomplished sooner than under the No 
Action Alternative); and some possible 
cleanup of floodplain areas. As such, most of 
the environmental restoration and remediation 
actions are not unique to the proposed action 
and do not generally involve significant 
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adverse environmental impacts. However, in 
considering the full. suite of potential impacts 
that could result from DOE action in 
implementing the conveyance or transfer of 
these parcels, the DOE must consider the 
planned use ofthe land and the ensuing 
potential environmental impacts subsequent 
to the conveyance or transfer of 
administrative control or ownership. Both 
the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo have 
expressed interest in pursuing uses of the 
parcels for the purposes established by the 
Act in ways that are potentially different from 
the manner in which the DOE has used the 
land over the past 55 years. Therefore, the 
CT EIS analysis focuses on subsequent 
indirect impacts of property development and 
use by the County and by San Ildefonso 
Pueblo (including their tenants or other third 
parties) that could only occur if the DOE 
decides to convey or transfer the subject land 
tracts. 

In order to consider the potential impacts 
and benefits that could result from use(s) of 
the 10 tracts after disposition, the 
contemplated land uses identified by the two 
potential recipients were considered. These 
land uses were developed by both potential 
receiving parties in accordance with their own 
internal government policies and processes. 
The land uses identified are not reflective of 
any DOE plans for the future use of these 
tracts. The DOE believes that the 
contemplated land uses encompass a range of 
reasonable and likely land uses, given the 
individual tracts' location, physical attributes, 
and obvious development constraints. Before 
implementation of any future use of each 
tract, the sponsoring party would need to 
comply with all applicable local, State, and 
Federal laws and regulations. This may 
include the preparation of project-specific 
EISs, environmental assessments (BAs), or 
the equivalent that may be required under 
State law. 

October 1999 2-3 

The potential contemplated uses identified 
for each tract and considered in this CT EIS 
analysis are as follows: 

• The Rendija Canyon Tract: cultural 
preservation or residential 
development and environmental 
preservation (natural areas) 

• The DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
(LAAO) Tract: residential or 
commercial development 

• The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract: 
commercial development 

• The Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract: historic 
preservation 

• The DP Road Tract (North, South 
and West): commercial and industrial 
development or residential and 
commercial development 

• The Technical Area (TA) 21 Tract: 
commercial and industrial 
development 

• The Airport Tract: airport, 
commercial, and industrial 
development 

• The White RockY Tract: 
environmental preservation or cultural 
preservation 

• The TA 7 4 Tract: cultural 
preservation or environmental 
preservation 

• The White Rock Tract: cultural 
preservation and commercial 
development or commercial and 
residential development 

Each of the tracts may have existing or 
future infrastructure uses that include: utility 
lines, utility support structures, supply wells, 
storage tanks or structures, water or effluent 
treatment structures, and transportation 
routes. The "footprints" for utility treatment 
facilities and such structures may be 
expanded in the future, given the potential for 
increased use demands upon those systems. 
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New roads may be constructed to facilitate 
private or public vehicular traffic. Chapters 5 
through 14 contain discussions of the land 
uses for each tract in more detail, including 
how an individual tract may be divided by 
two different collocated land uses. 

2.3 Preferred Alternative 
The DOE has identified the following 

subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, by 
tract, as its Preferred Alternative. Tracts are 
listed below in an approximate order of 
potential timing of disposition; the actual 
order of tract disposition may be slightly 
different. Consistent with PL 105-119, the 
actual disposition of each tract, or portion of a 
tract, would be subject to the DOE's 
continuing or future need for an individual 
tract, or a portion of the tract, to meet a 
LANL national security mission support 
function. This need could result from either 
direct or indirect activity involvement. 
Additionally, the disposition of each tract, or 
portion of a tract, would be subject to the 
ability of the DOE to complete any necessary 
environmental restoration or remediation. 

The DOE has concluded that significant 
portions of two tracts (theTA 21 Tract and 
the Airport Tract) will not be available for 
conveyance or transfer within the 1 0-year 
period specified by PL 105-119. This is due to 
identified national security operational needs 
of two facilities within TA 21 and the need 
for surrounding areas to be retained as 
security, health, and safety buffer areas. The 
area ofbuffer retention is roughly equivalent 
to about a one-half mile radius from the 
facility sites and includes portions ofthe 
T A 21 Tract and the Airport Tract. 

The DOE also recognizes with regard to 
six of the remaining tracts that meeting the 
conveyance and transfer criteria within the 
mandated 1 0-year timeframe may not be 
possible for all portions of these tracts. For 
example, the current national security mission 
support functions that are conducted on the 
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DOE LAAO Tract and the DP Road Tract 
could possibly require portions of the tracts to 
be retained for use beyond the 1 0-year 
timeframe established by the Act, although 
this is considered to be unlikely. Similarly, 
there may be newly proposed activities at 
LANL facilities that could require the 
retention of portions of tracts for national 
security mission support reasons. One 
example of this is a proton radiography 
project that recently has been proposed for 
consideration through the DOE's fiscal year 
2001 budget. The DOE will evaluate this 
project over the next several months to 
determine whether the project should proceed. 
The project evaluation will include a NEP A 
analysis that considers alternatives to the 
proposed actions, which will then be used to 
inform a project decision(s). Engaging in this 
proposed project could result in an expanded 
security, health, and safety buffer area(s) 
being required that may intrude upon one or 
more of the tracts under consideration for 
disposal. Because the White Rock Y Tract is 
the nearest subject tract to one of the 
alternative LANL locations that will likely be 
evaluated for the proton radiography project, 
the DOE ultimately could require that this 
tract be reduced to a partial tract status for 
disposition. In this case, only essential areas 
would be retained, and the remainder of the 
tract would likely be conveyed or transferred. 

Further uncertainty regarding the DOE's 
ability to convey or transfer all of the tracts 
results because some portions of the six tracts 
have associated contamination issues. Those 
portions of the tracts may potentially require 
environmental restoration or remediation that 
could be technically difficult to achieve or 
that could require more than the 1 0-year 
period established under the Act for 
completion of these actions. The LANL ER 
Project process, which includes input from 
stakeholders and approval by the 
Administrative Authority(s), will proceed 
with the anticipation of completing the 
necessary environmental restoration and 
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remediation actions by the end of the year 
2007. However, the DOE recognizes that 
some tracts that have contamination issues are 
going to consume more time and resources 
and be more expensive to clean up because 
the cleanup technical strategy could change 
from those currently planned by the ER 
Project. For example, in the case ofthe TA 21 
Tract, the regulatory authority(s) could 
require exhumation of material disposal sites 
on that tract, rather than the currently planned 
capping, long-term monitoring strategy, and 
possible exhumation strategy. Further, it is 
not certain that cleanup of all of this tract is 
technically feasible. Reaching agreement on 
the cleanup approach and conducting the 
necessary testing and remedial action could 
be a lengthy process. The extra funding 
required for such a change in the planned 
cleanup also may require the appropriation of 
additional funding from Congress. In other 
cases, some tracts include portions of canyon 
floodplains, which could be difficult to 
remediate. Given such considerations, it may 
not be possible to complete all of the 
necessary remediation or restoration actions 
to release all portions of the subject tracts 
within the allotted timeframe. 

The DOE is confident that it can convey 
or transfer in whole two tracts in the near 
term; these two tracts are not currently used 
nor are they anticipated to be needed in the 
future for national security mission support 
needs. Although one of the tracts has a minor 
surface disposal site, it can easily be 
remediated within a short period oftime. 
These two tracts are the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract and the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 

The Preferred Alternative for conveyance 
and transfer of the 10 land tracts identified as 
potentially suitable, per the criteria 
established in PL 105-119, is as follows 
(within each grouping no order of conveyance 
and transfer is intended): 

October 1999 2-5 

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract in the 
Year 2000, or Soon Thereafter: 

• Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract 

• Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract or Partial 
Tract (Portions of Tract Without Potential 
Contamination Issues or Mission Support 
Concerns) in the Year 2000, or Soon 
Thereafter, But Before the End of the Year 
2007: 

• DOE LAAO Tract 

• White Rock Tract 

• Rendija Canyon Tract 

• TA 74 Tract 

• DP Road Tract 

• White Rock Y Tract 

Convey or Transfer Partial Tract (Portions 
of Tract Without Potential Contamination · 
Issues or Mission Support Concerns) at a 
Later Time, But Before the End of the 
Year 2007: 

• TA 21 Tract 

• Airport Tract 

For the tracts that are conveyed in part, 
the DOE would continue to resolve 
outstanding national security mission support 
issues and any contamination cleanup 
required on the remaining portions of the 
tracts so that conveyance or transfer of those 
portions could occur before the end of the 
2007 deadline stated in the Act. The six tracts 
with possible partial tract conveyances or 
transfers are discussed individually in more 
detail in the following paragraphs. 

The DOE LAAO Tract is partially 
occupied by the DOE Los Alamos Area 
Office Building and parking lot area that 
currently houses about 120 DOE staff and 
contractor staff personnel. The site also has 
three small potential release sites (PRSs) that 
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have already been remediated, although the 
remediation has not yet received regulatory 
concurrence. There are two tract buildings 
that may require decontamination and 
decommissioning (D&D) as well. The 
duration of these efforts is estimated to 
involve up to about 18 months and cost from 
about $4,253,000 to about $9,680,000. 

The White Rock Tract has no known 
PRSs within its boundaries that would require 
remediation or restoration. However, the tract 
is bisected by a floodplain area that has not 
yet been sampled for possible contaminants. 
Investigation of the floodplain must be 
conducted, and although it is not anticipated 
that levels of site contamination would 
warrant remediation, some remediation may 
nevertheless be required. The duration of 
these efforts is estimated to involve up to 
about 16 months and cost from about 
$954,000 to about $3,374,000. 

The Rendija Canyon Tract has four PRSs 
within its boundaries; three of these sites have 
already been remediated and restored 
although the remediation has not yet received 
regulatory concurrence. The tract also is 
bisected by a floodplain area in which 
sampling efforts must be conducted, and some 
areas of site remediation may be warranted. 
The duration of remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 30 months and cost from 
about $19,053,000 to about $20,462,000. 

TheTA 74 Tract has four PRSs within its 
boundaries; all four of these sites have already 
been remediated and restored although the 
remediation has not yet received regulatory 
concurrence. The tract also is bisected by 
floodplain areas in which sampling efforts 
must be completed, and site remediation may 
be warranted. The tract could continue to 
receive contamination from upstream areas, 
so additional offsite investigation and 
remediation also may be warranted. The 
duration of tract remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 22 months and cost from 
about $3,683,000 to about $215,666,000. 
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The DP Road Tract is occupied by two 
large buildings: one that is used for the LANL 
archive storage and one that is used for a 
contractor support facility. Additionally, the 
tract has 10 PRSs within its boundaries and 
eight small structures. Two of the PRSs have 
already been remediated and restored, and the 
remediation has received regulatory 
concurrence; the others remain under 
investigation or have been remediated and are 
awaiting regulatory concurrence. The tract 
also shares a floodplain area with the Airport 
Tract along DP Canyon, where cleanup is 
warranted. The duration of remaining 
investigation and possible site remediation is 
estimated to involve up to about 84 months 
and cost from about $26,986,000 to about 
$29' 070,000. 

The White Rock Y Tract has no PRSs 
within its boundaries. However, the tract is 
bisected by a floodplain area in which 
sampling efforts must be conducted, and some 
areas of site remediation may be warranted. 
The tract could continue to receive 
contamination from upstream areas, so 
additional offsite investigation and 
remediation also may be warranted. The 
duration of remediation is estimated to 
involve up to about 24 months and cost from 
about $1,880,000 to about $10,424,000. 

The environmental impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative, based on current 
information, would be expected to be between 
those presented for implementation of the 
Proposed Action and the No Action 
Alternatives for each tract. The impacts of 
these actions are discussed in following 
sections. 

2.4 Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated from Detailed 
Analysis 

Alternative actions that were considered 
but not analyzed in detail are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. These alternative 
actions include 
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• Conveyance or transfer to parties other 
than those identified by the Act (see 
Section 2.4.I) 

• Conveyance or transfer of the I 0 tracts 
to other Federal agencies, such as the 
U.S. Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service (NPS), or the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) 
(see Section 2.4.2) 

• Conveyance or transfer of tracts with 
the retention of those tracts or portions 
of tracts with identified sensitive 
resources (such as wetlands, cultural 
or historic resources, or threatened or 
endangered species) 
(see Section 2.4.3) 

• Conveyance or transfer of parcels with 
cultural and natural resources to other 
Federal agencies whose jurisdiction 
includes management of these 
resources at a level consistent with or 
greater than is currently performed by 
the DOE (see Section 2.4.4) 

• Retention by the DOE of areas where 
the contemplated land use would be in 
conflict with surrounding land uses 
(see Section 2.4.5) 

• Conveyance or transfer of two parcels 
of land not included in the April I998 
Land Transfer Report (DOE I998b) 
(namely, the so-called University Site 
on State Road 4 and the Research Park 
Phase IT site) (see Section 2.4.6) 

• The deletion the 25-acre (IO-hectare) 
"DP South" Tract from the DP Road 
Tract and the eastern three-fourths of 
the 260-acre (I05-hectare) TA 2I 
Tract from the scope of the CT EIS 
(see Section 2.4.7) 

• Maintaining assistance payments and 
not engaging in land conveyance or 
transfer (see Section 2.4.8) 
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2.4. 1 Conveyance or Transfer to 
Parties Other than Those 
Identified by the Act 

The conveyance or transfer of the I 0 
subject tracts to parties other than those 
identified by the Act was considered. The 
named recipients under the Act are the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos (or their 
designee) and the Secretary of the Interior, in 
trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. Therefore, the 
conveyance or transfer of the subject tracts to 
parties other than those two named in the Act 
would not allow the DOE to meet its need to 
comply with the requirements of the Act. 
Potential impacts that might be associated 
with the development and use of the I 0 
subject tracts by parties other the County and 
San Ildefonso Pueblo would likely be very 
similar in nature to those that are analyzed in 
the CT EIS for the conveyance or transfer to 
those two parties. The two parties named in 
the Act to receive the property propose uses 
that are representative of both private-sector 
individuals or corporations and of other area 
Federal agencies. For individual tracts, the 
potential for individual resource area impacts 
may be either less than or greater than those 
analyzed in the CT EIS, but would likely not 
result in vastly different cumulative impacts 
than those analyzed. This alternative is not 
analyzed further in this CT EIS. 

2.4.2 Conveyance or Transfer to 
Other Federal Agencies 

A suggested alternative of transferring 
the 10 tracts to other area Federal agencies, 
such as the NPS (U.S. Department of the 
Interior) or the USFS (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture), was considered. A portion of the 
I 0 parcels are proposed for transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior, under the direct 
management of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
to be held in trust for the San Ildefonso 
Pueblo. The remaining parcels of land would 
convey to a non-Federal Government entity, 
the County ofLos Alamos. Transferring all 
IO tracts to either the U.S. Department ofthe 
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Interior, either in trust for San Ildefonso 
Pueblo or for other potential agency use, or to 
another Federal Government agency would 
not comply with the requirements of the Act. 
Although such an action could possibly delay 
their ultimate conveyance, it may not preclude 
it because all government agencies are being 
asked to identify and convey or transfer lands 
that are not necessary for their mission use. 

The USFS has management responsibility 
for lands within the Santa Fe National Forest. 
Their management is directed toward the wise 
use of land and resources under multiple use 
and sustained yield principles in order to 
provide optimum, long-term public benefits. 
The Santa Fe National Forest strives to meet 
the needs and desires of present and future 
generations. Existing uses of Santa Fe 
National Forest lands surrounding the Los 
Alamos townsite include tourism, mining, 
recreational activities (including hiking, 
hunting, fishing, camping, climbing, and 
skiing), and other traditional uses including 
firewood gathering and cutting of trees for 
vigas and latillas. The NPS, Bandelier 
National Monument (BNM) manages lands 
south and east of lands managed by the DOE 
and the town ofLos Alamos. The lands 
managed by BNM are managed to protect and 
preserve all cultural and natural resources and 
provide opportunities for visitor 
understanding and enjoyment of those 
resources in a manner that preserves these 
resources for future generations. People visit 
BNM to hike, backpack in the wilderness, 
camp, picnic, visit the ruins, learn about the 
ancient and current Pueblo Indian culture, and 
enjoy the peace and special ambiance of the 
monument. While these properties could be 
used by the surrounding area Federal agencies 
to meet their mission support requirements, 
they are not known to be vital to these 
agencies' mission use needs. 

In the usual course of events, unneeded 
government real properties are turned over to 
the General Services Administration (GSA) 
for disposal. Other Federal agencies are first 

October 1999 2-8 

notified ofthe availability ofthe land and, if 
another Federal usage need is identified, GSA 
would then arrange for the administrative 
control of the land to be turned over to that 
Federal agency for their use. Next in line for 
disposal of real estate would be State and 
local agencies and eligible nonprofit 
organizations for specified public uses. 
Purchase of the property at fair market value 
under competitive sale for unrestricted use is 
the last resort of the GSA for disposal of 
surplus land. Assuming that the land parcels 
were transferred to another Federal agency 
that identified the land as surplus and 
employed the GSA disposition process, then 
the potential impacts from use ofthe parcels 
would likely be very similar to those 
analyzed. This alternative is not analyzed 
further in this CT EIS. 

2.4.3 Conveyance or Transfer Except 
for Tracts with Sensitive 
Resources 

The conveyance or transfer of parcels 
while retaining those tracts or portions of 
tracts with identified sensitive resources (such 
as wetlands, cultural or historic resources, or 
threatened or endangered species) was 
considered. Under this alternative, the DOE 
would not meet its need to comply with the 
requirements of the Act, nor would it meet its 
requirement to comply with the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973. Potential 
mitigations for dealing with sensitive 
resources present on the parcels will be 
included in the mitigations recommended by 
this CT EIS, although the DOE will not, in all 
cases, be responsible for seeing that these are 
carried out by the named recipients. Retaining 
these parcels or portions of parcels with 
sensitive resources would likely result in 
similar impacts to those potentially 
encountered by the conveyance and transfer 
of the land, although perhaps not on the same 
scale as identified by the contemplated land 
uses. If the DOE retained a portion of a tract 
and conveyed or transferred the remainder of 
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the tract, enforcement of protection of the 
retained portion would be very burdensome to 
the agency and perhaps effectively 
impossible. Such action would likely require 
fencing of the sites, which would effectively 
notify the public as to the location of these 
resources. Fencing of these sites could result 
in additional taking of threatened or 
endangered species or site disturbance and 
potential illegal pot-hunting actions by the 
public if archeological resources are present. 
This alternative is not analyzed further in this 
CTEIS. 

2.4.4 Conveyance or Transfer of 
Tracts with Cultural and Natural 
Resources to Other Federal 
Agencies 

The transfer of all of the parcels with 
cultural and natural resources to other Federal 
agencies having administrative and legal 
capabilities to manage these resources to a 
level consistent with or greater than is 
currently performed by the DOE was 
considered as an alternative. This alternative 
would not allow the DOE to meet its 
requirements under the Act. As already 
mentioned, it is likely that other Federal 
agencies would ultimately dispose of the land, 
and similar potential impacts analyzed in this 
CT EIS would still occur in the future. This is 
because a less stringent level of protection to 
threatened and endangered species is required 
of non-Federal Government agencies under 
the ESA; very little protection to 
archeological, cultural, or historic sites is 
afforded under the various applicable laws by 
non-Federal Government entities. This 
alternative is not analyzed further in this 
CTEIS. 

2.4.5 DOE Retention of Areas with 
Conflicting Land Uses 

Retention by the DOE of areas where the 
proposed land use is in conflict with 
surrounding land uses was considered. Such 
an alternative would not allow the DOE to 
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meet the requirements set forth in the Act. 
Due to the manner in which the Los Alamos 
County area was developed, there are many 
areas of incongruent land use. In this case, the 
identified contemplated land uses are 
consistent with neighboring land uses, so the 
issue is moot. This alternative is not analyzed 
further in this CT EIS. 

2.4.6 Convey or Transfer Two Parcels 
Not in Land Transfer Report 

The conveyance or transfer of two parcels 
of land not included in the April 1998 Land 
Transfer Report (DOE 1998b) (namely, the 
so-called University Site on State Road 4 and 
the Research Park Phase II site) was 
considered. 

The DOE and LANL have reviewed 
contemplated future mission requirements. 
The conclusion of months of analysis has 
indicated that the I 0 parcels of land named in 
the April 1998 Land Transfer Report to 
Congress identified the parcels of land that 
could potentially qualify for conveyance and 
transfer. The two parcels suggested for 
inclusion in the CT EIS analysis were 
determined to be required for mission support 
uses beyond the 1 0-year period designated in 
the Act. This alternative is not analyzed 
further in this CT EIS. 

2.4. 7 Deletion of Two Tracts from 
CTEIS Scope 

The suggested deletion of two portions of 
tracts from the scope ofthe CT EIS (namely, 
the 25-acre [10-hectare] "DP South" Tract 
and the eastern three-fourths of the 260-acre 
[105-hectare] TA 21 Tract) was reviewed. 
DOE and LANL management resources have 
carefully reviewed the mission requirements 
and the land and facility use needs of each 
organization at the LANL site. 

The two tracts recommended for 
exclusion were identified as potentially being 
suitable for transfer at some time prior to 
November 26, 2007. Making what would be 
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essentially a no action determination on these 
parcels at this time is inappropriate. This 
alternative is not analyzed further in this 
CTEIS. 

2.4.8 Reinitiate Assistance Payments 
Without Conveyance or Transfer 

Reinitiating assistance payments to the 
County and not effecting the conveyance or 
transfer ofthe preliminarily identified parcels 
was an alternative considered that would not 
meet the letter or intent of the Act. The 
environmental impacts of such an alternative 
are inherently considered in the analysis of 
the No Action Alternative. Such action on the 
part of the DOE would require additional 
congressional legislation before it could be 
undertaken. This alternative was not analyzed 
further in this CT EIS. 

2.5 Comparison of 
Environmental 
Consequences of the No 
Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action Alternative 

2.5.1 Environmentallmpacts 

The environmental impacts of the 
proposed conveyance and transfer of the 10 
land tracts are described below. The 
assumptions associated with the analysis of 
impacts are provided. The impacts are broken 
out into direct and indirect impacts. The 
impacts of the No Action Alternative are 
compared to the impacts projected to result 
from implementation of the Proposed Action 
Alternative in Table 2.5.1-1 (at the end ofthis 
chapter). As an aide to the reader, a second 
table (Table 2.5 .1-2) is provided that presents 
a summary of the impacts of the Proposed 
Action Alternative on a tract-by-tract basis. 
The environmental impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative, based on current information, 
would be expected to be between those 
presented for implementation of the Proposed 
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Action and the No Action Alternatives for 
each tract. 

2.5.1.1 Analysis of Impacts 

The land tracts are part ofLANL with the 
exceptions of the Rendija Canyon and 
Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tracts. 
Because the tracts are part of or near LANL, 
the information contained in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c) analysis is used with 
regard to environmental resources or existing 
conditions in the CT EIS. The four 
alternatives analyzed in the SWEIS relate to 
varying levels of operations at LANL. The 
TA 21 Tract has the only facilities analyzed in 
the SWEIS that are located on the subject 
tracts, while the other tracts are either 
excluded from the SWEIS analysis or remain 
unchanged in land use across the SWEIS 
alternatives. The SWEIS Preferred 
Alternative is used as the basis for the CT EIS 
No Action Alternative because it provides a 
reasonable upper "bounding analysis" of 
impacts regarding those resources of concern. 
This approach assures that the CT EIS has not 
underestimated the potential impacts that may 
result from the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts. 

Implementing the SWEIS Preferred 
Alternative would maximize use of electric 
power due to expanded LANL operations; 
more people being hired, mostly for long-term 
employment; and more LANL workers being 
exposed to radioactive materials and 
processes. In particular, the level ofuse of 
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas), 
waste management and disposal facilities, and 
groundwater resources are greater in the 
SWEIS Preferred Alternative. 

Timeframe of Analyses 

The schedule for conveyance or transfer 
of each tract, either in whole or in part, and 
the potential recipient's eventual development 
of the tracts cannot be accurately determined 
at this time. Therefore, the relation of those 
schedules to the schedule for full 
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implementation ofthe activities described in 
the SWEIS Preferred Alternative also cannot 
be evaluated. In order to provide bounding 
analyses, it is assumed in this CT EIS that the 
SWEIS Preferred Alternative has already 
been fully implemented, and all of the tracts 
are conveyed or transferred and developed 
within the next 10 years. This assumption, 
while ensuring the analyses of impacts bound 
those likely to occur, may be overly 
conservative in some cases. Those cases 
where the analyses may be overly 
conservative (for example, in estimating when 
utility demand may exceed capacities) will be 
identified. 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Once the land tracts are conveyed or 
transferred, they will pass beyond the 
administrative control of the DOE. All 
subsequent use ofthe land will be 
independent of the DOE. Therefore, for the 
purpose of this CT EIS, all impacts associated 
with actions that would be undertaken by the 
DOE due to the proposed conveyance and 
transfer of the land tracts are described as 
direct impacts. All subsequent impacts 
resulting :from actions undertaken by the 
recipients after the proposed conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts are described as indirect 
impacts. 

2.5.1.2 Comparison of Direct Impacts 

A comparison ofthe impacts of the No 
Action Alternative and the impacts projected 
to result from implementation of the Proposed 
Action Alternative are presented in 
Table 2.5.1-1. The direct and indirect impacts 
of the Proposed Action Alternative are also 
discussed below. The impacts of the No 
Action Alternative are detailed where they 
differ from those presented in the SWEIS. 

The direct impacts of the proposed 
conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts 
consist of those associated with the relocation 
ofDOE LANL operations and personnel who 
currently reside on the various tracts. 
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Employees requiring relocation could be 
moved to existing buildings on other parts of 
LANL property, or new buildings could be 
constructed. These plans are not ripe for 
decision. Any decision regarding construction 
of new facilities would be preceded by 
appropriate NEPA review. 

There would be no difference in direct 
impacts between the conveyance and transfer 
of the tracts and the No Action Alternative in 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, geology and soils, water 
resources, or human health. 

The differences between the direct 
impacts ofthe conveyance and transfer of the 
tracts and the No Action Alternative in land 
use, transportation, ecological resources, 
cultural resources, and air resources are 
discussed by affected resource in the 
following paragraphs. 

Land Use 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in land use or direct impacts 
are anticipated. Completion of environmental 
restoration activities, including 
decontamination, decommissioning, and 
possible demolition ofDOE facilities may 
allow possible changes in future land use. 
Environmental restoration activities would 
proceed in accordance with existing and 
developing plans. Worker impacts associated 
with environmental restoration activities 
cannot be projected at this time. 
Environmental restoration activities would be 
subject to their own DOE NEPA review. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
(the conveyance and transfer of the tracts, in 
whole or in part), no specific changes in land 
use or direct impacts are anticipated. In 
general, environmental restoration activities 
are independent of the conveyance and 
transfer process; but, the conveyance and 
transfer scenarios may influence decisions on 
the timing, cleanup levels, and the inclusion 
of certain buildings in environmental 
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restoration activities. The waste estimates 
would be roughly the same as for the No 
Action Alternative. 

Transportation 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in direct impacts in 
transportation are anticipated. 

Direct consequences of the conveyance 
and transfer of the tracts under the Proposed 
Action Alternative include small alteration of 
the overall daily commute. DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would 
have to change their commuting routes. Some 
DOE and contractor personnel may have a 
shorter drive to work, those living in White 
Rock for example; but, most would have 
farther to travel. 

Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in direct impacts to 
ecological resources are anticipated. 

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative (the conveyance and transfer of 
the tracts) are limited to the changes in 
responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes and procedures for future activities 
would be different from those that are 
currently governing the subject tracts and may 
not be as rigorous. The LANL Threatened and 
Endangered Species Habitat Management 
Plan would no longer be in effect for those 
tracts occupied by or containing suitable 
habitat for endangered species. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in direct impacts to cultural 
resources are anticipated. 

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative (the conveyance and transfer of 
the tracts) are limited to the potential transfer 
ofknown and unidentified cultural resources 
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and historic properties out of the 
responsibility and protection of the DOE. 
Under the Criteria of Adverse Effects 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
800.5(a)(l)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
resources eligible for listing on the National 
Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP) is an 
adverse effect. NRHP eligible resources are 
present on nine of the tracts being assessed in 
this CT EIS and would be directly impacted 
by the Federal action. The disposition of each 
of the subject tracts also may affect the 
protection and accessibility to Native 
American sacred sites or sites needed for the 
practice of traditional religion by removing 
them from consideration under the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." In 
addition, the disposition of the tracts would 
potentially affect the treatment and 
disposition of any human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony that may be discovered on the 
tracts under the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act. 

Air Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, no 

specific changes in direct impacts in air 
resources or global warming are anticipated. 

Direct consequences of the Proposed 
Action Alternative (the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts) include small alteration 
ofthe overall daily commute. DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would 
have to change their commuting routes. Some 
DOE and contractor personnel (for example, 
those living in White Rock) may have a 
shorter drive to work; but, most would have 
farther to travel. This would result in slightly 
greater emissions. 

2.5.1.3 Comparison of Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts are anticipated from the 
subsequent uses contemplated by the 
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receiving parties for several of the 10 tracts 
(see Table 2.5.1-2). The receiving parties 
have identified a combination of 
contemplated uses for the tracts after 
conveyance or transfer. These uses include 
development of part or all of some of these 
tracts. Estimates of the development acreage 
reflect the best available information on the 
footprint ofthe contemplated developments. 
This acreage may include the redevelopment 
of disturbed land as well as the new use of 
relatively undisturbed areas. The impact 
analysis assumes that these footprints 
represent an approximation of areas that 
would be developed but that may not include 
all areas that would otherwise be disturbed. 
Likewise, there are no specific acreage 
estimates for land that may be disturbed or 
developed for land uses that include 
undefined improvements to utilities or 
recreational areas. These areas are 
qualitatively addressed in the impact analysis. 

Land Use 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in land use or indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the indirect impacts of the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts include regional changes 
in land use, such as the development of forest, 
grazing, and open-space land for residential 
and commercial uses. Future land use 
patterns could change on several tracts. 
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of 
the total acreage proposed for transfer and 
conveyance could be developed or 
redeveloped for other uses. 

There is the potential for the introduction 
of land uses that would be incompatible with 
adjacent landowners' resource protection 
efforts. There may be loss of recreational 
opportunities currently enjoyed on some 
tracts. 

While cumulative impacts to land use 
affect only a small percentage of the total 
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region, many ofthe anticipated impacts are 
concentrated in the vicinity ofLos Alamos, 
LANL, and White Rock and therefore could 
appear substantial. 

Transportation 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes or indirect impacts in 
transportation are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
(the conveyance and transfer of the tracts), 
commercial, industrial, and residential 
developments would greatly increase the 
number of trips generated. Peak-hour traffic 
entering or exiting 6 of the 10 tracts could 
increase by a range of approximately 751 to 
3,775 trips. There could be a positive regional 
traffic impact in that more LANL employees 
could live in Los Alamos and reduce the 
overall commuter traffic from other areas. 

Cumulative impacts to regional 
transportation include substantial increases in 
overall regional and local traffic that would 
require improvements to traffic controls, new 
roads, road widening, and bridges. The 
anticipated impacts to transportation would be 
expected to be concentrated near the Los 
Alamos townsite and the LANL area. 

Infrastructure 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

electrical system is already at the limits of its 
capacity. With the addition of the Strategic 
Computing Complex (SCC) and other 
regional developments, the electric power 
demand will exceed system capacity. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
the total estimated increases in utility usage 
associated with the development of the tracts 
would be as follows: 

• Electricity use: 32 gigawatt-hours 
(gwh) 

• Peak power: 6 megawatts (mw) 
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• Natural Gas: 459 million cubic feet 
(mcf) (13,000 million liters per year 
[mly]) 

• Water: 3 82 million gallons per year 
(mgy) (1,446 mly) 

• Solid Waste: 2,385 tons per year (tpy) 
(2, 163 metric tons per year [ mty]) 

Increases in discharges to wastewater 
treatment plants could be 132 mgy (500 mly) 
for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant and 
41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock plant. 

The increase in peak electricity demand is 
in addition to the already anticipated 
exceedance of the capacity of the electrical 
power system. Water usage demand is 
projected to exceed water rights. The natural 
gas delivery systems may have to be upgraded 
to handle the increased demand. The existing 
wastewater treatment capacity is expected to 
be exceeded. Solid waste production is 
expected to reduce the expected life of the 
regional landfill. However, given the 
conservative assumptions used in the 
calculations and the phased development of 
the tracts, the actual utility usage may not 
reach capacity limits within the next 10 years. 

Noise 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in noise 
are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
ambient noise levels would be expected to ' 
increase above current levels for most of the 
contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels 
associated with cultural preservation may 
decrease, and noise levels associated with 
natural areas would be expected to remain the 
same or increase slightly. Noise associated 
with transportation and utility corridors would 
remain the same or could increase with 
additional infrastructure construction and use. 
Demolition and construction activities would 
be expected to temporarily elevate noise 
levels on the tracts from the No Action 
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Alternative levels to a range of74 to 
95 decibels (dB) on the A-weighted scale 
(dB A). Residential uses typically would result 
in ambient noise levels between 50 and 
70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and 
location. Commercial and industrial land uses 
typically would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise 
would be present during a greater part of the 
day than currently on the tracts that are 
developed for residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. Overall noise from 
vehicular traffic would increase. 

Visual Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative no . ' 
specific changes in indirect impacts in visual 
resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
most of the tracts would maintain their current 
level of visual aesthetic value after 
conveyance and transfer and any subsequent 
development. However, the development of 
currently undeveloped areas, such as the 
Rendija Canyon and White Rock Tracts 

' would typically degrade the visual landscape. 
The reduction in visual quality would not be 
substantial on a regional scale, but local 
diminished viewsheds could impact resources 
important to maintaining a positive visitor 
experience on adjacent NPS lands. 

Socioeconomics 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
socioeconomics are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
short-term economic gains would be expec~ed 
from employment due to construction 
activities for new development. Long-term 
gains would depend on the intensity and 
success of the development. Depending on the 
scenarios implemented, 320 businesses could 
be developed on the tracts, employing up to 
6,080 workers and generating a total of 8 957 
jobs within the region of influence (ROI): As 
many as 2,360 residences could be placed on 
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the tracts, increasing White Rock and Los 
Alamos population by 6,620 residents. 

Overall impacts to employment, income, 
population, and housing would be minor 
within the ROI, but would be concentrated in 
the Los Alamos area. Improvements would be 
expected in the Los Alamos County tax base 
but would probably not offset the loss of 
assistance payments, according to information 
provided by the County (see Chapter 18, 
Section 18.1 ). 

Ecological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in 
ecological resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
development footprints for the 10 tracts 
include approximately 770 acres 
(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed 
habitat, primarily ponderosa pine forest and 
pinyon-juniper woodland. Contemplated uses 
also would be expected to degrade large 
amounts adjacent habitat, including preferred 
habitat for the American peregrine falcon and 
the Mexican spotted owl. 

Highly mobile wildlife would be forced to 
relocate to adjacent undeveloped areas. 
However, successful relocation may not occur 
due to increased competition for limited 
resources. For less-mobile species, direct 
mortality could occur during the actual 
construction or from habitat alteration. 
Habitat modification could affect several 
Federal-listed threatened and endangered 
species. Development in some tracts could 
result in direct loss of wetland structure and 
function with potential increased downstream 
and offsite sedimentation. The current lack of 
a natural resources management plan by 
either the County of Los Alamos or the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso would impede the 
development of an integrated, multi agency 
approach to short- or long-term natural 
resource management strategies. Additionally, 
transfer of the land tracts may result in a 
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much less rigorous environmental review and 
protection review process for future activities 
because neither the County of Los Alamos 
nor the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have 
regulations that would match the Federal 
review and protection process. Cumulatively, 
the development could result in fragmentation 
ofhabitat and disruption ofwildlife migration 
corridors. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
' specific changes in indirect impacts in 

cultural resources are anticipated. 

The development of approximately 
826 acres (335 hectares) and use oftracts for 
recreation under the Proposed Action 
Alternative could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the subject tracts and in adjacent 
areas and disturbance of traditional religious 
practices. 

Geology and Soils 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
' specific changes in indirect impacts in 

geology and soils are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
soil would be disturbed by development, new 
road building, and utilities. Removal of 
vegetation and increased runoff from new 
impermeable surfaces could increase erosion. 
The cumulative impacts to geology and soils 
would be insubstantial. 

Water Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative no 
' specific changes in indirect impacts in water 

resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative . ' 
supphes of groundwater would be reduced 
potentially accelerating drawdown ofthe ' 
main aquifer. Placement of new water supply 
wells could impact groundwater quality. New 
development could potentially degrade the 
surface water quality by increasing the 
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pollutant loads and surface runoff volumes 
from construction activity, and by creating 
additional impermeable surfaces such as roads 
and parking lots. 

Air Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in air 
resources are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
there would be increases in criteria pollutants 
from mobile sources and homes using natural 
gas or propane. Slight increases in emissions 
of hazardous air pollutants would be expected 
from the development of new industrial 
facilities. The current contributions to global 
climate change from the land tracts would 
increase more than 25-fold over the No 
Action Alternative due to motor vehicle 
traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 
Additional use of artificial lighting could 
impact the visibility of the night sky. 

Human Health 

Under the No Action Alternative, no 
specific changes in indirect impacts in human 
health are anticipated. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, as 
many as 900 new residents could be brought 
into closer proximity to LANL facilities at the 
DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts, and 
another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the 
White Rock Tract. Commercial development 
could bring as many as 6, 000 private-sector 
employees into existing one-half mile 
radiation site evaluation circles at the DP 
Road, T A 21, and Airport Tracts (discussion 
of these "circles" is provided in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.12.2). While the maximally 
exposed individual doses would not increase, 
these developments would mean increased 
total population exposures to radiological and 
chemical emissions from normal LANL 
operations and hypothetical accidents. A 
substantial increase in the public collective 
radiation dose and latent cancer fatalities 
would result. Risk of developing excess latent 
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cancer fatalities on the subject tracts from 
accident events could maximally increase 
from about 57 excess cancer deaths to about 
98 excess cancer deaths. 

Development of the tracts by the 
recipients would involve construction with its 
attendant risks to workers. Should the 
development include industrial activities, 
these activities would involve 
commensurately greater worker risks. 

Environmental Justice 

There would be no impact to 
environmental justice under the No Action 
Alternative. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, there would be no direct adverse 
effects on minority or low-income 
populations. Any indirect effects would be 
specific to each land tract, not to populations, 
and could include possible disruption of 
traditional wood gathering activities. Indirect 
impacts to traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs) potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. The 
Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito 
Plateau (as regards all of the subject tracts) 
and legal counsel for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso (as regards four specific tracts) have 
expressed their opinions that the conveyance 
and transfer of these tracts and their 
subsequent contemplated uses would have 
additional environmental justice impacts on 
their populations. 

2.5.2 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigations are actions or activities that 

can be taken to avoid, minimize, rectify, or 
compensate for anticipated impacts. 

2.5.2.1 Mitigations Prior to Conveyance 
or Transfer 

Prior to conveyance or transfer of any of 
the land tracts, the DOE will initiate cultural 
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resource consultations with the affected 
Pueblos and tribal nations and the State 
Historic Preservation Office(r), and complete 
consultation regarding threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In 
the case of conveyance of land tracts to the 
County, the DOE may include deed 
restrictions precluding any development 
within the 1 00-year floodplains or wetlands, 
consistent with the provisions ofPL 105-119. 

2.5.2.2 Recommended Mitigations 

The DOE will coordinate consultations 
with the New Mexico State Historic 
Preservation Office(r), Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, receiving parties, and 
other interested agencies and parties to 
engage consideration of impacts on cultural 
resources resulting from the conveyance and 
transfer of the subject tracts from the 
responsibility and protection of the DOE. The 
goal of these consultations would be a formal 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
addressing the impacts of the potential loss of 
certain cultural resource protections and DOE 
responsibilities on the subject tracts, and 
defining specific procedures and 
responsibilities for managing cultural 
resource concerns upon transfer to the 
receiving parties. For example, the parties 
could consider the implementation of 
covenants that would ensure identification of 
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all resources before development, 
minimization of the impacts to cultural 
resources, and protection of the rights of 
Native Americans regarding traditional 
religious practices. Other agreements among 
the parties could include development of 
agreements concerning threatened or 
endangered species habitat, integrated 
resource management plans, integrated 
emergency response plans, and future land 
use options. 

2.5.2.3 Potential Resource-Specific 
Mitigations 

Chapter 16 provides a large list of 
potential mitigation measures that were 
developed for each resource area. The 
mitigation measures suggest how specific 
aspects of individual impacts could be 
avoided or minimized. These potential 
measures range from seeking additional 
resources to offset predicted shortfalls in 
power and water supplies; providing new 
access and rights of way for neighboring land 
owners and utilities; and establishing habitat 
buffer zones through conservation programs, 
maintenance of natural vegetation, and 
erosion control; to implementing measures to 
control dust during construction. 
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AREA 

Land Use Current mission support, research and Implementation of the Proposed Action 
development and LANL activity buffer Alternative would cause regional changes in land 
land uses would continue on the 10 subject use, including the development of forest and 
tracts. open-space land for residential, commercial, and 

industrial uses and dedication oftracts for 
cultural preservation or as natural areas. 
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) ofthe 
total acreage could be developed or redeveloped 
for other uses. There is the potential for the 
introduction ofland uses that would be 
incompatible with adjacent landowners' resource 
protection efforts. There may be a loss of 
recreational opportunities associated with 
changes in land use. While cumulative impacts to 
land use affect only a small percentage of the 
total region, many of the anticipated impacts are 
concentrated in the vicinity of Los Alamos, 
LANL, and White Rock and, therefore, could 
appear substantial. 

Environmental Environmental restoration activities would Environmental restoration activities are generally 
Restoration proceed in accordance with existing and independent of the conveyance and transfer 

developing plans and would be subject to process; but, the conveyance and transfer 
their own NEPA review. Worker impacts scenarios may influence decisions on the timing, 
associated with environmental restoration cleanup levels, and the inclusion of certain 
activities cannot be projected at this time. buildings in environmental restoration activities. 

Completion of environmental restoration 
The waste estimates would be roughly the same 
as for the No Action Alternative. 

activities, including decontamination, 
decommissioning, and possible demolition 
of DOE facilities on these tracts would 
result in preliminary projected waste 
volumes of up to 207,860 cubic yards 
(158,820 cubic meters). These include 
42,300 cubic yards (32,320 cubic meters) 
for the cleanup of potential release sites 
(PRSs); 61,970 cubic yards (47,350 cubic 
meters) for the decontamination and 
decommissioning (D&D) of structures and 
103,590 cubic yards (79,150 cubic meters) 
for remediation of canyon systems. 
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Transportation 

Infrastructure 

October 1999 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, traffic 
generated from tract activities would not 
change from current levels. 

Gradual increases in regional traffic levels, 
especially during peak hours, would be 
expected to continue due to population 
growth, other area developments and 
increases in LANL employment. 

Under the No Action Alternative, utility 
demand and infrastructure needs generated 
by current tract activities would not change 
from current levels. 

There would continue to be increases 
regionally in utility demand and in the 
need for additional sources, distribution 
systems and waste disposal infrastructure 
due to LANL activities and other regional 
developments. The electrical system is 
already at the limits of its capacity. The 
electrical power demand will exceed 
capacity with the addition of the Strategic 
Computing Complex. 

The projected No Action Alternative 
utility usage is: 

• Electrical Use: 799 gwh 

• Peak Power: 116 mw 

• Natural Gas: 3,273 mcf (92, 730 mly) 

• Water: 1,851 mgy (7016 mly) 

• Solid Waste: 20,981 tpy (19,028 mty) 

• Wastewater Sewage: 962 mgy 
(3,642 mly) 

2-19 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

As a direct consequence of the Proposed Action 
Alternative, there would be a small alteration of 
the overall daily commute for DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE 
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts. 

Development of the tracts would greatly increase 
the number of trips generated. Traffic entering or 
exiting 6 of the 10 tracts during the peak hours 
would increase by a range of750 to 3,775 trips 
per day. Cumulative impacts to regional 
transportation include substantial increases in 
overall regional and local traffic that would 
require improvements to traffic controls, new 
roads, road widening, and bridges. The 
anticipated impacts to transportation would be 
expected to be concentrated near the Los Alamos 
townsite and the LANL area. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
assuming full implementation ofthe 
contemplated developments on the tracts within 
10 years, the total estimated increases in utility 
usage would be: 

• Electrical Use: 32 gwh 

• Peak Power: 6 mw 

• Natural Gas: 459 mcf (13,000 mly) 

• Water: 382 mgy (1,446 mly) 

• Solid Waste: 2,385 tpy (2,163 mty) 

Increases in discharges could be 132 mgy 
(500 mly) for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment 
Plant and 41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

The capacity of the electrical power system will 
be exceeded. Water usage demand is projected to 
exceed water rights. Natural gas delivery systems 
may have to be upgraded to handle the increased 
demand. The existing wastewater treatment 
capacity also would be exceeded. Solid waste 
production is expected to reduce the expected life 
ofthe regional landfill. 

Final CT EIS 



2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Noise Under the No Action Alternative, noise Ambient noise levels would be expected to 
levels associated with activities on the increase above current levels for most of the 
tracts would remain the same as they are contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels 
currently. Minor increases in ambient associated with cultural preservation may 
noise would be expected due to anticipated decrease, and noise levels associated with natural 
increases in vehicle traffic, regional areas would be expected to remain the same or 
development and construction, and LANL increase slightly. Noise associated with 
activities such as explosives testing. transportation and utility corridors would remain 

the same or could increase with additional 
infrastructure construction and use. Demolition 
and construction activities would be expected to 
temporarily elevate noise levels on the tracts 
from the No Action Alternative levels to a range 
of74 to 95 dBA. Residential uses typically 
would result in ambient noise levels between 50 
and 70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and 
location. Commercial and industrial land uses 
typically would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise 
would be present during a greater part of the day 
than currently on the tracts that are developed for 
residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
Overall noise from vehicular traffic would 
mcrease. 

Visual Under the No Action Alternative there Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 
Resources would be no anticipated changes to visual scenic class objectives for most of the tracts 

resources. The visual character ofthe 10 would be met because the visual character would 
subject tracts reflect the variety of the Los not change substantially. The visual resources of 
Alamos region. While some of the tracts some tracts may be improved by the removal and 
include visually discordant elements of replacement of industrial buildings. Development 
developed industrial sites, others include on currently undeveloped tracts would negatively 
large expanses of natural and undeveloped impact visual character. hnportant viewsheds in 
canyon areas. the vicinity ofBNM could be negatively 

impacted. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Socioeconomic Under the No Action Alternative there Under the Proposed Action Alternative, short-

would be no change in the employment, term economic gains due to construction 

income, population, and housing activities would be expected. Long-term gains 

associated with the I 0 subject tracts. would be dependent on the intensity and success 

Regional economic growth and efforts of the proposed development scenarios. 

toward self-sufficiency would continue but If implemented, 320 businesses could be 
at a slower rate. developed on the tracts, employing up to 6,080 

workers and generating a total of 8,957 jobs 
within the ROI. As many as 2,360 residences 
would be placed on the tracts, increasing White 
Rock and Los Alamos population by 6,620 
residents. 

Overall impacts to employment, income, 
population, and housing would be minor within 
the ROI, but would be concentrated in the Los 
Alamos area. Improvements would be expected 
in the Los Alamos County tax base but would 
probably not offset the loss of assistance 
payments, according to information provided by 
the County (see Chapter 18, Section 18.1). 

Ecological Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 

Resources responsibility for ecological resource responsibility for ecological resource protection 

protection would remain with the DOE, and planning would pass to the receiving parties, 

and active management of these resources who may not have regulations that match the 

would continue. Federal review and protection process. Current 
resource protection and management plans would 

Regional growth would reduce the amount not be in effect for the subject tracts. 
of undisturbed habitat and increase 
pressure on remaining ecological Development or redevelopment of 826 acres 

resources. (335 hectares), as contemplated by the receiving 
parties, could result in the heavy modification or 
destruction of approximately 770 acres 
(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed habitat, 
primarily ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-
juniper woodland. Development also would be 
expected to degrade large amounts of habitat 
near the developed portion of the land tracts. 
Habitat would be impacted or lost for Federal-
protected species such as the American peregrine 
falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat 
destruction would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
AREA 

Cultural Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there 
Resources responsibility for cultural resource would be a transfer of over 254 known cultural 

protection would remain with the DOE, resources and historic properties from the 
and active management of these resources management and protection of the DOE. The 
would continue. Possible impacts from disposition of the tracts may affect the protection 
natural processes, vandalism, unauthorized and accessibility to Native American sacred sites 
collection of artifacts, and disturbance of or sites needed for traditional practices and the 
traditional places and ceremonies would disposition of human remains, funerary objects, 
continue. Resource loss associated with sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. 
regional development would continue. 

The subsequent development or redevelopment 
of approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the 
tracts could result in physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration of cultural resources on the 
subject tracts and in adjacent areas and 
disturbance oftraditional religious practices. 
Increased access and recreational use could result 
in resource impacts in an area extending far 
beyond the development boundaries. 

Geology and Under the No Action Alternative, impacts Under the Proposed Action Alternative, soil 
Soils to geology and soils would be limited to would be disturbed in areas where development 

natural effects of erosion, wildfires, and is planned and adjacent areas. Removal of 
earthquakes. vegetation and increased runoff from 

impermeable surfaces could increase erosion on 
some tracts. 

Water Under the No Action Alternative, there Contemplated residential, industrial, and 
Resources would be no new additional impacts to commercial development would require an 

surface water and groundwater quality and additional 382 mgy (1,446 mly) of groundwater, 
quantity. Increased use of groundwater due exceeding water rights, potentially accelerating 
to LANL activities and regional growth drawdown of the main aquifer, and impacting 
would continue. New regional construction amounts of cheaply available water. Placement 
would increase the potential for of new water supply wells could impact 
degradation of surface water quality due to groundwater quality. 
construction activity and increased 

Construction activity and the creation of pollutant loads and surface runoff 
volumes. additional impermeable surfaces during 

development could impact surface water quality 
by increasing pollutant loads and runoff volumes. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AREA 

Air Resources Under the No Action Alternative, air Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there 
quality impacts from the 10 tracts would would be increases in criteria pollutants from 
remain the same. Monitoring by the State mobile sources and homes using natural gas or 
Air Quality Bureau has demonstrated that propane. Slight increases in emissions of 
Region 3, which includes the 10 tracts, hazardous air pollutants would be expected from 
meets all applicable air quality standards. industrial facilities. Development of the tracts 
Expected regional growth and planned would bring members of the public closer to 
LANL activities would not impact air LANL sources ofhazardous, toxic chemical, and 
quality. radioactive air pollutants. In all cases, health-

based air quality standards would not be 
exceeded. Development would be associated 
with increased use of artificial light, which could 
impact the visibility of the night sky. 

Global Emissions of greenhouse gases in the Los Emissions of greenhouse gases related to tract 
Climate Alamos region from tract activities would activities would increase more than 25-fold due 
Change remain the same. Expected regional to motor vehicle traffic and use of fossil fuels. 

growth and planned LANL activities This would represent a shift of impacts from 
would cause minor increases in emissions other areas and would not be an important 
of greenhouse gases due to the combustion contribution to global climate change. 
of natural gas, diesel fuel, gasoline, and 
firewood. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS 

Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued) 

RESOURCE 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

AREA 

Human Health There are no identifiable human health Under the Proposed Action Alternative, no 
consequences of the No Action discernible individual human health effects are 
Alternative. The possible human health anticipated. As many as 900 new residents could 
impacts of radiation exposure, chemical be brought into closer proximity to LANL 
contaminants, facility accidents and facilities at the DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts, 
natural event accidents would not be and another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the 
affected by implementation of the No White Rock Tract. Commercial development 
Action Alternative. could bring as many as 6,000 private-sector 

employees into existing radiation buffer zones at 
the DP Road, TA 21, and Airport Tracts. While 
the maximally exposed individual radiation doses 
would not increase, these developments would 
mean increased total population exposures to 
radiological and chemical emissions from normal 
LANL operations and hypothetical accidents. A 
substantial increase in the public collective 
radiation dose and latent cancer fatalities would 
result. Risk of developing excess latent cancer 
fatalities on the subject tracts from accident 
events could maximally increase from about 57 
excess cancer deaths to about 98 excess cancer 
deaths. 

Development of the tracts by the recipients 
would involve construction risks to workers and 
also subsequent risks to workers engaged in 
industrial activities. 

Environmental There are no high and adverse human No direct adverse effects on minority or low-
Justice health impacts to minorities or low-income income populations are expected under the 

populations in the area, and there would be Proposed Action Alternative. Indirect impacts to 
no change under the No Action TCPs potentially may cause disproportionately 
Alternative. high or adverse effects on minority or low-

income communities, but these effects cannot be 
determined at this point in the consultation 
process. The Homesteaders Association of the 
Pajarito Plateau (as regards all the tracts) and 
legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (as 
regards four specific tracts) have expressed their 
opinions that the conveyance and transfer actions 
would have additional environmental justice 
impacts on their populations. 

Notes: gwh = gigawatt-hours, mcf = million cubic feet, mgy = million gallons per year, mw = megawatt, tpy = tons per year, 
mty = metric tons per year 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario 

RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

AREA SCENARIO 

Land Use Natural Areas and Land use would change. Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) would be disturbed and 
Residential developed for single- and multiple-family housing, roadways, and community facilities. 

Approximately 340 acres (137 hectares) would be reserved as natural areas and dedicated to 
open-space and recreational land uses. Natural areas would be reduced in size and used 
more intensively. Residential land use may be incompatible with resource protection on 
adjacent lands and some forms of recreational activity may be curtailed. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Cultural Preservation Land use for the entire tract (approximately 910 acres [368 hectares]) would change from 
passively managed recreational and open-space uses to restricted access cultural 
preservation land. Future use of this tract by the general public would be eliminated and 
resources would be managed in a manner determined by the receiving party. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Transportation Natural Areas and Access roads and new streets within the tract would be required to support the residential 
Residential development. An estimated 12,058 trips per day would be expected to be added to the local 

transportation system, with an increase of up to 819 trips during peak-hour traffic. The 
volume of additional trips would be expected to degrade traffic flow and to require 
improvements to regional transportation infrastructure. 

Cultural Preservation A decrease in vehicle use would be expected on Rendija Canyon Road as public access is 
removed or restricted. Easements would be required to permit access to Santa Fe National 
Forest lands and to maintain or operate existing infrastructure. 
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(Continued) 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Infrastructure 

Noise 

Visual 
Resources 

Socio-
economics 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

SCENARIO 

Natural Areas and Residential development would require new utility delivery and wastewater infrastructure. 
Residential Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, i 

8 gwh; natural gas, 164 mcf(4,644 mly); water, 126 mgy (477 mly); and sewage, 63 mgy 
(238 mly). 

Cultural Current low utility usage would continue or be reduced, and some infrastructure supporting ! 

Preservation the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club may be removed. 

Natural Areas and Noise associated with construction would increase temporarily. Noise associated with 
Residential residential and vehicle use would be more frequent and could increase from a current 

maximum of 40 dBA (estimated) to about 60 or 70 dBA. Noise from Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club activities would be closer to residential receptors. Should Los Alamos I 

Sportsman's Club activities eventually be relocated, these noise impacts would occur at the 
1 

new location. 

Cultural Noise events would greatly diminish due to restrictions on vehicular access and removal of 
Preservation the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. 

Natural Areas and Residential construction would impact high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources. 
Residential 

Cultural Visual resources would be maintained; however, access to views within the tract would be 
Preservation reduced. 

• 

Natural Areas and The construction of new residential areas would temporarily increase employment in the 
I Residential ROI. Residential development would not impact overall stable growth within the ROI. 

Overall employment, income, population, housing, and community services would be 
expected to maintain stable growth within the ROI. 

Cultural Current socioeconomic forces are likely to be maintained; however, a slight decrease is 
Preservation possible. I 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
~----~- -------- - ~- -----------------

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Ecological Natural Areas and Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
Canyon Resources Residential woodland habitat would be severely modified or lost due to residential development. The 
(Continued) development would effectively disrupt the structure and function of the existing Rendija 

Canyon ecosystem. After development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could 
occur due to predation from domestic animals. There would be a loss of preferred habitat 
for the Federal-listed American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. The adjacent 
habitat would also experience a lost of quality due to segmentation and other effects. The 
loss of acreage due to development would result in a reduction of breeding and foraging 
habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the property. 

Cultural The transition of this area from bare ground and weedy vegetation to natural vegetation 
Preservation (primarily grassland and ponderosa pine) is anticipated to result from the removal of Los 

Alamos Sportsman's Club. Wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from recreational 
use would be diminished. Consequently, ecological resources would be maintained and 
slightly improved as access to this area is reduced. 

Cultural Natural Areas and Access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction of additional residents, 
Resources Residential the sanctioning of recreational uses, and any trail enhancements, thereby causing possible 

destruction and damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Residential development 
would cause large-scale disturbance to the cultural resources of this tract due to 
construction, grading, and trenching; construction of access roads and new streets 
associated with this development would have similar impacts. Development may potentially 
impact natural resources utilized bytraditional communities. 

Cultural Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the 
Preservation cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the 

resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and 
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on 
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. 
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RESOURCE 
AREA 

Geology and 
Soils 

Water 
Resources 

Air Resources 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Natural Areas and Residential development (approximately 570 acres [230 hectares]), transportation networks 
Residential and sewer and electrical utilities would cause soil disturbances. New structures would be 

susceptible to a magnitude 7 seismic event and to wildfire episodes. Wildfires, in addition 
to the potential impact to structures, would remove ground cover vegetation, causing 
increased soil erosion and transport via surface runoff. 

Cultural The current geological conditions would likely remain the same; no impacts are expected. 
Preservation However, removal of the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club facilities may cause soil 

disturbance; but restricting recreational access mav decrease erosion. 

Natural Areas and Residential development could potentially impact surface water quality and quantity within 
Residential and downstream of the tract, due to runoff from paved roads and developed areas. 

Development would contribute to overall regional groundwater drawdown and reduced 
I quantities of cheaply treatable water supplies. 

Cultural The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no 
Preservation impacts are expected. 

Natural Areas and The canyon air quality would likely remain the same for hazardous and radioactive air 
Residential pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate slightly due to increased use of motor 

vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants. Homes heated with 
natural gas, which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would also contribute 
to the reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase on the 
tract from 30 tons (27 metric tons) per year to 22,000 tons (20,000 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 

Cultural Dedicating this canyon to cultural preservation would result in fewer visitors, which, in 
Preservation tum, would reduce already negligible emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. 

Air quality would be unchanged, and tract contributions to global climate change would be 
slightly reduced. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Rendija Human Health Natural Areas and The addition of 3,500 new residents in close proximity to LANL facilities would increase 
Canyon Residential the number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL 
(Continued) operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as 

children and pregnant females, to an area that currently has a single residence. The closer 
proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population 
within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. Physical injury to an 
increased number of individuals could also occur if any one of three natural events takes 

I place (flood, seismic, or wildfire) in Rendiia Canvon. 

Cultural The human health consequences would be similar to the No Action Alternative. 
Preservation 

Environmental Natural Areas and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Residential or are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. Rendija Canyon 

Cultural has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these resources cannot be 

Preservation determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has expressed the 
opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in environmental 
justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 

Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the 
construction of new housing in this area. However, restricting public use of roads and trails 
in Rendija Canyon would hinder public access to National Forest lands, which afford not 
only recreation opportunities for the general public but serve as traditional firewood 
gathering and collection areas for other forest products by local Hispanic and Native 
American populations. Therefore, restricted access to this area could have a 
disproportionately adverse impact on these minority populations if gathering and collection 
is sufficiently performed by low-income or minority populations in these areas. 
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RESOURCE LAND USE 
AREA SCENARIO 

Land Use Residential 

Commercial 

Transportation Residential 

Commercial 

--·---- ~ --

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Land use would change from professional office to residential, which would be compatible 
with adjacent land use. An estimated 9 to 10 acres (3 to 4 hectares) of the totall5-acre 
(6-hectare) tract would be developed for multiple-family residential use. The DOE LAAO 
Building and steam plant would be removed. This land development would accommodate 
apartments or condominiums at an average density of 20 dwellings per acre or 180 to 200 
dwellings. The remaining acreage would be used for parking, and open areas would be 
landscaped to maintain the residential character of the development. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, 
cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use 
scenario and input from the receiving party. 

Commercial development would represent a continuation of current land use. The existing 
DOE administrative building would be converted to commercial office space that would 
accommodate a total of 6 businesses and 15 vehicles. The steam plant would remain, and no 
additional development is contemplated. Planned environmental restoration activities would 
occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion 
of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the 
receiving party. 

The proposed residential development would impact the daily commute for the DOE and 
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE LAAO; some will have a shorter drive to 
work, but most would have farther to travel. Traffic entering or exiting the area could 
increase by as many as 86 trips during peak hours of the work week. 

Because land use would not change substantially, the current traffic volumes (defined as 
good operating conditions with stable flow) are anticipated to remain essentially the same 
with only a slight increase during peak hours. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DOELAAO Infrastructure Residential Residential development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, 
(Continued) gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 

roads parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be estimated to 
increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 1.3 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf 
(736 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. 

Commercial Existing infrastructure would not need to be modified to accommodate commercial land 
use. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: 
electricity, 0.3 gwh; natural gas, 3 mcf (85 mly); water, 3 mgy (11 m1y); and sewage, 1 mgy 
(4 mly). These increases are not anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. 

Noise Residential Residential use would result in ambient noise levels of 60 to 70 dB A due to vehicular traffic 
and residential activities. There would be more vehicle traffic into and out of the tract (500 
residents versus 130 employees), and it would occur during longer periods of the day. 
During demolition of existing buildings and construction of residences, ambient noise 
would increase from about 40 to 50 elBA to about 95 elBA. 

Commercial The current noise level, which is largely determined by background noises from traffic on 
nearby Trinity Drive and Los Alamos Canyon bridge, would likely remain the same if the 
land is commercially used; that is, from 40 to 50 dB. 

Visual Residential The developed portions of the tract are considered to be of low public value (Scenic 
Resources Class IV), while the undeveloped portions are considered to be of moderate public value 

(Scenic Class III). Residential development would be accomplished without substantial 
change to the visual character of this tract. 

Commercial No impacts are expected from this development scenario; the office building would remain, 
and no roads or other structures would be added. 
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RESOURCE LAND USE 
AREA SCENARIO 

Socio- Residential 
economics 

Commercial 

Ecological Residential 
Resources 

Commercial 

Cultural Residential 
Resources 

Commercial 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Construction activities would temporarily increase employment in the ROI, which, in tum, 
would generate increases in ROI income. However, no impacts on area population and 
housing would be expected because the majority of new residents on the tract and 
temporary jobs generated by this development would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force. 

There would be possible short-term economic gains from minor construction as well as 
long-term economic gains from the industries using the land. Approximately 120 workers 
would be employed on the tract and 200 jobs would be generated in the ROI and filled by 
the existing labor force; therefore, no impacts on area population and housing would be 
expected. 

Given the limited acreage involved and existing developed nature of the site, impacts are 
expected to be small. Approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest 
would be lost as the area is converted to housing, roadways, and residential landscaping. 
After development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to 
predation from domestic animals. 

Because no change in land use is expected under this development scenario, no adverse 
impacts to ecological resources are projected. However, the environmental review and 
protection processes for future activities would not be as rigorous as those that govern the 
DOE. 

This tract would be extensively altered by construction activities, including demolition of 
buildings, grading, and trenching. Two buildings considered potentially eligible to the 
NRHP would be demolished. Activities also could result in primary impacts to other 
unidentified historic properties through physical destruction, damage, or alteration. 

No discernible impacts to cultural resources are expected because no new development is 
planned. The use of the DOE LAAO Building, a potentially eligible resource, would 
continue, and the building would not be demolished although modifications would be 
likely. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE I 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE . 

DOELAAO Geology and Residential This development scenario would require extensive ground disturbance to remove existing 
(Continued) Soils structures and redesign for residential use. 

Commercial No soil disturbance or change in availability of resources are anticipated. No impacts from 
this development scenario are expected. 

Water Residential In developed areas, surface water quality may be indirectly affected outside the tract during 
Resources and after construction. Development will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath 

the tract but may contribute to the overall regional water level decline and possibly result in 
degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 

Commercial The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no 
impacts are expected. 

Air Resources Residential There would be no emissions of hazardous or other chemical air pollutants and no 
emissions of radioactive air pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate slightly due 
to increased use of motor vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants 
(primarily trace amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone). Homes heated with natural gas, 
which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would also contribute to the 
reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase from about 
130 tons (120 metric tons) per year to an estimated 3,300 tons (3,000 metric tons) per year 
of carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels. 

Commercial The current air quality conditions would likely remain the same; no adverse impacts are 
expected. Contributions to global climate change will remain at an estimated 130 tons 
(120 metric tons) per year of carbon dioxide. 
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Miscellaneous 
Site 22 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Human Health 

Environmental 
Justice 

Land Use 

All Others 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Residential The addition of 500 new residents in close proximity to LANL facilities would increase the 
number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL 
operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as 
children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related workers. 
The closer proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective 
population within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater 
public consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Commercial Commercial development poses the same human health consequences as those discussed 
for residential development, but are lessened by three factors: (1) fewer members of the 
public would use the tract (an estimated 120 workers), (2) workers would be present less 
often than residents, and (3) the work force would contain fewer sensitive receptors. 

Residential or No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 

Commercial are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. Modest 
economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 
operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely increase revenues to local 9;overnment. 

Commercial The land use of this tract (less than 0.5 acre [0.2 hectare]) would change from a LANL 
buffer area used for unauthorized parking to a sanctioned parking area. Activity levels 
would likely remain same and, therefore, no discernible impacts are expected. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and 
input from the receiving party. 

Commercial Commercial development of this tract is not expected to adversely impact any of the 
remaining resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
! 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE I TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Miscellaneous Land Use Historic Land use proposed for this site would result in the continued historic preservation of the I 

Manhattan Preservation tract. Landscaping and other routine maintenance activities would continue on an as-needed 
Monument basis, and the general public would have unrestricted access to the site and its surrounding 

area. No environmental restoration activities are planned. 

Cultural Historic This monument is a contributing element of an NRHP-listed resource and as such, 
Resources Preservation according to the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(l)), would be directly 

impacted if transferred. Impacts would be limited to the potential of transferring this 
NRHP-eligible resource out of the responsibility and protection ofthe DOE, which may 
result in a less rigorous standard of care. 

All Others Historic Historic preservation of this tract is not expected to adversely impact any of the remaining 
Preservation resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same. 

DP Road Land Use Industrial and Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously 
Commercial disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be 

compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of 
20 hectares) would be developed for heavy commercial and industrial land use, and an 
additional5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space. When fully developed, 
this tract would be occupied by 40 new businesses with 900 total employees and 24 
vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or 
transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be 
influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings 
would likely remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 
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LAND 
TRACTS 

DP Road 
(Continued) 

! 

I 

RESOURCE LAND USE 
AREA SCENARIO 

Land Use Commercial and 
Residential 

Transportation Industrial and 
Commercial or 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Infrastructure Industrial and 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Residential 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously 
disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be 
compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of 
20 hectares) would be developed as a residential trailer court that, when fully developed, 
would be occupied by 160 mobile homes, 400 new residents, and 330 personal vehicles. An 
additional5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space that, when fully 
developed, would be occupied by 10 new businesses with 225 total employees. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings would likely 
remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 

For the proposed industrial and commercial development, an estimated 2,312 trips per day 
would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 
296 trips during peak-hour traffic. For the proposed commercial and residential 
development, an estimated I, 941 trips would be expected to be added to the local 
transportation system, with an increase of up to 178 trips during peak-hour traffic. 
Consequently, the volume ofthese additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow and 
would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure. 

Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas, 
water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 
roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be estimated 
to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 2.3 gwh; natural gas, 22 mcf 
(623 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 9 mgy (34 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. 

Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas, 
water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new 
roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Annual utility usage would be 
estimated to increase by the following amounts: electricity, 1.6 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf 
(736 mly); water, 21 mgy (79 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not 
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Noise Industrial and This land use scenario is estimated to result in an increase of as many as 900 new direct 
(Continued) Commercial jobs, which would increase traffic flow. Although maximum noise from traffic would not 

be expected to increase significantly, traffic noises would likely be present for a greater 
portion of the day as the new employees enter and exit this area. Construction activities 
would temporarily increase ambient noise levels from about 65 dBA to a range of74 to 
95 dBA. 

Commercial and Commercial and residential development would have no appreciable difference in ambient 
Residential noise levels. Noise from traffic likely would be present for a greater portion of the day. 

Construction activities would be expected to temporarily increase noise levels from about 
65 dBA to a range of74 to 95 dBA 

Visual Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The current 
Resources Commercial or moderate public value (Scenic Class III) and low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual 

Commercial and resources would be maintained; no major impacts are anticipated. 

Residential 

Socio- Industrial and The use of this tract for industrial and commercial development would generate additional 
economics Commercial employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary increases in 

employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in tum, would 
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately 900 
workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of 1,200 jobs would be generated in the 
ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Commercial and The impacts of this land use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial 
Residential land use scenario. However, fewer long-term jobs would be generated because there would 

be fewer businesses on the land. The addition of 400 residents on the tract would not be 
expected to impact overall ROI population or public services. 
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(Continued) 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Ecological 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Geology and 
Soils 

LAND USE 
SCENARIO 

Industrial and 
Commercial or 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Industrial and 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Industrial and 
Commercial or 

Commercial and 
Residential 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Approximately 
24 acres (10 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be lost; 
as a result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as the 
American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction would affect 
wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to other lands. In areas near residential 
development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to predation from 
domestic animals. 

Industrial and commercial development would disturb any cultural resources present due to 
construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the potential destruction 
of buildings, archaeological sites, and traditional cultural property locations. Cultural 
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by 
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. 
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

The impacts of this land use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial 
land use scenario. However, the development of a residential trailer park could increase 
access to any cultural resources present nearby. Increased access could result in physical 
destruction, damage, vandalism, or alteration of cultural resources and disturbance of any 
traditional practices and ceremonies. 

These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Soil would be 
disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways, and for any removal of existing structures or 
construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater 
than magnitude 7 seismic events, and the stability of the canyon rim must be considered. In 
addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of 
ground cover vegetation. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

DP Road Water Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Development will 
(Continued) Commercial or not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; however, any associated 

Commercial and 
increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level decline, which 

Residential 
could result in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Surface water may be 
impacted if motor oil, gasoline, or other such contaminants are washed from paved areas 
into the drainage during storm events. Also, runoff may have more erosive power if it is 
flowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting more sediment into the 
drainages. 

Air Resources Industrial and This land use scenario would result in an increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants 
Commercial from mobile sources travelling along Trinity Drive and DP Road. No substantial emissions 

of hazardous, chemical, or radioactive air pollutants would be expected from this land 
usage. Air concentrations at the tract would deliver a maximum radiation dose of 
2.5 millirem to people residing there year-round. Contributions to global climate change 
would increase appreciably from 400 to 1,800 tons (350 to 1,650 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic. 

Commercial and For this land use scenario, ambient air concentrations of criteria pollutants would continue 
Residential to comply with national and State standards; hazardous chemical and radioactive air 

concentrations would continue to be below health-based standards. However, residential 
usage of this tract would have less of an impact on air quality than industrial activities 
because this scenario would generate less vehicle traffic. Contributions to global climate 
change would increase from 400 to 3,350 tons (350 to 3,000 metric tons) per year of carbon 
dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential and office use of fossil 
fuels. 
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(Continued) 

RESOURCE LAND USE 
AREA SCENARIO 

Human Health Industrial and 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Environmental Industrial and 
Justice Commercial or 

Commercial and 
Residential 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The average occupancy (370 people) would be approximately the same as for the 
commercial and residential land use scenario and, therefore, impacts would be similar. 
Consequences from this scenario are lesser, however, by two factors: (I) workers would be 
present less often than residents, and (2) the work force would contain few sensitive 
receptors (children and pregnant females). New employees would be brought into closer 
proximity to LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity 
would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the 
ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from 
some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

The impacts of this land use scenario are similar to the industrial and commercial land use 
scenario. However, residential development would introduce more sensitive receptors, such 
as children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related 
workers. 

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. 

Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the 
construction and operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small 
increases in business activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. 
These impacts would be positive and would not disproportionately affect any single group. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
----------------------------- -------------- -

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA21 Land Use Commercial and Land use would change from LANL industrial uses to private commercial and industrial 
Industrial development, and LANL personnel and activities would have to be relocated. A minimum 

of 55 acres (22 hectares) would be developed or redeveloped for commercial and industrial 
uses. Commercial uses could include businesses such as office buildings and business 
parks, warehouses, parking areas, service stations, repair garages, tire shops, motels and 
hotels, large stores, and drive-in or take-out facilities. Industrial uses could include light 
fabrication and manufacturing facilities compatible with other uses currently located at and 
adjacent to the site. When fully developed, the tract would be occupied by 70 businesses, 
1,900 employees, and 56 commercial vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities 
would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and 
inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from 
the receiving party. Current structures and the RAD wastewater line would be removed. 

Transportation Commercial and For the proposed commercial and industrial development, an estimated 3,471 trips per day 
Industrial would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 

464 trips during peak-hour traffic. These additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow 
and would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure. Transportation 
effects of relocating TA 21 personnel would include minor increases in traffic congestion in 
the immediate area of the new facilities during morning and evening hours. 

Infrastructure Commercial and This proposed land use scenario would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: 
Industrial electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; 

and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be 
estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 4.0 gwh; natural gas, 
39 mcf(l,lOO mly); water, 35 mgy (132 mly); and sewage, 19 mgy (72 mly). 

Noise Commercial and Typical construction equipment for use in building the new commercial and industrial 
Industrial facilities temporarily would increase ambient noise levels from less than 50 dBA to a range 

of 74 to 95 dBA. Maximum noise from traffic would not be expected to increase 
significantly over current conditions, but would likely be present for a greater portion of the 
day as new employees enter and exit the area. 
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TRACTS 

TA21 
(Continued) 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Visual 
Resources 

Socio-
economics 

Ecological 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Geology and 
Soils 

LAND USE 
SCENARIO 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Overall impacts to visual resources would not be expected to be substantial as a result of 
this land use. Low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual resources would not be affected or 
would be improved in developed areas. 

The use of this tract for commercial and industrial development would generate additional 
employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary increases in 
employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in tum, would 
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately 
1,900 workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of3,100 jobs would be generated 
in the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Under this proposed development scenario, most of the development footprint would be on 
previously disturbed land. However, approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) of ponderosa pine 
forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, shrub, and grassland habitat would be severely modified 
or lost; as a result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as 
the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction 
would extend to adjacent undeveloped areas and would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. 

Commercial and industrial development would disturb any cultural resources present due to 
demolition, construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the 
destruction of archaeological sites, potentially eligible historic buildings, and traditional 
cultural property locations. Cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated 
or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual 
or audible intrusions. Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by 
traditional communities. 

Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and for any removal of existing 
structures or construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be 
vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events. In addition, development would 
increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of ground cover vegetation. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA21 Water Commercial and Development will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract. However, 
(Continued) Resources Industrial any associated increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Two sources 
of surface water would be removed prior to disposition of the tract, thereby reducing the 
quantity of surface water discharged into the adjacent canyons. Also, runoff may have more 
erosive power if it is flowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting 
more sediment into the drainages. 

Air Resources Commercial and This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants 
Industrial from mobile sources and businesses using natural gas or propane. However, the removal of 

LANL operations from this tract would result in decreased concentrations of hazardous and 
chemical air pollutants. In short, air quality would improve somewhat. Doses from the 
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants would continue at approximately 2.5 to 4.0 millirem 
per year; most of this dose is the result of operations at the Los Alamos Neutron Science 
Center, not the idled TA 21 operations. Contributions to global climate change would 
decrease from an estimated 7,800 to 2,500 tons (7,000 to 2,200 metric tons) per year of 
carbon dioxide, due largely to the cessation of LANL activities. Regionally, carbon dioxide 
emissions could increase by 2,500 tons (2,267 metric tons) if tritium research is continued 
elsewhere on LANL. 

Human Health Commercial and As many as 1,900 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
Industrial LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 

chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Environmental Commercial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Industrial would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest 

economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 
operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be 
positive and would not disproportionately affect any sin_gle _group. 
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Transportation 

Infrastructure 

Noise 

-------------- -- --------------- - - ------------------

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Airport, Proposed land use identified for the Airport Tract north of East Road could include the 
Commercial, and continued use of approximately 93 acres (38 hectares) for the Airport and other uses. An 
Industrial area of relatively undisturbed land of about 16 acres ( 6 hectares) also could be developed 

for heavy commercial land use purposes. Proposed land use to the south of East Road could 
include the development of about 90 acres {36 hectares) of relatively undisturbed land as an 
office and business park based on airport-related industry and potential retail uses. When 
fully developed, lands on both sides of East Road would be occupied by 200 businesses, 
3,100 employees, and 120 commercial vehicles. Planned environmental restoration 
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup 
levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and 
input from the receiving party. 

Airport, For the proposed development, an estimated 14,266 trips per day would be expected to be 
Commercial, and added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 1,554 trips during peak-
Industrial hour traffic. These additional trips would double the traffic on State Road 502, would create 

traffic jam conditions, and would require improvements to transportation infrastructure. 

Airport, Airport, commercial, and industrial development would require enhancement of existing 
Commercial, and infrastructure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service 
Industrial new structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility 

usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 
11 gwh; natural gas, 110 mcf (3, 120 mly); water, 100 mgy (379 mly); and sewage, 31 mgy 
(117 mly). 

Airport, Under this land use scenario, construction activities would temporarily increase ambient 
Commercial, and noise levels from less than 40 dBA to a range of74 to 95 dBA, resulting from typical 
Industrial construction equipment operation. Once fully developed, traffic from employees and other 

travelers would comprise the majority of noise in the area. Noise levels along State Road 
502 would likely remain the same at about 60 or 70 dBA; however, noises along the 
northern parts of the tract would increase significantly due to increased traffic along new 
roads and new commercial and industrial activities, in addition to Airport activities. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

Airport Visual Airport, The proposed airport, commercial, and industrial development would maintain moderate 
(Continued) Resources Commercial, and public value (Scenic Class III) visual resources. Development in the southern portion of the 

Industrial tract would impact high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources from the road and 
Airport. 

Socio- Airport, The use of this tract for airport, commercial, and industrial development would generate 
economics Commercial, and additional employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary 

Industrial increases in employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in 
tum, would generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, 
approximately 3,100 workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of 4,327 jobs 
would be generated in the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI 
labor force. 

Ecological Airport, Under this proposed development scenario, approximately 90 acres (36 hectares) of 
Resources Commercial, and ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely modified or lost; as a 

Industrial result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat degradation would 
extend to adjacent lands and would affect wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to 
other lands. The loss of acreage due to development would result in a reduction of breeding 
and foraging habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the property. 

Cultural Airport, Under this land use scenario, portions of the tract would be extensively altered by 
Resources Commercial, and construction activities, grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary 

Industrial impacts to eligible resources through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or 
alteration. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated or 
have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or 
audible intrusions. 

Geology and Airport, Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and to construct new structures. 
Soils Commercial, and Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events. 

Industrial In addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal 
of ground cover vegetation. 
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LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Airport, The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
Commercial, and but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 
Industrial decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 

Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because storm water runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages. 

Airport, This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants 
Commercial, and due to space heating, increased motor vehicle traffic, and, perhaps, steam-generating 
Industrial boilers. However, ambient air concentrations would likely remain with Federal and State 

standards, and the Los Alamos region would remain an attainment area. Emissions of 
hazardous other chemical air pollutants are likely to be absent or regulated. Doses from the 
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants from LANL would continue at approximately 2.1 
(western edge) to 5.4 (eastern edge) rnillirem per year. Contributions to global climate 
change would increase from an estimated 6 to 6,900 tons (5 to 6,300 metric tons) per year 
of carbon dioxide, due largely to vehicle use and space and water heating. 

Airport, As many as 3,100 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
Commercial, and LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 
Industrial chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 

increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Airport, No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Commercial, and would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest 
Industrial economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and 

operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business 
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be 
positive and would not disproportionately affect any minority or low-income populations. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White RockY Land Use Cultural The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore, access to the tract for 
Preservation public recreation and other uses would be denied, and these recreational opportunities 

would be lost. This decrease in activity would likely prove beneficial to adjacent land use, 
including Bandelier National Monument and TA 72 operations. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing 
and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving 

_pll!!Y. Disll_osition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems. 

Natural Areas, The entire tract would be held as an undeveloped natural area and passively managed. 
Transportation, and Portions of the tract could be used for additions or improvements to utilities or utility 
Utilities corridors, including construction of roads for improved access. Also, the general public 

would have access to the tract for recreational purposes. Planned environmental restoration 
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup 
levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 
Disposition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems. 

Transportation Cultural These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible 
Preservation or construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact 

Natural Areas, 
on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, it is expected that the future operational 

Transportation, and performance of State Road 502, State Road 4, and East Jemez Road would remain similar 

Utilities 
to that of the existing performance. 

Infrastructure Cultural Under this land use scenario, no changes are anticipated that would affect the utilities and 
Preservation infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities and the transportation corridor would 

likely continue. 

Natural Areas, Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario; 
Transportation, and however, some land would be used for additions or improvements to utilities such as well 
Utilities construction or utility corridors. 
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(Continued) 
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Noise 

Visual 
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Ecological 
Resources 

LAND USE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE j 

SCENARIO 

Cultural Continued use of this tract as a transportation corridor is contemplated under both land use 
Preservation or scenarios. Assuming that the two state highways remain in use, ambient noise will probably 

Natural Areas, 
remain at its currently level, typically ranging from 60 to 70 dBA, with spikes to 90 dBA. 

Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Cultural This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources 
Preservation or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual 

Natural Areas, 
character of the landscape as much as possible. Access to views within the tract may be 

Transportation, and 
limited under the cultural preservation scenario. 

Utilities 

Cultural The contemplated land uses of this tract would have little or no impact on employment, 
Preservation or income, population, or housing. 

Natural Areas, 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Cultural If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from 
Preservation recreational use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be 

augmented and improved. 

Natural Areas, Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for 
Transportation, and recreational purposes. Therefore, impacts to natural resources from recreational use are 
Utilities expected to be minimal, sporadic, and temporary. Minor habitat loss would be expected 

from devel~ment of utility imp!ovements and minor roadway construction. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White RockY Cultural Cultural Dedicating this tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on 
(Continued) Resources Preservation the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated 

to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts 
from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources 
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. 

Natural Areas, Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive 
Transportation, and preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and 
Utilities possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for 

vandalism and disturbance of traditional practices. Construction activities required for 
maintaining utilities and establishing new roads could result in physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided 
by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of 
character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. Development may 
potentially im_pact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

Geology and Cultural If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from development. 
Soils Preservation However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion 

potentiaL 

Natural Areas, Some degree of land disturbance associated with additions or improvements to utilities, 
Transportation, and utility corridors, and access roads would be expected under this land use scenario. In 
Utilities addition, existing and upgraded structures would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude 

7 seismic events and wildfire episodes. 

Water Cultural Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or 
Resources Preservation or groundwater quality or quantity. 

Natural Areas, 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 
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TRACTS AREA 

Air Resources 

Human Health 

Environmental 
Justice 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Cultural No additional transportation activities are anticipated with either of these land use scenarios 
Preservation or and, as such, there would be no additional emission of air pollutants. Air quality would be 
Natural Areas, expected to remain high, and doses from radioactive pollutants from LANL operations 
Transportation, and would remain less than 2 millirem per year. No contributions to global climate change 
Utilities would be expected because there would be few or no structures on the tract emitting 

greenhouse gases. 

Cultural The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of 
Preservation or workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants 
Natural Areas, emitted by LANL operations. 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 

Cultural No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Preservation or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 
Natural Areas, White RockY Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 
Transportation, and resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 
Utilities expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent contemplated uses would 

result in environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Land Use Cultural Land use would change from open space buffer with unsanctioned recreational use to 
Preservation cultural preservation. The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore, 

access to the tract for public recreation and other uses would be denied and these 
recreational opportunities would be lost. Land use would be dominated by cultural practices 
and activities necessary to meet continuing stewardship needs. Planned environmental 
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing 
and cleanup levels and buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input 
from the receiving_l)_arty. Disposition mayinclude cleanup_ of the canyon systems. 

Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, the entire tract would be held as a natural area and passively 
Utilities managed. Portions of the tract would be used for additions or improvements to utilities, 

including well construction, enlargement of sewage treatment facilities, utility corridors, 
and roadways. Access to the majority of the tract by the general public would be 
unrestricted. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance 
or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use 
scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon 
systems. 

Transportation Cultural These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible 
Preservation or construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact 

Natural Areas and 
on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, the future operational performance of State 

Utilities 
Road 502 and State Road 4 would be expected to remain similar to that of the existing 
performance. 

Infrastructure Cultural Under this land use scenario, no change is anticipated that would affect the existing utilities 
Preservation and infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities would likely continue. 

Natural Areas and Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario; 
Utilities however, some land could be used for additions or improvements to utilities, such as well 

construction, the construction of sewage treatment facilities, or utility corridors or 
roadway_s. 
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LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Cultural If this tract is culturally preserved, ambient noise levels along the southern edge of the tract, 
Preservation which parallels State Road 502, would remain at an estimated 60 to 90 dBA. The remaining 

tract would remain largely undisturbed by noise (10 to 20 dBA). 

Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, daytime ambient noise levels would likely increase slightly 
Utilities due to vehicle usage, recreational activities, and utility and road construction. 

Cultural This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class II) visual resources 
Preservation or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual 

Natural Areas and 
character of the landscape as much as possible. Access to views within the site may be 

Utilities 
reduced under cultural preservation. 

Cultural The contemplated land uses for this tract would have little or no impact on employment, 
Preservation or income, population, or housing. Modest economic activity may be associated with 

Natural Areas and improvements to utility infrastructure. 

Utilities 

Cultural If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from 
Preservation recreational use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be 

augmented and improved. 

Natural Areas and Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for 
Utilities recreational purposes; but only minimal impacts to natural resources would be expected 

from such use. If motorized recreational vehicles are permitted, they could contribute to 
habitat degradation and impacts to the mortality, reproduction, and range of some animals. 
Minor or short-term consequences to area wildlife would be expected from the development 
of utility improvements. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

TA 74 Cultural Cultural Dedicating this tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on 
(Continued) Resources Preservation the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated I 

to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and I 

artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts I 

from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources 
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general i 

access is restricted. I 
Natural Areas and Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive I 
Utilities preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and 

possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for 
vandalism and disturbance of cultural practices. Construction activities required for 
maintaining or improving utilities could result in physical destruction, damage, or alteration 
of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may 
become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the 
resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. Ongoing negative impacts from natural 
processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. 
Development maypotentiallyim~act natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 

Geology and Cultural If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from development. 
Soils Preservation However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion 

potential. Little potential exists for seismic impacts. 

Natural Areas and Some degree ofland disturbance related to new construction or improvement of utilities 
Utilities such as well construction and sewage treatment facilities would be expected under this land 

use scenario. In addition, existing and expanded structures would be vulnerable to greater 
than magnitude 7 seismic events and wildfire episodes. 

Water Cultural Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or 
Resources Preservation or groundwater quality or quantity. 

Natural Areas and 
Utilities 

N . 
0 

)> 
r 
-f 
m 
:::tJ 
z 
)> 
-f 
< m 
(J) 

0 
0 
z 
(J) -c m 
:::tJ m c -z 
-f 
::I: 
m 
0 
-f 
m 
Cii 



0 
0. g Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
.... 
..... 
CD 
CD 
CD 

N 
I 
Vl 
~ 

, 
:r 
!!!. 

~ 
m 
en 

LAND RESOURCE 
TRACTS AREA 

TA 74 Air Resources 
(Continued) 

Human Health 

Environmental 
Justice 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO 

Cultural No emissions of hazardous or radioactive air pollutants are anticipated with either of these 
Preservation or land use scenarios. Further, although there could be a slight increase in emissions of criteria 

Natural Areas and pollutants, concentrations would remain well within State and Federal standards. 

Utilities Contributions to global climate change would continue as small emissions of carbon 
dioxide continue from the highway maintenance facility. 

Cultural The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of 
Preservation or workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants 

Natural Areas and emitted by LANL operations. 

Utilities 

Cultural No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Preservation or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 

TA 74 Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 
I 

Natural Areas and 
Utilities resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 

1 

expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in · 
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. I 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Land Use Commercial and The commercial and residential development land use scenario would result in a notable 
Residential change in land use patterns in the White Rock community. Approximately 20 of 100 acres 

(8 of 40 hectares) would be commercially developed as a recreational vehicle park for an 
estimated 160 recreational vehicle spaces. Residential areas would include approximately 
5 and 35 acres (2 and 14 hectares) of medium- and high-density development, respectively. 
When the tract is fully developed, there would be 760 new dwelling units, 2,200 new 
residents, and 1, 730 personal vehicles, including recreational vehicles and their occupants. 
The additional40 acres (18 hectares) surrounding and between developed areas would be 
maintained as open space. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to 
conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain 
buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. 
Disposition may include cleanup ofthe canyon systems. 

Cultural This contemplated land use scenario would include the use of less than 10 acres (4 hectares) 
Preservation and of the tract for rental storage space or retail businesses, which would, for the most part, 
Commercial represent a continuation of existing and adjacent land use .. When fully developed, this 

portion of the tract would contain 4 businesses with 60 employees and 2 commercial 
vehicles. Preserved portions of the tract would result in the elimination of public access to 
the site. However, site activities are already limited by access restrictions on adjacent 
LANL land and, therefore, no significant change would be anticipated. Planned 
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but 
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by 
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup 
ofthe canyon systems. 
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White Rock 
(Continued) 

RESOURCE 
AREA 

Transportation 

Infrastructure 

Noise 

LAND USE 
SCENARIO 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Cultural 
Preservation and 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Cultural 
Preservation and 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Residential 

Cultural 
Preservation and 
Commercial 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

For the proposed development, an estimated 5,815 trips per day would be expected to be 
added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 378 trips on State Road 4 
and State Road 502 during peak-hour traffic. These volumes and additional trips would be 
expected to create traffic jam conditions on State Road 4; widening of this road would be 
required to accommodate the additional traffic volume. Pajarito Road would continue to 
operate at maximum capacity under this land use scenario. 

The contemplated land use of this tract would result in no significant changes in traffic 
volume on State Road 4 or Pajarito Road near the site. 

Commercial and residential development would require enhancement of existing 
infrastructure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be upgraded to service 
new structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility 
usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 
5.2 gwh; natural gas, 99 mcf(2,800 mly); water, 81 mgy (307 mly); and sewage, 41 mgy 
(155 mly). 

Under this land use scenario, no utility upgrading would be necessary due to the small 
number of anticipated businesses; however, some extension of existing utility lines could be 
required. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: 
electricity, 0.2 gwh; natural gas, 2 mcf (57 mly); water, 2 mgy (8 mly); and sewage, 1 mgy 
(4 mly). 

Noise levels on the tract would increase due to increased traffic and number of residents. 
Although noise levels along State Road 4 would likely remain in the range of 60 to 70 dB A, 
significant noise increases would occur on the remaining parts of the tract; that is, existing 
noise levels of 20 to 30 dBA would increase from 40 to 50 dB A. During construction, 
noises levels would be expected to range from 74 to 95 dBA. 

Under cultural preservation, tract noise levels would remain the same as they are currently; 
however, during commercial construction, noises levels would be expected to range from 
74 to 95 dBA. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Visual Commercial and This tract would maintain relatively low public value (Scenic Class IV) visual resources 
(Continued) Resources Residential or under both of the land use scenarios. However, commercial development under either land 

Cultural 
use scenario would impact existing moderate public value (Scenic Class III) visual 

Preservation and 
resources on the northwest side of State Road 4, with lesser impacts under the cultural 

Commercial 
preservation and commercial land use scenario. 

Socio- Commercial and The use of this tract for commercial and residential development would generate increases 
economics Residential in area income; however, these changes would be temporary, lasting only during the 

construction period. Minor temporary increases in employment are anticipated from the 
construction of new facilities, which would, in turn, generate increases in regional income. 
A small number of jobs would be generated by the operation of the recreational vehicle ' 

park. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Cultural Under this land use scenario, there would be short-term increases in area employment and 
Preservation and income associated with the construction oflimited commercial development and long-term i 

Commercial increases once the facilities are operational. These impacts would be greater than those for 
the commercial and residential land use scenario in that, after development is completed, 

I 60 workers would be employed on the tract and a total of 100 jobs would be generated in 
the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force. 

Ecological Commercial and Approximately 60 acres (24 hectares) of pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely 
I Resources Residential modified or lost under this proposed land use scenario. Habitat would be degraded or lost 

for Federal-protected species such as the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and 
southwestern willow flycatcher. Habitat destruction would affect wildlife through direct 
mortality and relocation to other lands. After development, impacts to wildlife species, : 

' primarily birds, could occur due to predation from domestic animals. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Ecological Cultural Under this land use scenario, the potential impacts to natural resources would be similar but 
(Continued) Resources Preservation and less compared to the commercial and residential development scenario. Commercial 

Commercial development would be limited to less than 10 acres (4 hectares) near the highway. Lands 
culturally preserved would not undergo construction, thus preserving the current vegetation 
and wildlife habitat. In addition, impacts to wildlife disturbance from recreational use 
would be diminished due to limited public access. Consequently, habitat for most wildlife 
species would be augmented and improved. 

Cultural Commercial and Under this proposed land use scenario, approximately 60 acres (23 hectares) would be 
Resources Residential directly disturbed by construction activities. Commercial and residential development 

would cause large-scale disturbance to any cultural resources present due to construction, 
grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary impacts to cultural resources 
through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or alteration. In addition, cultural 
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by 
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. 
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities. 
In addition, access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction of additional 
residents, thereby causing possible destruction and damage to resources, vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices 
and ceremonies. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Cultural Cultural Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the 
(Continued) Resources Preservation and cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the 

Commercial resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and 
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional users if general 
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on 
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. Commercial development, 
although limited, would cause disturbance to any cultural resources present due to 
construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts could include the destruction of 
archaeological sites and traditional cultural property locations. In addition, cultural 
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by 
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. 

Geology and Commercial and The contemplated land use identified for this tract would result in a total of approximately 
Soils Residential 60 acres (24 hectares) of disturbed land. Any structures would be susceptible to a 

magnitude 7 seismic event. 

Cultural The cultural preservation land use scenario limits commercial development, resulting in 
Preservation and fewer ground disturbing impacts. 
Commercial 
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LAND RESOURCE 
TRACTS AREA 

White Rock Water 
(Continued) Resources 

Air Resources 

LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

SCENARIO 

Commercial and The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
Residential but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 

decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 
Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because stormwater runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the draina~es. 

Cultural The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; 
Preservation and but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level 
Commercial decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aquifer. 

Development and construction may potentially affect surface water quality within and 
downstream of the tract because storm water runoff may increase over areas that have been 
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages. 

Commercial and Increase in criteria pollutants from mobile sources, homes, and businesses using natural gas 
Residential or propane. No new sources of hazardous or radioactive air pollutants are expected. The 

current baseline would remain unchanged: dose is 1.0 millirem from LANL operations. 
Contributions to global climate change from tract activities would increase considerably 
from nearly zero to approximately 14,000 tons (12,600 metric tons) per year of carbon 
dioxide due to the increase in motor vehicle traffic and commercial and residential fossil 
fuel use. 

Cultural No discernible difference in air quality is expected. Emissions of criteria pollutants will 
Preservation and increase slightly but remain within State and Federal standards for ambient air quality. 
Commercial Contributions to global climate change from tract activities would increase slightly, from 

nearly zero to about 150 tons (130 metric tons) per year of carbon dioxide. 
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued) 
----- --

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

TRACTS AREA SCENARIO 

White Rock Human Health Commercial and As many as 2,200 new residents and lodgers including sensitive receptors would be brought 
(Continued) Residential into closer proximity to LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people 

exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer 
proximity would slightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population 
within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Cultural A small number of private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to 
Preservation and LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and 
Commercial chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would slightly 

increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Environmental Commercial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations 
Justice Residential or would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The 

Cultural 
White Rock Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these 

Preservation and 
resources cannot be determined at this time. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has 

Commercial 
expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in 
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo's population. 

Notes: Acreages are approximate and may differ from actual ground surveys crinducted later in the conveyance and transfer process. 
DBA= decibel A-weighted scale, gwh =gigawatts per hour, mcf= million cubic feet, mgy =million gallons per year, mly =million liters per year, mty =metric tons per year. 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter discusses the regional and local setting associated with the land tracts 
being considered for conveyance or transfer. Each aspect of the environment or 
resource area (for example, air quality, water resources) is discussed in Section 3.2 
of this chapter. 

3.1 Introduction 
Because most of the subject tracts are 

currently part ofLANL, the discussion ofthe 
regional and local settings for the tracts is 
tiered to the discussions contained in the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). The exceptions 
are the Rendija Canyon and the 
Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tracts, 
which, while administered by the DOE, are 
not part ofLANL, and therefore, were not 
discussed in the LANL SWEIS. Each 
resource area summarizes and references the 
LANL SWEIS where additional data and 
references can be found. The discussion of 
each resource area concentrates on those 
elements that are relevant to the tracts. 
Additional LANL information is available in 
annual Environmental Surveillance Reports, 
which are posted on the LANL web site 
(http:/ /lib-www.lanl.gov/pubs/Environment. 
htm). 

3.2 Regional and Local Setting 

3.2.1 Land Use 
Los Alamos is located in a region of 

north-central New Mexico where the very old 
and very new adjoin. The active Pueblos of 
Native Americans, the ruins of prehistoric 
Indian cultures, and old high-mountain 
Hispanic villages highlight the natural setting 
and features of the land. The area is 
dominated by the Jemez Mountains to the 
west and the Sangre de Cristo Mountains to 
the east and contains Santa Fe, the oldest 
capital city in the nation (see Figure 3 .2.1-1). 
This predominantly undeveloped area 
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supports land uses that range from the 
protected wilderness areas ofBandelier 
National Monument (BNM) and Santa Fe 
National Forest, to the research and 
development activities carried out at LANL. 
The LANL facility, located in Los Alamos 
and Santa Fe Counties, rests on the Pajarito 
Plateau on the eastern slope ofthe Jemez 
Mountains. 

Los Alamos County (the County) 
encompasses approximately 70,400 acres 
(28,500 hectares). LANL occupies an area of 
approximately 27,832 acres (11,272 hectares), 
or 43 square miles (Ill square kilometers) of 
which 86 percent (23,951 acres or 
9, 700 hectares) lies within Los Alamos 
County. The remaining 14 percent ofLANL 
lies within Santa Fe County. Los Alamos 
County, the DOE, U.S. Forest Service 
(USPS), and National Park Service (NPS) 
represent the four major governmental bodies 
that determine land use and provide 
stewardship ofthe land within Los Alamos 
County. In addition, the State ofNew Mexico, 
the Bureau ofLand Management, and several 
Native American Pueblos also provide 
stewardship of additional lands located near 
Los Alamos. 

Land uses on these properties include the 
following: 

• Los Alamos County. 29 percent of 
County land is dedicated to land use 
associated with the Los Alamos 
townsite; another 26 percent lies 
within the community ofWhite Rock 
where uses range from residential to 
commercial and retail development; 
the remaining 45 percent of county 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
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Figure 3.2.1-1. Location of the Los Alamos National Laboratory. 

October 1999 3-2 Final CT EIS 



3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

land is undeveloped and dedicated to 
recreational uses and open space 
(DOE 1999c ). 

• U.S. Department of Energy. Land 
use is based primarily on the support, 
research and development (R&D), 
R&D waste disposal, explosives waste 
disposal, and buffer land activities 
associated with LANL (DOE 1999c). 

• U.S. Forest Service. Management of 
the Santa Fe National Forest is 
directed toward the wise use of land 
and resources in order to provide 
optimum long-term public benefits. 
Guided by the principles of multiple 
use and sustained yield, the Santa Fe 
National Forest strives to meet the 
needs and desires of present and future 
generations. Existing uses of the Santa 
Fe National Forest lands in the 
vicinity of the I 0 subject land tracts 
include tourism; mining; recreational 
activities, including hiking, hunting, 
fishing, camping, climbing, and 
skiing; and other traditional uses such 
as firewood gathering and tree cutting 
for vigas and latillas. 

• National Park Service. Land use 
activities at BNM in the vicinity of the 
10 subject land tracts are dominated 
by resource management and tourism. 
BNM consists of two units under the 
responsibility of the NPS. The larger 
unit, which is located south of the Los 
Alamos townsite, is the primary 
destination for the park's 440,000 
annual visitors and includes park 
headquarters, campgrounds, employee 
residences, and a visitor center. 
Seventy percent of this unit is 
legislated wilderness. The second unit, 
Tsankawi, is located to the east ofLos 
Alamos, across State Road (SR) 4 
from Technical Area (TA) 74 and 
White RockY Tracts. Tsankawi is 
essentially undeveloped and is visited 
for its solitude and the opportunity for 
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visitors to explore the archeological 
resources. Both units contain the 
cultural remains of present day Pueblo 
people whose ancestors had occupied 
the area for centuries. BNM has a 
legislated mandate to protect the 
natural and cultural resources of these 
lands, and to provide for visitor 
enjoyment and education. 

• State of New Mexico. Land use on 
State lands is recreational, based 
primarily on open space {DOE 1999c). 

• Native American Pueblos. Lands of 
the Pueblo of San Ildefonso are 
located adjacent to the communities of 
Los Alamos and White Rock, and 
share the eastern border ofLANL in 
Santa Fe and Sandoval Counties. Land 
use is based on a mixture of residential 
use, gardening and farming, cattle 
grazing, hunting, fishing, food and 
medicinal plant gathering, firewood 
production, and general cultural and 
resource protection. Other Native 
American lands are located in 
Sandoval, Santa Fe, and Rio Arriba 
Counties and have similar uses , 
together with some commercial and 
light industrial land use (DOE 1999c). 

Land use in Los Alamos County and in 
the overall region is linked to the economy of 
northern New Mexico and depends heavily on 
tourism, recreation, and the State and Federal 
Governments for its economic base. Area 
communities are generally small, such as the 
Los Alamos townsite with approximately 
12,000 residents. These communities 
primarily support residential, commercial and 
light industrial land uses. Recreational ' 
resources such as hiking trails cliff faces , , 
parks, and athletic facilities are abundant in 
the County and highly valued by the residents 
of local communities (Figure 3 .2.1-2). 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

The Environmental Restoration (ER) 
Project at LANL was established by the DOE 
in 1989 to assess and remediate sites that 
were known or suspected to be contaminated 
because of historical operations and that 
either were or still are under DOE control. By 
1992, the ER Project had reviewed existing 
historical records and interviewed long-time 
employees, which resulted in the 
identification of approximately 2, 120 of such 
sites, called "potential release sites" (PRSs). 
LANL's PRSs are diverse and include 
historically used material disposal areas 
(MD As), canyons, outfalls, drain lines, firing 
sites, industrial sites, and miscellaneous other 
sites, such as locations of historic spills. By 
1994, detailed work plans were being 
implemented to characterize LANL's PRSs in 
accordance with the requirements of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) and Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments (HSW A) regulations governing 
the cleanup of hazardous wastes. 

In 1996, the DOE Office of 
Environmental Management initiated a 
complex-wide strategy to accelerate site 
cleanup and enhance performance of the 
cleanup program. In particular, the strategy 
focuses on completing work at as many sites 
as possible by the end of fiscal year 2006. 
Known as Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to 
Closure (DOE 1998c ), the plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL, to 
support the Office of Environmental 
Management's program planning process. 

As of September 1998, the LANL ER 
Project was in some phase of characterization 
for more than 1, 100 PRSs and had reported 
results on 77 4 of these PRSs. In addition, the 
ER Project had conducted cleanups at 120 
sites and had recommended 822 sites for no 
further action (NF A) to the DOE and an 
additional 586 such sites to New Mexico 
Environment Department (NMED). The 
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DOE has concurred with 425 such 
recommendations at the sites over which it 
has oversight authority, and the NMED has 
concurred with 102 recommendations and 
removed 99 sites from Module Vlll of 
LANL's RCRA permit. The DOE currently 
estimates that most environmental restoration 
activities at LANL will be completed by 
2008. 

In addition to remediating LANL' s PRSs, 
the ER Project encompasses another 
important component: decontamination and 
decommissioning {D&D) ofDOE facilities 
that are contaminated as a result of historical 
operations and are considered to be surplus. 
Since 1990, more than 40 such structures 
have been decommissioned. Approximately 
100 additional structures have been slated for 
D&D in the future, on a schedule determined 
annually on the basis of budget allocations. 
Unlike the component of the ER Project 
related to PRSs, which has a projected year of 
completion, D&D activities are expected to be 
ongoing throughout the life ofLANL. 

Environmental Restoration Activities 
Associated with the Land Transfer Parcels 

There are about 200 PRSs and about 150 
DOE structures located within the 10 parcels 
tentatively identified by the DOE for 
conveyance and transfer1

. One ofthe parcels, 
the Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract, has no PRSs associated with it and, 
consequently, the environmental restoration 
issues associated with it are minimal. At the 
other end of the spectrum, the T A 21 Tract 
contains 154 of the 200 PRSs and 125 of the 
152 structures. The environmental restoration 
issues associated with this parcel are the most 
complex and will be the most costly of all of 
the tentatively proposed land transfer parcels. 
Certain of the other parcels, including the 

1 Additional structures may be present onsite that do not 
belong to the DOE. The total number ofPRSs, buildings, and 
structures on each tract may change when the tract 
bmmdaries are surveyed. 
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Rendija Canyon Tract, the White RockY 
Tract, the White Rock Tract, and theTA 74 
Tract, are situated within one or more canyon 
drainage systems and could, potentially, have 
been the recipients of contaminant migration 
in the past from mesa top or up-canyon 
locations. 

Table 3 .2.1.1-1 summarizes the number of 
PRSs and structures located in each parcel, 
and identifies other important issues related to 
LANL ER Project activities. 

The issues associated with each of the 10 
parcels are presented in detail in Appendix B 
of this CT EIS, as are the DOE's estimates of 
total remediation and decommissioning 
durations. 

Environmental Restoration Worker Health 
and Safety 

Environmental restoration activities, 
which include D&D activities, are undertaken 
with the intent of reducing the long-term 
public and worker health and safety risks 
associated with contaminated sites or with 

surplus facilities and to reduce risk posed to 
ecosystems. 

Environmental restoration cleanup 
workers are often the most vulnerable to 
hazardous exposure and risk. Such workers 
are frequently engaged in activities that 
involve radioactive and toxic wastes and 
under conditions that are conducive to 
industrial accidents. Protection of worker 
health and safety is built into the planning of 
each cleanup project. Decisions regarding 
whether and how to undertake an 
environmental restoration action are made 
after a detailed assessment of the short-term 
and long-term risks and benefits for options 
specific to the site in question, and, at LANL, 
they are made primarily within the framework 
oftheRCRA. 

Environmental restoration activities can 
involve heavy equipment, trenches and other 
excavations, solvents and other chemicals, 
and other bazards. Worker health and safety 
risks are mitigated with work plans, safety 

Table 3.2.1.1-1. Summary of Environmental Restoration Sites and Issues 
Tentatively Identified for Land Transfer Tracts 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF DOE OTHER 
TRACT POTENTIAL BUILDINGS AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

RELEASE SITES STRUCTURES8 RESTORATION ISSUES 

Rendija Canyon 4 0 None 

DOELAAO 3 2 None 

Miscellaneous Site 22 0 1 Construction debris 

Miscellaneous Manhattan 
0 1 None 

Monument 

DP Road 10 9 Canyon contamination 

TA21 154 125 Can_yon contamination 

Ai!:port 25 4 Canyon contamination 

White RockY 0 6 Canyon contamination 

TA 74 4 3 Canyon contamination 

White Rock 0 1 Canyon contamination 

• The number of buildings and structures presented in the Environmental Restoration Report (DOE 1999b) has been slightly 
modified where possible to exclude structures that are temporary in nature or that do not belong to the DOE. 
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programs, protective equipment, and similar 
administrative, education, and physical 
protection measures. 

Because there are no individual or 
specific environmental restoration actions that 
have reached a stage where specific 
remediation work plans, methodologies, 
tasks, or labor-hour estimates have been 
developed, any impact analyses ofthese 
actions can only be presented in general terms 
at this time. The short-term risks and controls 
associated with the environmental restoration 
activities include the following: 

• Fugitive Dust. The amount of 
material suspended in air and the 
associated risk to human health and 
the environment is controlled by 
frequently wetting the ground at the 
cleanup site. 

• Surface Runoff. The potential for 
contaminant transport by surface 
water flow off of a cleanup site is 
controlled by collection, flow barriers, 
or contouring the ground. 

• Soil and Sediment Erosion. This 
potential risk is minimized by 
covering cleanup sites with tarps 
during storm events. 

The environmental restoration activities 
associated with these tracts are part of the 
totality of future environmental restoration 
activities discussed in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). The risks associated with the 
transport, treatment, storage and disposal of 
this waste are included in the LANL SWEIS 
analyses (in particular, refer to Sections 
3.1.14, 3.1.15, 3.2.14, 3.2.15, 3.3.14, 3.3.15, 
3.4.14, 3.4.15, 3.6.3.1, 5.2.9, 5.3.9, 5.4.9, and 
5.5.9 ofthe LANL SWEIS). 

3.2.2 Transportation 
Two state roads, SR 501 and SR 502, 

serve the County and the immediate LANL 
area. SR 501, also known as West Jemez 
Road, enters the region from the south. 
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SR 502 enters the region from the east. SR 4 
is a state road that loops around the region to 
the south and east (see Figure 3.2.1-1 ). 

SR 501 branches north from SR 4 about 
5 miles (8 kilometers) southwest ofLos 
Alamos, while SR 4 intersects with SR 502 
approximately the same distance east ofLos 
Alamos. South from Espanola, SR 30 also 
joins SR 502 approximately 2 miles 
(3 kilometers) east of the SR 502 and SR 4 
intersection and approximately 8 miles 
(13 kilometers) west of the U.S. 84 and 
U.S. 285 interchange. Two other roads enter 
from the east and also provide access to SR 4: 
East Jemez Road, the designated truck route 
for entering Los Alamos, and Pajarito Road 
(Figure 3.2.1-1). 

Due to the relative remoteness ofLANL 
and its location on the top of the Pajarito 
Plateau, the roads into the region have some 
sharp curves. Although improved in recent 
years, SR 502 is a winding, rather steep, two
to five-lane highway as it rises up from the 
canyon floor. Prior to the ascent up the 
canyon to the mesa, SR 502 is a four- and 
five-lane road. The other roads into the area, 
SR 501, East Jemez Road, and Pajarito Road 
are all two-lane roads. 

In general, the traffic into the region is 
light, although there are substantial peaks in 
traffic flows due to employment at LANL. A 
significant number ofLANL employees 
living in White Rock, Espanola, Jemez 
Springs, and elsewhere contribute to the 
traffic levels entering the region during the 
peak hours of the morning and evenings. 
Traffic during the noon hour also is dense. 
Although this causes heavy localized 
congestion, this congestion is generally 
experienced for only a limited duration (less 
than 30 minutes). This localized congestion is 
inconvenient and frustrating to motorists; 
however, it would be difficult to justify 
significant system-wide improvements when 
the transportation system operates 
satisfactorily the vast majority of the time. 
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The SR 4 and SR 502 intersection was 
reconstructed recently as a grade-separated 
interchange to accommodate the volume of 
traffic entering and exiting the region via this 
intersection. 

Although the transportation network near 
each ofthe subject tracts may have additional 
lanes in some areas, the carrying capacity of 
the roadway is limited to the number of cars 
that can be accommodated on the narrowest 
section of road. For instance, SR 502 is a 
five-lane highway in one section prior to the 
interchange with SR 4; however, as SR 502 
climbs the mesa into Los Alamos it is only a 
two-lane road. The capacity of SR 502 is 
therefore limited to the available capacity of 
the two-lane section even though it could 
carry significantly more traffic near the 
interchange. 

3.2.3 Infrastructure 
Utility systems at LANL and Los Alamos 

County include electricity service, natural 
gas, water, sanitary wastewater, and solid 
waste. Ownership and distribution ofthese 
services are split between the DOE and the 
County and are summarized below for each 
utility system. 

Electricity service comes from the Los 
Alamos power resource pool and is delivered 
to LANL and the communities of White Rock 
and Los Alamos via two regional 115-kilovolt 
transmission lines. The installation of an 
additional transmission line is under 
consideration currently by DOE (see 
Chapter 1, Section 1.5.4). This third line 
would split the existing power between three 
lines instead oftwo to increase reliability and 
could be adapted to provide additional 
delivery capacity when new power sources 
become available. A steam/power plant at 
LANL' s T A 3 can generate additional power 
on an as-needed basis. There also are 
hydroelectric facilities at Abiquiu and El 
Vado Reservoirs. 

October 1999 3-8 

The natural gas system includes a DOE
owned high-pressure main, a distribution 
system, and pressure reducing stations to 
LANL facilities. The County owns the gas 
distribution systems to the Los Alamos 
townsite and White Rock. 

The water system includes supply wells, 
water chlorination and pumping stations, 
storage tanks, and distribution piping. The 
DOE is currently in the process of 
transferring ownership ofwater rights, wells, 
rights-of-way, and distribution equipment to 
the County. Following transfer, the County 
would generally own all water production and 
distribution facilities except distribution 
systems within LANL technical areas. For a 
detailed discussion of the transfer of water 
rights to the County, see Section 3 .2.3 .1. 

The Sanitary Wastewater Systems 
Consolidation (SWSC) Plant handles 
wastewater from most LANL buildings. The 
County-owned Bayo Wastewater Treatment 
Plant and White Rock Wastewater Treatment 
Facility handle sewage for the Los Alamos 
townsite and White Rock, respectively. Solid 
waste from LANL and the County is disposed 
at the DOE-owned, County-operated landfill. 
The landfill also receives waste from the City 
ofEspafiola. Santa Clara Pueblo has 
petitioned to send their solid waste to the 
DOE landfill and is awaiting approval from 
the DOE. The County has decided to close the 
current landfill and is planning the 
development of a new regional solid waste 
facility (PC 1999c). 

Table 3.2.3-1 shows the current annual 
usage of utilities by LANL and the County 
and the existing system capacity. For more 
detailed information on LANL utilities and 
infrastructure, please refer to the LANL 
SWEIS, Section 4.9.2 (DOE 1999c). 

3.2.3.1 LANL and Los Alamos County 
Water Rights 

Until September 8, 1998, the DOE 
supplied all potable water for LANL, BNM, 
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Table 3.2.3-1. Annual Usage and Capacity of Utilities 

WATER mgy (mly) SEWAGE mgy (mly) 

PEAK ELEC. GAS WHITE SOLID 
POWER COUNTY LANL swsc BAYO WASTE 

gwh/yr mcf (mly) ROCK 
tpy (mty) ~ mw 

System Limits" 107 937 8,100 (229,400) 1,260b {4,770} 540 _(2,044_} 220 (833) 500(1,893J 300_(1,136_} None i 

Baseline Usage 

LANL0 95 628 2,020 (57,200) - 693d (2,624) 187 (708) - - 2,860 {2,600) I 

Cotmty + BNM 14 94 1.040 (29.500) 963 (3,645) -- - 365 (1.382) 146 (553) 15,990 (14,5oo) I 

Total 109 722 3,060 (86,700) 963 (3,645} 693 {2,624) 187_(7081 365 _(1,382J 146 {553) 18,850_i17,IOOlJ 

Remaining Capacity_ -2 215 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) -153(-579) 33 (125) 135 (511) 154 (583) 7 years• I 

Notes: mw = megawatts, gwh = gigawatt-hours, mcf = million cubic feet, mgy = million gallons per year, mly = million liters per year, tpy = tons per year, mty = metric tons per 
year 

w • For electricity, this is the sum of the contractual import limits and onsite generation; for gas, this is the contract limit; for sewage, this is the design limit of the system; for 
~ water, this is the legal water rights. 

Tl :;· 
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0 
-i 
m 
(j) 

b Does not include Los Alamos Cotmty' s rights to 391 mgy ( 1 ,400 mly)of San Juan-Chama River water, for which there is currently no mechanism for delivery. 

• Projected usage from the LANL SWEIS No Action Alternative. Figures reflect a decrease in the anticipated peak power usage of the Low Energy Demonstration Accelerator 
(LEDA) Project. 
d Includes 20 mgy (75 mly) of water use for Strategic Computing Complex (SCC). The SWEIS assumes 100% of SCC water needs will be met with treated wastewater. Here, it 
is assumed that only 2/3 of the water needs will be met with wastewater, and the other 113 will come from fresh water. 

• Expected life of the landfill at current solid waste generation rates. 
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and Los Alamos County, including the towns 
ofLos Alamos and White Rock. On that date, 
the DOE leased or conveyed portions of its 
water production and distribution system to 
the County ofLos Alamos. The delineation 
between County and the DOE's water rights, 
production, and distribution system under this 
agreement is essentially as follows: the lease 
of the Los Alamos Water Production System, 
including all water distribution lines up to the 
main distribution point at the boundary of 
each T A; the lease of surface and 
groundwater rights amounting to 5,541.3 acre 
feet (1,805 million gallons [or 6,833 million 
liters]) of water per year (DOE 1999c, 
Section 4.9.2.1); and the conveyance of 
DOE's contracted annual right obtained in 
1976 to 1,200 acre feet (391 million gallons 
[or 1, 480 million liters]) of San Juan-Chama 
Transmountain Diversion Project water 
(DOE/LAC 1998a). Neither the DOE nor the 
County has constructed a delivery system for 
the San Juan-Chama River waters from El 
Vado Lake and Abiquiu reservoirs to the 
County or LANL. The lease agreement "shall 
terminate on the earlier ofthe 7th day of 
September, 2001 or upon delivery by the 
Government of a quitclaim deed conveying 
the Leased Premises to the Lessee." The 
ultimate intent, pending indemnification, is 
for the DOE to convey to Los Alamos County 
70 percent of the DOE water right and lease 
to Los Alamos County the remaining 
30 percent. Per the lease agreement, the DOE 
would have purchase rights from the County 
for the 30 percent of the water right. 

On several occasions since 1986 through 
1998, LANL operations have exceeded 
30 percent of the total DOE annual water 
right (not including San Juan-Chama 
Transmountain Diversion Project water). The 
agreement between the DOE and the County 
does not preclude provision of additional 
waters in excess of the 30 percent agreement, 
if available. However, the agreement states 
that should the County be unable to provide 
water to its customers, then the County shall 
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be entitled to reduce water services to the 
DOE in an amount equal to the water rights 
deficit (DOE/LAC 1998b). 

3.2.4 Noise 
Noise is traditionally defined as unwanted 

sound. Vibrations include air blasts (also 
known as air pressure waves) and ground 
vibrations. Higher frequency air blast 
vibrations are audible, while lower frequency 
air blast and ground vibrations may cause a 
secondary and audible noise within structures. 
The characteristics of sound include 
parameters such as amplitude (loudness), 
frequency (pitch), and duration. The decibel 
(dB), a logarithmic unit that accounts for 
large variations in amplitude, is the accepted 
standard measurement for sound. The 
threshold for human hearing is between 1 and 
5 dB. The threshold of pain, at the other end 
ofthe audible scale, occurs at approximately 
140 dB (GSA 1997). 

Humans are capable of hearing only a 
limited range of frequencies, from 20 to 
20,000 hertz. In addition, the human ear is not 
equally sensitive to all frequencies over this 
range. In order to take this characteristic into 
account when measuring noise, a frequency
weighting known as A-weighting is 
commonly applied to sound levels. Because 
the A-weighted scale closely describes the 
response of the human ear, it is most 
commonly used in noise measurements. 
A-weighted sound levels are expressed as 
dBA. Examples oftypical A-weighted sound 
levels are shown in Table 3.2.4-1. 

Sounds also can be measured in 
C-weighted decibels (dB C), a measurement 
that reflects a nearly uniform response to 
frequencies from 30 to 10,000 hertz. 
C-weighted sound measurements tend to be 
larger than their A-scale equivalents. In 
addition, while the A-weighted scale is best 
for human noise response, the C-weighted 
scale is more representative of sounds heard 
by animals. 
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Table 3.2.4-1. Comparative A-Weighted Sound Levels 

COMMON OUTDOOR SOUND LEVEL 
SOUNDS (dBA) 

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet 110 (300 meters) 

Gas lawn mower at 3 feet 100 (0.9 meter) 

Diesel truck at 50 feet 90 
(15 meters) 

Major urban center, daytime 80 

Gas lawn mower at 100 feet 70 (30 meters) 

Heavy traffic at 300 feet 60 (90 meters) 

Urban center, daytime 50 

Urban center, nighttime 40 
Suburban area, nighttime 30 

Rural area, nighttime 20 

Rustle ofleaves in the wind 10 
Source: OOE 19%b 

Regulatory noise and vibration limits in 
the Los Alamos region are outlined in depth 
in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c, 
Section 4.1.3 .1 ). 

3.2.4.1 Existing Noise Levels 

Common sources of noise in the region 
include traffic, sirens, construction, 
lawnmowers, ventilation fans, refrigeration 
units, and other commercial noises. Less 
frequently encountered sounds include those 
from firearms practice, thunder, and LANL 
explosives testing. Noise and air and ground 
vibrations, even noise created by traffic, are 
intermittent aspects of the Los Alamos area. 
Although the receptor most often considered 
for these environmental conditions is human, 
noise and vibration also are perceived by 
animals and may be perceived by plants. 
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COMMON INDOOR SOUNDS 

Rock band 

Subway train 

Food blender or garbage disposal at 3 feet 
(0.9 metei} 

Shouting at 3 feet (0.9 meter) 

Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet (3 meters) 

Large business office; dishwasher in the next 
room 

Bac~round noise in lai"ge conference room 

Background noise in a library 

Bedroom at night 
Background at a recording studio; average 

whisper 
Threshold of hearing 

Vibration also may contribute to physical 
damage of property. 

Some studies of ambient noise levels in 
the Los Alamos region have been performed. 
Readings ranged from 31 to 3 5 dB A at the 
entrance to BNM on SR 4, and from 38 to 
51 dBA in White Rock (DOE 1995, 
page 4-16). The White Rock readings of 40 to 
50 dBA are within expected sound levels for 
residential areas. 

Traffic noise from trucks and automobiles 
within the County contributes heavily to 
background noise in the region. Although 
some measurements have been made, these 
sound levels are found to be highly dependent 
upon the measurement location, time of day, 
and meteorological conditions such as wind 
direction and strength. Therefore, there is no 
single representative measurement for 
ambient traffic noise. 
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Intermittent noise and vibrations are 
experienced in the Los Alamos area due to 
explosives testing and summer thunderstorms. 
Studies conducted to assess the noise and 
vibration impact of explosives testing 
conclude that local noise limits are not being 
exceeded by these tests. The air blasts and 
ground vibrations generated by explosives 
testing would not be expected to damage 
either sensitive historic or prehistoric 
structures or other buildings in the region 
(DOE 1999c, page 4-21). 

3.2.5 Visual Resources 
The area that includes the Los Alamos 

townsite and the subject tracts for this CT EIS 
are located within a region of great visual 
diversity and resources. Visual resources 
include scenery in the near, middle, and 
distant landscape. Views throughout the 
region include mountains, mesas, mesa side 
slopes, rolling hills, flat areas, and canyons. 
Vegetation ranges from fairly dense forest to 
rugged, rocky, less vegetated areas. This 
creates another level of visual interest with 
color and texture. The visual character of the 
region also includes residential communities 
and highly developed building complexes and 
associated facilities. A large variety of views 
may be seen at almost any location in the 
regiOn. 

3.2.5.1 Physical Characteristics of the 
Visual Environment 

The topography of this part of northern 
New Mexico is rugged, especially in the 
vicinity ofLos Alamos. Mesa tops are cut by 
deep canyons, creating sharp angles in the 
landforms. In some cases, slopes are nearly 
vertical with exposed geology in striking, 
contrasting horizontal planes of color varying 
from bright orange-red to almost white. 
Terrain alteration has been relatively limited 
in the region, and disturbance has occurred 
for the most part on the level plateau areas. 
The most obvious terrain alterations in this 
area are the side-hill cuts needed for 
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roadways. However, these steep cuts are not 
as out of character with the surrounding 
sharply angled terrain as they would be in 
more gentle topography. 

A variety ofvegetation occurs in the 
region, adding to the visual interest. The 
range of vegetation communities include low
lying meadows (grasslands and recent bum 
areas), mixed grass, shrub and savannah 
lands, and dense conifer evergreen forests. 
The height and density of trees may obscure 
many views and partially screen others. 
Portions ofLANL located along mesa tops at 
the lower elevations of the facility toward the 
eastern site boundary are covered with 
grasslands, mixed shrubs, or short trees with 
sparsely distributed taller trees, allowing 
greater visibility from within the viewshed. In 
contrast, portions ofLANL located at the 
upper elevations toward the western boundary 
are more densely covered by tall mixed 
conifer forests that lessen the visibility of 
these areas. 

The most obvious modem alteration of 
the natural environment is development. 
Within LANL and the Los Alamos townsite, 
much of this development is austere and 
utilitarian in appearance, contrasting greatly 
with nature (DOE 1999c ). Because both 
LANL and the townsite were established in 
response to a national emergency, many 
buildings were built as temporary structures. 
Overcrowded conditions, due to the limited 
amount ofland, often have resulted in an 
unplanned, visually discordant assembly of 
structures and functions, equipment, parking, 
and outside storage. More recent 
development, however, includes many 
facilities with designs and materials that are 
more visually appropriate and compatible 
with the natural environment. 

Visibility related to air quality is an 
important facet of the visual environment 
within the Los Alamos viewshed. Smoke is 
produced in the viewshed by residential 
burning, controlled forest management bums, 
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and the periodic burning of high explosives 
waste material at LANL. Similarly, light 
pollution from various sources within the Los 
Alamos viewshed is an important facet of the 
nighttime visual environment with regard to 
the visibility ofLANL and the visibility of 
celestial features. 

The visual assets of the 10 subject tracts 
reflect the variety of the Los Alamos region. 
While some of the tracts include the visually 
discordant elements of developed industrial 
sites, others include large expanses of natural 
and undeveloped canyon areas. For more 
detailed information on the visual resources 
of the Los Alamos region, please refer to the 
LANL SWEIS, Section 4.1.2 (DOE 1999c). 

3.2.6 Socioeconomics 
This section presents an overview of 

current socioeconomic conditions within the 
region of influence (ROI). The ROI for this 
analysis is a three-county area that includes 
Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Rio Arriba 
Counties. 

3.2.6.1 Los Alamos County Self
Sufficiency 

Los Alamos County is a unique 
municipality. The vast majority of the 
property and economic activity (LANL) in 
the County is exempt from taxation but 
generates significant demands for public 
services. In light of this serious constraint to 
revenue generation, the County faces the 
dilemma of how to continue to provide 
services while dealing simultaneously with 
declining revenues resulting from the loss of 
Federal assistance payments and increasing 
costs arising from accepting and operating 
DOE facilities. 

Los Alamos County has long been 
economically dependent on assistance 
payments from the DOE. As a result of 
budget constraints, these assistance payments 
have ended. The County has been, and 
continues to be, greatly restricted in efforts 
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toward diversification of its economy to 
reduce dependence upon LANL. Any 
discussion of self-sufficiency for Los Alamos 
needs to recognize the factors that have 
significantly hindered economic development 
to date, such as rugged topography, a location 
remote from materials or markets, a high cost 
of living, revenue generation restrictions, and 
a limited workforce. 

3.2.6.2 Employment and Income 
The ROI has historically depended in a 

large part on government employment. 
Because the ROI includes the cities ofLos 
Alamos and Santa Fe, both the Federal and 
State Governments generate many jobs within 
this area. However, as shown in 
Table 3 .2. 6.2-1, the private sector has been 
gaining in importance. In 1996, government 
employment was second to the service sector 
in terms ofthe percentage of jobs provided in 
the ROI. The service sector is the largest 
employer in the ROI, providing 34.9 percent 
of the jobs in the ROI, while government 
provides 25.8 percent of the jobs in the ROI, 
and the wholesale and retail trade sector 
provide 19 percent. Historically, these three 
sectors have been the dominant employers 
(BEA 1998). 

Traditionally, the unemployment rate in 
the ROI has been lower than the 
unemployment rate in New Mexico and has 
remained steady, as shown in Table 3.2.6.2-2. 
The 1997 unemployment rate in the ROI 
ranged from 1. 7 percent in Los Alamos 
County to 10.7 percent in Rio Arriba County, 
averaging 5.2 percent. The unemployment 
rate in New Mexico averaged 6.2 percent in 
1997 (BLS 1998). 

The average per capita income in the ROI 
was $22,861 in 1996, a 31 percent increase 
over the 1990 level of$17,398. Average per 
capita income levels in the ROI ranged from a 
low of$12,243 in Rio Arriba County to a 
high of$32,257 in Los Alamos County. The 
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Table 3.2.6.2-1. Employment by Sector in the Region of Influence 

PERCENTAGE 
SECTOR 

1980 1990 1996 

Services 26.7 32.3 34.9 

Government and Government Enterprises 37.2 29.4 25.8 

Wholesale and Retail Trade 16.1 18.1 19.0 

Finance Insurance and Real Estate 5.7 5.9 6.4 

Construction 5.4 5.9 5.9 

Manufacturing 3.1 3.6 3.4 

Transportation and Public Utilities 2.4 2.0 1.9 

Fann Employment 2.1 1.5 1.3 

Other 1.3 1.3 1.4 

Source: BEA 1998 

Table 3.2.6.2-2. Unemployment in the 
Region of Influence and New Mexico 

AREA 

Los Alamos County 

Rio Arriba County 

Santa Fe County 

ROI 

New Mexico 

Source: BLS 1998 

1996 average per capita income in New 
Mexico was $18,814 (BEA 1998). 

3.2.6.3 Population and Housing 

Population 

The ROI population grew steadily from 
1980 to 1994, with annual growth rates 
ranging between 2.1 and 3.1 percent. The rate 
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1990 1995 1997 

1.5% 2.0% 1.7% 

13.5% 11.9% 10.7% 

3.3% 

5.0% 

6.5% 

3-14 

4.3% 4.1% 

5.4% 5.2% 

6.3% 6.2% 

of growth has slowed since 1994 and 
averaged just 0.1 percent between 1996 and 
1997. Population growth is expected to 
remain slow. Population projections for 
the ROI through 2025 are shown in 
Table 3.2.6.3-1 (Census 1994 and 
Census 1998). 
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Table 3.2.6.3-1. Population Estimates for the Region of Influence 

COUNTY 1990 1995 2000 

Los Alamos 18,134 18,605 21,121 

Rio Arriba 34,507 36,853 40,897 

Santa Fe 99,498 112,807 125,848 

ROI 152,139 168,265 187,866 

Sources: Census 1998 and BEA 1998 

Housing 

In 1990, there were a total of21,125 
housing units in the ROI, 17,216 ofwhich 
were occupied. The majority of these were 
single-family, detached houses. Rental 
vacancy rates ranged from 12.3 percent in 
Los Alamos County to 21.8 percent in Santa 
Fe County, while owner-occupied vacancy 
rates ranged from 2.2 percent in Los Alamos 
County to 5.6 percent in Santa Fe County 
(Census 1992). ROI housing characteristics 
are shown in Table 3 .2.6.3-2. 

3.2.6.4 Community Services 

This section discusses the following 
community services in the ROI: medical 
services, education, law enforcement, and fire 
protection. 

Medical Services 

The ROI contains five hospitals with a 
total capacity of 428 beds. Three of these 
hospitals are located in Santa Fe County. All 
of the hospitals operate at well below capacity 
(AHA 1995). There are 427 doctors serving 
the ROI, the majority ofwhom are located in 
Santa Fe County (AMA 1996). 

Education 

The ROI encompasses four school 
districts with over 23,700 students and about 
1,377 teachers (see Table 3.2.6.4-1). Student 
enrollment in the Los Alamos School District 
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2005 2010 2015 2025 

22,852 24,482 26,098 29,113 

44,250 47,406 50,535 56,374 

136,163 145,877 155,504 173,470 

203,265 217,765 232,137 258,957 

increased 6.5 percent during the period from 
1990 to 1995, although enrollment decreased 
during the 1996-1997 school year. Student 
enrollments at the other ROI school districts 
have remained stable with increases of about 
4 percent during the period from 1990 to 
1995. None of the school districts in the ROI 
is at full capacity. The Los Alamos School 
District owns four facilities that are currently 
leased to other parties, while the Pojoaque 
School District actively recruits students from 
other districts. 

There are several private, post-secondary 
educational institutions located in the ROI 
and one public institution, the University of 
New Mexico, Los Alamos. 

Law Enforcement 
Police protection within the vicinity ofLANL 
is provided by the Los Alamos County Police 
Department, which is staffed with 3 9 officers 
and 4 detention personnel. The department, 
with a budget of about $3.7 million, responds 
to over 1,700 service calls per month and is 
involved in various community programs. 
Both Santa Fe and Rio Arriba Counties have 
a Sheriffs Office with a staffof87 and 42, 
respectively (DOE 1999c). In addition, the 
Santa Fe Police Department supports a staff 
of 192, while the Chama Police Department 
in Rio Arriba County has a staff of 5 
employees (HPI 1998). 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 3.2.6.3-2. Region of Influence Housing Characteristics (1990) 

TOTAL NUMBER OWNER- NUMBER MEDIAN NUMBER OF OF RENTAL 
COUNTY OF OWNER- OCCUPIED MEDIAN OCCUPIED VACANCY MONTHLY 

HOUSING OCCUPIED VACANCY VALUE RENTAL RATES CONTRACT 
UNITs• UNITS RATES UNITS RENT 

Los Alamos 7,766 4,836 2.2 $126,100 1,961 12.3 $403 

Rio Arriba 6,902 3,856 3.0 $58,800 2,135 11.6 $191 

Santa Fe 6,457 3,247 5.6 $103,300 1,181 21.8 $425 

ROI 21,125 11,939 - - 5,277 - ~ 

a 1bis number includes housing units that are only used for seasonal, recreational, and other uses. 

Source: Census 1992 

Table 3.2.6.4-1. Public School Statistics in the LANL Region of Influence 
(1995-1996 School Year) 

TEACHER/ OPERATIONAL SCHOOL STUDENT 
DISTRICT ENROLLMENT8 TEACHERs• STUDENT EXPENDITURES 

Los Alamos 3,606 253.8 

Santa Fe 12,789.5 706.1 

Espanola 5,130 283.5 

Pojoaque 1,852.5 103.5 

State Average -
a These are full-equivalent figures. 

Source: DOE 1999c 

Fire Protection 

-

The Los Alamos County Fire Department 
facilities and equipment are owned partially 
by the DOE, operated by Los Alamos County, 
and staffed by County employees. Recent 
disposition of several fire department 
facilities from the DOE to the County have 
occurred. The fire department provides 
medical and rescue emergency response, and 
fire suppression and prevention services to 
both LANL and the Los Alamos County 
communities. The department operates (on a 
full-time basis) five fire stations, including 
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RATIO PER STUDENT 

1:14.2 $6,640 

1:18.1 $3,665 

1:18.1 $3,986 

1:17.9 $4,011 

1:17.0 $4,009 

two at LANL, and a training facility at the 
fire department headquarters (DOE 1999c). 

3.2. 7 Ecological Resources 
The following ecological resource 

description and discussion is intended to 
provide the reader with a general ecological 
overview of the organisms present in the 
LANL region and their relationship with their 
environment. Specific tract information is 
addressed in Chapters 5 through 14. This . 
information was primarily extracted and 
condensed from the LANL SWEIS 
{DOE 1999c). 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The biodiversity of the LANL region is 
shaped by the variety and dynamic 
interactions of elevation, climate, topography, 
soils, water, vegetation, and animal life, along 
with historic and current land use practices. 
Variation in precipitation and temperature and 
differences in the amount of sunlight that 
reach the north-facing and south-facing 
canyon slopes have resulted in a diversity of 
plant life, wildlife, and soils. The mosaic of 
mesa tops, mountains, canyon bottoms, cliffs, 
and steep slopes within this region support the 
habitats of numerous Federal-and State
protected species. 

The LANL SWEIS used two 
organizational themes to address ecological 
resources within the LANL region: watershed 
units and major vegetation zones. As mapped, 
the LANL region includes 14 regional 
watersheds bounded by Guaje Canyon on the 
north, Frijoles Canyon on the south, the crest 
of the Jemez Mountains on the west, and the 
Rio Grande on the east (see Figure 3.2.7-1, 
Watersheds and Vegetation Zones in the Los 
Alamos Area). The watersheds potentially 
affected from the Proposed Action 
Alternative are Barrancas, Bayo, Canada del 
Buey, Guaje, Los Alamos, and Pueblo 
watersheds. 

While watersheds traverse all or part of 
the elevational gradient, major vegetation 
zones are organized into elevation- and 
aspect-defined bands across this gradient. 
Increasing temperature and decreasing 
moisture along the approximately 12-mile 
{19-kilometer) wide, 5,000-foot {1,500-meter) 
elevational gradient from the peaks of the 
Jemez Mountains to the Rio Grande are 
primarily responsible for the formation of five 
broad bands, containing six major vegetation 
zones. These vegetation zones consist of 
montane grasslands, spruce-fir forest, mixed-
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conifer forest (with aspen forest), ponderosa 
pine forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, and 
juniper savannah. The vegetation zones and 
associated ecotones provide habitat, including 
seasonal and year-round breeding, foraging, 
calving, fawning, and denning habitat, and 
migration routes for a diversity of resident 
and migratory wildlife species. This diversity 
is illustrated by the presence of over 900 
species ofvascular plants; 57 species of 
mammals; 200 species ofbirds, including 112 
species known to breed in Los Alamos 
County; 28 species of reptiles; 9 species of 
amphibians; and over 1,200 species of 
arthropods. No fish species have been found 
within LANL boundaries. Land tracts 
proposed for conveyance or transfer primarily 
support ponderosa pine forest, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, or juniper savannah vegetation. 

In some of these land tracts, long-term 
fire suppression coupled with a lack of forest 
management has resulted in the unnatural 
heavy accumulation of live and dead 
vegetation. High fuel loads (vegetation) pose 
a severe wildfire hazard to natural resources, 
cultural resources, and structures. The County 
is a member of the Los Alamos Wildfire 
Cooperators and Interim Fire Management 
T earn. The goals of these organizations are to 
develop a cooperative urban interface plan 
and to develop wildfire protection 
requirements. The Pueblo of San Ildefonso is 
not a member of either organization. 

The primary large-scale components of 
the watersheds are the mesa tops and 
canyons. Mesa tops provide important 
foraging habitat, wildlife corridors that are 
especially important for canyon-to-canyon 
travel, and provide differing seasonal climatic 
conditions (such as temperature) compared to 
other habitats. 
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Figure 3.2.7-1. Watersheds and Vegetation Zones in the Los Alamos Area. 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The canyons within each of these 
watersheds contain an abundant and diverse 
array of wildlife. The canyons contain a more 
complex mix of habitats than the adjacent 
mesa tops and provide nest and den sites, 
food, water, and travel corridors. Mammals 
and birds are especially evident in these 
environments. Large and medium mammals, 
such as black bears (Ursus americanus), 
mountain lions (Felis conco/or), bobcats 
(Lynx rufus), coyotes (Canis latrans), 
raccoons (Procyon /otor), elk (Cervus 
e/aphuis nelsoni), and mule deer ( Odocoi/eus 
hemionus) are known to use some portion of 
nearly all regional canyons. Regional canyon 
systems also are essential to a variety of 
Federal-and State-protected species. The 
north-facing slopes of these canyons provide 
habitat for rare species, like the State
endangered yellow lady slipper orchid 
(Cypripedium ca/ceolus L. var. pubescens 
[Willd.] Co"e/1), as well as the Jemez 
Mountain salamander (Plethodon 
neomexicanus), a Federal species of concern 
and State-threatened species. Mexican spotted 
owls (Strix occidentalis Iucida), which are 
Federal-listed as threatened, and American 
peregrine falcons (Falco pereginus anatum), 
which are Federal-listed as endangered, are 
known to nest in the regional canyons. 
Wetlands are found in each ofthese 
vegetation zones, and the majority of 
wetlands on LANL are associated with 
canyon stream channels or are present on 
mountains or mesas as isolated meadows 
containing ponds or marshes, often in 
association with springs or seeps. Wetlands 
provide habitat, food, and water for a wide 
variety of fauna including Federal- and State
protected species. Of the tracts proposed for 
conveyance or transfer, the Airport, Rendija 
Canyon, White Rock, White RockY, TA 21, 
and TA 74 Tracts contain wetlands 
(LANL 1998d). See Appendix D of this 
CT EIS for further description of the 
wetlands. 
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A number of regionally protected and 
sensitive (rare or declining) species 
potentially are present in the LANL region 
(see Table 3.2.7-1, Protected and Sensitive 
Species). These consist of 5 Federal 
endangered species, 2 Federal threatened 
species (USFW 1998), 1 candidate species, 
and 20 species of concern2 (USFWS 1998). 
The black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), 
Federal-listed as endangered, was once 
widely distributed between Saskatchewan, 
Canada, and Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Texas where it lived in close association with 
prairie dog colonies. It has not been sighted in 
New Mexico since 1934. The Arctic 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius), 
Federal-listed as endangered, breeds in the 
Arctic tundra and inhabits coastlines and 
mountains from Florida to South America in 
winter. In New Mexico it is considered a rare 
migrant, having been verified only in the 
Roswell area. An experimental population of 
endangered whooping cranes ( Grus 
americana), consisting of four individuals, 
migrates along with sandhill cranes ( Grus 
canadensis) in October through mid 
November and from March through April 
following the Rio Grande through northern 
and central New Mexico to overwinter in 
southern New Mexico. The whooping cranes 
roost on sandbars along the way, including 
those in White Rock Canyon and the upper 
sections of Cochiti Reservoir. This is the only 
known period when whooping cranes might 
occur on or near LANL (LANL 1998a). 

2 Federal-listed endangered and threatened species and their 
critical habitat are provided legal protection under the 
Endangered Species Act. Candidate species are taxa for 
which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has 
sufficient information to propose that they be added to the list 
of endangered and threatened species, but the listing action 
has been precluded by other higher priority listing activities. 
Species of concern are those that may be of concern to the 
USFWS but do not receive recognition under the 
Endangered Species Act and that USFWS encourages 
agencies to include in NEP A studies. 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 3.2.7-1. Protected and Sensitive Species 

SPECIES FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS 
STATUS STATUS 

Animal Species 

American Peregrine Endangered Tirreatened • Uses the juniper • Observed breeding 

Falcon savannah, pinyon- and foraging on 

(Falco peregrinus juniper woodland, LANL and adjacent 

anatum) ponderosa pine forest, lands 
and mixed-conifer 
forest biotic zones 

• Requires cliffs for 
nesting 

Arctic Peregrine Endangered due Unlisted • Rare migrant • Verified only in the 

Falcon to similarity of Roswell, New Mexico 
(Falco peregrinus appearance to the area 
tundrius) American 

PeregtiJ:le Falcon 

Whooping Crane Endangered Endangered • Requires rivers and • Migratory visitor 
(Grus americana) marshes along the Rio Grande 

• Roosts on sand bars and Cochiti Lake 

Southwestern Endangered Tirreatened • Requires riparian areas • Observed in Jemez 
Willow Flycatcher • Requires willows and Mountains 
(Empidonax trail/ii cottonwoods • Potential breeding 
extimus) areas on LANL lands 

• Observed in Rio 
Grande Valley near 
Espanola 

Black-Footed Ferret Endangered Unlisted • Requires grasslands in • Regional habitat 
(Mustela nigripes) association with prairie could support the 

dogs species 

• Last confirmed 
sighting in New 
Mexico occurred in 
1934 

Mountain Plover Candidate Unlisted • Moderate elevation. • Two potential 
( Charadrius Species open plains especially sightings of flocks of 
mont anus) short grass prairie and mountain plovers 

sage brush during 1995 and 1996 
fall migrations 
(PC 1999a) 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 3.2.7-1. Protected and Sensitive Species (Continued) 

SPECIES FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS 
STATUS STATUS 

Animal Species 

Bald Eagle lbreatened lbreatened • Riparian areas • ObseiVed as a 

(Haliaeetus migratory and winter 
leucocephalus) resident along the Rio 

Grande and on 
adjacent LANL lands 

Mexican Spotted lbreatened Unlisted • Uses the pinyon- • Breeding resident on 
Owl juniper woodland, LANL, County, 
(Strix occidentalis ponderosa pine forest, BNM, and Santa Fe 
Iucida) and spruce-fir forest National Forest 

biotic zones lands . • Prefers mature and old-
growth forests 

Jemez Mountain Species of lbreatened • Uses the mixed-conifer • Permanent resident on 
Salamander Concern forest biotic zone LANL, County, 
(P/ethodon • Requires north-facing, BNM, and Santa Fe 
neomexicanus) moist slopes National Forest lands 

Bairds Sparrow Species of lbreatened • Uses the pinyon- • ObseiVed on Santa Fe 
(Ammodramus Concern juniper woodland, National Forest lands 
bairdii) ponderosa pine forest 

and mixed-conifer 
forest biotic zones 

Spotted Bat Species of lbreatened • Uses the pinyon- • Permanent resident on 
(Euderma Concern juniper woodland, BNM and Santa Fe 
maculatum) ponderosa pine forest, National Forest lands 

and spruce-fir forest • Unconfirmed reports 
biotic zones on LANL lands 

• Requires riparian areas 

• Roosts in cliffs near 
water 

New Mexico Species of lbreatened • Uses the mixed-conifer • Permanent resident on 
Jumping Mouse Concern and spruce-fir forest County and Santa Fe 
(Zapus hudsonius biotic zones National Forest lands 
luteus) • Requires riparian areas • Overwinters by 

• Requires water nearby hibernating 

Flathead Chub Species of Sensitive • Requires access to • Permanent resident of 
(Piatygobio gracilis) Concern perennial rivers the Rio Grande 

between Espafiola and 
the Cochiti ReseiVoir 
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Table 3.2.7-1. Protected and Sensitive Species (Continued) 

SPECIES FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS 
STATUS STATUS 

Animal Species 

Ferruginous Hawk Species of Sensitive • Uses the juniper • Observed as a 

(Buteo regalis) Concern savannah and pinyon- breeding resident on 
juniper woodlands County, LANL, 
biotic zones BNM, and Santa Fe 

National Forest lands 

Northern Goshawk Species of Sensitive • Uses the mixed- • Observed as a 

(Accipiter gentilis) Concern conifer, ponderosa breeding resident on 
pine, spruce-fir forest County, LANL, 
biotic zones BNM, and Santa Fe 

National Forest lands 

White-Faced Ibis Species of Sensitive • Requires perennial • Summer resident and 
(Plegadis chihi) Concern rivers and marshes migratory visitor on 

the Rio Grande and 
Santa Fe National 
Forest lands 

Loggerhead Shrike Species of Unlisted • Uses the juniper • Observed on County, 
(Lanius Concern savannah, pinyon- BNM, and Santa Fe 
ludovicianus) juniper woodland, National Forest lands 

Ponderosa pine forest, 
and mixed-conifer 
forest biotic zones 

Big Free-Tailed Bat Species of Sensitive • Uses the juniper • Migratory visitor on 
(Nyctinomops Concern savannah, pinyon- County, BNM, and 
macrotis) juniper woodland, and Santa Fe National 

ponderosa pine forest, Forest lands 
and mixed-conifer 
forest biotic zones 

• Roosts on cliffs 

Fringed Myotis Species of Unlisted • Uses the juniper • Observed on LANL, 
(Myotis thysanodes) Concern savannah, pinyon BNM, and Santa Fe 

juniper woodland, National Forest lands 
ponderosa pine forest 
biotic zones 

• Roosts in caves and 
buildings 

Long-Eared Myotis Species of Sensitive • Uses the ponderosa • Summer resident on 
(Myotis evotis) Concern pine forest, mixed- LANL, BNM, and 

conifer, and spruce-fir Santa Fe National 
forests biotic zones Forest lands 

• Roosts in dead 
ponderosa pine trees 
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Table 3.2. 7-1. Protected and Sensitive Species (Continued) 

SPECIES 
FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS 
STATUS STATUS 

Animal Species 

Long-Legged Myotis Species of Sensitive • Uses the pinyon- • Summer resident on 

(Myotis volans) Concern juniper woodland, LANL, County, 
ponderosa pine forest, BNM, and Santa Fe 
and mixed-conifer National Forest lands 
forest biotic zones 

• Roosts in dead conifer 
trees 

Small-Footed Myotis Species of Sensitive • Uses the juniper • Observed on LANL, 

(Myotis ciliolabrum) Concern savannah, pinyon- BNM, and Santa Fe 
juniper woodland, National Forest lands 
ponderosa pine forest, • Overwinters by 
and mixed-conifer hibernating 
forest biotic zones 

• Roosts in cliffs and 
caves 

YumaMyotis Species of Unlisted • Uses the juniper • Summer resident on 
(Myotis yumanensis) Concern savannah and pinyon- LANL, County, and 

juniper woodland Santa Fe National 
forest biotic zones Forest lands 

• Roosts in cliffs and 
caves near water 

Occult Little Brown Species of Unlisted • Uses the pinyon- • Observed on Santa Fe 

Bat Concern juniper woodland and National Forest lands 

(Myotis lucifungus ponderosa pine forest 
occultus) biotic zones 

• Requires riparian areas 

• Forages over water 

Pale Townsends Big- Species of Sensitive • Uses the pinyon- • Observed on LANL 
Eared Bat Concern juniper woodland, and BNM lands 
(Plecotus townsendii ponderosa pine forest, • Overwinters by 
pallescens) and mixed-conifer hibernating 

forest biotic zones 

• Roosts in caves 

Goat Peak Pika Species of Sensitive • Uses the mixed-conifer • Observed on County 
(Ochotona princeps Concern and spruce-fir forests and BNM lands 
nigrescens) biotic zones 

• Requires boulder piles 
and rockslides 

Common Blackhawk Unlisted Threatened • Uses the juniper • Observed on BNM 
(Buteogallus savannah, and pinyon- lands 
anthracinus juniper woodland 
anthracinus) forests biotic zones 
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Table 3.2.7-1. Protected and Sensitive Species (Continued) 

SPECIES FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS 
STATUS STATUS 

Animal Species 

Gray Vireo Unlisted Threatened • Uses riparian areas in • Observed on County, 

(Vireo vicinior) the juniper savannah BNM, and Santa Fe 
and pinyon-juniper National Forest lands 
forests biotic zones 

New Mexico Species of Unlisted • Requires mountain • Confinned sightings 

Silverspot Butterfly Concern meadows with violets in the Taos area and 

(Speyeria nokomis or other riparian areas east of Santa Fe 

nitocris) with associated • No confinned 
meadows sighting in Los 

Alamos County or on 
DOEILANL lands, 
however, appropriate 
habitat is present 
(PC 1999b) 

Plant Species 

Grama grass cactus Species of Unlisted • Grows in the juniper • Observed on County, 
(Pediocactus Concern savannah and pinyon- BNM, and Santa Fe 

papyracanthus) juniper forests biotic National Forest lands 
zones 

• Prefers sandy soils in 
basalt areas 

Wood lily Unlisted Endangered • Grows in the ponderosa • Observed on County, 
(Lilium pine forest, mixed- BNM, and Santa Fe 
philadelphicum var. conifer, and spruce-fir National Forest lands 

andinum) forests biotic zones 

• Requires riparian areas 

Yellow lady's slipper Unlisted Endangered • Requires riparian areas • Observed on BNM 
orchid • Grows in the mixed- lands 
(Cyprepedium conifer forest biotic 
ca/ceolus var. zones 
pubescens) • Requires moist soil 

Helleborine orchid Unlisted Rare and • Requires riparian areas • Observed on County 
(Epipactis gigantea) sensitive • Grows in the juniper lands 

savannah and pinyon-
juniper woodland 
forests biotic zones 

• Requires springs, 
seeps, or other wet 
areas 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 3.2. 7-1. Federal- and State-Listed Species (Continued) 

SPECIES FEDERAL STATE HABITAT NEEDS COMMENTS8 

STATUS STATUS 

Plant Species 

Great plains Un1isted Endangered • Grows in riparian areas • Observed in 

ladiestresses in Plains and Great Espanola 
(Spiranthes Basin grassland • Unconfirmed 
magnicamporium) • This grassland type is reports from White 

widespread in New Rock Canyon 
Mexico valley 
elevations below 7,500 
feet (2285 meters) 

Note: Tiris listing was developed with information and guidance provided by biologists from LANL~ the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service~ the USFS; the NPS; the National Biological Service~ the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish; the New Mexico 
Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department; and the New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, as well as consultations 
with independent consultants and reviews of the technical literature. 

These species are not addressed further in 
this CT EIS due to the extremely remote 
possibility of their presence at or near the 
subject tract locations. The remaining 
Federal-protected species-American 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) 
(endangered), bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) (threatened), Mexican spotted 
owl (Strix occidentalis Iucida) (threatened), 
and southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax trailii extimus) (endangered)
are all known to occur at the LANL area and 
are considered fully in the CT EIS analysis. 

Each species habitat, as part of the 
development process for the LANL 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 
Management Plan, has been identified and 
areas of environmental interest (AEI) have 
been designated. There are two components 
to each AEI: core zone and buffer zone. AEI 
core zones contain important breeding or 
wintering habitat for a species, while AEI 
buffer zones are areas designated to protect 
the core zone from disturbances that would 
degrade the value of the area to a protected 
species (LANL 1998a). 
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The breeding territories of American 
peregrine falcons center on cliffs that are in 
wooded or forested regions. All of Los 
Alamos County is within the foraging range 
of identified suitable nesting habitat. Several 
American peregrine: falcon nesting areas are 
located in the LANL region. Reproduction at 
these nesting sites has been similar to the 
State as a whole. One nesting area has been 
occupied each year since 1994, and at least 
four young were fledged during this period. 
There are four American peregrine falcon 
AEis on LANL. In general, the AEI core 
zones are centered on deep canyons on the 
eastern side ofLANL or lands adjacent to 
LANL. The canyons with AEis are Pueblo, 
White Rock, Frijoles, and Los Alamos 
Canyons (LANL 1998a). Two ofthe AEis in 
Frijoles and White Rock Canyons are not 
affected by the Proposed Action Alternative; 
no occupied nesting sites for the American 
peregrine falcon are: present on the subject 
tracts. 

In New Mexico,, the bald eagle is 
primarily a winter inhabitant in the San Juan, 
upper Rio Grande, Pecos, Canadian, San 
Francisco, Chama, Gila, and Estancia 
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Valleys. Bald eagles also occur sporadically 
inN ew Mexico during the summer months. 
In the LANL region, bald eagles roost 
throughout much ofWhite Rock Canyon 
from November until late March or mid 
April. Since 1979, these wintering 
populations have doubled in size and have 
extended their occupancy from the Cochiti 
Lake area upriver to include the Rio Grande 
in White Rock Canyon. They have been 
commonly observed at roost sites near Water 
Canyon. While most often they forage in the 
vicinity of Cochiti Lake, they use all of White 
Rock Canyon regularly and the entire Pajarito 
Plateau occasionally (LANL 1998a). There is 
one bald eagle AEI, located along the eastern 
boundary ofLANL in conjunction with the 
Rio Grande, and this AEI would not be 
affected by the Proposed Action Alternative. 

The Mexican spotted owl is found in most 
of the mountain ranges ofNew Mexico, 
Arizona, and in portions of Colorado, Utah, 
Texas, and northern Mexico. Spotted owls 
occupy mixed conifer forests or ponderosa 
pine forests that are intermixed with firs and 
oaks. In the LANL region, the Mexican 
spotted owl is a year-round resident of 
forested areas. The owls nest in canyons 
vegetated by mixed conifer forest. Nesting 
usually begins in late March or early April. 
The owls forage in adjacent areas that are 
vegetated by a variety of community types, 
including open grasslands, ponderosa pine 
forest, and pinyon-juniper woodland. Most 
individual owls and pairs of owls remain in 
their summer territory throughout the year; 
however, some individual owls move to lower 
elevations during winter months, and about 
10 percent travel as far as 35 miles 
(56 kilometers) from the nesting area. The 
reproductive success ofMexican spotted owls 
that nest in the LANL region has been good 
to excellent. One pair of owls on LANL 
property has fledged two chicks per year for 
the last 4 years. Successful nests also have 
been maintained in Los Alamos County, at 
BNM, and elsewhere in the Jemez Mountains. 
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There are six Mexican spotted owl AEis at 
LANL. In general, the AEI core zones are 
centered in canyons on the western side of 
LANL. The canyons with AEis are Cafion de 
Valle, Pajarito, Los Alamos, Pueblo, Sandia
Mortandad, and Threemile Canyon 
(LANL 1998a). While some ofthe subject 
tracts contain or are near Mexican spotted owl 
AEis, no occupied nesting sites are present 
within the tracts currently. 

The southwestern willow flycatcher 
breeds in riparian habitats from southern 
California to Arizona and New Mexico, 
extending northward to southern Utah and 
Nevada. It winters in southern Mexico, 
Central America, and northern South America 
from September to May. Breeding habitat is 
characterized by dense stands of willows 
(Salix spp.), tamarisk (Tamarix pentandra), 
buttonbush ( Cephalanthus occidentalis var. 
pubescens), and other riparian shrubs with 
open canopies of cottonwoods (Populus spp.). 
In the Los Alamos region, southwestern 
willow flycatchers have been observed in 
BNM; but there has been no indication that 
they have successfully nested there. The 
nearest known nest site is along the Rio 
Grande near Espanola, upstream from LANL. 
Willow flycatchers occasionally have been 
observed in White Rock Canyon, and one 
sighting of a migrating individual occurred on 
LANL property in the wetlands ofPajarito 
Canyon. LANL has one AEI for the 
southwestern willow flycatcher. It is 
composed of two core zones with associated 
buffer zones. The AEI core zones are located 
in the bottom ofPajarito Canyon 
(LANL 1998a). No occupied southwestern 
willow flycatcher nesting sites are known to 
be present within the subject tracts. 

Species listed as endangered, threatened, 
or rare or sensitive by the State ofNew 
Mexico are also included in Table 3.2.7-1. 
The New Mexico "sensitive" taxa are those 
taxa that, in the opinion of the New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish, deserve 
special consideration in management and 
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planning, and these are not listed as 
threatened or endangered by the State ofNew 
Mexico. 

The County does not have a natural 
resource management plan that would be in 
effect for conveyed or transferred lands 
(PC 1998a). Similarly, the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso has no resource management plan; 
however, the Pueblo is beginning 
development of a plan, which could take 
about 2 years to complete (PC 1998b). 

3.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources are those aspects of the 

physical environment that relate to human 
culture and society, and those cultural 
institutions that hold communities together 
and link them to their surroundings. Cultural 
resources include expressions of human 
culture and history in the physical 
environment (such as prehistoric or historic 
sites, buildings, structures, objects, districts, 
or other places, including natural features and 
biota) that are considered to be important to a 
culture, subculture, or community. Cultural 
resources also include traditionallifeways and 
practices, community values, and institutions. 
The cultural resources present within the 
LANL region are complex because of the 
long and intensive prehistoric use of the area, 
the continuity of traditional cultural practices 
among Hispanic and Native American 
groups, the diversity of cultural groups in the 
area, and the unique importance of the 
historic events that have occurred at LANL. 
Information presented in this section on the 
cultural resources of the LANL region is 
based on extensive discussions found in the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

3.2.8.1 Culture History 
Human occupation of the Upper Rio 

Grande, Jemez Mountains, and Pajarito 
Plateau region is believed to date back to the 
Late Pleistocene, approximately 10,000 years 
ago. Most archaeologists believe that bands of 

October 1999 3-27 

early, mobile hunter-gatherers hunted the 
large game of that era and collected wild 
plant foods. Later, in response to warmer and 
drier climatic conditions and the subsequent 
loss of large game, hunter-gatherers practiced 
a more diverse subsistence strategy by 
targeting smaller game and increasing their 
plant gathering activities. More sedentary 
adaptations and labor specialization occurred 
with the development and refinement of 
agriculture and the use ofbow and arrow 
technologies. As larger communities evolved, 
a succession of settlement changes occurred 
in response to more climatic shifts and 
population pressures. Prior to the arrival of 
the Spanish, principal settlements had moved 
from the mesa tops and cliffs to the Rio 
Grande floodplain where Pueblo groups still 
reside. As a greater number of Spanish moved 
into the region, the puebloan populations 
suffered from the incursions of settlers, 
epidemics of disease, and attacks by Apaches. 
During this period, puebloan populations 
declined dramatically and Hispanic villages 
were established that continue today. After an 
interval ofMexican rule, the United States 
took control ofNew Mexico in 1849. 
Ranching, homestead, agricultural, and 
recreational uses of the land in the LANL 
area continued until1943 when the U.S. 
Government's program to develop nuclear 
weapons for the war effort was established at 
Los Alamos. New facilities were constructed 
and new missions continued at LANL 
through the Cold War to the present. Further 
discussion of regional cultural prehistory and 
history is presented in Appendix E of the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

The cultural resources identified within 
LANL boundaries reflect the patterns of 
human use over the last 10,000 years (see 
Table 3.2.8.1-1). No Paleo-Indian materials 
have been reported at LANL; but these sites 
are rare in the region in general. Archaic 
period hunter-gatherer adaptations are· 
represented by scatters of stone tools and 
flakes, grinding implements, and burned rock 
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Table 3.2.8.1-1. Timetable for 
Cultures in the LANL Region 

TIME PERIOD DATES 

Paleo-Indian 10,000 to 4,000 B.C. 

Archaic 4,000 B.C. to A.D. 600 

Developmental A.D. 600 to 1100 

Coalition A.D. 1100 to 1325 

Classic A.D. 1325 to 1600 

Spanish Colonial A.D. 1600 to 1849 

Early U.S. 
A.D. 1849 to 1942 

Territorial/Statehood 

Nuclear Energy A.D. 1942 to present 

Source: DOE 1999c 

features. Sites dating to the Developmental 
period on LANL are scarce but include some 
pithouse, adobe, and crude masonry structures 
near the Rio Grande in the vicinity of 
Chaquihui Mesa and lower Water Canyon. 
Most Pueblo ruins recorded at LANL date to 
the Coalition period. During that time, 
habitation typically was in fairly small 
Pueblos, distributed widely on the mesa tops. 
The settlement pattern shifted during the 
Classic period when the smaller mesa top 
Pueblos were abandoned and populations 
concentrated at major Pueblos, such as 
Tsirege and Otowi on land currently held by 
LANL. By 1600, however, these communities 
were also largely abandoned and local 
puebloan populations had moved to the Rio 
Grande Valley. Few sites reflecting the use of 
LANL property during the Spanish Colonial 
period are documented, possibly indicating 
seasonal and nonintensive utilization. 
Structural remains and ranching and 
agricultural features have been recorded from 
the U.S. Territorial and Statehood periods. 
Cultural resources from the Nuclear Energy 
period include a large number ofbuildings, 
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structures, and objects that are or may be 
considered important historic cultural 
resources because of their association with 
the Manhattan Project, World War II, or the 
Cold War. Consultations with Native 
American groups and traditional Hispanic 
communities during the preparation of the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) indicate 
continuing cultural use and the presence of all 
general categories of traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) within the lands controlled 
byLANL. 

3.2.8.2 Cultural Resource Types 

For this CT EIS, cultural resources 
information has been organized into the 
categories of: prehistoric and historic 
resources, and TCPs. A cultural resource can 
fall into more than one of these types due to 
use through a long period of time or multiple 
functions. Prehistoric cultural resources refer 
to any material remains, structures, and items 
used or modified by people before the 
establishment of a European presence in the 
upper Rio Grande Valley in the early 17th 
Century. Examples of prehistoric resources in 
the LANL region include Pueblo ruins, rock 
shelters, cavates, rock art, water control 
features, game traps, aboriginal trails and 
steps, campsites, and scatters of prehistoric 
artifacts (such as pottery sherds or stone tool
making debris). 

Historic resources include the material 
remains and landscape alterations that have 
occurred since the arrival ofEuropeans in the 
region. Examples ofhistoric resources in the 
LANL area include homestead, ranching, and 
agricultural features; scatters of historic 
artifacts; historic trails; Native American 
resources; and buildings and features 
associated with Manhattan Project, World 
War II, and the Cold War. 

TCPs are places associated with the 
cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community. These sites are rooted in the 
community's history or are important in 
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maintaining cultural identity. Examples of 
TCPs for Native American and Hispanic 
communities can include natural landscape 
features; places used for ceremonies and 
worship; places where plants are gathered that 
are used in traditional medicines and 
ceremonies; places where artisan materials 
are found; or places and features of traditional 
subsistence systems such as community
maintained irrigation systems and 
traditionally used fields, grazing areas, and 
firewood-gathering sites. TCPs also include 
sacred areas and places required for the 
practice of religion. A detailed discussion of 
cultural resource types is presented in 
Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

The 10 parcels considered for conveyance 
or transfer vary in size, topography, natural 
resources, and past development. These 
differences are reflected in the types of 
cultural resources present or expected on each 
tract and in trends of land use through time. 
For example, several of the tracts are located 
on mesa tops that coincide with prehistoric 
settlement patterns during the Coalition 
period. Some of these tracts also are partially 
developed, and though prehistoric resources 
are not present, potentially eligible historic 
buildings are. Both mesa tops and canyon 
bottoms are areas likely to contain TCPs. 

3.2.8.3 National Register of Historic 
Places Eligibility 

The identification of cultural resources 
and DOE responsibilities with regard to 
cultural resources are addressed by a number 
of laws, regulations, executive orders, Pueblo 
Accords and other requirements, as discussed 
in Chapter 17 ofthis CT EIS. One ofthese 
laws relevant to the discussion of the cultural 
resources of the 10 land tracts is the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) of 1966, 
as amended (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
Section 470), and its implementing 
regulations (36 Code ofFederal Regulations 
[CFR] 800) that describe the process for 
identification and evaluation of historic 
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properties; assessment of the effects of 
Federal actions on historic properties; and 
consultation to avoid, reduce, or minimize 
adverse effects. The term "historic properties" 
refers to cultural resources that meet specific 
criteria for eligibility for listing on the 
National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). 
The NHP A process does not require 
preservation of historic properties but does 
ensure that the DOE's decisions (as a Federal 
agency) concerning the treatment of these 
properties result from meaningful 
considerations of cultural and historic values 
and of the options available to protect the 
properties. 

Under NHP A, c:ultural resources undergo 
an evaluation process that determines if the 
resource is eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
Resources that are already listed, determined 
eligible for listing, or are undetermined are 
afforded a level of consideration under the 
NHP A Section 106 process. Undetermined 
resources are those for which eligibility 
cannot be determined based on current 
knowledge of the resource and where further 
work is needed to make an evaluation; 
meanwhile, resourc:es are treated as though 
eligible until a fom1al evaluation is 
completed. Resources that are not yet 
identified are considered to have 
undetermined eligibility; these resources 
include subsurface archaeological deposits, 
unrecorded burials, and unidentified TCPs. 

In order to be determined eligible for 
listing on the NRHP, a resource must meet 
one or more of the following criteria (36 CFR 
Part 60): 

• Criterion A: associated with events 
that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history 

• Criterion B: associated with the lives 
of people significant in our past 

• Criterion C: embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction 
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• Criterion D: yielded or may be likely 
to yield information important in 
prehistory or history 

The resource also must retain most, if not 
all, of seven aspects of integrity: location, 
design, setting, workmanship, material, 
feeling, and association. 

A resource also is eligible for listing on 
the NRHP if it is determined to have 
traditional cultural significance. This 
significance derives from the role the 
resource plays in a community's historically 
rooted beliefs, customs, and practices. To 
have this significance, the resource must be 
associated with cultural practices or beliefs of 
a living community that are rooted in that 
community's history and are important in 
maintaining the continuing identity of the 
community (Parker and King 1990). To be 
eligible for the NRHP, the resource also must 
retain integrity as a cultural resource and be at 
least 50 years of age. 

3.2.8.4 Religious Resources 
Religious resources such as sacred areas 

or places needed for the practice of religion 
are a subset ofTCPs. The LANL area has 
been occupied or utilized for 10,000 years by 
Native American, Spanish, Mexican, and 
American cultures. The relationships between 
these cultures and the land were and are as 
varied as the cultures themselves. These 
continued relationships have often resulted in 
the attachment of spiritual or religious aspects 
to the land. These resources have attained a 
position in the religious or spiritual history 
and activities of the community and are a part 
of that particular culture's spiritual survival. 

There are a number of pieces of 
legislation that consider or protect religious 
resources. Under the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. 1996), 
Federal agencies must evaluate their policies 
and procedures to determine changes 
necessary to preserve Native American 
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religious rights and practices, including but 
not limited to access to sites, use and 
possession of sacred objects, and the freedom 
to worship through ceremonials and 
traditional rites. The Religious Freedom 
Restoration Act (42 U.S. C. 2000bb) stipulates 
that the government cannot burden a person's 
exercise of religion without first showing that 
the action is in furtherance of a compelling 
governmental interest and that the action is 
the least restrictive means of furthering that 
compelling interest. Finally, Executive Order 
13007, "Indian Sacred Sites," protects 
religious resources by directing Federal 
agencies to protect the physical integrity of 
sacred sites and accommodate access to and 
use ofthese sites by Native American 
religious practitioners. This order applies to 
federally owned land, but not to Native 
American trust lands. 

3.2.8.5 Identification of Cultural 
·Resources 

The 10 land tracts proposed for possible 
conveyance or transfer have been completely 
inventoried for historic and prehistoric 
cultural resources, but identification of TCPs 
has not been completed. Methods used to 
identify the presence of cultural resources and 
to determine eligibility vary among the 
resource types. 

Prehistoric and historic cultural resources 
have been identified in all but one of the 10 
tracts (Miscellaneous Site 22) (DOE 1998d). 
A total of 254 cultural sites have been 
recorded. The number of sites by tract and 
their NRHP eligibility status is presented in 
Table 3.2.8.5-1. Prehistoric resource types 
recorded at these sites include Pueblo ruins 

' masonry features, rock shelters and cavates, 
rock art, water control features and game 
traps, garden plots, aboriginal trails and steps, 
and scatters of prehistoric artifacts. Historic 
resource types recorded at these sites include 
homestead, ranching, and agricultural 
features~ historic trails, historic artifact 
scatters, and Native American resources; and 
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Table 3.2.8.5-1. Known Cultural Sites by Tract and Eligibility 

PREHISTORIC SITES 

>. .!:! 
TRACT Q) =Q) .c 

::c C1S-·- .c .~ -·-
.~ c::a jjj G>·-
jjj ow -0 a. 2 

Rendija Canyon 38 3 7 

DOELAAO -- -- --
Miscellaneous -- -- --Site 22 

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan -- - --
Monument 
DPRoad 1 -- --
TA21 1 -- 1 
Airport 2 - --
White RockY 19 7 10 
TA 74 76 21 --
White Rock 3 1 --
Total by 140 32 18 
Eligibility Prehistoric Sites = 190 

Cold War era LANL properties. Preliminary 
evaluation of these cultural sites for NRHP 
eligibility is complete; however, final DOE 
evaluation recommendations are not expected 
until after completion of this CT EIS. All but 
two of the tracts (Miscellaneous Site 22 and 
Rendija Canyon Tracts) include LANL 
buildings, structures, or objects that may have 
historic significance. A total of 51 of these 
resources have been identified (included in 
the 254 sites). Forty of these are located in 
T A 21. Formal evaluation of these sites for 
NRHP eligibility requires archival research to 
identify the role that the building may have 
played in historic events and field 
documentation to assess its current historical 
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HISTORIC SITES 

>. .!:! TOTAL 
Q) =Q) :e SITES IN :e C1S-·- .c .~ -·- TRACT 
.~ c::a w G>·-w ow -0 a. 2 

3 2 -- 53 

-- 2 -- 2 

-- -- -- 0 

1 -- -- 1 

-- 2 -- 3 

1 41 -- 44 

-- 2 1 5 

- 4 1 41 

-- 2 1 100 

-- -- 1 5 

5 55 4 
254 

Historic Sites := 64 

integrity. The NRHP has an additional 
eligibility requirement of"exceptional 
importance" that applies to properties less 
than 50 years old. 

More detail regarding the identified 
cultural sites can be found in Appendix E of 
this CT EIS. 

For the subject land tracts, which all have 
been inventoried, data collected on resource 
locations could be incomplete due to human 
error or conditions such as heavy vegetation 
cover, which can seriously affect the ability to 
see resources on the ground. In addition, 
archaeological resources may be located 
completely below the surface. There also is 
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the possibility for human burials, especially in 
areas near major habitation sites. Patterns in 
the locations and densities of cultural 
resources in an area can be used to predict if 
additional resources are likely to be located in 
an area already inventoried. 

The LANL SWEIS process included a 
review of literature and consultation with 
Native American and Hispanic groups to 
determine the presence of TCPs or religious 
resources (DOE 1999c, Appendix E). This 
research determined the presence of 
ceremonial and archaeological sites, natural 
landscape features, ethnobotanical gathering 
sites, artisan material gathering sites, and 
subsistence features generally located within 
the LANL area. Seven TCPs have been 
identified within the subject land tracts so far 
(DOE 1998d). The Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
has indicated, in general terms, that TCPs are 
present on the Rendija Canyon, White 
RockY, TA 74, and White Rock Tracts. 
Additional TCPs may be identified during 
further consultations with Native American 
and Hispanic groups. TCPs can undergo the 
same evaluation ofNRHP eligibility as other 
cultural resources for consideration under 
NHPA. 

3.2.9 Geology and Soils 
This section describes the geology, 

geologic conditions, soils, and mineral and 
geothermal resources present at LANL and 
the areas surrounding LANL that are relevant 
to the subject land tracts. More detailed 
information is contained in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). The geologic area includes 
LANL, extends to the northern-most point of 
the Jemez Mountains and Espanola Valley in 
the north, to the Cerros del Rio Volcanic 
Field in the east, to Cochiti Lake in the south, 
and to the Valles Caldera in the west. 

3.2.9.1 Geology 

LANL (including the subject land tracts) 
and the communities ofLos Alamos and 
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White Rock are located on the Pajarito 
Plateau (see Figure 3.2.9-1). The Pajarito 
Plateau is 8 to 16 miles (13 to 26 kilometers) 
wide and 30 to 40 miles (48 to 64 kilometers) 
long, lying between the Jemez Mountains to 
the west and the Rio Grande to the east 
(DOE 1999c). The surface of the Pajarito 
Plateau is divided into numerous narrow, 
finger-like mesas separated by deep east-to
west oriented canyons that drain toward the 
Rio Grande. The land tracts themselves 
consist of parts of the mesa tops and the 
canyons in between the mesas. 

A primary geologic feature in the region 
is the Rio Grande Rift, which begins in 
northern Mexico, trends northward across 
central New Mexico, and ends in central 
Colorado. The north-trending Pajarito Fault 
system is part of the Rio Grande Rift and 
consists of a group of interconnecting faults 
that are nearly parallel (see Figure 3.2.9.1-1). 

Rocks in the LANL region were 
predominantly produced by volcanic and 
sedimentary processes. 

3.2.9.2 Geologic Conditions 

This subsection describes the geologic 
conditions that could affect the stability of the 
ground and infrastructure in the subject land 
tracts and includes volcanic activity, seismic 
activity (earthquakes), slope stability, surface 
subsidence, and soil liquefaction. 

Volcanism 

Volcanism in the Jemez Mountains' 
volcanic field, west ofLANL, has a 
13-million-year history. The Jemez 
Mountains currently show an unusually low 
amount of seismic activity, which suggests 
that no magma migration is occurring. 
Seismic signals may be partially absorbed 
deep in the subsurface due to elevated 
temperatures and high heat flow. Such 
masking of seismic signals would add 
difficulty in predicting volcanism in the 
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LANL area. There are plans to install 
additional seismograph stations in the vicinity 
ofthe Valles Caldera to improve predictive 
capabilities (DOE 1999c). 

Seismic Activity 

A comprehensive seismic hazards study 
was completed in 1995 at LANL 
(DOE 1999c ). This study provided estimates 
of the ground shaking hazards and the 
resulting ground motions that may be caused 
by these earthquake sources. 

The major faults in Los Alamos County 
are the Pajarito, Rendija Canyon, and Guaje 
Mountain Faults, and their characteristics are 
summarized in Table 3.2.9.2-1. Fault 
locations are shown on Figure 3.2.9-1. 

The seismic hazards results indicate that 
the Pajarito Fault system represents the 
greatest potential seismic risk to LANL, with 
an estimated maximum earthquake Richter 
magnitude of about 7. Although large 
uncertainties exist, an earthquake with a 
Richter magnitude greater than or equal to 6 
is estimated to occur once every 4,000 years; 
an earthquake with a magnitude greater than 
or equal to 7 is estimated to occur once every 
100,000 years along the Pajarito Fault system. 
Earthquakes of this magnitude may cause 

considerable damage to structures and 
underground pipes. 

Slope Stability, Subsidence, and Soil 
Liquefaction 

Rockfalls and landslides are two geologic 
processes related to slope stability in the area. 
The primary risk factors most likely to affect 
slope stability are wall steepness, canyon 
depth, and stratigraphy. Because ofthis, land 
near a cliff edge (for example, T A 21) or in a 
canyon bottom (for example, the White Rock 
Tract) is potentially susceptible to slope 
instability. The largest slope instability may 
be triggered by any process that might 
destabilize supporting rocks. These processes 
include, but are not limited to, excessive 
rainfalls, erosion, and seismic activity. 

Subsidence (lowering of the ground 
surface) and soil liquefaction are two 
geologic processes that are less likely to 
affect LANL than rockfalls or landslides. The 
potential for subsidence is minimal due to the 
firm rock beneath LANL. Bedrock, soils, and 
unconsolidated deposits that are unsaturated, 
such as those that occur beneath LANL, are 
unlikely to undergo liquefaction. 

Table 3.2.9.2-1. Summary of Major Faults in the LANL Region 

APPROXIMATE 
NAME LENGTH 

mi (km) 

Pajarito Fault 
26 mi (42 km) 

Zone 

Rendija Canyon 
6 mi (IOkm) 

Fault 

Guaje Mountain 
8 mi (14 km) 

Fault 

Notes: mi = miles, km = kilometers 

• Richter magnitude. 

MOST RECENT MAXIMUM 
TYPE 

MOVEMENT 
EARTHQUAKEa 

POTENTIAL 

Normal, down-to- Approximately 45,000 to 
7 the-eastb 55,000 years ago 

Normal, down-to- 8,000 to 9,000 or 23,000 
6.5 the-west years ago 

Normal, down-to-
4,000 to 6,000 years ago 6.5 the-west 

b The crustal block on the east side of the Pajarito Fault slips downward toward the east when fault movement occurs. This results in a 
fault plane for the Pajarito Fault, for example, that runs under LANL toward the east. A normal west fault involves the crustal block on 
the west side of the fault slipping downward toward the west. 

Source: DOE 1999c 
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3.2.9.3 Soils 

Several distinct soils have developed in 
Los Alamos County as a result of interactions 
between the bedrock, topography, and local 
climate. Soils that formed on mesa tops of the 
Pajarito Plateau include the Carjo, Frijoles, 
Hackroy, Nyjack, Pogna, Prieta, Seaby, and 
Tocal soil series {DOE 1999c). 

All ofthe soils in the aforementioned soil 
series 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 1999c). The 
geochemistry, geomorphology, and formation 
of soils in the LANL area have been 
characterized in the LANL SWEIS 
{DOE 1999c ). 

Soil Monitoring 

Soils on and surrounding LANL are 
sampled annually as a part of the LANL 
Environmental Surveillance and Compliance 
Program to determine if they have been 
affected by LANL operations. Sediments 
occur along most segments ofLANL canyons 
as narrow bands of canyon-bottom deposits, 
which can be transported by surface water 
during runoff events or by LANL outfall 
effluent flows. 

LANL onsite and perimeter soil samples 
are collected and analyzed for radiological 
and nonradiological constituents and are 
compared to the regional (background) 
locations. In general, the average 
concentrations oftritium, strontium-90, 
cesium-137, plutonium-239, plutonium-240, 
americium-241, and gross alpha and beta 
activity in soils collected from perimeter 
stations were not significantly different than 
radionuclide concentrations and activity in 
soil samples collected from regional 
background locations. In contrast, the average 
levels ofuranium, plutonium-238, and gross 
gamma activity were significantly higher than 
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uranium, plutonium-238, and gross gamma in 
background soils. Although the average levels 
of uranium and gross gamma activity in 
perimeter soils were significantly higher than 
background, they were still within the 
regional statistical reference levels (RSRLs) 
of 4.05 micrograms per gram and 
7.3 picocuries per gram, respectively. 

Trend analyses show that most 
radionuclides and radioactivity, with the 
exception ofplutonium-238 and gross alpha, 
in soils from onsite and perimeter areas have 
been decreasing over time {DOE 1999c ). 
Tritium, which has a half-life of about 
12 years, exhibited the greatest decrease in 
activity over the 21 years in almost all of the 
soil sites studied, including regional locations. 
Plutonium-238 and gross alpha activity 
generally increased over time in most onsite, 
perimeter, and even regional background 
sites; all sites, however, were far from being 
statistically signific;ant (probability less than 
0.05). The source of most plutonium-238 
detected in the environment is from nuclear 
weapons testing in the atmosphere and from 
the reentry bum-up of satellites containing a 
plutonium-238 power source {DOE 1999c}. 
Only a few gross alpha readings and a few 
gross beta readings showed significantly 
increasing trends (probability less than 0.05) 
over time. In these cases, however, the 
measurement period was both early and very 
short (1978 to 1981). 

Soils also were analyzed for trace and 
heavy metals, and most metals were within 
RSRLs and were well below LANL screening 
action levels (SALs) {DOE 1999c). Only 
beryllium and lead,. both products of firing 
site activities, exhibited any kind of trend; 
that is, both were consistently higher in 
perimeter and onsite soils than in background 
soils. Concentrations over time show that 
average beryllium in perimeter soils 
decreased from 1992 to 1995. Lead decreased 
from 1992 to 1995 .. Similarly, beryllium in 
onsite soils decreased from 1992 to 1995. 
Lead in onsite soils, on the other hand, 
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increased slightly in concentration from 1992 
to 1995. 

Soil Erosion 

Soil erosion can have serious 
consequences to the maintenance of 
biological communities and also may have 
been a mechanism for moving contaminants 
across LANL and off the site. Soil erosion 
rates vary considerably on the mesa tops at 
LANL, with the highest rates occurring in 
drainage channels and areas of steep slopes 
and the lowest rates occurring on gently 
sloping portions of the mesa tops away from 
the channels (DOE 1999c). 

Areas where runoff is concentrated by 
roads and other structures are especially 
prone to high erosion rates. High erosion rates 
appear to be relatively recent, most likely 
resulting from loss of vegetative cover, 
decreased precipitation, past logging 
practices, and past livestock grazing 
(DOE 1999c). 

Runoff and erosion would increase after a 
wildfire because without a protective ground 
cover, runoff quantities and velocities are 
magnified, and soil erosion by water and 
wind begins immediately. Contributing to this 
condition is the likely formation of an ash 
layer that inhibits the infiltration of runoff. 

3.2.9.4 Mineral Resources 

There are no active mines, mills, pits, or 
quarries in Los Alamos County or on DOE 
land at LANL. Sand, gravel, and pumice are 
mined throughout the surrounding counties. 

3.2.9.5 Paleontological Resources 

No paleontological sites are reported to 
occur within LANL boundaries, and the 
near-surface stratigraphy is not conducive to 
preserving plant and animal remains 
(DOE 1999c). 
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3.2.10 Water Resources 

The following sections describe water 
resources in the vicinity ofthe 10 subject land 
tracts based upon the regional hydrogeologic 
setting, environmental surveillance and 
monitoring data, and current land uses. A 
more detailed discussion ofwater resources at 
LANL can be found in LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c ). Additional detailed 
information on water monitoring programs 
can be found in the annual Environmental 
Surveillance Reports. 

The geography of the Pajarito Plateau 
strongly influences hydrologic conditions in 
the vicinity of the 10 subject land tracts. In 
addition, a relatively arid climate, high 
evapotranspiration rate (evaporation and 
water uptake by plants), and thick sequence 
of unsaturated volcanic deposits underlying 
LANL have a strong influence on water 
resources (both quality and quantity) in the 
area. 

3.2.10.1 Surface Water Hydrology 

The predominant surface water features at 
LANL are perennial, ephemeral, and 
intermittent streams in canyon bottoms that 
provide drainage. In addition to naturally 
occurring streams, several National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
outfalls provide sources of surface water at 
LANL. 

Surface water from intermittent streams 
and drainages is not used for municipal, 
industrial, or irrigation purposes but supports 
wildlife living in or migrating through the 
canyon reaches. The only surface water 
developed for economic use is contained in 
the Los Alamos Reservoir. This reservoir is in 
upper Los Alamos Canyon, west ofLANL 
property, and has a capacity of 41 acre-feet 
(51,000 cubic meters). It has been used in the 
past for landscape irrigation in the Los 
Alamos townsite but is not currently used due 
to high maintenance costs (DOE 1999c). The 
Los Alamos municipal storm drain system 
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also contributes to the surface water flow into 
DP and Los Alamos Canyons. Eleven canyon 
drainage systems cross the eastern boundary 
ofLANL (toward the Rio Grande), draining a 
watershed of approximately 82 square miles 
(212 square kilometers) (LANL 1996a). 

Flash flooding in canyons following 
heavy precipitation is common during July 
and August. Several of the land tracts 
proposed for conveyance or transfer contain 
land in the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. 
These land tracts include theTA 74, Rendija 
Canyon, the White Rock Y, and White Rock 
Tracts. 

Surface Water Quality 
Surface water quality in the vicinity of 

LANL is monitored and reported annually in 
the annual Environmental Surveillance 
Reports. The LANL SWEIS describes the 
surface water monitoring program and results 
(DOE 1999c). Movement of sediments by 
surface water could be a mechanism for the 
transport of contaminants. 

Radiation (gross alpha, gross beta, and 
gross gamma) and radionuclide levels in 
surface waters are generally below or close to 
analytical detection limits and well below 
drinking water and public dose standards. 
Metals in surface water samples are typically 
below applicable standards when the samples 
are filtered prior to analysis. However, metals 
concentrations exceeding drinking water 
standards are relatively widespread when 
samples are not filtered. In addition, in 1996 
selenium was detected in surface water 
samples at concentrations greater than the 
New Mexico Wildlife Habitat Stream 
Standard. 

Plutonium concentrations exceed regional 
comparison values in several sediment 
samples. In general, while some sediment 
samples exceed regional comparison value 
concentrations for metals, most of these 
metals may occur naturally in the sediments. 
The exception to this is selenium in sediments 
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from upper Los Alamos Canyon, which far 
exceeds regional comparison concentrations 
(DOE 1999c). 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Outfalls 

Planned releases from industrial and 
sanitary facility discharges (point sources) are 
regulated under the Clean Water Act and 
NPDES permits. The LANL SWEIS provides 
a detailed discussion ofNPDES-permitted 
outfalls (DOE 1999c, Section 4.3.1.3). LANL 
currently has 87 active NPDES-permitted 
outfalls that discharge into 10 different 
watersheds. 

Two additional NPDES-permitted outfalls 
are associated with Los Alamos County water 
treatment plants and discharge into canyon 
reaches. NPDES-permitted outfalls may 
impact specific land tracts proposed for 
conveyance or transfer and the level of 
regulatory oversight of stormwater generated 
surface flows. 

3.2.10.2 Groundwater Hydrology 

Groundwater hydrology in the LANL 
region is discussed in detail in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c) and the Hydrogeologic 
Workplan (LANL 1996a). Additional detailed 
information on water monitoring programs 
can be found in the annual Environmental 
Surveillance Reports produced by the LANL 
Environmental, Safety and Health Division. 

The major economic source for 
groundwater in the LANL area is the regional 
aquifer. Groundwater also is present in 
shallow alluvial systems beneath canyon 
bottoms and as perched groundwater beneath 
both mesas and canyons; however, these 
sources are not present in sufficient quantity 
for development. 

Regional Aquifer 

The regional aquifer (or main aquifer) is 
the only aquifer in the LANL region that can 
provide large-scale municipal water supplies 
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(DOE 1999c). Eleven supply wells in the 
regional aquifer provide water to LANL, the 
Los Alamos townsite, White Rock, and BNM. 
Depth to the regional aquifer beneath the 
mesa tops ranges from about 1,200 feet 
(366 meters) along the western margins of the 
Pajarito Plateau to about 600 feet 
( 183 meters) at the eastern margin of the 
Plateau. The regional aquifer is separated 
from intermediate perched groundwater zones 
by approximately 350 to 620 feet (107 to 
189 meters) oftuff, basalt, and sediments 
(LANL 1996a). Mechanisms for recharge to 
the regional aquifer are not fully understood, 
but recent studies have indicated that there is 
minimal recharge to the regional aquifer, and 
water is being pumped from storage 
(DOE 1999c). 

There has been a decline in water levels in 
the regional aquifer since pumping began in 
the 1950s (LANL 1996a), and it is apparent 
that groundwater withdrawal exceeds 
recharge in the vicinity ofLANL. From 1947 
to 1991, water level declines in the four DOE 
water supply well fields have ranged from 24 
to 76 feet (7.3 to 23 meters) (DOE 1999c). 

Groundwater Quality 

According to requirements of the DOE 
and LANL Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments (HWSA) Permits, groundwater 
quality is monitored annually. Groundwater 
samples are collected from the regional 
aquifer, intermediate perched zones, alluvial 
groundwater, and springs in the LANL 
region. 

In the regional aquifer, drinking water 
standards were met for all radionuclides in all 
samples collected from 1990 through 1994. 
Trace amounts oftritium, plutonium, 
americium, and strontium have been detected 

' however, but not in the water supply wells. 
Organic compounds also have been detected 
in samples from test wells at TA 49 and 

' nitrate has been detected down-canyon from 
the Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
Contaminants also have been detected in 
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alluvial and intermediate perched 
groundwater. 

• The EPA drinking water standard 
( 40 CFR Part 141) for strontium-90 
was exceeded in at least half of the 
alluvial groundwater samples 
collected from Mortandad and Los 
Alamos Canyons from 1990 through 
1994, and the EPA standard for 
tritium was exceeded for 20 of 22 
samples (DOE 1999c ). 

• Standards for some water quality 
parameters and metals were exceeded 
in samples of alluvial groundwater 
from Pueblo Canyon, Pajarito 
Canyon, and Canada del Buey. 

• High explosives at levels above EPA 
health advisories have been found in 
groundwater beneath the southwest 
portion ofLANL (LANL 1999). 

• Tritium and nitrates have been 
detected in intermediate perched 
groundwater in Pueblo and Los 
Alamos Canyons at levels below EPA 
drinking water standards. 

In addition, high explosives, volatile 
organic compounds, and nitrates have been 
detected in springs in Pajarito Canyon. 
Primary LANL sources of contamination 
include historic discharges of treated and 
untreated waters, discharges from the 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 
into Mortandad Canyon, leaks from the 
Omega West reactor into Los Alamos 
Canyon, and past and present releases from 
the County sewage treatment facility into 
Pueblo Canyon. 

Additional information about groundwater 
quality can be found in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c ), and in the annual LANL 
Environmental Surveillance Reports. 

3.2.11 Air Resources 
This section discusses air quality as it 

exists today in the Los Alamos region. It 
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begins with an overview of the climate and 
then presents information on the three major 
types of air pollutants: criteria pollutants, 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), and 
radioactive air pollutants. A detailed 
discussion of air quality and climate is 
presented in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c, 
Section 4.4). 

3.2.11.1 Climate 

Los Alamos has a temperate mountain 
climate with four distinct seasons. Spring 
tends to be windy and dry. Summer has a 
2-month rainy season during July and August, 
followed by a dry September. In autumn, 
there is a return to drier, cooler, and calmer 
weather. In winter, storms keep the ground 
covered with snow for about 2 months 
(LANL 1997, page 17). 

The record high temperature is just 
95 degrees Fahrenheit eF) (35 degrees 
Celsius [°C]) and the record low is -18°F 
(-8°C). The average annual precipitation 
(rainfall plus the water-equivalent of snow 
and frozen precipitation) is 18 inches 
(46 centimeters), with considerable variation 
from year to year. 

The Los Alamos region does not often 
experience severe weather. Lightning is quite 
common over the Pajarito Plateau, averaging 
57 thunderstorm days annually. These brief 
downpours also can cause local flash flooding 
in canyons, streams, and other low spots. Hail 
falls frequently during the summer, 
occasionally causing damage. 

Adjacent to LANL and within the Los 
Alamos region, BNM is one ofthe nine 
Class I Federal air quality areas in New 
Mexico. EPA regulations ( 40 CFR 51.300) 
require that states " ... assure reasonable 
progress toward meeting the national goal of 
preventing any future, and remedying any 
existing, impairment of visibility in 
mandatory Class I Federal areas." Future 
actions must thus account for, and avoid, 
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potential degradation of the air quality at 
BNM. 

3.2.11.2 Criteria Pollutants 

The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857-
18571) mandates that the EPA establish 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for pollutants of national concern. 
EPA has identified six criteria pollutants and 
has issued standards for all six. The criteria 
pollutants are nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, lead, ozone, particulates, and 
sulfur dioxide. New Mexico also has enacted 
standards for three other criteria pollutants: 
hydrogen sulfide, total reduced sulfur, and 
total suspended particulates (20 New Mexico 
Administrative Code [NMAC] 3.109-11 0). 

The Los Alamos region is included in 
New Mexico Region 3. Monitoring by the 
State Air Quality Bureau has demonstrated 
that Region 3 meets all air quality standards, 
and is an attainment area for all six criteria 
pollutants. 

3.2.11.3 Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Many air pollutants threaten human health 
through toxic effects by causing cancer and/or 
genetic mutations. Such pollutants are 
referred to as hazardous air pollutants, even 
though other pollutants also are "hazardous" 
to humans and the environment in the general 
sense of the term. 

The State ofNew Mexico does not 
monitor ambient air quality for concentrations 
ofHAPs. However, the State does require that 
stationary sources (such as stacks) obtain air 
quality permits if they have the potential to 
emit more than a minimum amount of air 
pollutants. 

For LANL, emissions estimates were 
made for many different chemicals, some of 
them HAPs, in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c ). Results of the analyses · 
indicated that the highest estimated 
concentration of each chemical pollutant 
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would be below standards established to 
protect human health, with an ample margin 
of safety. It was determined that cancer risk 
for each pollutant and all receptors was below 
the guideline value of one in one million 
(1 x 10-6) for excess latent cancer fatality 
(LCF) risk (DOE 1999c ). A conservative 
analysis was performed to calculate the 
cancer risk from all pollutants combined. For 
the combined pollutants, only two potential 
receptors had a cancer risk greater than 
1 x 10-6. These two receptors were located at 
or near the Medical Center in TA 43. The 
combined cancer risks for these two receptors 
were 1.17 x 10-6 and 1.07 x 10-6, respectively. 

3.2.11.4 Radioactive Air Pollutants 
In the Los Alamos region, LANL is the 

only facility that emits radioactive air 
pollutants. Emission limits are set forth in 
EPA regulations at 40 CFR 61, Subpart H, 
"National Emissions Standards for Emissions 
ofRadionuclides Other Than Radon From 
Department ofEnergy Facilities." The 
standard states that emissions " ... shall not 
exceed those amounts that would cause any 
member of the public to receive in any year 
an effective dose equivalent of 10 millirem 
per year" (40 CFR 61.92). 

Radioactive air pollutants emitted by 
LANL are of four types: (I) particulate 
matter, (2) vaporous activation products, 
(3) tritium, and (4) gaseous/mixed activation 
products (GMAP). About 95 percent of all 
emissions, however, are GMAP emissions 
from the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center 
(LANSCE) at TA 53. 

Emissions have been in compliance with 
the EPA standard (see Table 3.2.11.4-1). In 
addition, modeling for 1996 emissions shows 
that doses to residents in White Rock 
(0.04 millirem) and the Los Alamos townsite 
(0.05 millirem) are insignificant 
(LANL 1997, page 51). 
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Table 3.2.11.4-1. Dose to the 
Maximally Exposed Individual from 
Exposure to LANL Radioactive Air 

Pollutants 

DOSE PERCENT 
YEAR OF EPA (millirem) STANDARD 

1991 6.5 65 
1992 7.9 79 
1993 5.6 56 
1994 7.6 76 
1995 5.1 51 
1996 5.3 53 
1997 2.2 22 

Source for 1991 to 1995 data: DOE 1998a, page 4-93. 

Source for 1996 data: LANL 1997, page 50. 

Source for 1997 data: LANL 1998d, page 50. 

3.2.11.5 Global Climate Change 

Although not all scientists are in 
agreement, there is evidence of an increase in 
global temperatures, which may be related to 
human activities that produce greenhouse 
gases. These gases are believed to absorb 
radiated energy in the atmosphere, reflecting 
it back to Earth, causing warming and climate 
change. 

Water vapor (1 percent of the atmosphere) 
is the most common and dominant 
greenhouse gas; only small amounts of water 
vapor are produced as the result of human 
activities. The principal greenhouse gases 
resulting from human activities are carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Other gases of 
concern are hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs ), 
which are replacing CFCs as refrigerants and 
air conditioner gases; perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs ), which are a byproduct of aluminum 
smelting; and sulfur hexafluoride, which is 
widely used in insulation for electrical 
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equipment (Morrissey and Justus 1998, 
page 4). These gases are released in different 
quantities and have different potencies in 
their contributions to global warming. 

Greenhouse gas emissions in the Los 
Alamos region include carbon dioxide from 
multiple sources: the burning of natural gas 
for home and commercial heating; the use of 
gasoline and diesel to power automobiles, 
trucks, construction equipment, and other 
vehicles; and the burning ofwood in 
residential fireplaces, etc. Although there are 
no power plants in the region, the generation 
of electricity for private and government use 
in the region results in carbon dioxide 
emissions in other parts ofthe State (for 
example, the Farmington area) or nation. 
Globally, power plants account for one-third 
of all carbon dioxide emissions, space heating 
(residential, commercial, industrial, 
government) for another third, and 
transportation the remaining third 
(DOE 1999c). 

Pipeline leaks from oil and gas processing 
plants and stations contribute 9 percent to 
global emissions of methane. There are 65 
compressor stations and 2 natural gas plants, 
most in Rio Arriba County, that are likely 
contributors to worldwide total methane 
emiSSIOnS. 

There likely are small emissions of CFCs 
and HFCs, which are used locally in 
refrigeration and air conditioning units at 
residential, commercial, industrial, and 
government facilities. Emissions ofthe 
remaining greenhouse gases are largely 
absent in the region. 

3.2.12 Human Health 

The following sections summarize 
historical and current information on public 
health in the LANL vicinity. The public 
health concerns are for the radiological and 
nonradiological contributions ofLANL to the 
environment in the Los Alamos area. Because 
this information was recently prepared for the 
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LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c), the material 
presented here is summarized from that 
document. Additional information is in the 
accompanying Appendix G, reprinted from 
the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) and the 
annual LANL Environmental Surveillance 
and Compliance Reports (for example, 
LANL 1997). 

The public health information is presented 
in two major topics: (1) the radiological 
environment in the LANL vicinity and (2) the 
nonradiological environment in the LANL 
vicinity. The LANL SWEIS describes 
emergency preparedness, management, and 
response programs implemented at LANL for 
protecting the public and workers. This 
information is not revisited here, but the 
reader is encouraged to examine those 
sections in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c, 
Sections 4.6.2.5 through 4.6.3.3). 

3.2.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
in the LANL Vicinity 

Sources of radiation exposure for 
individuals in the vicinity ofLANL include 
radon, cosmic and terrestrial radiation, self
irradiation, exposures from medical and 
dental procedures, and LANL operations. 

Background doses are those to which an 
individual would be exposed regardless of 
LANL operations. In 1996, the total effective 
dose equivalent (TEDE) to residents from all 
background environmental sources was 
360 millirem at Los Alamos and 340 millirem 
at White Rock (see Table 3.2.12.1-1). It is 
projected that these residents on average 
would be exposed to an additional 
53 millirem per year effective dose equivalent 
(EDE) from medical and dental sources of 
radiation (NCRP 1987). 

Final CT EIS 



3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 3.2.12.1-1. Total Effective 
Radiation Dose Equivalent from Natural 

or Manmade Sources 

LOS WHITE 

SOURCE ALAMOS ROCK 
(millirem (millirem 
per year) per year) 

Radon 200 200 

Self-Irradiation• 40 40 
Total Externalb 120 100 

Total Effective 360 340 
Background Dose 

Medical and Dental 53 53 

• Dose from radionuclides occurring naturally within the 
body, such as potassium-40. 

b Includes correction for shielding. 

Source: Adapted from DOE 1999c 

Release of radionuclides to the 
environment from LANL operations provides 
another source of radiation exposure to 
individuals in the vicinity ofLANL. In order 
to quantify the potential exposure to the 
public from LANL's radiation, a hypothetical 
individual who resides at the location 
receiving the maximum dose is evaluated in 
the LANL radiation protection program 
(LANL 1997). This individual is described as 
the offsite maximally exposed individual 
(MEl). 

Based on data gathered by both LANL's 
Environmental Surveillance and Compliance 
Program and the radiological effluent 
monitoring, LANL operations account for 
about 1 percent of the total contributions to 
the 1996 dose for the offsite MEl 
(DOE 1999c). Ofthis 1 percent, 68.1 percent 
is from direct or external penetrating 
radiation, 29.6 percent is from air immersion, 
0.4 percent is from inhalation, and 1.9 percent 
is from ingestion (LANL 1997). 
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3.2.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment in the LANL 
Vicinity 

Environmental media and foodstuffs have 
been selectively analyzed for chemical 
contaminants since the early 1990s. 
Appendix C of the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c) presents summaries of the 
numbers of analyses, numbers of samples 
with detectable concentrations, and average 
and 95th percentile concentrations of these 
chemicals. For those chemicals in the LANL 
Environmental Surveillance and Compliance 
Program, there are no significant differences 
in concentration between media at the 
existing perimeter ofthe site (currently 
including the 10 land tracts) and those of the 
general region (DOE 1999c, Appendix D, 
Section D.3.4). 

Appendix C of the LANL SWEIS also 
contains summaries of contaminated site 
concentrations for inorganic and organic 
chemicals. These onsite data were developed 
by the LANL ER Project to characterize the 
contaminated sites in order to determine 
whether remediation was needed. These 
contaminated soil sites were determined in 
the LANL SWEIS as not significant 
contributors to public exposures by any 
exposure pathway under the current 
circumstances (DOE 1999c). 

Risk due to Chemicals from Ingestion 

Regionally, the human health risk due to 
chemicals is predominantly from inorganic 
chemicals and, more specifically, metals. 
Organic chemicals with ingestion potential 
are for the most part manmade and not found 
in the regional or local environment. The 
potential for ingestion of chemicals by the 
public is through ingestion of foodstuffs and 
drinking water. The potential for ingestion of 
chemicals in the vicinity ofLANL is believed 
to be the same as that posed by ingestion 
within the general region. · 

Three chemical elements identified in the 
LANL Environmental Surveillance and 
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Compliance Program were identified as 
having potential health risk: arsenic, 
beryllium, and lead. None ofthe identified 
concentrations in the environmental media 
were determined to have been derived from 
current or historic LANL operations. 

Risk due to Chemicals from Inhalation 

Chemical emissions ofHAPs and toxic air 
pollutants (TAPs) are sufficiently small from 
LANL operations that they are not routinely 
measured. HAPs and TAPs from LANL are 
emitted primarily from laboratory, 
maintenance, and waste management 
facilities. The LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) 
provided an extensive analysis ofHAPs and 
TAPs from chemical use and potential 
emissions for the current condition or affected 
environment. No recent chemical usage was 
found to result in emissions of significance 
from the standpoint of potential human health 
effects. 

3.2.12.3 Cancer Incidence and Mortality 
in the Los Alamos Region 

An extensive discussion of cancer 
incidence and mortality in the Los Alamos 
region was presented in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). 

Los Alamos Cancer Rate Study 

The Los Alamos Cancer Rate Study was a 
study of cancer incidence among populations 
residing near LANL. 

Results of the incidence study showed 
that Los Alamos County experienced a 70 to 
80 percent excess ofbrain cancer as 
compared with the New Mexico reference 
population and national statistics. 

A review of incidence rates for 22 other 
major cancers and childhood cancers showed 
that the incidence of some cancers in Los 
Alamos County was greater than that 
observed in the reference populations, while 
the incidence of other cancers was lower than 
or comparable to that observed in the 

October 1999 3-43 

reference populations. Cancers with incidence 
rates consistently elevated in Los Alamos 
County during 1970 to 1990 included 
melanoma of the skin, prostate cancer, non
Hodgkin's lymphoma, ovarian cancer, and 
female breast cancer. Leukemia and major 
cancers of the respiratory and digestive 
systems occurred at or below the incidence 
levels observed in the reference populations. 

Several cancers showed distinct temporal 
patterns of increasing incidence. Most notable 
was the marked increase in thyroid cancer 
incidence observed in the mid 1980s. Thyroid 
cancer incidence in Los Alamos County 
during 1986 to 1990 was nearly four times 
higher than that observed in the New Mexico 
reference population. Based on the findings of 
the study, a study ofthe elevated thyroid 
cancer incidence in Los Alamos County was 
made (DOE 1999c). Results ofthe 
investigation showed the incidence of thyroid 
cancer in Los Alamos County fluctuated 
slightly above the statewide incidence 
between 1970 and the mid 1980s before rising 
to a statistically significant, four-fold elevated 
level during the late 1980s and early 1990s. 

The investigation described in this report 
did not identify a specific cause ofthe 
unusually high number of thyroid cancers 
diagnosed in Los Alamos County. The 
likelihood is that the excess had multiple 
causes. Potential risk factors for thyroid 
cancer include therapeutic irradiation, genetic 
susceptibility, occupational radiation 
exposure, and weight. 

3.2.12.4 Facility Accidents 

The DOE maintains equipment and 
procedures to respond to situations where 
human health or the environment are 
threatened. These include specialized 
response teams such as Radiological 
Assistance Teams, and specialized training 
and equipment for the fire department, local 
hospitals, and State and other government 
public safety organizations that may 
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participate in response actions. Response 
programs include notification of local 
governments whose constituencies may be 
threatened. A broad range of exercises are run 
to ensure the systems are working properly, 
from facility-specific exercises such as fire 
drills, to regional exercises involving several 
government organizations. Additionally, the 
emergency procedures are periodically used 
in response to actual events, such as the 
Dome Fire in the spring of 1996. 

LANL's emergency planning, 
preparedness, and response program is 
required by various Federal regulations. 
Emergency management and response 
personnel are responsible for coordinating 
actions necessary to minimize adverse 
accident impacts. These personnel are 
available on a 24-hour basis, and maintain an 
Emergency Operations Center that is staffed 
around the clock. Memoranda of 
Understanding have been established among 
the DOE, Los Alamos County, and the State 
ofNew Mexico to effectively operate during 
an emergency by providing mutual assistance 
and open access to medical facilities. 

3.2.13 Environmental Justice 
Environmental justice impacts occur if 

there are any disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
effects on minority or low-income 
populations that could result from the actions 
undertaken by the DOE. Environmental 
justice impacts are assessed for a 50-mile 
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(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL. The 
shaded areas in Figure 3.2.13-1 show 1990 
Census tracts where racial or ethnic 
minorities comprise 50 percent or more of the 
total population, or where minorities 
comprise less than 50 percent but greater than 
25 percent of the total population in the 
census tract. Figure 3.2.13-2 shows low
income communities, which are generally 
defined as those where 25 percent or more of 
the population is characterized as living in 
poverty (annual income of less than $8,076 
for a family of two). 

3.3 General Setting of the Land 
Tracts 

The 10 subject tracts of land within this study 
total approximately 4,800 acres 
(1,944 hectares). Ofthe total, 3,000 acres 
(1,215 hectares) are located in Santa Fe 
County, and the remainder are in Los Alamos 
County. The 10 parcels range in size from 
less than 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) for the 
smallest, to approximately 2, 715 acres 
( 1, 100 hectares) for the largest. Current land 
use at seven of the parcels is considered 
urban, in that they reflect or are adjacent to 
some urban development and are readily 
served by urban services. The three remaining 
parcels (Rendija Canyon, TA 74, and the 
White Rock Y) are more rural in nature and 
would require additional infrastructure to 
accommodate future development 
(DOE 1999c). 
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Greater than 50 percent 
minority population 

Between 25 and 49 percent 
minority population 

County boundary 

80 kilometer radius 

SANMIGUEL 

Source· Census 7 990a. 

Figure 3.2.13-1. Minority Population Distribution for Los Alamos National 
Laboratory and Surrounding Counties. 
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Wli¥.;%1 Poveny status for greater 
than 25 percent of the 
population 

Census trad boundary 

County boundary 

80 kilometer radius 
Soutoe: Census r 990a. 

Figure 3.2.13-2. Low-Income Population Distribution by Poverty Status for Los 
Alamos National Laboratory and Surrounding Counties. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
METHODOLOGIES AND ASSUMPTIONS 

This chapter discusses the methods and assumptions associated with the evaluation 
of the proposed conveyance or transfer of the subject land tracts. Section 4. 1 
contains discussion of the factors affecting the general issues presented in the 
CT EIS ~nd the ov~rall evaluation process. Section 4.2 presents the methodology and 
assumptwns used m the analysis of each environmental resource and the associated 
impacts. 

4.1 General Evaluation Process 
and Issues 

4. 1.1 Format Considerations 
The decision process set by Public Law 

(PL) 105-119 (the Act) requires some minor 
changes to the EIS format. The Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for 
implementing the NEPA direct Federal 
agencies to follow the standard format 
contained in 40 Code ofFederal Regulations 
(CFR) Parts 1550-1508 for preparation of an 
EIS. However, the regulations allow Federal 
agencies to use different formats if "the 
agency determines that there is a compelling 
reason to do otherwise" (40 CFR 1502.10). 
Due to the complex, interwoven nature of the 
decision process contained in PL 105-119 the . . , 
t1mmg of the different decisions and 
determinations, and the number of land tracts 
being discussed in this CT EIS, the DOE has 
determined that a modified format would 
better serve the public interest and more 
efficiently satisfy the regulatory requirement 
for clear presentation of information. 

Given the uncertainty associated with the 
conditions of conveyance or transfer of each 
individual tract, this CT EIS has been 
formatted to provide an individual discussion 
of the environment of each tract. Chapter 1 
provides an introduction to the DOE's role in 
the conveyance and transfer process, the 
purpose and need for the DOE's action and , 
an overview of the alternatives analyzed in 
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this CT EIS. Chapter 2 describes the Proposed 
Action Alternative and other alternatives 
considered in detail, as well as the 
contemplated land uses for each tract. Impacts 
of the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action Alternative implementations 
are summarized in Table 2.4-1. The overall 
aspects of the environment common to all 
tracts are discussed in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 
discusses the perspectives, assumptions, and 
methodologies by which the general issues 
and each ofthe environmental aspects and the 
associated impacts were assessed. Chapters 5 
through 14 discuss each land tract separately. 
Each of these chapters discusses the legal or 
real estate description of the individual land 
tract, the land use(s) contemplated for the 
tract, unique aspects ofthe tract's affected 
environment, and the potential environmental 
impacts estimated to result from the 
postulated use and development of the tract. 

4.1.2 Direct Versus Indirect Impacts 
Once the land tracts are conveyed or 

transferred they will pass beyond the 
administrative control of the DOE and all , 
subsequent use ofthe land will be 
independent of the DOE. Therefore, for the 
purpose of this CT EIS, all actions and their 
associated impacts that would be undertaken 
by the DOE due to the proposed conveyance 
and transfer of the land tracts are described as 
direct impacts. An example of direct impacts 
would be the impacts of moving personnel 
from the DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
(LAAO) building to another facility at LANL. 
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All subsequent actions and their associated 
impacts that would be undertaken by the 
recipients after the proposed conveyance or 
transfer of the land tracts are described as 
indirect impacts. An example of an indirect 
impact would be increased water demand 
from new development and use of a tract. 

4. 1.3 Timeframe of Analyses 
The schedule for conveyance or transfer 

of each tract, either in whole or in part, and 
the potential recipient's eventual development 
of the tracts cannot be accurately determined 
at this time. Therefore, the relationship of 
those schedules to the schedule for full 
implementation ofthe activities described in 
the LANL SWEIS Preferred Alternative also 
cannot be evaluated. In order to provide 
bounding analyses, it is assumed in this 
CT EIS that the SWEIS Preferred Alternative 
has already been fully implemented and all of 
the tracts are conveyed or transferred and 
developed within the next 10 years. This 
assumption, while ensuring the analyses of 
impacts bounds those likely to occur, may be 
overly conservative in some cases. Those 
cases where the analyses may be overly 
conservative (for example, in estimating when 
utility demand may exceed capacities), are 
identified in the following chapters. 

4. 1.4 Global Development 
Assumptions 

Evaluation of resource impacts (utilities, 
air, transportation, etc.) for the Proposed 
Action Alternative required that development 
conditions be defined or assumed. These 
conditions include acreage to be developed, 
type of development (none, residential, 
commercial, mixture), number of new 
dwelling units or businesses, number of new 
residents or workers, and number of new 
vehicles. Estimates of the development 
acreage reflect the best available information 
on the footprint of contemplated 
developments. This acreage may include the 
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redevelopment of disturbed land, as well as 
the new use of relatively undisturbed areas. 
The impact analysis assumes that these 
footprints represent an approximation of areas 
that would be developed but that may not 
include all areas that would otherwise be 
disturbed. Likewise, there are no specific 
acreage estimates for land that may be 
disturbed or developed for land uses that 
include undefined improvements to utilities or 
recreational areas. These areas are 
qualitatively addressed in the impact analysis. 

Both potential recipients of the tracts 
proposed for transfer were consulted as to 
their plans for use of the tracts. Neither Los 
Alamos County nor San Ildefonso Pueblo has 
development plans for 4 of the 10 tracts: 
Miscellaneous Site 22, the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument, the White Rock Y, 
and Technical Area (TA) 74 Tracts. Three 
other tracts have but a single development 
scenario, and the remaining three have two 
possible development scenarios. 

Tracts with a single development scenario 
include Rendija Canyon, TA 21, and the 
Airport Tracts. If developed, the Rendija 
Canyon Tract will become the site of a small 
community with nearly 1,300 new homes and 
3,500 new residents. TA 21 also has one 
development scenario: commercial and 
industrial use of 55 acres (22 hectares), which 
would have been cleared of existing site 
buildings prior to new development. The 
Airport Tract also would be destined for 
commercial and industrial use, in addition to 
its continued use as an airport. No buildings 
would be demolished prior to disposition to 
accommodate the Airport Tract's continued 
use as an airport facility. 

Tracts with two possible development 
scenarios include DOE LAAO, DP Road, 
and the White Rock Tracts. Under one 
development scenario, the DOE LAAO Tract 
would continue to be used commercially~ 
private firms would supplant the DOE in the 
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existing office building (6 businesses, 120 
new employees). The DOE LAAO Tract also 
may be developed residentially; however, in 
this case both site buildings would be razed 
and replaced by 200 dwelling units and 500 
new County residents. The DP Road Tract 
might be developed commercially ( 40 
businesses, 900 new workers), or it could 
receive a mixture of residential development 
(160 mobile homes on 20 acres [8 hectares]) 
and commercial development on 5 acres 
(2 hectares) ( 10 businesses, 225 new 
employees). It is expected that the two site 
buildings would remain intact and not be 
razed prior to disposition. Finally, the White 
Rock Tract could receive minimum 
commercial development (four businesses 
on just 8 of 100 acres [3 of 40 hectares] of 
land), or receive a mixture of residential 
and commercial development. Plans for the 
latter include 760 new dwelling units (1,900 
new residents) and a 20-acre (8-hectare) 
recreational vehicle park with capacity for 
160 vehicles. Table 4.1.4-1 summarizes 
information about these potential 
development scenarios; Table 4.1.4-2 
summarizes the assumed structure status at 
the time of conveyance or transfer. It is 
assumed that any leases will transfer with 
the conveyance or transfer of each tract. 
Only permanent buildings and structures 
belonging to the DOE would be subject to 
decontamination; only DOE-owned structures 
not under lease would be subject to 
demolition activities. 

4.2 Environmental Impact 
Methodologies 

The resource areas and issues addressed in 
the analysis of the conveyance or transfer of 
each of these tracts are as follows: 

• Land Use 

• Transportation 

• Infrastructure 
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• Noise 

• Visual Resources 

• Socioeconomics 

• Ecological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Geology and Soils 

• Water Resources 

• Air Resources 

• Human Health 

• Environmental Justice 

A detailed discussion of the specific 
methodologies and assumptions for each of 
these areas is provided in the following 
sections, as appropriate. 

4.2. 1 Land Use 
The approach used in assessing 

potential impacts to land use is comparative 
in nature. Impacts are identified based on 
determinations of compatibility between land 
use reasonably anticipated to occur as a result 
of the Proposed Action Alternative; existing 
adjacent land uses; and management plans, 
policies, and practices. 

Consistency and compatibility of future 
land use with both ongoing DOE and non
DOE management plans, policies, regulations, 
and practices are assessed also. Examples of 
DOE management plans and policies include 
those related to resource management, public 
safety, and national security for tracts located 
adjacent to ongoing LANL operations. Non
DOE plans and policies include related 
resource management plans and policies for 
wildlife, parks and monuments, and fire 
control (for example, by the National Park 
Service [NPS] and U.S. Forest Service 
[USFS]). Examples of relevant land use 
practices include public use oflands adjacent 
to the tracts for recreational purposes such as 
hiking, biking, or viewing of wildlife. 
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Table 4.1.4-1. CT EIS Development Assumptions 

ACRES (HECTARES) RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAUINDUSTRIAL 
TRAer• 

Total Developed Homesb Residentsc Vehicles Businessesd 

Contemolated Land Use: 

Rendija Canyone 910 (369) 570 (231) 1,260 3,500 2,900 0 

DOELAAO 15 (5) 10 (4) 200 500 420 0 

DP Road 50 (20) 26 (11) 0 0 0 40 

TA21 260 (99) 55 (22) 0 0 0 70 

Airport 205 (80) 105 (43) 0 0 0 200 
White Rockf.g,h 100 (40} 60 (24} 760 2.220 1,730 _1 

1,540 (613) 826 (335) 2,220 6,220 5,050 311 

Alternate Land Use: 

Rendija Canyoni 910 (369) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 

DOELAAO 15 (5) 10 (4) 0 0 0 6 
DP Roadk 50 (20) 26 (11) 160 400 330 10 

TA21 No alternate land use contemplated. 

Airport No alternate land use contemplated. 

White Rock 100 (40) 8 (3) 0 0 0 4 

a Remaining four tracts are not developed: Miscellaneous Site 22, Miscellaneous Manhattan Monwnent, TA 74, and White RockY. 

b Homes =Dwelling units (houses, apartments, condominiwns, or mobile homes). 

c Residents estimated at the County average of2.5 per dwelling unit. 

d Businesses: May be more than one business per structure (several firms in an office building). 

e Asswnes 420 acres (170 hectares) at three homes per acre (hectare), and 148 acres (60 hectares) for streets, etc. 

f Conunercial development consists ofRV park (20 acres [8 hectares]) with 160 spaces. 
8 "Residents" are the swn of 1,900 new residents plus 320 average occupancy of the RV park. 

h Vehicles include 130 RVs (average occupancy of the RV park). 

i Of 5,900 workers, 3,900 (two-thirds) live in new developments. 

j Alternate "development" is cultural preservation. 

k Alternate scenario: Trailer park (160 units) on 20 acres (8 hectares)+ 10 businesses on 6 acres (2.4 hectares). 

Workers Vehicles 
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Table 4.1.4-2. Assumed Structure Status at Time of Conveyance or Transfer 

TRACT LAND USE LAND USE TRACT LAND USE 
STRUCTURES #1 #2 STRUCTURES #1 

Rendija Canyon: Residential Preservation TA21: Industrial 
Los Alamos Structures 

Sportsman's Club Intact Intact (more than 100) Razed 
Other Club structures Intact Intact Utilities• Intact 
Residences Intact Intact Environmental h Removed 
Utilities" Intact Intact Airport: Commercial 
Environmental h None None Terminal Intact 

DOELAAO: Commercial Residential Storage (2) Intact 
Office building Intact Razed Gas meter Intact 
Steam plant Intact Razed Utilities" Intact 
Sewage lift station Intact Intact Environmentalh Removed 
Utilities• Intact Intact White Rock Y: Utilities 
Environmental h None None Utilities" Intact 

Miscellaneous Site 22: Commercial Environmentalh Intact 

Air monitoring station Removed NA TA 74: Utilities 

Miscellaneous Manhattan DOT facilities Intact 

Monument: Preservation Utilities" Intact 

Monument Intact NA Environmental h Intact 
I 

I DPRoad: Industrial Residential White Rock: Residential 
Intact Buildings (2) Intact Intact 

Storage sheds (7) Intact Intact 
Utilities" Intact Intact 
Environmentalh Removed Removed 

Notes: NA =not applicable, DOT= U.S. Department of Transportation 

• Utilities: water, electric, gas, sewage lines/equipment, etc. 

Visitor Center 
Electrical substation Intact 

Water pump station Intact 

Utilities" Intact 

Environmental h Removed 

b Environmental: air monitoring station, thermoluminescent dosimeter station, monitoring well, stream gauging station, outfall. 

LAND USE 
#2 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

Preservation 
Intact 
Intact 

Preservation 
Intact 
Intact 
Intact 

Preservation 
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Intact 
Intact 
Intact 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES 
AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Ten parcels ofland, or tracts, have been 
initially identified as suitable for conveyance 
or transfer. The two potential recipients of 
these lands tracts have been consulted as to 
their plans for use of these tracts. These plans 
are at a preliminary stage and encompass a 
range of potential land uses. Because the 
decision as to which recipient will receive 
each tract will be made by the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso and the County ofLos Alamos after 
the completion of this CT EIS, the DOE 
cannot determine which land use might be 
implemented on any land tract. In order to 
appropriately analyze the two land uses, the 
impacts of the contemplated uses were both 
analyzed in the CT EIS. 

4.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

PL 105-119 directed, in part, that the DOE 
identify land at LANL for conveyance and 
transfer. The Act also directed that the DOE 
identify any environmental restoration or 
remediation that would be necessary prior to 
conveyance or transfer of candidate land 
tracts. In response, the DOE has prepared a 
report (DOE 1999b) to provide Congress with 
information needed to make decisions about 
actions and funding needed for 
characterization and cleanup of the candidate 
tracts of land. Information contained in the 
environmental restoration sections of this 
CT EIS, including Appendix B, is 
summarized from the Environmental 
Restoration Report. 

The LANL Environmental Restoration 
Report (DOE 1999b) identifies potential and 
confirmed environmental contamination (that 
is, potential release sites, or [PRSs]) at each 
land tract; identifies buildings and other 
structures located within each tract; identifies 
canyon system areas of concern; and 
stipulates whether additional sampling or 
characterization is likely. The LANL 
Environmental Restoration Report identifies 
remedial actions likely to prove necessary in 
order to ready a tract of land for conveyance 
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or transfer and projects the cost and duration 
for these cleanup activities. Three site cleanup 
techniques are considered: removal, in situ 
treatment, and in situ containment of the 
contamination. Two cleanup techniques are 
assumed for structures: removal of hazardous 
materials (such as asbestos insulation) or 
complete demolition ofthe structure. Cleanup 
of canyons systems is assumed to be removal 
of contaminated soils. Because the details of 
potential remediation actions are not known at 
this time, numbers of remediation workers, 
individual remediation tasks, and duration of 
each task cannot be determined. Therefore, 
quantitative risks to remediation workers are 
not assessed in this CT EIS. Appendix B, 
Environmental Restoration Data, summarizes 
this information, but the Environmental 
Restoration Report should be reviewed for 
more detailed data. Maps of the 10 subject 
tracts are included in Chapters 5 through 14 
that show, broadly, the areas of each tract 
where potential contamination issues (PCis) 
are located and the areas without PCis. 
These maps were furnished by LANL 
Environmental Restoration (ER) Project 
personnel for inclusion in the CT EIS. The 
PCI maps are intended to illustrate the 
areas of each tract that include the PRSs, 
contaminated structures, and soil or silt areas 
that are contaminated either from air or 
water disbursement. The PCI areas have 
deliberately been exaggerated beyond the 
specific location of individual PRSs or known 
sites of contamination to accommodate the 
special requirements needed to perform future 
cleanup activities (which include worker and 
equipment staging areas, barrel storage areas, 
site egress requirements, health and safety 
buffer areas, etc.) and to compensate for 
site areas that have not been completely 
investigated or that may not have been field 
sampled yet (although site contamination is 
suspected from past uses of the areas or from 
information known to the LANL ER Project). 
Therefore, the PCI areas do not reflect actual 
total site contamination, nor are they intended 
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to do so. Some of the PCI areas reflect site 
areas that have already been cleaned up but 
that have not been approved for release to use 
by the site administrative authority(s). 

4.2.2 Transportation 
The techniques recommended by the 

Transportation Research Board's Highway 
Capacity Manual Special Report 209 
(NRC 1994) are used to evaluate the level of 
service (LOS) of each transportation link. The 
LOS is a qualitative measure describing 
operational conditions within a traffic stream. 
An LOS describes these conditions in terms 
of factors such as speed and travel time, 
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, 
comfort and convenience, and safety. The 
LOS designations range from A to F, with 
each level defined by a range of volume to 
capacity ratios. The LOS designations given 

in Table 4.2.2-1 are based primarily on the 
Highway Capacity Manual (NRC 1994). 

Each transportation link or section is 
evaluated for two conditions. The first 
analysis assumes that the proposed disposition 
of each tract does not take place (the No 
Action Alternative). The second analysis 
considers the impacts ofthe disposition of the 
tract with the proposed land use( s) as 
currently contemplated. This allows an 
evaluation of the potential transportation 
impacts on the transportation link of the 
proposed land use( s) of the tract. 

The trips generated at each tract for the 
bounding case land use are estimated. This is 
done using the procedures of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual (ITE 1997). The trips 
generated at each tract are then added to the 

Table 4.2.2-1. Level of Service Letter Designations and Definitions 

LETTER OPERATING LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITION 
DESIGNATION CONDITIONS 

A Good 
This is a condition of free vehicle flow, accompanied by low 
volumes and high speeds. 

B Good 
This occurs in the zone of stable vehicle flow, with operating 
speeds beginning to be restricted somewhat by traffic conditions. 

This is still the zone of stable vehicle flow, but speeds and 
c Good maneuverability are more closely controlled by the higher 

volumes. 

This LOS approaches unstable vehicle flow, with tolerable 
D Below average operating speeds maintained, though considerably affected by 

changes in operating conditions. 

This cannot be described by speed alone, but represents operations 

E 
Maximum at lower operating speeds, typically, but not always, in the 
capacity neighborhood of30 miles (48 kilometers) per hour, with volumes 

at or near the capacity of the hi.ghwav. 

F Traffic jam This describes a forced-flow operation at low speeds, where 
volumes are above capacity. 

Source: NRC 1994 
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existing trips on the adjacent transportation 
system link, and these form the basis for the 
contemplated land use capacity analyses 
discussed above. 

Background traffic growth rates and 
the anticipated annual rate of growth of 
existing traffic are estimated in conjunction 
with the New Mexico State Highway and 
Transportation Department (NMSH&TD) 
and County officials. These background 
traffic growth rates are applied to the existing 
traffic counts provided by the County and 
NMSH&TD to forecast future traffic levels 
for the baseline (no land disposition) added to 
this forecast background traffic to evaluate 
the contemplated land use scenario. An 
assumption of this analysis is that as 
background development occurs in the region, 
localized improvements would be made to 
accommodate this increased level of traffic. 

To assess the indirect impacts of the 
proposed conveyance or transfer, existing 
County traffic is projected to increase at a rate 
of 1.5 percent per year. The County's Traffic 
Engineering Department provided this growth 
rate projection. The NMSH&TD 
Transportation Planning Division provided a 
growth rate of 2.29 percent for use on the 
traffic counts (NMSH&TD 1997). 

4.2.3 Infrastructure 
The approach taken in assessing potential 

impacts to utilities is comparative in nature. 
Potential impacts are identified by comparing 
the existing infrastructure and utility usage 
and capacities with the estimated needs for no 
action and proposed future land uses. Utilities 
considered in the analysis include electricity, 
water, natural gas, wastewater, and solid 
waste. Utility needs for each tract were 
estimated by multiplying the average unit's 
(dwellings or business) utility requirements 
by the contemplated number of dwelling units 
(residential) or businesses (commercial and 
industrial) to be developed. The average unit 
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utility requirements were derived from actual 
County and LANL utility usage figures. 

Cumulative utility usage includes the sum 
of contemplated developments on transferred 
lands, the County's ongoing and future 
developments on tracts currently under 
County ownership, and anticipated growth of 
LANL. The sum of contemplated 
developments on transferred land includes 
only one land use scenario from each tract
that is, the scenario that has the highest 
overall anticipated utility usage. LANL 
growth is based on the Preferred Alternative 
of the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c ). 

4.2.4 Noise 
The analysis of the impacts of noise and 

vibration examines projected activities at each 
of the land tracts, with a focus on changes 
from existing conditions in the area. The 
analysis is qualitatively estimated using 
comparative values shown on the decibel 
chart provided as Table 3.2.4-1 in Chapter 3. 

4.2.5 Visual Resources 
Visual resource analyses address those 

aspects of an area or project that pertain to its 
appearance and the manner in which it is 
viewed by agencies and individuals. Visual 
resource studies review the aesthetic qualities 
of natural landscapes and modifications to 
them, the perceptions and concerns of people 
for the landscape and landscape change, and 
the physical or visual relationships that 
influence the visibility of proposed landscape 
changes. 

The inventory method for this CT EIS will 
follow an approach developed and used by the 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), called Visual 
Resource Inventory (VRI) (DOl BLM 1986). 
This inventory provides a means for 
determining visual values. The major 
components of the VRI methodology include 
scenic quality, distance zones, and sensitivity 
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levels. These components are individually 
evaluated and are combined into a ratio of one 
of four VRI classes. VRI classes represent the 
relative value of visual resources present and 
provide a basis for considering visual values 
during the planning process. 

The BLM methodology is used to 
evaluate the contemplated land uses by 
measuring the degree of contrast between the 
proposed activity and the existing landscape. 
This score is compared with allowable levels 
of contrast for the appropriate management 
class. The comparison helps to determine if 
mitigation may be necessary to reduce visual 
impacts. The mitigation techniques most 
appropriate for the project will best be 
determined when final development proposals 
for buildings and other facilities are available. 
However, general suggestions for mitigation 
techniques can be discussed on a tract-by
tract basis. 

Visual resource analysis data for the 
CT EIS were collected during site visits in 
August 1998. Other information was obtained 
through various documents and maps. 

VRI Class I is assigned to all special 
areas where there is a congressional or 
administrative decision to maintain a natural 
landscape as essentially unaltered by humans. 
The objective of this class is to preserve the 
existing character ofthe landscape. 

VRI Class II, III, and IV assignments are 
based on a combination of scenic quality, 
distance zones, and sensitivity levels. The 
highest scenic quality areas that do not have 
an administrative designation are assigned to 
Class II. The objective of this class is to retain 
the existing character of the landscape, and 
any changes to the characteristic landscape 
should be low. For Class III areas, the 
objective is to partially retain the existing 
character of the landscape and to make only 
moderate changes to the landscape. Class IV 
areas represent the lowest value of visual 
character~ the level of change to the 
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characteristic landscape can be high, but 
attempts should be made to minimize further 
visual impacts. 

4.2.6 Socioeconomics 
The total socioeconomic impact to the 

region of influence (ROI) is the sum of direct, 
primary indirect, and secondary indirect 
impacts. Both the direct and indirect impacts 
were estimated for the ROI described in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6, of this CT EIS. 
Because economic impacts affect a large, 
economically linked area, no tract has a 
specific ROI. Impacts for all tracts are 
assessed for the three-county ROI. 

Economic impacts are based on the 
development assumptions stated in 
Section 4.1.5. Direct employment impacts 
represent actual increases or decreases in 
employment at each tract. Total employment 
and earnings impacts were estimated using 
Regional Input-Output Modeling System 
(RIMS II) multipliers developed specifically 
for the ROI by the U.S. Bureau ofEconomic 
Analysis. 

The significance of the actions and their 
impacts is determined relative to the context 
of the affected environment. Conditions in the 
ROI, as presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6 
of this CT EIS, provide the framework for 
analyzing the significance of potential 
socioeconomic impacts that could result from 
implementation of any of the alternatives. 
Employment and population figures represent 
socioeconomic conditions expected to exist in 
the ROI through the year 2025. 

4.2. 7 Ecological Resources 
Impact analysis methods and thresholds 

were developed in concert with Cooperating 
Agency personnel and other local ecological 
resource experts. Each subject tract is more 
fully described in Chapters 5 through 14 in 
terms of watershed, vegetation zone(s), fauna, 
and presence or use of the tract by protected 
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or sensitive species. Each land tract was field 
verified to ensure accuracy of descriptive 
data. This information provides the 
foundation data for impact analysis for the 
Proposed Action Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative. 

Potential impacts to most species are 
assessed qualitatively and in the general 
categories of direct mortality from 
construction, habitat loss, degradation of 
habitat, potential impacts that would occur 
after development, and loss ofLANL' s 
habitat management and protection plans and 
their implementation. Impacts to Federal
listed species' are species-specific and 
primarily determined through an assessment 
of effect to the species' areas of 
environmental interest {AEis) that occur 
within a tract proposed for development. Any 
reduction or modification to a species' AEI 
core zone is considered an adverse impact. 
The severity of impact to a Federal-listed 
species resulting from reduction or 
modification of its AEI buffer zone(s) is 
dependent upon the proposed land tract 
scenario. Tract-by-tract information is not 
available for those Species of Concern, a 
category for plants and animals that the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service encourages 
agencies to include in their NEP A analysis. 
Therefore, these species are not specifically 
addressed in the potential environmental 
impact sections. There is the potential for 
impacts to the State-listed species presented 
in Table 3.2.7-1 in Chapter 3 as a result ofthe 
proposed actions, either through direct 
mortality or habitat degradation. However, 
there is insufficient information on the actual 
distribution and abundance of these species to 
make an accurate tract-by-tract assessment of 
the potential effects from the Proposed Action 
Alternative (LANL 1998b). Therefore, these 
species are not specifically addressed in the 
potential environmental impact sections. 
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4.2.8 Cultural Resources 
The potential for negative or positive 

impacts to cultural resources are assessed 
under the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action Alternative (conveyance and 
transfer of each tract). Cultural resources that 
could be directly or indirectly affected by the 
alternatives are those located on lands within 
the 10 subject land tracts and in areas 
surrounding these tracts. Thus, the ROI for 
cultural resource impact assessment includes 
the land tracts themselves, plus cultural 
resources located in surrounding lands. 

Cultural resources include prehistoric and 
historic resources, and traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) (as detailed in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2.8, and Appendix E of this 
CT EIS) that are located within the ROI. 
These resources include those that have been 
identified and those that could potentially be 
located within the ROI, such as subsurface 
archaeological deposits, unrecorded burials, 
and unidentified TCPs. All cultural resources 
are considered in the impact analysis; 
however, information on National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of 
resources is provided for each of the 10 tracts. 

Information on cultural resources is 
derived from the results of systematic cultural 
resource inventories of the 10 proposed land 
tracts and review of literature concerning 
TCPs and traditional uses of the area. A more 
detailed discussion of the methods employed 
to gather cultural resource data is provided 
in Appendix E of this CT EIS. Consultations 
with Native American tribes were not 
completed in time for inclusion into this 
CT EIS. Consultations will be completed 
prior to conveyance and transfer of any 
proposed tracts on a government-to
government basis in accordance with DOE 
Order 1230.2 (see Chapters 16 and 17 ofthis 
CT EIS). 

Descriptions of activities occurring under 
the two alternatives are used to analyze 
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potential impacts to cultural resources. 
The results of consequence analyses for 
other resource areas (water resources, 
land resources, ecological resources, 
environmental restoration, infrastructure, 
transportation, land use, human health, visual 
resources, and noise) are used to determine 
the potential for other impacts to the cultural 
resources themselves and to traditional 
practitioners accessing TCPs. 

Impacts are discussed as direct (resulting 
from the DOE's action of conveyance or 
transfer) and indirect (resulting from the 
broad categories ofland use contemplated by 
the receiving parties). Potential impacts could 
be physical effects to cultural resources 
themselves, effects to people accessing the 
resources, and effects due to the change in 
the application of Federal protections to these 
resources. 

Potential impacts to cultural resources are 
assessed using the "criteria of adverse effect" 
(36 CPR Part 800.5(a)(1)), as defined in the 
implementing regulations for the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) of 1966, as 
amended (16 United States Code [U.S. C.] 
Section 470). An adverse effect is found when 
an undertaking may alter the characteristics 
that qualify a property for inclusion in the 
NRHP. These criteria include physical 
destruction or alteration; removal of a 
property from its historic location; change of 
the character of a property's use; introduction 
ofvisible, audible, or atmospheric elements 
out of character with the resource; neglect 
leading to deterioration and vandalism; 
isolation and restriction of access; and 
transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of 
Federal ownership or control without 
adequate and legally enforceable restrictions 
or conditions to ensure long-term preservation 
of the property's historic significance. The 
State Historic Preservation Office(r) (SHPO) 
reviews NRHP eligibility and adverse effect 
determinations. Activities conducted under 
the alternatives will be compared against 
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these criteria of adverse effect to determine 
the potential for impacts to cultural resources. 

Potential impacts to TCPs and practices 
also are addressed in the context of the 
requirements of the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act, the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act, Executive Order 
13007: "Indian Sacred Sites," and the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act. These laws and executive order provide 
for Federal protections and considerations for 
TCPs and religious practices that may be lost 
or changed under the alternatives analyzed. 
Potential impacts could include the loss of 
access to TCPs by traditional practitioners, 
loss of ownership or control over human 
remains and certain items found in an 
archaeological context, the loss of protection 
for certain classes of resources, and burdens 
on the practice traditional religions. 

4.2.9 Geology and Soils 
The methodology used to assess potential 

impacts to geology and soils is a two-step 
process. First, past activities are evaluated 
to see how they have impacted the geology 
and soils in the study area. The information 
from this study on the existing environment 
is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.9. 
Information from Section 3.2.9 was then 
used as a basis for assessment of potential 
impacts that may result from implementing 
the Proposed Action Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative. The geology and soils 
impact analysis focuses on any changes that 
have the potential for being impacted by 
seismic events and slope instability, causing 
soil erosion and changes to mineral resources. 
For example, observation and studies of the 
sites in the past have shown where slope 
stability problems are most likely to occur 
and under what circumstances. This type of 
information is used to see if those same 
indicators leading to soil erosion were present 
in a new action or in a potential change to an 
existing activity. This manner of analysis is 
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commensurate with the significance of the 
potential impacts in this resource area. 

Impacts to geology and soils are primarily 
associated with effects generated by proposed 
construction activities. Where construction 
activities would occur outside of existing 
facilities, they are explicitly addressed. 

The effects on soil contamination from 
contaminants released to the atmosphere, 
either directly in gaseous effluents or 
indirectly from resuspension of onsite 
contamination (for example, fugitive dust), 
were evaluated. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2.9, the information provided from 
the geology and soils studies related directly 
to the analysis of several other sections within 
the CT EIS (such as cultural resources, human 
health, and accidents). 

4.2.10 Water Resources 
Impacts to water resources are assessed 

for both the No Action Alternative (continued 
DOE operations) and the Proposed Action 
Alternative. Each tract is assessed separately, 
although cumulative impacts also are 
considered. Impacts in each tract are assessed 
separately. In some cases water quality data 
were not available for the individual tracts. 
Impacts on the following water resources are 
assessed: 

• Surface water quality (including 
National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System [NPDES] 
discharge points) 

• Surface water quantity 

• Groundwater quality 

• Groundwater quantity 

Changes in water quality and quantity are 
described and quantified where information is 
available. The assessment of potential impacts 
to water quality includes a comparison of the 
chemistry of any proposed discharge or its 
applicable regulatory limits to the existing 
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water. For instance, any proposed discharge 
to surface water is assessed to determine 
whether it would affect the quality of the 
surface water by increasing chemical 
contaminants (such as nitrate) or water 
parameters (such as total suspended solids). 
The effect of changes in surface water 
discharge on transport of sediments and 
related contaminants is evaluated also. 

Impacts on water quantity are most likely 
to exist in the form of withdrawals of 
groundwater for drinking water supplies, 
although surface water uses also may be 
planned or result from proposed alternatives. 
Changes that affect 1 00-year and 500-year 
floodplain configurations or that place 
structures or barriers in historic floodplains 
are evaluated, as well as any other increases 
in surface water flow (such as NPDES inputs) 
that may cause water and contaminants to 
reach the Rio Grande. 

4.2.11 Air Resources 
For each alternative, the three categories 

of pollutants (criteria, hazardous, and 
radioactive) were each evaluated from two 
perspectives: contributions by LANL 
operations and contributions from activities 
subsequent to disposition of the land tracts. 
In the No Action Alternative, lands are 
not transferred and, hence, there are no 
contributions other than those from LANL 
operations. These contributions have already 
been calculated in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). In the Proposed Action 
Alternative (convey or transfer): 

• Other contributions are estimated 
individually for each tract and for each 
contemplated use of each tract. 

• LANL contributions are examined for 
changes from the estimates made in 
the LANL SWEIS. 

For example, disposition of the White 
Rock Tract would place some members of the 
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public closer to operations at TA 54. 
Resulting exposures to radiological and 
chemical air pollutants are, therefore, 
reexamined. 

4.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 

A quantitative analysis was performed for 
emissions of carbon dioxide; other 
greenhouse gases are discussed qualitatively. 

LANL emissions of carbon dioxide from 
stationary sources are estimated for 
combustion units on each tract of land being 
considered for conveyance or transfer. 
Estimates are based upon estimated annual 
fuel consumption by steam plants, boilers, 
and a natural gas water pump at TA 54 
(DOE 1999c, Appendix B). Emissions from 
automobiles are estimated by assuming 
4.3 tons (3.9 metric tons) emitted per private 
vehicle per year (DOE 1999c, page 5-19}. The 
emissions are then summed for the No Action 
Alternative. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative 
(conveyance and transfer}, LANL activities 
are replaced by activities of the contemplated 
land uses. Estimates of carbon dioxide 
emissions are made for residential and 
commercial activities, including vehicular 
emissions. 

4.2. 12 Human Health 

4.2.12.1 General Considerations and 
Assumptions 

Analysis for both CT EIS alternatives is 
limited to those human health impacts 
attributable to the DOE and LANL, with the 
exception of three natural phenomena 
initiated accidents or events that have area
wide concerns (floods, seismic events, and 
wildfire). The indirect human health impacts 
of the activities due to subsequent use by the 
land recipients are not addressed. This is 
because it is assumed that all uses after the 
conveyance or transfer will be in accordance 
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with State and Federal laws and regulations 
that would be protective of workers and the 
general public. Also, no human health impact 
analysis was prepared for LANL ER Project 
activities (restoration, remediation, waste 
management, and decontamination and 
decommissioning) associated with the 10 
subject land tracts or adjoining lands in the 
CT EIS. It is assumed that actions would be 
conducted in a manner consistent with all 
Federal and State regulations and, 
specifically, the DOE and LANL Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
permit. It is additionally assumed that each 
land tract would be restored or remediated to 
a level of residual contamination (consistent 
with the requirements at the time of 
conveyance or transfer) that will assure a safe 
and healthy environment for the uses 
contemplated under the Act. This assumption 
may hold true for adjoining lands or upstream 
and upgradient lands that have potential 
contamination issues. The need to clean up 
these adjoining or upstream lands would be 
dependent upon risk assessment performed by 
LANL' s ER Project during the planning 
stages of the remedial action. Those potential 
human health impacts that are addressed in 
this CT EIS are in the respective land-tract 
specific sections in Chapters 5 through 14. 

4.2.12.2 LANL Operations 

The CT EIS addresses the human health 
impacts of relevant activities associated with 
LANL operations. "Relevant" in this case 
means that an activity has the potential to 
affect the human health of those residing or 
working on the 10 subject land tracts. Human 
health impacts associated with LANL 
facilities and operations are addressed in 
detail in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c}. It 
should be noted that some LANL operations 
described in the LANL SWEIS project human 
health impacts to the public, which are not 
reflected in the land-tract specific human 
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health analyses because they are unrelated to 
the I 0 subject land tracts. 

In the LANL SWEIS, none of the LANL 
operations for any alternative are expected to 
produce radiological doses over the next 
I 0 years that would result in any excess latent 
cancer fatalities (LCFs) to a member of the 
public (DOE I999c, page S-22). Additionally, 
exposures to chemicals under any ofthe 
LANL SWEIS alternatives are not expected 
to result in significant effects to the public 
(DOE I999c, page S-22). Consequently, 
human health impacts to the public from 
LANL operations do not, by themselves, need 
further analysis in the CT EIS. However, 
some operations are examined as a 
consequence of transferring or conveying 
land, which may place members ofthe public 
in closer proximity to such operations. This 
same situation is true with regard to some 
LANL accidents described in the LANL 
SWEIS. These potential impacts ofLANL 
operations on non-LANL workers or residents 
on the I 0 land tracts are addressed where a 
potentially viable pathway for exposure may 
exist. Only two pathways related to LANL 
operations for offsite human health impacts 
were identified in the LANL SWEIS. These 
are air emissions (for example, fugitive dust, 
stack emissions, and direct radiation from 
contaminated soils) and water eftluents (for 
example, NPDES discharges for stormwater 
and process waters). 

Bringing a receptor (a recreational user or 
resident) closer to the source of air emissions 
may produce higher exposures or doses. 
Bringing a receptor closer to a source of water 
effluents will not change the exposure or dose 
unless the scenario of exposure changes (such 
as the frequency of drinking water). The 
CT EIS exposure scenarios are defined as the 
same used in the LANL SWEIS. Like the air 
emissions, the LANL SWEIS has evaluated 
the human health impacts of exposure to 
water effiuents (DOE I999c). Water effiuents 
in the form ofNPDES-permitted discharges 
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are generated on one of the land tracts 
(TA 2I) (DOE I999c, Chapter 4, 
Table 4.3.1.3-I). 

The assumption about environmental 
restoration or remediation of all land tracts 
being completed prior to conveyance or 
transfer means that the potential sources of 
radiological or chemical hazards will not be 
present on the land tracts themselves once 
they are conveyed or transferred. Therefore, 
to have a human health impact on the land 
recipients would require radiological or 
chemical hazards to be transported to the land 
tracts from another LANL location. The only 
pathway that has potential to do that because 
of the closer proximity to LANL operations is 
air (via air immersion or inhalation). The 
airborne pathway is the primary pathway 
examined in detail in this CT EIS, but only 
for those operations where the lands to be 
transferred are close enough to the LANL 
operations that they could pose a potential 
risk. The same "closer proximity" situation 
may be true for some accident analyses also. 

The specific methods for calculating 
radiological doses and LCFs are the same as 
described in the LANL SWEIS (DOE I999c ). 
These methods are based upon risk factors 
and reference values developed by the 
International Commission on Radiological 
Protection (ICRP I977 and ICRP I99I) and 
the National Research Council (NRC I990). 
Information on background radiation was 
derived from the National Council on 
Radiation Protection (NCRP) (NCRP I987). 
Where applicable, the methods for calculating 
the exposure and risks to chemicals are the 
same as described in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). These methods are based upon 
standard assessment methodologies, reference 
doses, and cancer risks (EPA 1991 and 
EPA 1997a). Exposure factors for ingestion 
and inhalation are taken from the latest EPA 
guidance (EPA I997b ). 
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An evaluation also has been made to 
determine iftracts lie within one ofLANL's 
one-half mile radiation site evaluation circles, 
due to one or more LANL operations. These 
safety circles were intended to be used as 
planning tools for site developers and other 
project managers responsible for siting new 
facilities or operations to inform them of the 
presence of existing radiation sources and the 
need to evaluate their proposed action(s) 
against this information. The concept was 
defined and required as part of the planning 
process in LANL's Site Development Plan of 
1990 (LANL 1990). This plan states that 
proposals for new activities or facilities at 
sites that lie within safety circles must be 
accompanied, during the siting process, by an 
evaluation of the potential radiological 
impacts and possible mitigation actions; the 
circles themselves are not representative of a 
particular dose of radiation to site receptors 
under either normal operations or accident 
conditions. As part of the human health 
assessment for the CT EIS, it was determined 
that four of the 10 subject tracts have portions 
that are within LANL facility radiation 
evaluation circles. These four tracts are the 
DOE LAAO Tract (due to activities at the 
Health Research Laboratory nearby), the DP 
Road and Airport Tracts (due to activities at 
TA 21), and theTA 21 Tract (due to 
operations both at T A 21 and at the Los 
Alamos Neutron Science Center [LANSCE] 
facility located on the next mesa to the south). 
Maps of the radiation site evaluation circles 
are provided for these tracts in Chapters 6, 9, 
10, and 11 within the discussion ofthe 
existing environments for these tracts. The 
human health analysis included in the CT EIS 
analysis, by evaluating both chemical and 
radiological health consequences from normal 
operations and hypothetical accidents, 
provides the safety evaluation that must be 
considered for the conveyance or transfer of 
the subject tracts. 
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4.2.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Accidents considered for the CT EIS are 
those presented in the LANL SWEIS, 
consistent with the DOE's overall approach of 
relying upon the SWEIS. The methodology 
for this reliance consists of reviewing the 
SWEIS accidents, determining which are 
applicable to the CT EIS, identifying 
assumptions and data required to analyze the 
applicable accidents, and then assessing the 
consequences ofthe applicable accidents. 

SWEIS Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS presents 30 accidents 
of four different types. In addition, the DOE 
added an additional accident scenario in the 
LANL SWEIS. (In response to public 
comments, a scenario in which a wildfire 
sweeps through LANL property was added.) 
A summary of accidents is provided in 
Table 4.2.12.3-1. 

For some accidents, more than one 
hypothetical scenario is presented. For 
example, accident RAD-15 presents a 
hypothetical fire at the Chemical and 
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Laboratory 
(Building 03-29). Two scenarios are 
discussed: (1) a fire in a single chemical 

Table 4.2.12.3-1. Summary of 
Potential LANL Accidents Considered 

in the Human Health Analysis 

TYPE 
NO. OF NO. OF 

ACCIDENTS SCENARIOS 

Natural 
4 5 Event 

Chemical 6 16 

Radiological 16 22 
Worker 5 5 

Total 31 48 
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laboratory room and (2) a fire that consumes 
an entire wing of the CMR Building. The 
SWEIS presents consequences for each of 
these two scenarios. 

Applicable Accidents 

This pool of 31 accidents was then 
reviewed for applicability to the 
proposed disposition of land tracts (see 
Table 4.2.12.3-1). Some scenarios were 
screened either because no members of the 
public would be involved; the scenario is not 
a credible accident; or the tract is too distant 
to be affected by the accident. As explained 
below, a total of 13 accidents and 20 
scenarios do not affect any of the land tracts. 

Five of the 31 accidents and five of the 48 
scenarios involve only LANL workers. For 
example, accident WORK.-04 in the LANL 
SWEIS evaluates the inadvertent exposure 
of one or more workers to electromagnetic 
radiation (x-rays, accelerator particle beams, 
lasers, or radiofrequency sources). These 
accidents affect only LANL employees, and 
have no public consequences. Accordingly, 
they need not be reevaluated for the CT EIS. 

Five of the SWEIS accidents have 
frequencies of less than 10-6 per year, or less 
than once in a million years: 

• RAD-04: Inadvertent detonation of a 
plutonium-containing assembly 
at the Dual Axis Radiographic 
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) 
Facility 

• RAD-06: Aircraft crash into the 
Radioactive Materials Research, 
Operations, and Demonstration 
(RAMROD) Facility 

• RAD-10: Dropping of a degraded 
storage container at Plutonium Facility 
(PF)-4 

• RAD-11: Containment breach after 
detonation of a plutonium-containing 
assembly at the DARHT 
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• RAD-14: Plutonium release due to 
ion-exchange column thermal 
excursion (three scenarios) 

In recognition of the different purposes 
that accident analyses play in the LANL 
SWEIS, the CT EIS evaluates reasonably 
foreseeable accidents that have a frequency in 
excess of 10-6 per year. For the CT EIS, these 
five accidents (seven accident scenarios) will 
not be reevaluated. 

Next, the effects of three of the chemical 
accidents (six scenarios) do not reach any of 
the 10 land tracts proposed for disposition. 
Before reaching the tracts, the chemical 
plume will have decreased in concentration to 
the point that the chemical is, at worst, an 
irritant. Therefore, it no longer presents a 
health concern. The three chemical accidents 
are: 

• CHEM-04: Release oftoxic gas from 
a single container at 54-216 

• CHEM-05: Release of toxic gas from 
multiple containers at 54-216 

• CHEM-06: Chlorine gas release from 
outside the Plutonium Facility 

None of the radiological accidents can be 
screened on the basis of distance from the 
accident to the tract. Each radiological 
accident requires an estimation of the 
maximally exposed individual (MEl) dose, 
collective dose, and excess LCFs for each of 
the 10 tracts of land proposed for disposition. 

Finally, two of the radiological scenarios 
from accident RAD-09 were screened as 
unnecessary to evaluate. Accident RAD-09 
evaluates four separate scenarios for dropping 
or puncturing a drum oftransuranic waste. 
Two scenarios assume cleanup requires 
24 hours, and two assume cleanup is 
accomplished in 1 hour. The 24-hour cleanup 
scenarios are obviously bounding, because 
drum contents are available for wind 
dispersion for a much longer period of time. 
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These were the only RAD-09 scenarios 
evaluated. 

Assumptions and Data Used in Accident 
Assessments 

Some information was common to the 
assessment of consequences of all remaining 
accidents (18) and accident scenarios (28). 
Distances from each accident to each of the 
10 tracts of land proposed for disposition 
were required. Two distances were measured 
for each land tract: (1) the distance from the 
accident to the closest point of the tract and 
(2) the distance from the accident to the mid
point of the tract. These distances were 
assumed to be the same for the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 and Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tracts, but differed significantly 
for the larger tracts, such as the Rendija 
Canyon and TA 7 4 Tracts. 

Another piece of information essential 
to assessing accident consequences is 
the assumed occupancy or population 
after development (the number of people 
potentially in the path of the chemical or 
radiological plume). These data are based 
upon development scenarios assumed for 
the 10 tracts subsequent to disposition of 
ownership, as set forth in the land use sections 
of this CT EIS. Maximum assumed 
occupancy was then weighted for assumed 
average occupancy. For example, Rendija 
Canyon would house an estimated 3,500 new 
residents if developed under one of the 
contemplated scenarios. Should a LANL 
accident occur during the day, most of these 
residents would not be at home, so that the 
consequences of the accident would be much 
smaller. Similarly, the Airport Tract may be 
developed commercially, with total estimated 
employment of 3, 100. Should a LANL 
accident occur during the evening, however, 
most of these workers would have already 
gone home, so that the consequences of the 
accident would be much smaller. 
Accordingly, weighted occupancy or 
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population was used to assess consequences. 
Data for each of the tracts are summarized in 
Table 4.1.4-1. 

Assessing the Consequences of Applicable 
Chemical Accidents 

Three chemical accidents were examined 
for additional potential public consequences 
in the LANL SWEIS. Two evaluation 
parameters were used in this examination: 

• ERPG-2: Emergency Response 
Planning Guideline, Level 2. This is 
the maximum airborne concentration 
of a chemical below which nearly all 
individuals could be exposed for 
1 hour without experiencing or 
developing irreversible or other 
serious health effects or symptoms 
that could impair their ability to take 
protective action. 

• ERPG-3: Emergency Response 
Planning Guideline, Level 3. This is 
the maximum airborne concentration 
of a chemical below which nearly all 
individuals could be exposed for 
1 hour without experiencing or 
developing life-threatening health 
effects. 

Chemical accident consequences are 
expressed in terms ofthe number of people 
exposed to air at either of these two chemical 
concentrations. Exposures to air at lower 
concentrations result only in irritation or odor 
detection, and do not present a health threat. 
The key to analysis of chemical accident 
consequences, therefore, is estimating the 
distances traveled by chemical plumes at or 
above ERPG-2 and ERPG-3 concentrations. 
These distances were estimated in the LANL 

. SWEIS, using the ALOHA ™ computer code. 

4-17 

The ALOHA ™ code is designed to be 
used for emergency responders in the· case of 
chemical accidents. The code predicts the rate 
at which chemical vapors may escape to the 
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atmosphere from broken gas pipes, leaking 
tanks, and evaporating puddles, and predicts 
how the resulting chemical gas cloud 
disperses horizontally and vertically into the 
atmosphere. ALOHA ™ predicts the distances 
traveled by the chemical plume before 
concentrations drop below ERPG-3 and 
ERPG-2 concentrations. More detailed 
information about the ALOHA ™ code and 
consequences of the chemical accidents are 
presented in Appendix G of the LANL 
SWEIS {DOE I999c ). 

The assessment of consequences for the 
proposed disposition of tracts uses the 
ERPG-2 and ERPG-3 distances predicted by 
the ALOHA™ code, as stated in the SWEIS. 
These chemical plume distances were first 
compared to the distance between the land 
tract and the accident location. If the tract fell 
within the distance estimated for plume travel, 
then the number of additional public members 
affected by the accident was assumed to equal 
the weighted average occupancy of the tract. 

Assessing the Consequences of Applicable 
Radiological Accidents 

Three consequence parameters were 
estimated for each of the 13 applicable 
radiological accident scenarios: (I) MEl dose 
at each tract, (2) collective dose for each tract, 
and (3) excess LCFs at each tract. Estimations 
start with output data from the LANL SWEIS 
accident analyses and data generated by 
running the MACCS 2 computer code. 

The MACCS 2 computer code uses a 
Gaussian plume model and source-term input 
to predict atmospheric dispersion and ground 
deposition of radio nuclides from an accident 
that releases a plume of radioactive materials 
into the atmosphere. The radioactive aerosols 
and/or gases are presumed to be transported 
by prevailing winds, while dispersing 
horizontally and vertically in the atmosphere. 
MACCS 2 predicts doses at specified 
locations, ground contamination at specified 
locations, and collective dose. More detailed 
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information about the MACCS 2 code and 
consequences of the radiological accidents are 
presented in Appendix G of the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

For most accidents, the LANL SWEIS 
provides information (generated by the 
MACCS 2 code) about plutonium ground 
concentration as a function of distance. The 
method used to estimate MEl doses at the 
land tracts, therefore, uses this ground 
contamination data. The method assumes that 
the relationship of ground contamination 
versus distance is the same as that for dose 
versus distance (that is, both decrease as a 
function of distance from the accident 
location at the same rate). Thus, if one knows 
ground concentration and dose at a reference 
location, and the distance from the accident to 
the tract, then dose at the tract can be 
estimated by ratio. MEl doses were estimated 
through the following steps: 

• Distances from the accident location 
to the nearest point of each land tract 
were calculated. 

• A reference location was selected, one 
for which the LANL SWEIS had 
calculated an MEl dose. 

• Mean ground contamination level was 
estimated for this reference location. 

• Mean ground contamination level was 
estimated for each land tract. 

• MEl dose was estimated for each land 
tract. 

Tract collective dose was estimated by 
calculating a mid-point MEl dose at each tract 
efland for each of the 13 applicable accident 
scenarios. The methodology was the same as 
used when estimated MEl dose except that 
distance was that from the accident to the 
mid-point of each land tract. This mid-point 
dose was then multiplied by the weighted 
average tract population or occupancy to 
calculate collective tract dose, from which 
excess LCF was calculated. Excess LCF is the 
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mid-point MEl dose multiplied by 0.0005 
latent cancers per Roentgen equivalent man 
(rem) of dose. 

Assessing the Consequences of Applicable 
Natural Event Accidents 

Five natural event accident scenarios 
triggered by natural phenomena (four 
earthquakes and one wildfire) are postulated 
in the LANL SWEIS. These are referred to in 
the SWEIS as "site-wide accidents" but are 
identified as "natural event accidents" in the 
CT EIS. Three of the four earthquake 
scenarios were not reevaluated for the 
CT EIS. Instead, only the most severe 
earthquake is reevaluated, along with the 
wildfire accident. For these two accidents, the 
consequences ofboth chemical and 
radiological releases were examined. 

Sources (such as buildings) of chemical 
releases are identified for the LANL SWEIS. 
For most buildings, consequences are 
evaluated under both conservative (typical) 
and adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
For both of these accident scenarios, the 
SWEIS estimates the ERPG-2 and ERPG-3 
distances and the number of people that 
would be exposed to ERPG-2 and ERPG-3 
concentrations. Potential consequences 
subsequent to land disposition are evaluated, 
therefore, by determining if any of the land 
tracts lie within these distances. 

Sources (such as buildings) of substantial 
radiological releases also are identified for the 
LANL SWEIS. MEl doses are estimated for 
some of these sources. These same MEl doses 
are reestimated for each of the I 0 tracts of 
land proposed for disposition (regardless of 
whether the tract would be developed). The 
method used was to compare the material-at
risk (MAR) or source term from each building 
to the MAR or source term of a RAD-only 
accident, then ratio the MEl dose at each land 
tract. Collective dose and excess LCFs were 
estimated for the land tracts in a similar ratio 
fashion. 
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4.2.13 Environmental Justice 
Pursuant to Executive Order 12898, 

"Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low
Income Populations" (59 Federal Register 
[FR] 7629 February 16, 1994), this section 
identifies and addresses any 
disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority or 
low-income populations from implementing 
the Proposed Action Alternative. 

Potential environmental justice impacts 
are assessed using a phased approach. This 
approach established three thresholds for 
assessing whether environmental justice 
issues are likely to arise as a result of 
proposed DOE activities. The following three 
questions form the :framework and establish 
the thresholds for the phased approach to 
environmental justice analysis. 

• Are there any potential impacts to 
human populations? 

• Are there any potential impacts to 
minority or low-income populations? 

• Are potential impacts to minority or 
low-income populations 
disproportionately high and adverse? 

For environmental justice impacts to 
occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. 

Environmental justice guidance developed 
by the CEQ defines "minority" as 
individual( s) who are members of the 
following population groups: Native 
American (American Indian) or Alaskan 
Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, or 
Hispanic (CEQ 1997). Minority populations 
are identified when either the minority 
population of the affected area exceeds 
50 percent, or the percentage of minority 
population in the affected area is 
meaningfully greater than the minority 
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population percentage in the general 
population or other appropriate unit of 
geographical analysis. Low-income 
populations are identified using statistical 
poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the 
Census (Census 1992). 

Environmental justice impacts become 
issues of concern if the proposed activities 
result in disproportionately high adverse 
human and environmental effects to 
minority or low-income populations. 
Disproportionately high and adverse human 
health effects are identified by assessing the 
following three factors to the extent practical: 

• Whether the health effects, which may 
be measured in risks .or rates, are 
significant (as employed by the 
NEP A) or above generally accepted 
norms. Adverse health effects may 
include bodily impairment, infirmity, 
illness, or death. 

• Whether the risk or rate of exposure 
by a minority or low-income 
population to an environmental hazard 
is significant (as employed by the 
NEP A) and appreciably exceeds or is 
likely to appreciably exceed the risk or 
rate to the general population or other 
appropriate comparison group. 
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• Whether health effects occur in a 
minority or low-income population 
affected by cumulative or multiple 
adverse exposures from environmental 
hazards. 

Section 4-4 of the Executive Order 
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994) directs 
Federal agencies "whenever practical and 
appropriate, to collect and analyze 
information on the consumption patterns of 
populations who principally rely on fish 
and/or wildlife for subsistence and that 
federal governments communicate to the 
public the risks of these consumption 
patterns." 

Potential impacts to cultural resources 
such as TCPs also could have a 
disproportionate and adverse effect on 
minority or low-income populations in the 
area. If TCPs are present on the tracts or in 
adjacent areas, they could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer and subsequent land 
uses. Potential impacts to these cultural 
resources (for example, destruction, alteration 
of setting, or loss of access to religious sites) 
also could have human health, economic, or 
social effects on minority or low-income 
populations. Depending on the intensity of 
these effects, impacts may be 
disproportionately high and adverse, and thus, 
have environmental justice consequences. 
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Chapters 5 through 14 contain the discussions of the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action Alternative (convey and transfer each tract) for each of the 10 land tracts. 
Each chapter presents tract-specific affected environment information and the consequences 
of each alternative. The results of these discussions are summarized in a table at the end of 
Chapter 2. Consequences of the alternatives described in these chapters also are addressed 
in Chapter 15, where the cumulative impacts are described The data regarding the land 
uses were collated from personal communications between representatives of the DOE, Los 
Alamos County, and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

5.1 Affected Environment 

5.1.1 Land Use 

The Rendija Canyon Tract consists of 
approximately 910 acres (approximately 
369 hectares) located to the north of the Los 
Alamos townsite's Barranca Mesa residential 
subdivision (see Figure 5.1.1-1, Rendija 
Canyon Tract Layout). The tract is bounded 
by U.S. Forest Service (USFS) property to the 
north, east, and west, and Los Alamos County 
(LAC) lands to the south (DOE 1998b ). 
Public access to Rendija Canyon is from San 
Ildefonso Road on Barranca Mesa to Rendija 
Canyon Road, an unimproved road. The two
lane road (Rendija Canyon Road) is paved for 
a short distance and then continues generally 
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eastward as an unpaved forest road eventually 
connecting with State Road 4. The Rendija 
Canyon Road provides access to over 
12,000 acres (4,900 hectares) ofUSFS land. 

Rendija Canyon is a relatively broad, flat
bottomed canyon that serves as a major 
drainage basin for the Jemez Mountains. The 
site is heavily forested with ponderosa pine, 
mixed conifers, and aspen (DOE 1999c ), and 
contains both archaeological sites and 
sensitive wildlife habitat. The Rendija 
Canyon Tract currently is not a part ofLANL 
mission operations, although it played such a 
role in the past. Historically, the tract was 
used as a ftring site for military ordnance. The 
restricted access associated with former 
impact sites represents the only areas of 
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restricted access currently within the tract 
(LAC 1987a). 

At present, the only development within 
the tract includes an area of roughly 20 acres 
(approximately 8 hectares) on lease until the 
end ofDecember of2001 from the DOE to 
the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club for use as 
a rifle and pistol shooting range 
(LAC 1987a). The Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club also leases an additional 80 acres 
(approximately 32 hectares) from the DOE on 
an annual basis for use as an archery range, 
picnic grounds, clubhouse, police trailer, and 
storage area (LAC 1987a). The only other 
structures or development within the tract are 
pumping stations and utility corridors. 

Other existing land use at the tract 
includes the unregulated use of the canyon by 
the general public for hiking, horseback 
riding, hunting, and off-road vehicle travel 
and for access to USFS properties. Numerous 
marked and unmarked trails criss-cross the 
tract, including the Pajarito Trail, which 
crosses the western comer of the tract north to 
south (LANL 1998c ), and the Guaje Canyon 
Trail, which divides the tract west to east 
(LAC 1995) (see Figure 3.2.1-2 in Chapter 3). 
Adjacent land uses include the residential 
activities of the Barranca Mesa development 
and the recreational activities on USFS lands 
and Los Alamos County property. Rendija 
Canyon Road and an unimproved USFS road 
serve as fire-break roads within the tract. 

5.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

The Rendija Canyon Tract contains four 
potential release sites (PRSs ), one canyon 
system, and possibly one DOE-owned 
structure. The four PRSs categorized as 
surface units include former mortar impact 
areas used by the Army between 1944 and 
1948 and the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. 
There were no historical LANL operations 
conducted upstream of the tract; therefore, 
upstream contamination is unlikely to be of 
concern. Three of the four PRSs in the parcel 
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have been sampled for environmental 
contamination, and the results show that no 
contamination exists above cleanup levels 
appropriate for either preservation or 
residential development. Although there are 
no human health-based or ecologically based 
risks associated with environmental 
contamination in the Rendija Canyon Tract, 
there may be safety risks associated with 
undetected unexploded ordnance that might 
remain buried on the tract despite several 
recovery efforts conducted to remove such 
materials. Activities at the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club site currently produce 
environmental contamination from spent lead 
shot and related munitions materials. Areas 
associated with the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club have not undergone environmental 
remediation. 

Figure 5 .1.1.1-1 shows the areas with 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. PCI acreage is estimated to 
total approximately 340 acres (138 hectares). 
The southern and eastern parts of the tract, 
away from the PRSs, appear to have no PCis. 

5. 1.2 Transportation 
The Rendija Canyon Tract currently has 

limited transportation access (see 
Figure 5.1.1-1). This site is reached via the 
unpaved Rendija Canyon Road, which 
extends from the Barranca Road-San 
Ildefonso Road intersection. This road 
receives minimal vehicle traffic but provides 
essential access to over 12,000 acres 
(4,900 hectares) ofthe Santa Fe National 
Forest, pumping stations, utility corridors, the 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club, and 
recreational opportunities within the tract. 
Access to the Rendija Canyon Road is via 
San Ildefonso Road, a local two-lane road 
with a current carrying capacity of 
approximately 1,850 passenger cars per hour 
(pcph). In the far eastern portion of the 
County, San Ildefonso Road intersects with 
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Diamond Drive, which is a major arterial for 
Los Alamos and has an approximate capacity 
of 7,200 pcph. Data provided by the County 
ofLos Alamos show that on March 26, 1998, 
between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., 
8,215 vehicles traveled on Diamond Drive 
west of the Diamond Drive-San Ildefonso 
Road intersection. It is reasonable to assume 
that 80 percent of the traffic on Diamond 
Drive occurs during these hours. This results 
in an estimate of approximately 10,300 
vehicles on Diamond Drive on a daily basis. 
These data also show approximately 4,450 
vehicles a day use San Ildefonso Road. Peak
hour traffic on Diamond Drive and San 
Ildefonso Road was 1,301 and 509 vehicles, 
respectively. 

The 1998 level of service (LOS) for 
Diamond Drive, west of San Ildefonso Road, 
is LOS A, which represents a condition of 
free flow, accompanied by low volumes and 
high speeds. This is assumed to increase the 
daily volume to 13,900 by the year 2018. This 
is still within the LOS A designation. 

5. 1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 5.1.3-1 shows the location of 

utility lines and structures on the Rendija 
Canyon Tract. As shown, the Rendija Canyon 
Tract is primitive and has little development. 
The only infrastructure is an unpaved road 
that bisects the site and boundary fences. A 
power line and a water line follow the dirt 
road along the length of the tract. The power 
line provides electricity to two water pump 
stations located outside of the tract boundary 
on the western and eastern end. Gas and 
sewer services are not available to this tract. 
The Los Alamos Sportsman's Club building 
and the police trailer nearby use septic 
systems for sanitary disposal. Utility usage is 
not metered separately for this tract, so usage 
figures are unavailable. Because of the lack of 
development, the current usage is likely quite 
low. 
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5.1.4 Noise 
Rendija Canyon is currently used for 

outdoor recreation such as hiking, trail biking, 
camping, and by the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club as a shooting range. As such, daytime 
noise levels are both sporadic and 
intermittent, with noise levels approaching 
40 decibels (dB) whenever a slow moving 
vehicle passes by. Otherwise, the area is 
quiet, with noise levels generally at 20 to 
30 dB. Gunshots emit noise at similar levels, 
but for shorter durations. Those affected most 
by gunshots are Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club members who choose to partake in 
shooting activities. Nighttime noise levels are 
limited to an occasional passing vehicle. 
These noises affect only those who may be 
camping overnight. 

5.1.5 Visual Resources 
The Rendija Canyon Tract includes flat, 

open areas located primarily along the road in 
the western portion of the site. This area 
includes some recreational facilities 
(including a shooting range and recreational 
trails) and can be viewed from surrounding 
viewpoints such as from the residential 
subdivision on Barranca Mesa. The eastern 
half of the tract is more forested and has only 
minor modification to the natural landscape. 
This area generally affords many offsite 
v1ews. 

As part of the analysis, views from 
residential areas on Barranca Mesa and views 
from roads within the tract were considered. 
For the visual resource analysis, this tract was 
divided into two rating units based on land 
characteristics. The lower, flat, open 
bottomland area encompassing approximately 
half of the western portion of the tract was 
designated as Rating Unit 1. The eastern, 
more forested portion of the tract has been 
designated as Rating Unit 2. Three 
components were analyzed for Rating Unit 1. 
Scenic quality was determined to be "B" due 
to the somewhat scenic character combined 
with manmade modifications. The viewing 
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distance zone was designated as "fore
ground/middleground" due to the proximity 
of the unit to the road, a major viewing point. 
The sensitivity level was considered to be 
"high" due to public interest and visibility 
from nearby viewpoints. The combination of 
these components using the Inventory Class 
Matrix result in a Scenic Class II for Rating 
Unit 1. 

Three components were analyzed for 
Rating Unit 2. Scenic quality was determined 
to be "A" primarily due to few manmade 
modifications and interesting vegetation and 
landforms within and adjacent to the unit. The 
distance zone was determined to be 
"background" because it is not adjacent to 
major viewpoints. The sensitivity level was 
determined to be "high" due to public interest 
and views ofthe site. The combination of 
these components using the Inventory Class 
Matrix result in a Scenic Class II for Rating 
Unit 2. Both units within the Rendija Canyon 
Tract are assigned to Scenic Class II, which 
indicates visual resources ofhigh public 
value. 

5.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

The only development in the Rendija 
Canyon Tract is a shooting range and 
associated recreational facilities. Employment 
associated with this development is minimal. 

5.1.7 Ecological Resources 
Approximately 80 percent of the 

vegetative cover in Rendija Canyon is 
ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
woodland. There are no identified perennial 
streams and one ephemeral stream that 
supports wetland vegetation. Stream flow and 
seasonality information is not available. The 
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streambed consists of approximately 
5,597 linear feet {1,206 meters) of a 
floodplain associated with the streambed, but 
has not been delineated for 1 00-year or 
500-year floodplain (see Appendix D for 
further description of the floodplains and 
wetlands). Flora and fauna are characteristic 
of the region, and overall the tract is relatively 
undisturbed. The tract contains large portions 
of suitable habitat for the Mexican spotted 
owl, American peregrine falcon, and bald 
eagle. Rendija Canyon has not been surveyed 
for threatened and endangered species 
concerns before 1998. In May 1998, 
University of California personnel conducted 
a survey ofRendija Canyon to evaluate 
potential threatened and endangered species 
habitat. Analysis of survey data and other 
information indicates that portions of the 
Rendija Canyon area are potential Mexican 
spotted owl habitat, and areas have been 
designated as areas of environmental interest 
{AEI) core and buffer area (PC 1999e). 
However, there are no known observation 
records for threatened and endangered species 
within this tract. Current land use throughout 
the tract is primarily recreational, consisting 
of hiking, biking, and off-road motorcycling 
on well-established trails. The Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club maintains a shooting range,· 
and one residence is located adjacent to the 
shooting range. Human-generated noise in the 
Rendija Canyon Tract results primarily from 
the firing range and recreational motorized 
vehicles. No permanent artificial light sources 
are present in this tract other than those at the 
residence and small lights on the pump 
houses in the canyon bottom. The Rendija 
Canyon Tract is south of and adjacent to 
Guaje Canyon {LANL 1998b). Guaje Canyon 
contains a perennial stream and associated 
wetlands. Guaje Canyon is within the Santa 
Fe National Forest and supports a perennial 
stream in the middle and upper sections of the 
canyon. A small surface water reservoir is 
present in the upper canyon. Vegetation is 
characterized by mixed conifer with aspen 
and ponderosa pine forests in the middle and 
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upper canyon reaches. Pinyon-juniper is 
present in the lower section. Wetland 
vegetation is supported within and adjacent to 
the streambed and reservoir. 

5. 1.8 Cultural Resources 
Rendija Canyon was used from the 

Archaic period through the U.S. Territorial/ 
Statehood period. The tract was part of the 
Ramon Vigil Spanish land grant. The ROI for 
this tract includes the land tract itself, plus 
nearby cultural resources located off the tract. 
For this tract, these nearby resources are 
located on private, County, and Santa Fe 
National Forest lands. 

One hundred percent of the Rendija 
Canyon Tract has been inventoried for 
prehistoric and historic cultural resources. 
Survey results indicate that there are 53 
cultural sites within the tract, of which 48 are 
prehistoric and 5 are historic. Of the 
prehistoric sites, 41 have been evaluated as 
eligible or potentially eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and 7 as not eligible. All five ofthe 
historic sites have been evaluated as eligible 
or potentially eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. An inventory for LANL buildings and 
structures located on the Rendija Canyon 
Tract indicates that there are no such 
resources present on the tract. 

Currently, there are seven known 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) located 
within the Rendija Canyon Tract. The Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso has indicated, in general 
terms, that TCPs are present on this tract. 
There is a high probability that additional 
TCPs will be identified during future 
consultations with Native American and 
Hispanic groups regarding the traditional uses 
ofthis tract. None ofthe TCPs have been 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility. There is a 
potential for unidentified resources, including 
subsurface archaeological deposits and 
unrecorded burials, in the tract. 
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Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the Rendija Canyon Tract is 
presented in Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

5. 1.9 Geology and Soils 
The Rendija Canyon Tract is located in a 

relatively broad, flat-bottomed canyon. The 
tract is heavily forested and is susceptible to 
wildfires that would increase soil erosion and 
transport via surface runoff. There are major 
north-south trending faults visible across this 
tract that are collectively known as the 
Rendija Canyon Fault. Although there are no 
significant structures on this tract, the tract is 
susceptible to a greater than magnitude 7 
seismic event (as measured on the Richter 
scale). 

5.1.10 Water Resources 
Figure 5.1.1-1 shows the location of the 

Rendija Canyon Tract. The tract is transected 
by the Rendija Canyon drainage, an 
ephemeral drainage that receives stormwater 
runoff and snowmelt from adjacent mesa tops 
and the Jemez Mountains. There are no 
known springs in or upstream of the tract. 
There are no National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES)-permitted 
outfalls within or upstream of the tract. There 
are no groundwater test or supply wells 
within the tract or within a distance of 
0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's 
(USFWS's) National Wetland Inventory 
(NWI) identifies a riverine wetland associated 
with the streambed in the Rendija Canyon 
Tract. Details regarding the assessment of 
wetlands within tracts can be found in 
Appendix D, Floodplain and Wetland 
Assessment for the Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Tracts. 

There are no stream gages or established 
surface water or groundwater monitoring 
stations located upstream of the tract. The 
closest environmental monitoring location 
maintained by the LANL Environmental 
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Surveillance and Compliance Program is for 
annual groundwater sampling in the Guaje 
well field. 

Portions of the Rendija Canyon Tract lie 
within the 1 00-year floodplain. Assessment of 
floodplains within tracts can be found in 
Appendix D. 

5. 1.11 Air Resources 
The air quality of the Rendija Canyon 

Tract is high. Although the State does not 
maintain an ambient air monitoring station 
in the canyon, it is part ofNew Mexico 
Region 3, an attainment area that meets 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. Except for 
small amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone 
resulting from hydrocarbons emitted from 
motor vehicles in the canyon and an 
occasional campfire, there are no sources of 
criteria pollutants within the canyon itself. As 
for hazardous and other chemical pollutants, 
analyses performed for the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c) estimate that concentrations of 
chemical air pollutants will not exceed health
based standards for any point beyond the 
LANL boundary. From this information, we 
can extrapolate that the same conclusion can 
be applied to Rendija Canyon. Finally, 
analyses for doses from radioactive air 
pollutants indicate that a resident of Los 
Alamos received, during 1997, an estimated 
dose from radioactive air pollutants of 
0.03 millirem, or less than 1 percent of the 
EPA standard (LANL 1998d, page 50). 

5.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 
Rendija Canyon is undeveloped except for 

water pumping stations maintained by the 
DOE and a commercial shooting range 
operated by the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club. Few greenhouse gases are emitted 
except for small amounts of carbon dioxide 
resulting from motor vehicles in the canyon, 
facility heating of the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club and DOE pumping 
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facilities, and occasional campfires. Carbon 
dioxide emissions from these stationary 
sources are estimated to be approximately 
30 tons (27 metric tons) per year. 

5.1.12 Human Health 

5.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the Rendija Canyon Tract 

The Rendija Canyon Tract is the most 
remote of the 10 land tracts. It is the farthest 
from LANL and would be least affected by 
radioactive air emissions associated with 
LANL operations. Radiation doses to the 
members of the public who currently use this 
tract (such as the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club) would be much less than that to the 
LANL offsite maximally exposed individual 
(MEl) (an effective dose equivalent [EDE] of 
1.93 millirem) and would not approach the 
regulatory limit of 10 millirem per year. 
Background radiation would be the same as 
that given for any individual in the Los 
Alamos townsite area (an EDE of 
360 millirem plus 53 millirem from medical 
and dental sources). 

5.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the Rendija 
Canyon Tract 

Because this tract is the most remote of 
the 10 land tracts, exposures to 
nonradiological contaminants associated with 
LANL operations should decrease 
significantly with distance from LANL due to 
airborne diffusion and dispersion. Exposures 
to nonradiological contaminants via the 
airborne pathway in the LANL vicinity have 
already been shown not to be significant 
(DOE 1999c ). No LANL activities take place 
on this tract other than routine environmental 
monitoring. 

Parts of the tract lie within canyon bottom 
areas, which are susceptible to flooding. The 
tract also is heavily forested and would 
provide a substantial fuel load for wildfires. 
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The tract lies in close proximity to the 
Rendija Canyon Fault and the Guaje Fault. 
Natural events such as floods, earthquakes, 
and wildfire could pose health and safety 
risks to individuals on the tract. 

5.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) posits 
six chemical accidents, as discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.12, of this CT EIS. For 
all ofthese accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
the potential accidents would be below both 
Emergency Response Planning Guideline 

(ERPG)-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time the air 
plume reached Rendija Canyon, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents have no 
estimated public consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the SWEIS, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.12, of 
this CT EIS. Using data from the LANL 
SWEIS, doses to the MEl at Rendija Canyon 
have been estimated for each of these, as 
shown in Table 5.1.12.3-1. 

Table 5.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses at Rendija Canyon Resulting from Hypothetical Accidents 
at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY MEl 

SCENARIO LOCATION 
FACILITY PER YEAR DOSE ACCIDENT DESCRIPTION 

(mrem) 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10-2 33 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 8,000 Natural gas pipeline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 x 10-6 19 
Power excursion at the Godiva-IV 

fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 1 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07. 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 67 
Fire in the outdoor container 

stora~e area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 46 Aircraft crash 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10-l 1 
Puncture or drop of average-

content drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10-3 29 
Puncture or drop ofhigh-content 

drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 2,610 
Seismic-initiated explosion of a 
plutonium-containing assemb!Y 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10-5 29 
Plutonium release from irradiation 

experiment at the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10-5 32 Fire in sin~le laboratoty 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10-5 600 Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 3 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT = Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR = Chemistcy and Metallurgy Research; 
TSTA = Tritiwn Systems Test Assembly; WCRR = Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; 
TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 
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Because there is but a single residence in 
Rendija Canyon and few public workers, 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess latent cancer fatality (LCF) are both 
zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe earthquake scenario (accident 
SITE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10-5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The postulated earthquake would 
release chemicals from a number of facilities, 
including formaldehyde from the Health 
Research Laboratory (Building 43-01) and 
chlorine from the chlorinating station within 
the Los Alamos townsite 
(Building 00-1109). For all earthquake 
scenarios, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by the potential accidents are 
below both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and 
ERPG-2 (serious health effects) by the time 
air plume reached Rendija Canyon, even 
under adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, earthquakes have no estimated 
chemical consequences at the Rendija Canyon 
Tract. The most severe earthquake scenario, 
however, would release significant quantities 
of radioactive materials from several 
buildings, especially from the Chemistry and 
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building 
(Building 03-29). Radiological consequences 
are estimated to result in a maximum dose of 
24 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at Rendija 
Canyon. 

The site wildfire scenario would burn 
about 8,000 acres (3,240 hectares) within 
LANL boundaries, or about 30 percent of 
LANL, including most ofMortandad Canyon 
and parts ofLos Alamos and DP Canyons 
east of Technical Area (TA) 21. Chemical 
releases would be estimated to be less severe 
than in the earthquake scenarios. The largest 
quantities of radioactive materials would be 
released from the transuranic (TRU) waste 
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storage domes at Area G. The maximum dose 
at Rendija Canyon is estimated to be less than 
0.1 rem. Such a wildfire has an estimated 
frequency of0.1 per year, or once every 10 
years. 

Because there is but a single residence in 
Rendija Canyon and few public workers, 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF are both zero for all five natural 
event accident scenarios. 

5.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3 .2 .1. 14. 

5.2 No Action Alternative 

5.2.1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated change in 

land use at the Rendija Canyon Tract as 
currently described under the No Action 
Alternative. Lease agreements between the 
DOE and the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
would be anticipated to continue according to 
the terms and duration of the lease, including 
the annual lease renewal of additional 
portions ofDOE property currently used for 
archery, picnic grounds, and storage. No 
additional construction or abandonment of 
roads or utilities are planned. Similarly, there 
would be no contemplated changes in existing 
access or right-of-way or ongoing County or 
Federal management plans, policies, or 
procedures that would impact the recreational 
activities identified previously. Access to 
areas of the tract originally used for military 
ordnance testing would remain posted and 
restricted. 
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5.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
may take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the Rendija Canyon Tract, 
as briefly discussed in the Affected 
Environment portion ofthis chapter, 
Section 5 .1. Information includes estimates of 
sampling and cleanup costs, decommissioning 
costs, types and volumes of wastes that would 
be generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b ). 

This information indicates that a range of 
possible remedies are likely for the tract, and 
that from one to four removal actions could 
take place. Cleanup duration is estimated to 
be 3 0 months for the longest cleanup 
segment. (Multiple sites can be restored 
simultaneously, so that cleanup duration is 
determined by that which requires the most 
time.) Waste volumes are projected to total 
approximately 7,500 cubic yards (5,331 cubic 
meters). Cost estimates for remedial action at 
this parcel range from about $19,053,000 to 
$20,462,000. These estimates are based on 
the information currently available for each 
PRS or structure, and are subject to change if 
significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
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and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." Although different 
cleanup approaches have been identified, it is 
possible that the administrative authority 
could require additional actions, resulting in 
greater waste volumes, a longer cleanup 
duration, and higher costs. It also should be 
noted that environmental restoration actions 
and costs represent only a portion of the 
actions and total costs that may be required 
for conveyance and transfer of this parcel. 
These additional costs may be significant 

5.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
San Ildefonso Road near the Rendija Canyon 
Tract. It is expected that the future 
operational performance of San Ildefonso 
Road and Diamond Drive would remain 
similar to that of the existing performance. 

5.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would not 

result in any changes in the infrastructure or 
utilities of this tract; therefore, the impacts 
would be the same. 

5.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, Rendija 

Canyon would continue to be used for 
outdoor recreation such as hiking, trail biking, 
and by the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club as a 
shooting range. As such, daytime noise levels 
would continue as they are currently
generally at 20 to 30 dB, with noise levels 
increasing to 40 dB whenever a slow-moving 
vehicle passes by. Gunshots would emit noise 
at similar levels, but for shorter durations and 
would mostly affect Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club members who choose to partake in 
shooting activities. Nighttime noise levels 
would also continue as today, with only an 
occasional passing vehicle. · 
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5.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the visual resources of the tract 
would remain much as they exist today. The 
visual character of forested areas and 
bottomland areas would be expected to 
remain the same. Views to and from the site 
would remain substantially unchanged. 

5.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

5.2. 7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the 
Rendija Canyon Tract, as described in 
Section 5.1.1. Therefore, no additional 
impacts to ecological resources are projected 
under the CT EIS No Action Alternative other 
than those addressed from a site-wide 
perspective and as specified in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

5.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

Rendija Canyon Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of the cultural resources present would 
continue to be subject to Federal laws, 
regulations, guidelines, executive orders, and 
Pueblo Accords. Other positive impacts of the 
No Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development and the continued access to 
TCPs afforded to traditional practitioners in 
most areas of the tract. Ongoing negative 
impacts from natural processes (such as 
erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural 
resources would continue. Also, the potential 
for negative impacts from continued 
recreational activities (such as hiking, 
horseback riding, hunting, and off-road 
vehicle travel), access by the public, and the 
lack of security would continue. These 
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impacts include unintentional destruction or 
damage of resources, vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional 
practices and ceremonies. These impacts 
apply both to resources within the tract and to 
those located nearby and outside of the tract 
boundary on private, County, and Santa Fe 
National Forest lands. 

5.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences would be limited to 

existing uses. The tract is not developed; no 
additional utilities, roadwork, or buildings 
would be required. No additional construction 
or abandonment of roads or utilities would be 
planned. No soil disturbance or change in 
availability of resources would be anticipated. 
No impacts would be expected from 
implementing the No Action Alternative. 

5.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation ofthe current and minimal 

use of this tract by the DOE would be 
anticipated under this alternative. 
Consequences to water resources under the 
No Action Alternative would be no different 
than those already existing in the affected 
environment. 

5.2.11 Air Resources 
As projected in analyses performed for 

the LANL SWEIS, air quality in Rendija 
Canyon would remain high under the No 
Action Alternative. Analyses indicate that the 
Los Alamos region would continue as an 
attainment area for criteria pollutants-that is, 
it will continue to comply with NAAQS. 
Similarly, analyses showed that 
concentrations of hazardous and other 
chemical air pollutants would continue to be 
below health-based standards for any point 
beyond the LANL boundary. This same 
conclusion can be extrapolated to chemical 
air pollutant concentrations in Rendija 
Canyon. No adverse impact would likely 
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result from the implementation ofthe No 
Action Alternative. 

Finally, analyses for radioactive air 
pollutants indicate that a resident ofRendija 
Canyon would receive a dose of less than 
2 millirems per year, or less than 20 percent 
ofthe EPA standard (DOE 1999c). 

5.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 
In the No Action Alternative, land use in 

Rendija Canyon would not change from its 
current uses. Small amounts of carbon 
dioxide would continue to be emitted from 
vehicles and the few facilities that require 
heat. Other greenhouse gases would not be 
emitted. Carbon dioxide emissions would be 
estimated to remain at approximately 30 tons 
(27 metric tons) per year. 

5.2. 12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences of the No Action 
Alternative for the Rendija Canyon Tract. No 
changes in cancer risk should be expected for 
this alternative. PRSs shown for this tract 
related to artillery impact areas have been 
cleaned up based on the findings of human 
health and ecologically based risk 
assessments submitted to the New Mexico 
Environment Department (NMED) for No 
Further Action (NF A). Therefore, human 
health risks associated with these PRSs would 
be negligible for the No Action Alternative. 
Because this tract is currently beyond the 
LANL perimeter, it has already been taken 
into consideration by the LANL SWEIS 
accident analysis. 

Currently, there is only one resident in a 
trailer on land leased by the Sportsman's 
Club. Physical injury to this individual could 
occur if any one of the three natural event 
accidents takes place (flood, seismic event, or 
wildfire) in Rendija Canyon. 
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5.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter (Section 5.1). For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume that would be released by 
potential chemical accidents are below both 
ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reached Rendija Canyon, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chemical accidents would have no estimated 
public consequences at the tract. 

5.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios. The estimated tract collective dose 
and estimated excess LCF would both be 
zero. 

5.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the postulated 
wildfire nor any of the earthquakes would 
have chemical consequences, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. The 
MEl dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be expected to be less than 
0.1 rem; the maximum dose from the most 
severe earthquake would be about 24 rem. 
Because there is but a single residence in 
Rendija Canyon and few public workers, 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would both be zero for all five 
natural event accident scenarios. 

5.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
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analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
continue under the No Action Alternative, 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. 

5.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would have to be relocated 
or otherwise affected by the proposed 
disposition of this tract. Under the Proposed 
Action Alternative, the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club lease would transfer to the 
new owner and the club would remain 
operational at least for the duration of the 
current lease agreement. Therefore, there 
would be no direct consequences of the 
transfer of ownership of the tract other than 
those associated with potential loss ofFederal 
protection of cultural and ecological resources 
(see Sections 5.3.7 and 5.3.8, respectively, 
below). 

5.3.1 Land Use 
Indirect consequences would be 

anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. The potential relocation 
of, or effect on, currently existing non-DOE 
facilities or activities are considered indirect 
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consequences and are discussed in the 
following sections. 

5.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

The two contemplated land uses identified 
for the Rendija Canyon Tract include the 
natural areas and residential development 
scenario and the cultural preservation 
scenario. The following paragraphs describe 
these future use scenarios upon which later 
discussions of indirect impacts are based. 

Table 5.3.1.1-1 and Table 5.3.1.1-2 
provide summaries of the attributes of the 

Table 5.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the Rendija Canyon 

Tract Under the Natural Areas and 
Residential Scenario 

NATURAL AREAS 
(340 ACRES [138 HECTARES]) 

• Trail system and appropriate facilities 
linking to existing trails are proposed. 

• Arroyos and canyons left as open spaces 
providing linkages to existing recreational 
areas in the lower canyons and adjacent 
USFS lands. 

• Passive management of resources. 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
(570 acres [230 hectares]) 

• Dedicated to residential and support uses . 
Residential density proposed as three 
dwelling units per acre, assumes 2.5 people 
per household. 

• Total of 1,260 new dwelling units, 3,500 
new residents, and 2,900 personal vehicles. 

• Conventional single-family detached and 
single- and multiple-family attached 
housing; clustering where topographically 
amenable (420 acres [170 hectares]). 

• Support uses would include such facility 
requirements as schools and day-care 
centers, community recreation and meeting 
facilities, fire, safety, and utility substations 
(150 acres [60 hectares]). 
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Table 5.3.1.1-2. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the Rendija Canyon 

Tract Under the Cultural 
Preservation Land Use Scenario 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

• Entire tract held in cultural preservation. 

• Land use would be dominated by cultural 
practices and activities necessary to meet 
continuing stewardship needs. 

• Future use of the tract for hiking, horseback 
riding, or other recreation by members of 
the general public would be eliminated. 

• Passive management of resources. 

• Removal ofLos Alamos Sportsman's Club 
structures. 

land uses proposed under each of these 
scenarios for the Rendija Canyon Tract. 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Land uses proposed under this scenario 
include the development of 570 acres 
(230 hectares) of the 910-acre (370-hectare) 
tract for single- and multiple-family detached 
housing and streets, parks, and community 
infrastructure (Figure 5. 3.1.1-1 ). The 
remaining 340 acres (138 hectares) would be 
dedicated to developed (for example, the Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club) and open-space 
and recreation or natural areas. Residential 
areas would include 420 acres (170 hectares) 
of the developed 570 acres (230 hectares). 
Residences would be developed at a density 
of three dwelling units per acre with a 
population planning factor of2.5 people per 
household. The integration of natural areas 
into the development plan would likely 
reaffirm the continued uses of the land. New 
roads would be constructed to provide access 
to both the developed and open-space areas. 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club activities 
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would likely remain in the canyon for the 
foreseeable future. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Land use under this scenario would be 
dominated by cultural practices and activities 
necessary to meet continuing stewardship 
needs. To ensure the preservation of resources 
at the site, future use of the tract for hiking, 
horseback riding, or other recreational use by 
members of the general public would be 
eliminated. Access to over 12,000 acres 
( 4,900 hectares) of Santa Fe National Forest 
would be eliminated. Access would be 
provided to use TCPs in the area. 
Management of the tract would be passive. 
The Los Alamos Sportsman's Club likely 
would be removed or demolished upon 
expiration of its lease term. 

5.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Development of the Rendija Canyon Tract 
under this scenario would result in a notable 
change in land use of approximately 
63 percent of the total lands of the tract. 
Impacts associated with construction 
activities would be temporary in nature and 
would be minor with regard to land use. 

Recreational land use at the tract would 
also be anticipated to undergo change. 
Residential and other development proposed 
at the tract would conflict with some 
traditional recreational opportunities at the 
site such as off-road vehicle travel and 
hunting. These activities would be viewed as 
incompatible with residential land use for 
safety reasons. Other recreational 
opportunities at the site such as hiking and 
horseback riding would be adversely affected 
by the proposal due to the presence of a large 
number of new residents. The development of 
this tract could require the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club to move at some time, 
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5.0 RENDIJA CANYON TRACT 

depending on location of future residences. 
The existing Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
facilities might remain and be put to other 
uses (for example, community center, picnic 
facilities, etc.) or could be razed. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Land use proposed under this scenario 

would avoid impacts associated with land 
disturbance and development. However, the 
change in access under this scenario would 
represent a meaningful loss to recreational use 
of the tract as well as USFS access. Under 
this contemplated land use it is likely that the 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club would have to 
move once the existing lease expires in 
December 2001. Either the entrance road 
would not be gated until the lease expired, or 
a short-term easement would have to be 
granted for use of the road by Club members. 
After the expiration of the lease, the Club 
facilities would likely be razed. 

5.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 
No additional restoration actions would be 

required under the Proposed Action 
Alternative because restoration activities must 
occur before the tract would be considered 
suitable for conveyance or transfer. 

5.3.2 Transportation 

5.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Each of the contemplated uses discussed 
in Section 5.3 .1.1 would result in a different 
set of transportation system impacts for the 
Rendija Canyon Tract. 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Uses Scenario 

The natural areas and residential 
development land use scenario envisions 
retention of additional open-space 
recreational opportunities and facilities, along 
with significant residential development. The 
natural areas (open-space recreational) land 
uses would have minimal impact on the 
weekday peak-hour traffic volume because 
recreational facilities generally have higher 
use on weekends. Therefore, this analysis 
considers only the transportation impacts 
associated with the proposed residential 
development. 

Residences are planned to be developed 
on 420 acres (170 hectares) of the tract with a 
density of three dwelling units per gross acre, 
resulting in an estimate of 1,260 dwelling 
units. Table 5.3.2.1-1 shows the number of 
trips the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual estimates 
would be generated by this development 
(ITE 1997). 

Table 5.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Contemplated Natural Areas 
and Residential Development Scenario 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR RENDIJA CANYON TRACT 

ITE 24 Hour Morning Evening Saturday 
Land Two- Peak Hour Trips Peak Hour Peak Hour Trips Land Use Use Way Trips 
Code Volume 

Enter Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit 

1,260 Single-Family 
210 12,058 239 706 819 454 643 542 Detached Housing 
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As shown in the table, the proposed 
residential development could add an 
additional 706 exiting trips to San Ildefonso 
Road in the weekday morning peak hour and 
an additional 819 entering trips in the 
weekday evening peak hour. The natural areas 
and residential development land use scenario 
also could add another 12,058 trips per day to 
the local transportation system. 

Adding these new trips to those already 
existing on the transportation network could 
result in approximately 16,500 trips on San 
Ildefonso Road and 26,000 trips on Diamond 
Drive on a daily basis in the year 2018. The 
LOS on Diamond Drive would decline from 
LOS A for the No Action Alternative to 
LOS B, which is the condition where speeds 
begin to be restricted somewhat by traffic 
conditions, but overall operating conditions 
are still considered to be good. 

Because all trips under this scenario 
would have to utilize San Ildefonso Road, the 
volume of additional trips could cause the 
LOS to degrade to LOS F. This LOS is 
defined as a traffic jam, where operation is at 
low speeds and volumes are above capacity. 
Should Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
activities eventually be relocated, current 
local users would likely have to drive farther 
distances to use the new facilities. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
The contemplated cultural preservation 

land use scenario would reduce the current 
amount of traffic in this tract. Access to the 
tract would be restricted to visits required to 
maintain or operate water pumping stations or 
power lines. Access to over 12,000 acres 
(4,900 hectares) of Santa Fe National Forest 
would be eliminated unless easement was 
granted. Vehicular traffic could decrease by 
as much as 90 percent. Residents who use the 
tract for recreation likely would have farther 
to drive to other locations. 
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5.3.3 Infrastructure 

5.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The indirect impacts on utilities and 
infrastructure associated with the 
contemplated land uses, described in 
Section 5.3.1.1 ofthis CT EIS, would vary 
greatly. 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The indirect impacts of the contemplated 
uses of the land for the natural areas and 
residential development scenario with regard 
to utilities and infrastructure would include 
increased utility usage and ground disturbance 
resulting from construction of new facilities. 
With the lack of infrastructure on this tract, 
high-density development would require 
construction of new utilities and enhancement 
to existing ones. The existing water and 
electricity lines would be inadequate for the 
needs of a community of this size. The 
electricity lines would have to be 
supplemented or replaced, and a new 
dedicated 13.2-kilovolt circuit from the Los 
Alamos substation would be needed. The 
existing water supply to the canyon would 
have to be supplemented with new wells and 
appropriate pumping and storage facilities. A 
new natural gas main from the Cemetery 
Road area and regulator stations would be 
needed. The closest wastewater treatment 
plant to the Rendija Canyon Tract is the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, but the distance 
and elevation over which sewage would need 
to be pumped makes treatment at that facility 
impractical. A new sewage treatment plant 
and associated plumbing would probably need 
to be built also. 

Table 5.3.3.1-1 shows the estimated 
increase in power, electricity, gas, water, 
wastewater, and solid waste as compared to 
the capacity currently available in the local 
utility systems. Although treatment of 
wastewater from the anticipated development 
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Table 5.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for Proposed Development in 
Rendija Canyon 

PEAK 
ELECTRICITY GAS WATER 

SEWAGEa 
MSW 

POWER gwh mcf(mly) mgy (mly) (BAYO) tpy (mty) 
mw mgy (mly) 

Estimated annual 
1.4 8 164 (4,644) 126 (477) 63 (238) 1,134 (1,028) mcrease 

Available system 
5 277 

5,040 
297 (1,125) 135 (511) NA capacity (142,700) 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, mgy =million gallons per year, 
tpy = tons per year, msw = municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year. 

• Treatment of wastewater from the contemplated development at the Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant is considered impractical. The 
remaining capacity of that plant is tabulated for comparison purposes. 

would be impractical at the Bayo Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, the remaining capacity of 
that plant is tabulated for comparison. Impacts 
to the utility systems from residential 
development on this tract would be minimal 
because the increase in utility demand would 
not be expected to exceed system capacities. 

Installation of new utility facilities and 
upgrades to existing ones would require 
creation of trenches and access and 
maintenance roads. This construction and 
extension of utility lines would cause soil 
disturbance. Refer to Section 5.3.9 of this 
chapter for detail on impacts resulting from 
ground disturbance from new construction. 
Should Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
activities eventually be relocated new 
construction and installation of utilities may 
be required. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
The indirect impacts on utilities and 

infrastructure would be limited to ground 
disturbance and the possible relocation of 
utilities and structures. Once the lease for the 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club has expired, 
the Club would likely be relocated. Removal 
and backfilling of the septic tanks would be 
required. Furthermore, the water and 
electricity lines that run through the tract may 
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need to be removed or abandoned in place. 
Continuing the Club's activities (such as 
shooting or archery practice and 
competitions) at a different location could 
require construction of a new clubhouse, 
installation of water and electrical power lines 
where none exist, and installation of a water 
and septic system. 

5.3.4 Noise 

5.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Noise impacts would increase under the 
natural areas and residential development land 
use scenario through the introduction of 
typical residential noises. The most prevalent 
increase would result from increased 
vehicular traffic as residents come and go 
from work, school, social events, shopping, 
etc. New noises also would be introduced, 
including construction activities when 
housing is first introduced and lawn mowers 
and other devices used for routine care and 
maintenance of the residences. In short, 
daytime noise levels would be expected to 
increase from the current maximum of 
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40 A-weighted decibels (dB A) (estimated) to 
about 60 or 70 dBA. Noises also would be 
encountered more often than at present, 
during both the day and night. Noise from Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club activities would be 
closer to residential receptors. Should Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club activities 
eventually be relocated, noises from shooting 
practices and competitions would be 
eliminated but would likely reappear in 
another, as-yet-unknown location. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Noise impacts would likely decrease from 

current levels ifthe Rendija Canyon Tract 
were to be used for cultural preservation. The 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club and all 
recreational use of the land would cease, and 
the dirt road through the canyon likely would 
be gated and its use restricted to maintenance 
of the water pumping station and other 
minimal activities. As such, although 
maximum noise levels would remain as they 
are currently, the occurrence of noise events 
would greatly diminish. (For example, 
vehicular traffic would most likely decrease 
by 90 percent or more.) Once the lease for the 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club has expired, 
the Club would likely be relocated. Noises 
from shooting practices and competitions 
would thus be eliminated from Rendija 
Canyon, although they would likely reappear 
in another, as-yet-unknown location. 

5.3.5 Visual Resources 

5.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Residential development would bring 
modifications to the landscape. It is unlikely 
that housing units or other built facilities and 
associated roads and infrastructure could be 
designed to preserve the visual character of 
the landscape. Because the eastern portion of 
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the site is more forested than the western 
portion, it may have more capacity to absorb 
alteration due to development without losing 
its visual character. However, it would be 
difficult to retain the landscape character 
associated with the high public value for the 
visual resource. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
With this land use, the tract would remain 

undeveloped and retain the existing high 
public value associated with Scenic Class IT. 
Access to view points within the tract would 
be restricted. 

5.3.6 Socioeconomics 

5.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The construction of new residential areas 
would temporarily increase employment in 
the ROI. This would, in turn, generate 
increases in regional income. These changes 
would be temporary, lasting only the duration 
of the construction period. Because the 
majority of the jobs generated would be filled 
by the existing ROI labor force, there would 
be no impact on ROI population or increase in 
the demand for housing or public services in 
the region. Construction of residential 
housing would increase the housing base in 
the area, increasing the options available. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under this contemplated land use 
scenario, there would be no construction and 
no development. Thus, there would be no 
indirect socioeconomic impact from transfer 
of ownership of the Rendija Canyon Tract. 

5.3. 7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
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Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities for both 
receiving parties would not be as rigorous as 
those which govern DOE activities. 

5.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The natural areas and residential 
development scenario would effectively 
disrupt the structure and function of the 
existing Rendija Canyon ecosystem. 
Ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
woodland habitat would be significantly 
modified or lost. Highly mobile wildlife 
species or wildlife species with large home 
ranges (such as deer, elk, and birds) would be 
able to relocate to adjacent undeveloped 
areas. However, successful relocation may not 
occur due to competition for resources to 
support the increased population and the 
carrying capacity limitations of areas outside 
the proposed development. Species relocation 
may result in additional pressure to lands 
already at or near carrying capacity. The 
impacts could include overgrazing (in the 
case of herbivores), stress, and overwintering 
mortality. For less-mobile species (reptiles, 
amphibians, and small mammals), direct 
mortality could occur during the actual 
construction event or ultimately result from 
habitat alteration. Acreage used for the 
development also would be lost as potential 
hunting habitat for raptors and other 
predators. In addition to the area to be 
disturbed, there would be a decrease in 
quality of the habitat immediately adjacent to 
the proposed development due to increased 
noise level, traffic, lights, and other human 
activity, both pre- and post-construction. One 
little-addressed consequence ofurban 
development is the influence of domestic 
animals upon wildlife populations. For 
example, free-roaming domestic cats may kill 
more than 100 animals each year. Studies 
have shown that approximately 60 percent of 
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the wildlife cats kill are small mammals; 
20 percent are birds (predation at bird feeders 
can be substantial; one Virginia study 
estimated 28 kills per urban cat per year); and 
10 percent are amphibians, reptiles, and 
insects. Due to the presence of coyotes in the 
Rendija Canyon area, predation by cats would 
tend to be limited to within developed and 
closely adjacent natural areas (Goldsmith 
et al. 1991, Crooks 1997-98, Hawkins 1998, 
and CSBC 1998). Free-ranging domestic dogs 
are known to harass and disrupt the activities 
of many wildlife species and are documented 
to have caused mortality in animals such as 
deer and foxes (Goldsmith et al. 1991). 

The adjacent habitat also would 
experience a loss of quality from the 
reduction in size, segmentation of the habitat, 
and restrictions on mobility for some 
mammals. The loss of acreage due to 
development would result in a reduction of 
breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife 
currently utilizing the property. 

There are three species that are Federal
listed as threatened or endangered that may 
potentially use the Rendija Canyon Tract: the 
bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and 
the Mexican spotted owl. With respect to the 
bald eagle, this area has a low level of 
potential use for foraging. The American 
peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl are 
likely to use the area for foraging because 
approximately 80 percent of the vegetative 
cover is their preferred habitat. Loss of the 
entire tract to development would decrease 
the total available habitat on DOE/LANL 
property by approximately 3 percent. The 
Mexican spotted owl Rendija Canyon AEI 
core and buffer habitat would be reduced by 
approximately 129 acres (52 hectares) and 
427 acres (173 hectares), respectively 
(PC 1999d). 

Development in this tract could result in 
the direct loss of wetland vegetation and 
function. Even if construction and 
development does not occur in the wetland, 
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indirect impacts, such as additional surface 
runoff from an increase of impermeable 
surface areas (such as pavement), resulting in 
accelerated streambed erosion and increased 
downstream and offsite sedimentation could 
occur. Subsequently, floodplain boundaries 
may be modified. 

The Rendija Canyon Tract and adjacent 
lands do, in some areas, support a high 
density of ponderosa pine trees that contribute 
to a high fuel load and wildfire risk. Without 
active participation by the party receiving the 
land on the Interagency Wildfire Management 
Team, which recommends and coordinates 
regional wildfire hazard mitigation actions, 
the potential for wildfire occurrence in the 
general area may increase as a result of 
development and additional human activities 
in Rendija Canyon and surrounding lands. 

The adjacent Guaje Canyon would 
probably be affected from increased 
recreational use as a result of the Rendija 
Canyon development. Nesting and foraging 
habitat in Guaje Canyon would likely receive 
increased human use, potentially disturbing 
nesting habitat and the behavior of the 
Mexican spotted owl and American peregrine 
falcon. This human disturbance may not be 
compatible with the adjacent habitat for the 
Mexican spotted owl on adjoining Santa Fe 
National Forest land. Development and 
increased recreational use on the edge of this 
habitat may impact physical and biological 
features essential to the conservation of the 
species and may require special management 
consideration. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short-
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and long-term natural resource management 
strategies. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under this proposed land use scenario, 
impacts to natural resources would be similar 
to the No Action Alternative, with two 
primary differences. Removal of the Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club would result in the 
transition of this area from bare ground and 
weedy vegetation to the natural vegetation of 
the area, primarily grassland and ponderosa 
pine. Noise (gun fire) associated with the Los 
Alamos Sportsman's Club would cease and 
remove a potential disturbance to wildlife 
from the local area. Wildlife disturbance, both 
visual and auditory, from recreational use 
would be diminished. Consequently, habitat 
for most species would be augmented and 
improved. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The potential land recipients' 
current lack of a natural resources 
management plan would impede the 
development of an integrated, multiagency 
approach to short- and long-term natural 
resource management strategies. 

Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those that govern the DOE. The 
LANL Threatened and Endangered Species 
Habitat Management Plan would not be 
developed or implemented for this tract, 
thereby potentially reducing the protection 
afforded threatened and endangered species 
and their potential habitat in this area. 

Under this scenario, there could be major 
effects on the management of adjacent USFS 
lands. Currently, the only access to these 
lands is through the Rendija Canyon Tract. 
Closing this road would hinder the ability of 
Santa Fe National Forest personnel to manage 
the ecological resources on over 12,000 acres 

Final CT EIS 



5.0 RENDIJA CANYON TRACT 

(4,900 hectares), including wildfire 
management. 

5.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would result from the transfer of 
known and unidentified cultural resources out 
ofthe responsibility and protection ofthe 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CPR] 
800.5(a)(I)) the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. Eligible 
cultural resources are present in the Rendija 
Canyon Tract and thus could be directly 
impacted by the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition ofthis tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the next 
section. 

October 1999 5-24 

5.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land uses contemplated for the 
Rendija Canyon Tract by the receiving 
parties. The two land uses identified for the 
Rendija Canyon Tract include natural areas 
and residential development, and cultural 
preservation. This analysis reflects the broad, 
planning-level impacts anticipated from each 
contemplated use based on known or probable 
cultural resources within the tract. 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The natural areas and residential 
development scenario would be anticipated to 
impact cultural resources present in the tract 
and in adjacent areas. 

The development of planned natural areas 
would have the beneficial impact of 
minimizing more destructive and intrusive 
types of land development and thus allowing 
passive preservation of cultural resources on 
this part of the tract. 

The introduction of additional residents, 
the sanctioning·ofrecreational uses, and any 
enhancement of trails would increase access 
to cultural resources. Increased access could 
cause possible destruction and damage to 
resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection 
of materials and artifacts, and disturbance of 
traditional practices and ceremonies. 

Residential development would cause 
large-scale disturbance to the cultural 
resources of the tract due to construction, 
grading, and trenching. These impacts include 
the destruction of archaeological sites and 
TCPs. Resources avoided by construction 
may become isolated or have their setting 
disturbed by the introduction of elements out 
of character with the resource, such as visual 
and audible intrusions. The development of 
land may cause changes to the presence or 
integrity of, or access to natural resources 
utilized by traditional communities for 
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subsistence, religious, or other cultural 
activities. 

The construction of transportation 
infrastructure would have similar impacts on 
cultural resources as described for residential 
construction and also would increase impacts 
associated with access to resources. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the cultural preservation scenario, 

the Rendija Canyon Tract would be used for 
cultural stewardship needs by the receiving 
party and access to these lands would be 
restricted to protect culturally important 
resources. It is anticipated that this scenario 
would involve little or no construction or 
development, but cultural preservation .u~es 
and users would be defined by the recetvmg 
party. 

Dedicating the tract to cultural 
preservation would be anticipated to have a 
beneficial impact on any cultural resources 
present. The restriction of access by the 
general public would be anticipated to help 
protect the resources from vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts and disturbance of traditional ' .. 
practices and ceremonies. Another postttve 
impact would be the passive preservation of 
resources and continued access to TCPs 
afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There may be potential 
negative impacts to some current traditional 
users if general access is precluded or 
restricted. 

5.3.9 Geology and Soils 

5.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under the natural areas and residential 
development scenario, residential 
development, construction of transportation 
networks, and installation of sewer and 
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electricity utilities would cause soil 
disturbances. New structures would be 
susceptible to a magnitude 7 seismic event (as 
measured by the Richter scale), and would be 
susceptible to wildfire episodes. In addition to 
the potential impact to structures from 
wildfire, soils would be susceptible to 
increased erosion and transport via surface 
runoff after the removal of ground cover 
vegetation. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation land use 
scenario, impacts would be similar to the No 
Action Alternative with some exceptions. 
Removal of the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club facilities may cause soil disturbance. 
Restricting recreational access may decrease 
erosion. 

5.3.10 Water Resources 

5.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Residential development may potentially 
impact surface water quality and quantity 
within and downstream of the tract. 
Residential development would not affect 
groundwater quality or quantity beneath the 
tract but may contribute to the overall 
regional water level decline and possibly 
result in degradation ofwater quality within 
the aquifer. 

Surface water quantity within the Rendija 
Canyon drainage may potentially increase as 
a result of stormwater runoff from paved 
roads and developed areas. Some undefined 
portion ofthe tract lies with in the 1 00-year 
and 500-year floodplains. The potential for 
flooding would increase with the denudation 
of the area or the area upstream by either 
development of the tract or natural causes 
such as a wildfire. 
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The quality of stormwater runoff may not 
meet State requirements for organics if 
contaminants such as motor oil or gasoline are 
washed from paved areas into the drainage. 
Also, runoff may have more erosive power if 
it is flowing across areas that have been 
denuded, thereby transporting more sediment 
into the drainage. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

The impacts to groundwater or surface 
water quantity or quality under this 
contemplated land use would be the same as 
described for those already existing in the 
affected environment, as described in 
Section 5 .1. 

5.3. 11 Air Resources 

5.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under the natural areas and residential 
development scenario, canyon air quality 
would remain the same as in the No Action 
Alternative for hazardous and radioactive air 
pollutants and would deteriorate slightly in 
criteria pollutants. Motor vehicle use would 
increase, and motor vehicles would emit small 
quantities of several criteria pollutants. In 
addition, homes heated with natural gas 
would also emit trace quantities of some 
criteria pollutants. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the cultural preservation land use 

scenario, the canyon would receive even 
fewer visits than it does now. This land use 
would result in fewer emissions of criteria 
pollutants and no emissions of hazardous and 
radioactive air pollutants. Air quality would 
be slightly better than that anticipated for the 
No Action Alternative. 
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5.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under the natural areas and residential 
development scenario, contributions to global 
warming would increase significantly. Carbon 
dioxide emissions would increase to an 
estimated 22,000 tons (20,000 metric tons) 
per year (versus 30 tons [27 metric tons] in 
the No Action Alternative) due to residential 
needs such as space heating, hot water 
heating, and motor vehicle use. There would 
continue to be little or no emissions of other 
greenhouse gases, however. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the cultural preservation scenario, 

carbon dioxide emissions would be reduced 
from an estimated 30 to 13 tons (27 to 
12 metric tons) per year and there would 
continue to be no emissions of other 
greenhouse gases. Contributions to global 
warming would be reduced compared to the 
No Action Alternative. 

5.3.12 Human Health 

5.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Natural Areas and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The types of human health consequences 
anticipated would be similar to those of the 
No Action Alternative. Because all PRS or 
other contamination associated with LANL 
activities would be cleaned up prior to 
transfer, risk to human health would be 
minimal to nonexistent for any land use on 
this tract. The contemplated natural area land 
use would not put the public in closer 
proximity to LANL and does not require any 
additional analysis for radiological or 
nonradiological contaminant exposures. · 

Residential development would bring 
3,500 new residents into closer proximity to 
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LANL facilities, thereby increasing the 
number of members of the public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. Residential 
development also would introduce more 
sensitive receptors, such as children and 
pregnant females, to an area that currently has 
but a single permanent residence. While all 
doses would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity would slightly increase 
radiation doses received by the collective 
population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL. In addition, closer public 
proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical 
accidents at LANL facilities. 

Given the significant numbers of residents 
expected on the tract, some additional and 
perhaps significant risk could be incurred. 
Physical injury to individuals could occur if 
any one of the three natural event accidents 
takes place (flood, seismic events, or wildfire) 
in Rendija Canyon. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
The human health consequences for this 

land use would be the same as described for 
the affected environment (see Section 5.1 ). 

5.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described for the No Action Alternative. 
For all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reaches Rendija Canyon, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chemical accidents would have no estimated 
public consequences at the tract. 

5.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 
Regardless of land use subsequent to 

disposition, the MEl dose at this tract would 

October 1999 5-27 

be the same as described for the No Action 
Alternative. MEl doses would be greater than 
100 millirem for 3 of 13 accident scenarios: S 
rem for RAD-02 (natural gas pipeline failure, 
explosion, and fire at the CMR Building), 
2.6 rem for RAD-12 (plutonium release from 
the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic 
Test [DARHT] Facility during an 
earthquake), and 0.6 rem for RAD-15B 
(explosion followed by fire in an entire wing 
of the CMR Building). 

The estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCFs also would remain at 
zero as in the No Action Alternative if the 
contemplated cultural preservation land use 
was chosen subsequent to transfer of 
ownership. If the natural areas and residential 
development scenario occurred, there would 
be substantial increases in collective tract 
dose and excess LCFs. For example, the 
LANL SWEIS estimated a collective 
population dose of 120,000 person-rem for all 
people living within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL, resulting in an estimated 57 
excess LCFs for hypothetical accident 
RAD-02 (DOE 1999c). This would increase 
by another 14,000 person-rem and 7 excess 
LCFs ifRendija Canyon Tract were 
developed residentially. Table 5.3.12.3-1 
compares the estimated additional 
consequences of all hypothetical radiological 
accidents. 

5.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 
Natural event accidents would have no 

estimated chemical consequences at Rendija 
Canyon. For the postulated accidents (wildfire 
and four earthquake scenarios), chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time the air 
plume reached Rendija Canyon, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
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Table 5.3.12.3-1. Additional Accident Consequences Associated with the Natural 
Areas and Residential Development Scenario on the Rendija Canyon Tract 

NATURAL AREAS 
AND RESIDENTIAL LANL SWEIS 

DEVELOPMENT ESTIMATESb 
LAND USEa 

Accident Accident 
Facility 

Frequency Collective Excess Collective Excess 
Scenario Location per Year Dosec LCF Dosec LCF 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x w-3 74 0.04 72 0.04 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 14,000 6.9 120,000 57 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva #3 4.3 X 10-6 41 0.02 100 0.06 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 2 0 24 0.01 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 140 0.07 1,300 0.69 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 110 0.05 400 0.2 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x w-1 1 0 4 0 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x w-3 67 0.03 230 0.12 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 3,900 1.9 35,800 18 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x w-5 61 0.03 160 0.08 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x w-5 58 0.03 175 0.09 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x w-5 1,100 0.54 3,400 1.7 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 7 0 56 0.03 

Notes: RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA = Tritiwn Systems Test Assembly, 
WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 

• In addition to doses estimated in the SWEIS. 

b For the entire population within a 50-mile (80-kilometer') radius ofLANL. 

c Person-rem. 

MEl doses would be the same as 
described in the No Action Alternative, 
regardless ofland use subsequent to 
disposition of ownership. The maximum dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be less than 0.1 rem; from the most severe 
earthquake it would be about 24 rem. If the 
land use subsequent to transfer of ownership 
were cultural preservation, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF also 
would remain as described in the No Action 
Alternative (that is, both would remain zero). 
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If the tract were developed residentially, 
however, there would be significant increases 
in collective tract dose and excess LCFs. The 
most severe earthquake would result in an 
estimated tract collective doses greater than 
30,000 person-rem, and in approximately 
20 excess LCFs. These exposures would be in 
addition to those estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS (340,000 person-rem and 230 excess 
LCFs for SITE-03B). 

Final CT EIS 



5.0 RENDIJA CANYON TRACT 

5.3. 13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the land uses contemplated for 
this tract estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
associated with LANL operations would be 
expected to be within regulatory limits and 
that no LCFs would likely result. The human 
health analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts to residents on the 
Rendija Canyon Tract. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
this tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing either of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, modest economic benefits would 
arise from the additional jobs created during 
construction of the new housing. Secondary 
effects would include small increases in 
business activity and would likely increase 
revenues to local governments. Each of these 
impacts would be positive and would not 
disproportionately affect the low-income or 
minority area populations. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
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minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. Legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso has 
expressed the opinion that conveyance and 
use of this tract would result in an 
environmental justice impact on the Pueblo's 
population. 

Restricting public use of roads and trails 
on this land tract would hinder public and 
~dministrative access to Santa Fe National 
Forest lands. These lands afford not only 
recreation opportunities for the general public 
but serve as traditional firewood gathering 
and collection areas for other forest products 
by local Hispanic and Native American 
populations. Restricted access to this area 
could have a disproportionately adverse 
impact on these minority populations. 

While there are no data on the use of this 
tract by traditional wood gatherers, these 
wood gatherers are often members of 
low-income or minority populations. The 
conveyance or transfer of this tract could 
reduce the amount of wooded area or restrict 
access to the tract, thus affecting the wood 
gatherers. 

5.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Rendija Canyon Tract would not immediately 
cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. Nor would 
cultural preservation, one of the two 
contemplated land uses subsequent to transfer 
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of ownership. Residential development 
would, however, cause irreversible 
commitments of ecological habitat and 
cultural resources within the tract and in 
adjacent areas and canyons (where human 
activity levels would increase due to the 
presence of3,500 new residents). 

New development also would cause the 
irretrievable commitment of resources during 
construction and subsequent use of 1,260 new 
homes. Energy would be expended in the 
form of natural gas and electricity. Additional 
water also would be consumed. Construction 
of these homes would require the irretrievable 
commitment of standard building materials 
such as lumber and roofing materials. 

5.3. 15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Rendija Canyon Tract could result in the loss 
of certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because development of previously 
undisturbed areas could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the subject land tract and in 
adjacent areas. The conveyance or transfer of 
the tract also could result in the loss of certain 
Federal protections for ecological resources 
and consideration of these resources in 
planning future activities on the tract. 

Subsequent use of the Rendija Canyon 
Tract for cultural preservation would have no 
adverse environmental impacts. Subsequent 
residential development, however, would 
cause unavoidable adverse impacts in several 
resource areas. 

One such impact would be considerable 
loss of ecological habitat within the tract itself 
and more frequent human intrusion into 
adjacent habitat areas of the Santa Fe National 
Forest. The ecological impacts also could 
include fragmentation of habitat and potential 
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disruption of wildlife migration corridors. 
There also is potential for adverse impacts 
caused by introduction of land uses that are 
incompatible with adjacent resource 
protection efforts. 

Development also would result in 
increased demands for utilities (electricity, 
natural gas, water, solid waste, and sewage). 
Increased demand for three of these (water, 
solid waste, and sewage) would have adverse 
effects in the immediate Los Alamos region 
by lowering the aquifer level more quickly, 
shortening the remaining lifetime of the 
County landfill, and increasing both the 
quantities of sewage that require treatment 
and the quantities of treated sewage 
discharged to the environment. The 
environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
elsewhere (in the Four Corners region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Development also would lead to an 
estimated 20 percent increase in personal 
vehicles in Los Alamos County, with 
attendant increases in congestion, road 
deterioration, and traffic noises. Noise levels 
would especially be impacted in Rendij a 
Canyon itself, with noises increasing in 
magnitude, frequency of occurrence, and 
duration (into the night). The visual 
environment would deteriorate within the 
canyon itself and for some of the residents of 
nearby Barranca Mesa and North Mesa, who 
currently enjoy a view ofRendija Canyon 
from their homes. 

Finally, residential development would 
increase the potential for degradation of 
surface water quality. Standard mitigation 
measures, however, can limit both short- and 
long-term impacts to surface water and 
groundwater quality. 
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5.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and Maintenance 
of Long-Term Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Rendija Canyon Tract would not immediately 
cause any specific impacts on short-term uses 
of the environment. Under the cultural 
preservation land use scenario, the long-term 
productivity of this land tract could increase 
slightly due to the restriction on recreational 
use. 
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Subsequent residential development, 
however, would be incompatible with the 
long-term land uses of the adjacent Santa Fe 
National Forest (for example, natural resource 
protection, outdoor recreation, etc.). 
Development also would cause disruption to 
and loss of ecological habitat and resources in 
the previously undisturbed areas of this land 
tract. This development would reduce the 
ecological productivity of the local area and 
also would preclude future use of this land for 
ecological habitat or for cultural resource 
protection. 
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6.1 Affected Environment 

6.1.1 Land Use 
The DOE Los Alamos Area Office 

(LAAO) Tract consists of approximately 
15 acres ( 6 hectares) and is located within the 
Los Alamos townsite between Los Alamos 
Canyon and Trinity Drive. The tract is bound 
to the north and northwest by single- and 
multiple-family residential areas and 
professional services offices facing onto 
Trinity Drive. The tract is bound to the south, 
east, and west by the edge of Los Alamos 
Canyon at the border with Technical Area 
(TA) 43 (see Figure 6.1.1-1, DOE LAAO 
Tract Layout). A paved road extending from 
Trinity Drive provides access into the site 
(DOE 1998b ). 

The tract contains a three-story 
administrative office building, associated 
parking, and an abandoned steam plant. 
Potentially sensitive wildlife habitat and 
structures that may be of historic significance 
are present at the site (DOE 1998b). 
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Land use at the tract has been dominated 
recently by the administrative activities of the 
DOE. Adjacent land to the north and 
northwest has residential and professional 
office uses. To the south, east, and west, land 
use is for buffer zones related to LANL 
operations. 

The Los Alamos Bench Trail trends 
southwest to northeast across the northwest 
edge of the tract (see Figure 3.2.1-2 in 
Chapter 3). The extent and variety of 
recreational activities at and in proximity to 
the tract are limited by adjacent land use. 

Figure 6.1.1-2 shows the monitoring 
facilities or outfall structures located near the 
subject land tract. 

6.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
The DOE LAAO Tract contains three 

potential release sites (PRSs), two DOE
owned structures, and no canyon systems. 
Two of the three PRSs are associated with the 
operation of the steam plant and are 
categorized as one surface and one subsurface 
unit. The third PRS is a sanitary septic system 
and is categorized as an outfall. The structures 
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are the DOE office building and the former 
steam plant. Sampling of the three PRSs 
reveals the presence of organic chemicals. 
There are no other environmental restoration 
or decommissioning concerns at the tract. 
Figure 6.1.1.1-1 shows areas with potential 
contamination issues (PCis) within this tract, 
as well as areas with no known 
contamination. PCI acreage is estimated to 
total only 2.3 acres (0.9 hectare). 

6.1.2 Transportation 
This site has access to Trinity Drive via 

35th Street, a two-lane street (see 
Figure 6.1.1-1). 35th Street is essentially an 
entrance to the site, and due to topography, 
will likely remain so. Trinity Drive is a four
lane major road near this site that has an 
approximate capacity of 7,200 passenger cars 
per hour (pcph). Data provided by the County 
of Los Alamos show that Trinity Drive 
carried approximately 2,630 vehicles in the 
vicinity of 35th Street during the peak hour in 
January 1998. The average annual daily 
traffic for Diamond Drive near the site is 
approximately 19,700 vehicles per day. This 
results in a level of service (LOS) C for 
Trinity Drive for the current traffic volumes, 
which is defined as good operating conditions 
with stable flow, but speeds and 
maneuverability are more closely controlled 
by the higher traffic volumes. Increasing 
Trinity Drive traffic by 1.5 percent a year to 
account for expected growth in the general 
area over the next 20 years maintains the 
LOS C for Trinity Drive. 

6. 1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 6.1.3-1 shows the locations of 

utility lines, roads, and structures on the DOE 
LAAO Tract. The tract includes two 
buildings: a two-story building that currently 
houses DOE LAAO and a smaller abandoned 
steam plant currently used for general storage. 
The site is accessed via a residential-sized 
road (35th Street) from Trinity Drive. All but 
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the eastern part of the tract is accessible by 
road. 

All utilities, including water, gas, 
electricity, sewage, and steam are available to 
this site. Electrical power enters the site from 
the west along the edge of the mesa above 
Los Alamos Canyon. Water is supplied by 
lines entering the site near the west end of the 
tract. This tract is not metered separately for 
any utilities, and no figures for current utility 
usage are available. A sewage lift station is 
present on the tract to the west of the LAAO 
Building. 

6.1.4 Noise 
The DOE LAAO Tract has Los Alamos 

Canyon to the immediate south and Diamond 
Drive to the immediate north. Private 
residences bound the tract on both the east 
and the west. Activities involve the 
approximately 120 individuals who work in 
the building, plus visitors. Daytime noise 
levels, primarily determined by traffic on 
nearby Trinity Drive and the bridge over Los 
Alamos Canyon, are an estimated 40 to 
50 decibels (dB). Several thousand vehicles 
per hour can pass along these thoroughfares 
during busy times of the day. 

6. 1.5 Visual Resources 
The LAAO Building (TA-43-39) and 

associated parking lots and roads dominate 
views within the developed areas of the DOE 
LAAO Tract. Views of the developed area are 
somewhat obscured from Trinity Drive due to 
the curved entry road, the lower elevation of 
the developed portion of the tract, and the 
vegetation. Undeveloped, forested areas 
located mainly around the perimeter and 
between the LAAO Building and Trinity 
Drive can be viewed from locations in the 
building and the parking lots. This tract was 
analyzed by assigning two rating units to the 
tract based on the visual character of the 
developed and undeveloped portions of the 
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6.0 DOE LOS ALAMOS AREA OFFICE TRACT 

site. The developed area was designated as 
Rating Unit 1. The undeveloped areas were 
designated as Rating Unit 2. 

Three components were analyzed for each 
of the two rating units: scenic quality, 
distance zone, and sensitivity level. 

After these components were combined 
using the Inventory Class Matrix, it was 
determined that the developed portions of the 
site are assigned to Scenic Class IV, low 
public value for the visual resources, and the 
undeveloped portions of the site are Scenic 
Class III, moderate public value for the visual 
resources. 

6.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the subject tract 
boundaries. 

Existing development on this tract 
includes the LAAO Building and an 
abandoned steam plant. Employment is 
limited to the DOE administrative functions 
located in the LAAO Building. About 170 
people are employed at the site by the DOE. 

6. 1. 7 Ecological Resources 
An estimated 3 5 percent of the DOE 

LAAO Tract is either roadway, parking lots, 
building, or artificially maintained landscape. 
The remaining area is primarily ponderosa 
pine forest. There are no identified streams, 
wetlands, or floodplains present within the 
tract. However, floodplains, surface water, 
and wetlands are present at the floor of the 
adjacent Los Alamos Canyon. Flora and fauna 
in the undeveloped portions of the tract are 
characteristic of the region. The site contains 
suitable foraging habitat and is within the Los 
Alamos Canyon area of environmental 
interest (AEI) for the Mexican spotted owl 
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and the Pueblo Canyon AEI for the American 
peregrine falcon (PC 1999d). Because the 
tract contains DOE LAAO, and because of its 
location within the Los Alamos townsite, the 
area is active with personnel entering and 
leaving the facility, lunch time picnickers, and 
general recreation walkers. Road noise is 
evident from passenger vehicles and a variety 
of light and heavy delivery trucks within the 
site and from vehicle traffic on Trinity Drive. 
Lighting sources in the tract include security 
lighting and lighting from residential and 
commercial developments. 

6. 1.8 Cultural Resources 
The DOE LAAO Tract was used during 

the Cold War era. The ROI for this tract 
includes the land tract itself, plus nearby 
cultural resources located off the tract. For 
this tract, these nearby resources are located 
on LANL and privately held lands. 

One hundred percent of the DOE LAAO 
Tract has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. There are no 
prehistoric cultural sites recorded within the 
tract. Two Cold War era structures are present 
within the DOE LAAO Tract and have been 
evaluated as potentially eligible for the 
National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). 
There is a potential for unidentified resources, 
including subsurface archaeological deposits 
and unrecorded burials. 

There are no known traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) located within the DOE 
LAAO Tract. Consultations to identify TCP 
resources have not been conducted, but it is 
unlikely that resources are present due to past 
development. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the DOE LAAO Tract is 
presented in Appendix E of this CT EIS. 
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6.1.9 Geology and Soils 
The DOE LAAO Tract occupies a portion 

ofT A 43 off of Trinity Drive and along the 
edge ofLos Alamos Canyon. Although the 
site is heavily developed with the DOE 
LAAO offices and parking lot, it is typified 
by the Pogna fine sandy loam soil type and 
steep rock outcrops along the canyon rim. 
Outcrops are the upper member of the 
Bandelier Tuff(Tshirege), typical of the 
Pajarito Plateau. No major surface faulting is 
evident in TA 43. 

6.1.10 Water Resources 
The DOE LAAO Tract is located on the 

mesa top above Los Alamos Canyon, which is 
an ephemeral drainage in the vicinity of the 
tract. There are no known springs within the 
tract nor any known wetlands. There are no 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)-permitted outfalls within 
the tract. There are no regional aquifer 
groundwater test or supply wells within the 
tract or within a distance of0.5 miles 
(0.8 kilometers). 

There are no stream gages or established 
surface water or groundwater monitoring 
stations located within the DOE LAAO Tract. 
The closest environmental monitoring 
locations maintained by the LANL 
Environmental Surveillance and Compliance 
Program are for surface water and shallow 
groundwater in Los Alamos Canyon and do 
not pertain to water quality or quantity 
associated with this tract. 

The DOE LAAO Tract does not lie within 
the 1 00-year or 500-year floodplains as 
modeled by LANL for Los Alamos Canyon. 

6.1.11 Air Resources 
Air quality at the DOE LAAO Tract is 

good, affected mostly by traffic on nearby 
Trinity Drive; several thousand vehicles per 
hour can pass along this thoroughfare during 
busy times of the day. Air quality is also 
affected, to a lesser extent, by emissions from 
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the nearby Human Resources Laboratory 
(HRL) and LANL as a whole. 

The DOE LAAO Tract is part ofNew 
Mexico Region 3, an attainment area that 
meets National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. 
Except for small amounts of carbon monoxide 
and ozone resulting from hydrocarbons 
emitted from motor vehicles, there are no 
sources of criteria pollutants within the tract 
itself 

The office activities at the DOE LAAO 
Tract result in no emissions of hazardous and 
other chemical pollutants, so that 
concentrations of these chemicals at the tract 
are the result of other LANL activities. 
Emissions from the HRL mostly affect the 
tract. However, analyses performed for the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) estimate that 
risk from concentrations of any chemical air 
pollutant does not exceed health-based 
standards .of one million excess latent cancer 
fatalities (LCFs) for any point beyond the 
LANL boundary, including the Los Alamos 
Medical Center. Because the DOE LAAO 
Tract is about 900 feet (275 meters) more 
distant from HRL than the Medical Center is, 
it can be concluded that concentrations of 
chemical pollutants at the tract also are likely 
to be below health-based standards. 

Finally, analyses for doses from 
radioactive air pollutants indicate that air 
concentrations at the DOE LAAO Tract 
would deliver a dose of approximately 
1. 0 millirem per year to people residing there 
year-round, or about 10 percent ofthe EPA 
standard (DOE 1999c ). There are no 
emissions of radioactive air pollutants from 
activities at the tract itself. 

6.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 
There are two sources of greenhouse gas 

emissions from activities on the DOE LAAO 
Tract: (1) water and space heating needs of 
the DOE LAAO office building and (2) motor 
vehicle use. Carbon dioxide emissions from 
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these sources are estimated to be 
approximately 130 tons (120 metric tons) per 
year. 

6. 1.12 Human Health 

6.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the DOE LAAO Tract 

There are no activities or operations at the 
DOE LAAO Tract that involve radioactive 
materials, but personnel on the tract do 
receive radiation doses as a result of other 
LANL operations. Because the DOE LAAO 
Tract is several miles west of the location of 
LANL's offsite maximally exposed individual 
(MEl), which has historically been located 
near the Small Business Center Annex (on 
East Gate Drive), the doses are lower at this 
tract than at other tracts proposed for transfer. 
For example, the LANL SWEIS projects 
doses to the public of 3.1 millirem at the 
Annex, from 1.4 to 2.0 millirem for TA 21, 
and approximately 1. 0 millirem for the DOE 
LAAO Tract (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). These 
can be compared to the EPA allowable 
exposure limit of 10 millirem per year. 

Background radiation received at the DOE 
LAAO Tract is the same as that for any 
location within the Los Alamos townsite-an 
effective dose equivalent (EDE) of 
360 millirem to any individual, plus an 
average of 53 millirem for medical and dental 
x-rays and procedures. 

The DOE LAAO Tract lies within the 
edge of one ofLANL's one-halfmile 
radiation site evaluation circles (see 
Figure 6 .1.12.1-1 ), which were included in 
LANL's 1990 Site Development Plan (LANL 
1990). These circles were intended to be used 
as planning tools for site developers and other 
project managers responsible for siting new 
facilities or operations to inform them of the 
presence of existing radiation sources and the 
need to evaluate their proposed action(s) 
against this information. The circles are not 
representative of a particular dose of radiation 
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to the DOE LAAO Tract under either normal 
or accident conditions, and are noted herein 
for the purposes of disclosure with regard to 
the nearest radiation source location relative 
to the tract. The quantities of radioactive 
material and other sources of radiation 
identified by these radiation evaluation circles 
were evaluated in the 1999 LANL SWEIS, as 
already discussed. 

6.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the DOE 
LAAOTract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants from LANL operations via the 
airborne pathway in the LANL vicinity have 
already been shown not to be significant for 
the affected environment (DOE 1999c ). PRSs 
for this tract are not located where visitors 
would be in proximity to the contaminants. 
Prior to their remediation, no nonradiological 
emission sources exist on this tract other than 
those associated with building infrastructure 
(such as, lead paint and asbestos) and mobile 
sources due to vehicular traffic. 

While flooding from the 100- and 
500-year floods may have little effect on this 
tract, seismic events and wildfires could have 
catastrophic impacts to the land tract. Human 
health impacts to people other than workers 
would be restricted to visitors. No known 
hazardous materials are present on this tract 
that could pose a risk during a natural 
disaster. 

6.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 
accidents, and 16 different accident scenarios, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4 .1.12, of 
this CT EIS. For all but one of the scenarios, 
chemical concentrations in the air plume 
released by the potential accidents would be 
below both Emergency Response Planning 
Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life-threatening) and 
ERPG-2 (serious health effects) by the time 
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the air plume reached the DOE LAAO Tract, 
even under adverse weather dispersion 
conditions. Accordingly, chemical accidents 
have no estimated public consequences at the 
tract for 15 of the accident scenarios. 

The lone scenario in which the chemical 
plume reached the DOE LAAO Tract is the 
hypothetical rupture of a chlorine cylinder, 
during adverse weather dispersion conditions, 
at the chlorinating station along Diamond 
Drive in the Los Alamos townsite 
(Building 00-11 09). This scenario has an 
estimated frequency of3 x 10-5 per year, or 
once every 330,000 years. Under this 
scenario, ERPG-3 concentrations are 
estimated to extend a distance of 1,345 feet 
(410 meters), and ERPG-2 concentrations a 
distance of 4,790 feet (1,460 meters). 
The DOE LAAO Tract is 3,280 feet 
(1,000 meters) from the accident location and 
would thus experience ERPG-2 
concentrations. The tract is occupied by about 
120 DOE employees. Accordingly, no public 
consequences would result. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the LANL 
SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12. Using data from the LANL 
SWEIS, doses to the MEl at the DOE LAAO 
Tract have been estimated for each of these, 
as shown in Table 6.1.12.3-1. 

Accident scenarios result in estimated 
tract collective doses of 4,400 person-rem for 
RAD-02, 850 person-rem for RAD-12, 260 
person-rem for RAD-15B, and less than 15 
person-rem for any other accident. Excess 
LCF estimates are 2, 0.4, and 0.1 for 
accidents RAD-02, RAD-12, and RAD-15B, 
respectively. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe postulated earthquake (accident 
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SITE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10-5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The earthquake would release 
chemicals from a number of facilities, 
including formaldehyde from the HRL 
(Building 43-01) and chlorine from the 
chlorinating station within the Los Alamos 
townsite (Building 00-11 09). As discussed 
above for chemical accidents, earthquakes 
would have no estimated public consequences 
at the DOE LAAO Tract, although DOE 
employees would be exposed to ERPG-2 
concentrations of chlorine. The most severe 
postulated earthquake, however, would 
release significant quantities of radioactive 
materials from several buildings, especially 
from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
(CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
result in a maximum dose of nearly 3 00 
Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the DOE 
LAAO Tract. 

The postulated site wildfire scenario 
would burn about 8,000 acres (3,238 hectares) 
within LANL boundaries, or about 30 percent 
ofLANL, including most ofMortandad 
Canyon and parts ofLos Alamos and DP 
Canyons east ofT A 21. Chemical releases 
would be less severe than in the earthquake 
scenarios. The largest quantities of 
radioactive materials would be released from 
the transuranic (TRU) waste storage domes at 
Area G. The maximum dose at the DOE 
LAAO Tract is estimated to be less than 0.1 
rem. Such a wildfire has an estimated 
frequency of0.1 per year, or once every 10 
years. 

The maximum earthquake scenario would 
result in a significant tract collective dose to 
DOE employees and as many as five excess 
LCFs. 

6.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
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Table 6.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the DOE LAAO Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY MEl 
FACILITY DOSE ACCIDENT DESCRIPTION 

SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·2 38 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5x10-6 97,000 Natural gas pipeline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4_3 X 10-6 27 
Power excursion at the Godiva-IV 

fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 1 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 210 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 45 Aircraft crash 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 1 
Puncture or drop of average-

content drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 28 
Puncture or drop of high-content 

drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 17,000 Seismic-initiated explosion of a 
plutonium-containing assembly 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva #3 1.6 x 10·5 41 
Plutonium release from irradiation 

experiment at the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 270 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 5,200 Fire in entire building win_g 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 15 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; 
TSTA = Tritiwn Systems Test Assembly; WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; 
TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 

could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3 .2.1.14. 

6.2 No Action Alternative 

6.2. 1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated changes to 

land use at the DOE LAAO Tract as 
described under the No Action Alternative. 
Adjacent T A 43 lands would continue to 
serve as a buffer zone to LANL operations. 
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Similarly, no change in access to the tract 
would be anticipated to occur. 

6.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

Characterization and cleanup of this tract 
would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
may take longer. The plan includes input from 
all major field sites, including LANL. 
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The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the DOE LAAO Tract, as 
briefly discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of this chapter, Section 6.1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes of wastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b ). 

This information indicates that a range of 
possible remedies are likely for the tract. 
While removal actions are likely for all three 
PRSs, the number of structures razed could 
differ. Cleanup duration could last up to 
18 months for the longest segment. (Multiple 
sites can be restored simultaneously, so that 
cleanup duration is determined by the site that 
requires the most time.) Waste volumes are 
projected to range from approximately 400 to 
3,400 cubic yards (305 to 2,600 cubic 
meters). Cost estimates for remedial action at 
this parcel range from about $4,253,000 to 
$9,680,000. These estimates are based on the 
information currently available for each PRS 
or structure, and are subject to change if 
significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be reported 
to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." Although different 
cleanup approaches have been identified for 
the two contemplated land uses, it is possible 
that the administrative authority could require 
even more restoration, resulting in greater 
waste volumes, longer cleanup duration and 
associated risks to remediation workers, and 
higher costs. It also should be noted that 
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environmental restoration actions and costs 
represent only a portion ofthe actions and 
total costs that may be required for 
conveyance and transfer of this parcel. These 
additional costs may be significant. 

6.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
35th Street or Trinity Drive near the DOE 
LAAO Tract. It is expected that the future 
operational perfomlance of 35th Street or 
Trinity Drive would remain similar to that of 
the current performance, assuming that the 
future level of development in the area of the 
site is 1.5 percent, as predicted by the U.S. 
Census Bureau. 

6.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no substantial changes in the infrastructure or 
utilities of the DOE LAAO Tract. Operations 
would continue at DOE LAAO. No 
appreciable increase in utility usage is 
expected. 

6.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, the DOE 

LAAO Tract would continue to be used for an 
office building. Occupancy would be 
expected to rise from the current 120 
employees but by less than 10 percent. This 
increase parallels the 20 percent increase in 
LANL employment from today' s levels to 
levels assumed for the LANL SWEIS 
Expanded Operations Alternative 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5, Table 5.3.9.1-1). 
Accordingly, the dominant source of ambient 
noise would continue to be traffic along 
Trinity Drive and traffic crossing the Los 
Alamos Canyon Bridge. Noise levels would 
be expected to remain about the same, 
typically 40 to 50 A-weighted decibels (dBA). 
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6.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it would 

be expected that the existing visual character 
of the tract would remain unchanged. The 
buildings and parking areas would remain 
somewhat obscured from view from Trinity 
Drive by the forested areas of the tract. 

6.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. The 
administrative offices would remain on the 
tract. 

6.2.7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the DOE 
LAAO Tract, as described in Section 6.I.I. 
Therefore, no adverse impact to ecological 
resources would be projected under the 
CT EIS No Action Alternative. 

6.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

DOE LAAO Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE and the treatment of 
any cultural resources would continue to be 
subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
guidelines,· executive orders, and Pueblo 
Accords. The use of the DOE LAAO 
Building, a potentially eligible resource, 
would continue, and the building would not 
be demolished. Other unidentified or 
undetermined resources would be passively 
preserved. Ongoing negative impacts from 
natural processes (such as erosion and aging) 
on the physical integrity of cultural resources 
would continue. 

6.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Under the No Action Alternative, 

consequences are limited to existing uses. The 
tract is already developed; no additional 
utilities, roadwork, or buildings would be 
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required. No soil disturbance or change in 
availability of resources would be anticipated. 
Existing structures are vulnerable to wildfire 
episodes and greater than magnitude 7 
seismic events as measured on the Richter 
scale. 

6.2.10 Water Resources 
Consequences to water resources under 

the No Action Alternative would be no 
different than those already existing in the 
affected environment. 

6.2.11 Air Resources 
In the No Action Alternative, the DOE 

LAAO Tract would continue to be used for an 
office building. Occupancy would be 
expected to rise from the current 120 
employees but by less than I 0 percent. 
Accordingly, the dominant source of criteria 
pollutants would continue to be traffic along 
Trinity Drive. Analyses show that ambient air 
quality would remain within standards 
established by EPA and the State ofNew 
Mexico for criteria pollutants {DOE I999c, 
Chapter 5). 

For hazardous and other chemical 
pollutants, analyses performed for the LANL 
SWEIS estimate that concentrations of 
chemical air pollutants would not exceed 
health-based standards for any point beyond 
the LANL boundary. The DOE LAAO Tract 
is near a location where LANL emissions of 
chemical air pollutants approach guideline 
values based upon health-based standards. 
The combined incremental cancer risks from 
releases of all carcinogenic pollutants are 
slightly above the guideline value of I x I 0-6, 
or one in one million, at two locations at the 
Los Alamos Medical Center: 1.17 x 10-6 at an 
air intake duct and 1. 07 x 10-6 at a window 
{DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). The major 
contributors to this estimated cancer risk are 
chloroform, formaldehyde, and 
trichloroethylene from the HRL, and 
methylene chloride from multiple sources. Of 
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these, chloroform alone accounts for more 
than 87 percent of the total risk. The DOE 
LAAO Tract is about 900 feet (275 meters) 
more distant from HRL than the Medical 
Center is, and combined cancer risk at this 
location would be estimated to be less than 
the guideline value of one in one million. 

Finally, analyses for doses from 
radioactive air pollutants indicate that air 
concentrations at the DOE LAAO Tract from 
LANL operations would deliver a dose of 
approximately 2. 0 millirem per year to people 
residing there year-round, or about 20 percent 
ofthe EPA standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
There are no emissions of radioactive air 
pollutants from activities at the tract itself 

6.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 

In the No Action Alternative, land use for 
the DOE LAAO Tract would not change. 
Small amounts of carbon dioxide would 
continue to be emitted from vehicles and 
building heating requirements. Carbon 
dioxide emissions would be estimated to 
remain at approximately 130 tons (120 metric 
tons) per year. 

6.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences ofthe No Action 
Alternative for the DOE LAAO Tract. No 
changes in cancer risk should be expected for 
this alternative. Radiation doses received at 
this tract would be estimated to double from 
today's levels, to approximately 2.0 millirem 
per year (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). No 
significant nonradiological increases in 
exposures would be expected. Visitors may 
have adequate time to evacuate the premises 
for floods or for wildfires. Because warnings 
are usually not given for seismic events, the 
human health impacts due to seismic events 
likely would be greater than the other two 
natural disasters. The primary type of human 
health risk for natural disasters would be 
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physical injury from falling building debris 
and fires from ruptured gas lines. 

6.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the Affected Environment 
section ofthis chapter. For 15 ofthe 16 
accident scenarios postulated in the LANL 
SWEIS, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached the 
DOE LAAO Tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. ERPG-2 
concentrations would reach the tract under the 
16th scenario and would affect DOE 
employees at the tract. Therefore, under the 
No Action Alternative, chemical accidents 
would have no estimated public consequences 
at the tract, but would affect DOE employees 
under one accident scenario. 

6.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios. Estimated tract collective doses 
would be 4,400 person-rem for RAD-02, 
850 person-rem for RAD-12, 260 person-rem 
for RAD-15B, and less than 15 person-rem 
for any other accident. Excess LCF estimates 
would be 2, 0.4, and 0.1 for accidents 
RAD-02, RAD-12, and RAD-15B, 
respectively. All doses would be to DOE 
employees. 

6.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described for the affected environment. As 
discussed, earthquakes would have no 
estimated public consequences at the DOE 
LAAO Tract, although DOE employees 
would be exposed to ERPG-2 concentrations 
of chlorine under adverse weather dispersion 
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conditions. The postulated wildfire accident 
scenario would have no chemical 
consequences at the DOE LAAO Tract. The 
MEl dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be less than 0.1 rem. The 
maximum dose from the most severe 
earthquake would be about 300 rem, however. 
The maximum earthquake scenario would 
result in an estimated dose of270 rem at the 
DOE LAAO Tract, a collective dose to DOE 
employees of 12,000 person-rem and as many 
as six excess LCFs. 

6.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations that would 
continue under the No Action Alternative 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from LANL 
accidents would not result in disproportionate 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts. Therefore, such accidents would not 
have disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income 
populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. 

6.3 Proposed Action Alternative 

6.3. 1 Land Use 
Direct consequences of the disposition of 

this tract would include the relocation of DOE 
and contractor personnel who currently work 
at the DOE LAAO, and decontamination and 
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decommissioning ofthe office building and 
steam plant as required. Current plans are to 
relocate employees to a new building in T A 3. 
Detailed plans and location ofthe new 
building have not been developed, but it is 
likely that removal of some trees would be 
required at any potential building site. It also 
is possible that employees would be relocated 
to existing buildings. Any decision regarding 
construction of new facilities would be 
preceded by appropriate NEP A review. 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses ofthe 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. 

6.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land use proposed for the DOE LAAO 
Tract includes residential and commercial 
development. The following paragraphs 
provide a discussion of each of these 
scenarios upon which the discussions of 
direct and indirect impacts are based. 
Table 6.3.1.1-1 and Table 6.3.1.1-2 
summarize the attributes of each of the land 
use scenanos. 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Land use proposed under this scenario 
would develop the DOE LAAO Tract for 
multiple-family residential use. Land would 
be developed to accommodate apartments or 
condominiums at an average density of 20 
dwelling units per acre with a population 
planning factor of2.5 residents per dwelling. 
An estimated 9 to 10 acres (3 to 4 hectares) 
of the tract would be used for dwellings 
and accessory structures. The remaining 
acreage would be used for parking and 
open area landscaped to maintain the 
residential character of the development (see 
Figure 6.3 .1.1-1 ). Access to the tract would 
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Table 6.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the DOE LAAO Tract 

Under the Residential Development 
Scenario 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

• The land use proposed would develop the 
site for multiple-family (very high 
density) residential use. 

• Existing office building and steam plant 
would be razed. 

• The development would be intended to 
accommodate apartments or 
condominiums at an average density of 20 
dwelling units per acre with 2.5 residents 
per dwelling. 

• An estimated 9 to 10 acres (3 to 
4 hectares) of the tract would be used for 
dwellings and accessory structures; the 
remaining acreage would be used for 
parking and open areas landscaped to 
maintain the residential character of the 
development. 

• When fully developed, there would be 
200 new dwelling units, 500 new 
residents, and 420 personal vehicles. 

Table 6.3.1.1-2. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the DOE LAAO Tract 

Under the Commercial 
Development Scenario 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

• The land use proposed would utilize the 
DOE LAAO administrative building for 
commercial office space. 

• Total of 6 businesses and 15 commercial 
vehicles. 

• No additional development is 
contemplated. 

October 1999 6-17 

remain unrestricted. The current DOE LAAO 
Building would be removed and activities and 
workers would be moved to another facility 
within LANL, most likely at TA 3. 

6.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Land use would change from professional 
offices to residential under the residential 
development scenario. Land use within the 
current footprint of the tract would be 
developed to reflect that of adjacent multiple
family residential land uses. There would be 
some land disturbance associated with the 
proposed use; however, development at the 
site is limited by topography. As such, any 
new development would to a large degree 
take place in previously disturbed areas. 

Land use impacts associated with the 
development of the DOE LAAO Tract under 
this scenario would be minor. The transition 
from administrative to multiple-family 
residential land use would be consistent with 
land uses adjacent to the tract. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

There also would be little to no 
anticipated change in land use under the 
commercial development scenario. This 
proposal would largely result in the 
continuation of current land use at the site. As 
such, no adverse impacts to land use would be 
expected to occur. 

6.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 

No additional restoration actions would be 
required under the Proposed Action 
Alternative because restoration activities must 
occur before that tract would be considered 
suitable for conveyance or transfer. 
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6.3.2 Transportation 
Direct consequences of the transfer of this 

tract would include alteration of the daily 
commute for DOE and contractor personnel 
relocated from the DOE LAAO Building. 
Some DOE and contractor persorul.el would 
have a shorter drive to work, for example, 
those living in White Rock, but most would 
have farther to travel. Indirect consequences 
are discussed in the following sections. 

6.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

The residential development land use 
scenario for this tract anticipates development 
of residential facilities. The Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) land use code 
220 was utilized to estimate the trips 
generated by this proposed high-density 
residential development. High-density 
residential development is contemplated for 9 
to 10 acres (3 to 4 hectares) of the site at a 
density of 20 dwelling units per acre. This 
would result in approximately 200 apartment 
units. Table 6.3.2.1-1 shows the number of 
trips the ITE Trip Generation Manual 

estimates would be generated by this 
development (ITE 1997). 

As shown in Table 6.3.2.1-1, the proposed 
development could add an additional 86 trips 
to Trinity Drive in the weekday morning peak 
hour and add an additional 84 entering trips in 
the weekday evening peak hour. The 
residential land use scenario also could add 
1,326 two-way trips per day on Trinity Drive. 
The number oftrips anticipated is based on 
application ofthe ITE standard trip 
generation methodology. Local conditions in 
Los Alamos, such as the number of people 
employed at LANL, may affect the actual 
number of trips generated during peak hours. 

Adding these new trips to those already 
existing on the transportation network would 
result in 27,900 trips per day on Trinity 
Drive. This would result in the LOS C on 
Trinity Drive, which is defined as good 
operating conditions with stable flow, but 
speeds and maneuverability are more closely 
controlled by the higher traffic volumes. This 
would be the same LOS predicted for the No 
Action Alternative. It is likely that the 
additional trips generated by this proposed 
development would not have a substantial 
impact on the operation of Trinity Drive. 

Table 6.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Residential Development 
Scenario 

ITE TRAFFIC VOLUME ESTIMATES FOR DOE LAAO TRACT 

Land Use ITE 24 Hour Morning Peak Evening Peak Saturday Peak 
Land Two- Hour Trips Hour Trips Hour Trips 
Use Way 

Code Volume Enter Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit 

Aparbnents -
200 Dwelling 220 1,326 16 86 84 40 0 0 
Units 
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Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

If the commercial development land use 
scenario is implemented, the impacts would 
be similar to those described for the affected 
environment (see Section 6.1.2) because the 
land use would not change substantially. 

6.3.3 Infrastructure 
As a direct result of conveyance or 

transfer of this tract, DOE LAAO personnel 
would be relocated to a different facility and 
would continue to have the same utility 
usage. Indirect consequences are discussed in 
the following sections. 

6.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

The indirect environmental impacts with 
regard to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
from this alternative would fall into two 
categories: (1) increased utility usage and 
(2) ground disturbance resulting from 
construction of new facilities or modification 
of existing facilities. Table 6.3.3.1-1 shows 
the estimated increase in power, electricity, 
water and gas usage, and wastewater and 

solid waste production for the contemplated 
use as compared to the capacity for the 
existing utility systems. It is not anticipated 
that the increases in usage would exceed the 
existing capacity of any utility. 

Development of this nature would require 
enhancement of existing infrastructure. 
Water, electricity, gas, and sewage lines 
would need to be extended to service new 
structures. New roads, parking areas, and 
structures would be developed. The 
construction of roads, parking areas and 
buildings, and extension of utility lines would 
cause soil disturbance. Refer to Section 6.3.9 
of this chapter for details on impacts resulting 
from ground disturbance from new 
construction. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

The commercial development land use 
scenario envisions no further development, as 
described In Section 6.3.1.1 ofthis chapter. 
Commercial businesses would use the 
existing DOE LAAO Building as office 
space. The new businesses in the DOE LAAO 
Building would create additional utility 
usage, which is shown in Table 6.3.3.1-2. It is 
not anticipated that these increases would 
exceed the capacity for any utility in the 
regiOn. 

Table 6.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario on the DOE LAAO Tract 

PEAK ELECTRICITY GAS WATER SEWAGE 
POWER gwh mcf (mly) mgy {mly) 

(BAYO) 
mw mgy (mly) 

Estimated annual 
0.2 1.3 26 (736) 20 (76) 10 (38) 

increase 

Available system 
5 277 5,040 (142, 700) 297 (1,125) 135 (511) 

capacity 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mgy =million gallons per year, 
mly = million liters per year, tpy = tons per year, msw = municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year 
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MSW 
tpy (mty) 

180 (163) 

NA 
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Table 6.3.3.1-2. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario on the DOE LAAO Tract 

PEAK ELECTRICITY GAS 
SEWAGE 

POWER 
WATER (BAYO) MSW 

gwh mcf (mly) mgy (mly) tpy (mty) 
mw mgy (mly) 

Estimated annual 
0.05 0.3 3 (85) 

mcrease 
3 (ll) 1 (4) 7 (6) 

Available system 
5 277 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 135 (5ll) 

capacity 
NA 

es· 
.. . . 

Not . II!-~ 11!-egawatts, gwh gtgawatt-hours, mcf milhon cubtc feet, mgy - rmlhon gallons per year, 
mly = rmllion hters per year, tpy = tons per year, msw = municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year 

Additionally, because the existing DOE 
LAAO Building would be used and no 
construction of new buildings or 
infrastructure is anticipated, there would be 
no soil disturbance under this land use 
scenario. 

6.3.4 Noise 

6.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

If the tract were developed residentially, 
there would be little change in noise levels, 
although the ambient noise would increase 
slightly. During the demolition of existing 
structures and construction of new residences 
ambient noise would increase from about 40 ' 

to 50 dBA up to about 95 dBA. Residential 
use would result in ambient levels of about 60 
to 70 dBA due to vehicular traffic and 
residential activities. Noise associated with 
vehicles likely would occur over longer 
periods of the day and consistently through 
the week. However, slow moving vehicles 
such as required in a dense residential area, 
are less intrusive than, for example, vehicles 
moving 40 to 60 miles (80 to 100 kilometers) 
per hour on a thoroughfare. 
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Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

If the tract were to remain in commercial 
use as an office building, then noise levels 
would remain as described in the No Action 
Alternative (that is, from 40 to 50 dBA). This 
noise level would be largely determined by 
background noises from traffic on nearby 
Trinity Drive and Los Alamos Canyon 
Bridge. 

6.3.5 Visual Resources 

6.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

No substantial impacts to visual resources 
would be expected under the residential 
development scenario. The developed 
portions ofthe site fall into Scenic Class IV. 
Scenic Class IV is considered to be of 
relatively low public value. The undeveloped 
portions of the site fall into Scenic Class ill 
and are considered to be of moderate public 
value as a visual resource. The contemplated 
land use is residential development, which 
could be accomplished without substantial 
change to the visual character of the tract. 
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Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

There would be no impact to visual 
resources from this development scenario. 
The office building would remain, and no 
roads or other structures would be added. 

6.3.6 Socioeconomics 
There would be no direct socioeconomic 

impact from transfer of ownership of the 
DOE LAAO Tract. Employment ofDOE and 
contractor personnel would continue in a 
different location. Indirect consequences are 
discussed in the following sections. 

6.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

In the event of residential development, 
construction activities would temporarily 
increase employment in the ROI. This would, 
in turn, generate increases in ROI income. 
These changes would be temporary, lasting 
only the duration of the construction period. 
Because the majority of the jobs generated 
would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force, there would be no impact on area 
population or increase in the demand for 
housing or public services in the ROI. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

If the site were developed for commercial 
or industrial uses, there would be possible 
short-term economic gains from minor 
construction, as well as long-term economic 
gains from the industries using the land. 
Based on the development assumptions 
described in Chapter 4 of this CT EIS, 
approximately 120 workers would be 
employed on the tract, and 200 jobs would be 
generated in the ROI. Because these jobs 
would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force, there would be no impact on area 

October 1999 6-22 

population or increase in the demand for 
housing or public services in the ROI. 

6.3.7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. Indirect consequences are discussed 
in the following sections. 

6.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

The development of the DOE LAAO 
Tract to high-density multiple-family 
residential use would impact the ecological 
resources on the tract and adjacent areas. 
Approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares) of 
ponderosa pine forest would be lost as the 
area is converted to housing, roadways, and 
residential landscaping. Highly mobile 
wildlife species or wildlife species with large 
home ranges (such as deer, elk, and birds) 
would be able to relocate to adjacent 
undeveloped areas. However, successful 
relocation, primarily into Los Alamos Canyon 
(as all sides of the mesa location are 
surrounded by development), may not occur 
due to competition for resources to support 
the increased population and the carrying 
capacity limitations of areas outside the 
proposed development area. Species 
relocation may result in additional pressure to 
lands already at or near carrying capacity. 
The wildlife impacts could include stress and 
overwintering mortality. For less-mobile 
species (reptiles, amphibians, and small 
mammals), direct mortality could occur 
during the actual construction event or 
ultimately result from habitat alteration. 
Acreage used for the development also would 
be degraded as potential hunting habitat for 

Final CT EIS 



6.0 DOE LOS ALAMOS AREA OFFICE TRACT 

raptors and other predators. One 
little-addressed consequence ofurban 
development is the influence of domestic 
animals upon wildlife populations. For 
example, free-roaming domestic cats may kill 
more than 100 animals each year. Studies 
have shown that approximately 60 percent of 
the wildlife cats kill are small mammals; 
20 percent are birds (predation at bird feeders 
can be substantial; one Virginia study 
estimated 28 kills per urban cat per year); and 
10 percent are amphibians, reptiles, and 
insects. Due to the presence of coyotes in the 
DOE LAAO area, predation by cats would 
tend to be limited to within developed and 
closely adjacent natural areas (Goldsmith 
et al. 1991, Crooks 1997-98, and 
CSBC 1998). Free-ranging domestic dogs are 
known to harass and disrupt the activities of 
many wildlife species and are documented to 
have caused mortality in animals such as deer 
and foxes (Goldsmith et al. 1991). 

In addition to the area to be disturbed, 
there would be a slight decrease in quality of 
the Los Alamos Canyon habitat immediately 
adjacent to the proposed development due to 
increased noise level, traffic, lights, and other 
human activity, both pre- and post
construction. Given the limited acreage 
involved and existing developed nature of the 
site, impacts are expected to be small. 

There are three species that are Federal
listed as threatened or endangered that may 
potentially use the DOE LAAO Tract: the 
bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and 
the Mexican spotted owl. Loss of the entire 
tract as foraging habitat would decrease the 
total available habitat for these species by 
approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares) or 
approximately 0.05 percent ofthe available 
foraging habitat on DOE property. With 
respect to the bald eagle, this area has a low 
level of potential foraging use. The Los 
Alamos Canyon AEI core habitat for the 
Mexican spotted owl would be reduced by 
approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares). 
Pueblo Canyon AEI buffer habitat for the 
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American peregrine falcon would be reduced 
by approximately 1.5 acres (0.6 hectares) 
(PC 1999d). Because direct entry into the 
adjacent Los Alamos Canyon habitat would 
require descending a steep cliff face, only 
limited increases in recreational use would be 
expected. Therefore, effects to the adjacent 
Los Alamos Canyon natural habitat would be 
minor. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Impacts of the commercial development 
scenario would be similar to those of the No 
Action Alternative, with one basic exception. 
The environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern the DOE. 

6.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would result from the transfer 
ofknown and unidentified cultural resources 
out of the responsibility and protection of the 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. 
Potentially eligible cultural resources are 
present in the DOE LAAO Tract, and thus, 
could be directly impacted by the Federal 
action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
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Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following. 

6.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts are anticipated from the 
land uses contemplated for the DOE LAAO 
Tract by the receiving parties. The two land 
uses identified for the tract include residential 
development and commercial development. 
This analysis reflects the broad, planning
level impacts anticipated from each 
contemplated use. 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the residential development 
scenario, the tract would be extensively 
altered by construction activities, including 
demolition ofbuildings, grading, and 
trenching. Two buildings considered 
potentially eligible to the NRHP would be 
demolished. Activities also could result in 
primary impacts to other unidentified 
resources through physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration. Resources avoided by 
construction or on adjacent lands may be 
isolated or have their setting disturbed by the 
introduction of elements out of character with 
the resource, such as visual and audible 
intrusions. 

The introduction of additional residents 
would increase access to cultural resources 
located within the tract and on adjacent 
LANL or privately held land. Increased 
access could cause possible destruction and 
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damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized 
collection of materials and artifacts, and 
disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremonies. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Impacts of the commercial development 
scenario would be similar to those of the No 
Action Alternative, with the exception that 
there would be no DOE responsibility for 
historic properties on the tract. The use of the 
DOE LAAO Building, a potentially eligible 
resource, would continue, and the building 
would not be demolished although 
modifications would be likely. Other 
unidentified or undetermined resources would 
be passively preserved. 

6.3.9 Geology and Soils 

6.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

One contemplated use is residential 
development. This use would require 
extensive ground disturbance to remove 
existing structures, install sufficient utilities 
to support housing, and complete redesign the 
tract's roadways. The actual area disturbed 
would be dependent on final configuration of 
planned housing but is estimated to be 
approximately 10 acres (4 hectares). 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Contemplated commercial development 
use includes continuation of office use but 
with different tract ownership. Consequences 
would be the same as for the No Action 
Alternative existing uses. The tract is already 
developed; no additional utilities, roadwork, 
or buildings would be required. No soil 
disturbance or change in availability of 
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resources would be anticipated. No impacts 
from this alternative would be expected. 

6.3.10 Water Resources 

6.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

If the residential development land use 
scenario is pursued, surface water quality 
outside of the tract boundary in Los Alamos 
Canyon may be indirectly affected by 
increased sediment load in stormwater runoff 
from the tract during and after construction. 
Residential development would not affect 
groundwater quality or quantity beneath the 
tract but may contribute to the overall 
regional water level decline and possibly 
result in degradation of water quality within 
the aquifer. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

The impacts from the commercial 
development of this tract would be the same 
as those discussed for the affected 
environment (Section 6.1.1 0). The office 
building would remain, and no roads or other 
structures would be added. 

6.3. 11 Air Resources 
Direct consequences of the transfer of this 

tract would include alteration of the daily 
commute for DOE and contractor personnel 
relocated from the DOE LAAO Building. 
Some DOE and contractor personnel would 
have a shorter drive to work, for example, 
those living in White Rock, but most would 
have farther to travel. This would result in 
slightly greater emissions than those 
discussed in the No Action Alternative. 
Indirect consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. 
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6.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Ifthe DOE LAAO Tract were developed 
residentially, then additional criteria 
pollutants, primarily trace amounts of carbon 
monoxide and ozone, would be emitted from 
residents' motor vehicles. These emissions 
would be slightly greater than in the No 
Action Alternative because more people 
would occupy the tract and because vehicular 
activity would be present in evenings and on 
weekends. There would be no noticeable 
effect, however, on pollutant concentrations, 
and ambient air standards would continue to 
be met. 

There would be no emissions of 
hazardous or other chemical air pollutants or 
radioactive air pollutants in the case of 
residential development. Concentrations of 
these pollutants would thus remain as in the 
No Action Alternative. Specifically, chemical 
exposures would remain below health-based 
standards, and maximum dose from the 
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants would 
be approximately 2.0 millirem per year. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Consequences to air quality of 
commercial development of the DOE LAAO 
Tract would be almost identical to the No 
Action Alternative. Air quality would remain 
within standards for criteria pollutants, for 
hazardous and other chemical air pollutants, 
and for radioactive air pollutants. 

6.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Residential Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the contemplated residential 
development land use scenario, about 200 
housing units, occupied by about 500 new 
residents would be constructed. Space and 
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water heating requirements, and use of an 
estimated 420 personal vehicles, would lead 
to a 25-fold increase in emissions of carbon 
dioxide, to an estimated 3,300 tons 
{3,000 metric tons) per year. 

Commercial Development Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the commercial development land 
use scenario, emissions of carbon dioxide 
would remain at an estimated 130 tons 
{120 metric tons) per year, the same as in the 
No Action Alternative. 

6.3.12 Human Health 

6.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Consequences would be the same for 
either land use scenario as in the No Action 
Alternative. Radiation doses received by 
residents at this tract would be an estimated 
2.0 millirem per year (DOE 1999c, 
Chapter 5). 

No changes in cancer risk should be 
expected. Nonradiological exposures would 
be expected to be below health-based 
standards. Residents would face the same 
hazards to floods and wildfires as workers 
now do, and should have adequate time to 
evacuate premises. Seismic events come 
without warning and would carry risks of 
physical injury from building collapses. 

Residential development would bring 500 
new residents into closer proximity to LANL 
facilities, thereby increasing the number of 
members of the public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. Residential 
development also would introduce more 
sensitive receptors, such as children and 
pregnant females, to an area that currently 
hosts only LANL-related workers. While all 
doses would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity would increase the radiation 
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dose received by the collective population 
within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius of 
LANL. In addition, closer public proximity 
would result in greater public consequences 
from some hypothetical accidents at LANL 
facilities. These same human health 
consequences would result from commercial 
development of the DOE LAAO Tract, but 
are lessened by three factors: (1) fewer 
members of the public would use the tract (an 
estimated 120 workers); (2) workers would be 
present less often than residents; (3) and the 
work force would contain fewer sensitive 
receptors. 

6.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 
Accident assessment estimates greater 

public consequences than estimated in the No 
Action Alternative. For 15 ofthe 16 accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS, 
chemical concentrations in the air plume 
released by potential chemical accidents 
would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached the 
DOE LAAO Tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. ERPG-2 
concentrations would reach the tract under the 
16th scenario, however, and would affect 
residents. 

The lone scenario in which the chemical 
plume would reach the DOE LAAO Tract is 
the hypothetical rupture of a chlorine cylinder 
during adverse weather dispersion conditions 
at the chlorinating station along Diamond 
Drive in the Los Alamos townsite 
(Building 00-11 09). Under this scenario, 
ERPG-3 concentrations would be estimated to 
extend a distance of 1,345 feet {410 meters), 
and ERPG-2 concentrations a distance of 
4,789 feet {1,460 meters). The DOE LAAO 
Tract is 3,280 feet {1,000 meters) from the 
accident location and occupants would thus 
experience ERPG-2 concentrations. In the 
Proposed Action Alternative, the tract is 
either developed residentially (200 
apartments) or retained for commercial use of 
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the office building. If developed residentially, 
an estimated 360 members of the public 
would be exposed to ERPG-2 concentrations. 
If developed commercially, an estimated 50 
members of the public would be exposed to 
ERPG-2 concentrations at the tract. These 
exposures would be in addition to the 226 
public exposures to ERPG-2 concentrations 
and the 180 public exposures to ERPG-3 
concentrations, as estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c ). 

6.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Regardless ofland use subsequent to 
disposition, the MEl dose at this tract would 
be the same as described in the No Action 
Alternative. MEl doses would be greater than 
300 millirem for 3 of 13 scenarios: 97 rem for 
RAD-02 (natural gas pipeline failure, 
explosion, and fire at the CMR Building), 
17 rem for RAD-12 (plutonium release from 
the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic 
Test [DARHT] Facility during an 
earthquake), and 5 rem for RAD-15B 
(explosion followed by fire in an entire wing 
of the CMR Building). 

Commercial use of the existing building 
for offices has been contemplated as a 
possible land use subsequent to transfer of 
ownership. Under this scenario, estimated 
tract collective dose and estimated excess 
LCFs also would remain the same as in the 
No Action Alternative, with one difference
the receptors of these doses would be 
members of the public not DOE employees. If 
the tract was developed residentially, 
collective tract dose and excess LCFs would 
increase from those estimated for the 
commercial development scenario because 
the tract would have a higher population 
density (approximately 500 residents versus 
120 workers). A comparison of the estimated 
additional consequences associated with 
hypothetical radiological accidents for each 
land use scenario is presented in 
Table 6.3 .12.3-1. 
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6.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

The postulated wildfire accident scenario 
would have no estimated chemical 
consequences at the DOE LAAO Tract. 
Earthquakes would have consequences, 
however. If developed residentially, an 
estimated 360 members ofthe public would 
be exposed to ERPG-2 concentrations. If 
developed commercially, an estimated 50 
members of the public would be exposed to 
ERPG-2 concentrations at the tract. These 
exposures would be in addition to the 226 
public exposures to ERPG-2 concentrations, 
and the 180 public exposures to ERPG-3 
concentrations, as estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

MEl doses would be the same as in the 
No Action Alternative, regardless ofland use 
subsequent to disposition. The maximum 
dose resulting from the postulated wildfire 
would be less than 0.1 rem; that from the 
most severe earthquake, however, would 
approach 300 rem. 

If the tract were developed commercially 
subsequent to disposition, exposures would 
remain as in the No Action Alternative (as 
many as five excess LCFs), with one 
difference. The difference would lie in the 
receptors ofthese doses. In the No Action 
Alternative, all doses would be to DOE 
employees. If the tract is transferred, all doses 
would be to members of the public. 

Ifthe tract were developed residentially, 
however, there would be significant increases 
in collective tract dose and excess LCFs. The 
most severe earthquake would result in 
estimated tract collective doses greater than 
100,000 person-rem and in more than 40 
excess LCFs. These exposures would be in 
addition to those estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS (340,000 person-rem and 230 excess 
LCFs for SITE-03B). 
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6.3.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated land uses 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases associated 
with LANL operations would be within 
current regulatory limits and that no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing any of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, modest economic benefits would 
arise from the additional jobs created during 
construction and operation ofthe new facility. 
Secondary effects would include small 
increases in business activity and would 
likely increase revenues to local governments. 
Each of these impacts would be positive and 
would not disproportionately affect low
income or minority populations. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
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these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. 

6.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DOE LAAO Tract would not immediately 
cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. In addition, 
because this tract is already developed, no 
significant irreversible commitments of 
ecological habitat or cultural resources would 
occur under either the residential or 
commercial land use scenarios. 

Residential development would cause the 
irretrievable commitment of resources during 
construction and subsequent use of 200 new 
apartments. Energy would be expended in the 
form of natural gas and electricity. Additional 
water also would be consumed. Construction 
of these buildings would require the 
irretrievable commitment of standard building 
materials such as lumber and roofing 
materials. 

6.3. 15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DOE LAAO Tract could result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because new development could result in 
physical destruction, damage, or alteration of 
cultural resources. The conveyance or transfer 
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of the tract could also result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for ecological 
resources and consideration of these resources 
in planning future activities on the tract. 

Subsequent commercial development of 
the tract would have no adverse 
environmental impacts at the tract itself 
because its current land use is similar to a 
commercial use. There would be small 
impacts within the County. There would be 
minor transportation impacts, for example, 
because current DOE and contractor 
personnel would likely have slightly longer 
commutes to work. 

Subsequent residential development also 
would cause unavoidable adverse impacts in 
several resource areas. There would be 
increased demands for utilities, for example. 
Increased demand for water, solid waste, and 
sewage would have adverse effects in the 
immediate Los Alamos region by lowering 
the aquifer level more quickly, shortening the 
remaining lifetime of the County landfill, and 
increasing both the quantities of sewage that 
require treatment and the quantities of treated 
sewage discharged to the environment. The 
environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
elsewhere (in the Four Comers region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Residential development also would lead 
to an estimated 3 percent increase in personal 
vehicles in Los Alamos County, with 
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attendant slight increases in congestion and 
traffic noises. Noise levels would increase 
within the DOE LAAO Tract, in frequency of 
occurrence and duration (into the night). The 
visual environment would deteriorate within 
the tract itself, but would not affect other 
areas. 

Finally, residential development would 
bring 500 new residents into closer proximity 
to LANL facilities, thereby increasing the 
number of members of the public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. While all doses 
would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity would slightly increase the 
radiation dose received by the collective 
population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL. In addition, closer public 
proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical 
accidents at LANL facilities. 

6.3. 16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and Maintenance 
of Long-Term Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DOE LAAO Tract would not immediately 
cause any specific impacts on short-term uses 
of the environment. The tract is located 
within the Los Alamos townsite, is relatively 
small, and is surrounded by already
developed areas. Subsequent development, 
whether commercial or residential, would 
therefore be compatible with the long-term 
uses of the land. 
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7.1 Affected Environment 

7.1.1 Land Use 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract consists 

of less than 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) located in 
the Los Alamos townsite at the southern edge 
of the mesa above Los Alamos Canyon (see 
Figure 7.1.1-1) (DOE 1998b ). 

The northern edge of the tract is located 
behind an adjacent commercial storage 
business and a fast-food restaurant. The 
southern portion of the tract generally 
conforms to the topography of the mesa's 
edge. 

Historically, when LANL operations were 
centralized around Ashley Pond located to the 
north across Trinity Drive, the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract was the location of the 
machining shops. At present a LANL air 
monitoring station is located at the tract. 
Although it remains part ofLANL, the site is 
not otherwise physically or operationally 
related to LANL (DOE 1998b ). It is 
informally used by the public as a vehicle 
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parking area. Figure 7.1.1-2 shows the 
location of the air monitoring station. 

A portion of the Los Alamos Bench Trail 
crosses the tract Los Alamos Canyon to the 
south of the site and continues to the north 
(LANL 1998c) (see Figure 3.2.1-2 in 
Chapter 3). No other recreational related 
opportunities exist at the site. 

7.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract contains 
no potential release sites (PRSs) and one 
structure within its boundaries. There is a 
small amount of construction debris, 
however, that may have to be addressed prior 
to transfer of ownership. No sampling has yet 
been conducted to determine whether the 
debris is simply solid waste or whether it 
contains asbestos or other regulated materials. 
For this reason, the entire tract is considered 
to have potential contamination issues (see 
Figure 7.1.1.1-1). 
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Figure 7.1.1-1. Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract Layout. 
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7.0 MISCELLANEOUS SITE 22 TRACT 

7.1.2 Transportation 
This tract is adjacent to Trinity Drive (see 

Figure 7.1.1-1 ), which is a four-lane major 
arterial with an approximate capacity of7,200 
passenger cars per hour (pcph). Data provided 
by the County of Los Alamos show that 
Trinity Drive carried approximately 2,630 
vehicles in the vicinity of the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract during the peak hour in January 
1998. The average annual daily traffic for 
Diamond Drive near the site is approximately 
19,700 vehicles per day. This results in a 
current level of service (LOS) C for Trinity 
Drive, which is defined as good operating 
conditions with stable flow, but speeds and 
maneuverability are more closely controlled 
by the higher traffic volumes. Increasing 
Trinity Drive traffic by 1.5 percent a year to 
account for expected growth in the area over 
the next 20 years maintains the LOS C for 
Trinity Drive. 

7. 1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 7.1.3-1 shows the utilities and 

infrastructure at the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract. The DOE currently uses this tract as a 
buffer zone. The tract has an air monitoring 
station with a small access stairway. The air 
monitoring station uses a negligible amount 
of electricity to operate. All utilities are 
available to the site. This tract is not metered 
separately for any utilities, and no figures for 
current utility usage are available. 

7.1.4 Noise 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, less than 

0.25 acre (0.1 hectare), is currently 
surrounded by commercial properties. The 
predominant source of noise, surprisingly, is 
traffic on East Jemez Road across Los 
Alamos Canyon. An air sampling station is 
located on the tract and also contributes to 
audible noise. Noise levels are estimated to 
range from 50 to 60 decibels (dB). 
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7.1.5 Visual Resources 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract generally 

is visually similar to adjacent land areas. 
There are some manmade modifications 
within the tract. The primary views to the site 
are from South Mesa located across Los 
Alamos Canyon to the south of the tract. The 
views from the tract to the south, west, and 
east are primarily of tree and rock covered 
mesa and side slopes. The view to the north is 
mainly of commercial storage units. After 
scenic quality, distance zone, and sensitivity 
level components were combined using the 
Inventory Class Matrix, it was determined 
that the site falls into Scenic Class IV and that 
the current visual resources are of low public 
value. 

7.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 

· well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

This tract is comparatively small and 
currently has no development except for an 
air monitoring station. There is no 
employment associated with this tract of land. 

7.1. 7 Ecological Resources 
Vegetation in this tract consists primarily 

of native grasses, herbs, and shrubs. Fauna 
presence in this small tract would be 
characteristic of the region but limited to 
those species able to coexist with extensive 
human development (for example, rats, mice, 
songbirds). The site is not in a floodplain nor 
does it support wetlands. Habitat for the 
American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and 
Mexican spotted owl overlaps this land tract. 
The habitat is poor due to the small tract area, 
intensive adjacent development, and human 
population in the general area. However, the 
tract contains 0.25 acres (0.1 hectares) of 
identified area of environmental interest 
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Figure 7 .1.3-1. Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract Utilities and Infrastructure. 
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7.0 MISCELLANEOUS SITE 22 TRACT 

(AEI) core habitat for the Los Alamos 
Canyon Mexican spotted owl (PC 1999d). 
Noise in the vicinity of this tract is from 
motorized vehicles and business operation in 
the area. Artificial light sources associated 
with commercial development and vehicles 
also are present (LANL 1998b ). 

7.1.8 Cultural Resources 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract is 

located on a mesa edge just north of Los 
Alamos Canyon. Prior to DOE use, this tract 
was part of the Ramon Vigil Spanish land 
grant. The ROI for this tract includes the land 
tract itself, plus nearby cultural resources 
located off the tract. For this tract, these 
nearby resources are located on privately held 
land. 

One hundred percent of the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract has been inventoried for historic 
and prehistoric cultural resources and none 
were found. There are no historic structures 
located on the tract. There are no known 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) located 
in the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 
Consultations to identify TCP resources have 
not been conducted. Due to the tract's 
location and size, it has a low potential for 
unidentified resources. 

7.1.9 Geology and Soils 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract borders 

the edge ofLos Alamos Canyon. Outcrops 
along the canyon edge belong to the upper 
member ofthe Bandelier Tuff(Tshirege), 
typical of the Pajarito Plateau. No major 
surface faulting is evident at the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, but fracturing 
along the canyon edge is common in the area. 

7.1.10 Water Resources 
The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract is 

located on the slope above Los Alamos 
Canyon, which is an ephemeral drainage in 
this vicinity. There are no known springs or 
wetlands within the tract. There are no 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)-permitted outfalls within 
the tract. There are no regional aquifer 
groundwater test or supply wells within the 
tract or within a distance of 0. 5 mile 
(0.8 kilometer). 

There are no stream gages or established 
surface water or groundwater monitoring 
stations located within the tract. The closest 
environmental monitoring locations 
maintained by the LANL Environmental 
Surveillance and Compliance Program are for 
surface water and shallow groundwater in Los 
Alamos Canyon and do not pertain to water 
quality or quantity associated with this tract. 

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract does not 
lie within the 1 00-year or 500-year 
floodplains as modeled by LANL for Los 
Alamos Canyon. 

7.1.11 Air Resources 
Air quality is good at the Miscellaneous 

Site 22 Tract, affected mostly by traffic on 
nearby Trinity Drive. Air quality is also 
affected, to a lesser extent, by emissions from 
LANL as a whole. 

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract is part of 
New Mexico Region 3, an attainment area 
that meets National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. 
Except for small amounts of carbon 
monoxide and ozone resulting from 
hydrocarbons emitted from motor vehicles, 
there are no sources of criteria pollutants 
within the tract itself. 

Analyses performed for the LANL 
SWEIS estimate that concentrations of 
chemical air pollutants from LANL do not 
exceed health-based standards for any point 
beyond the LANL boundary, including at the 
Los Alamos Medical Center (DOE 1999c, 
Chapter 5). The closest LANL facilities are at 
Technical Area (TA) 41, located nearly 
directly below Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, 
on the floor ofLos Alamos Canyon. 

Final CT EIS 



7.0 MISCELLANEOUS SITE 22 TRACT 

However, there are no emissions of chemical 
air pollutants from T A 41. 

Finally, analyses for doses from LANL 
radioactive air pollutants indicate that air 
concentrations at the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract would deliver a dose of approximately 
1. 6 millirem per year if people resided there 
year-round, or less than one-fifth ofthe EPA 
standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). There are 
no emissions of radioactive air pollutants 
from activities at the tract itself 

7.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 
Because there are no heated facilities and 

because motor vehicles cannot operate on this 
tract, there are no emissions of carbon dioxide 
or other greenhouse gases from the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 

7.1.12 Human Health 

7 .1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract 

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract sits on 
the edge of the LANL townsite mesa just 
above T A 41 and is currently within the 
LANL perimeter. No one resides on the land, 
and there are few visitors. It would be 
expected that radiation doses would be much 
less than that to the LANL offsite maximally 
exposed individual (MEl) due to the much 
greater distance from the LANL primary 
source of radioactive air emissions (the Los 
Alamos Neutron Science Center [LANSCE]). 
Similarly, background radiation doses would 
be the same as for the Los Alamos townsite. 
No PRSs or other known sources of 
radioactive contamination exist for this tract. 

7.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via airborne pathways in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown to be 
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below health-based standards for the affected 
environment (DOE 1999c). No PRSs or 
other known sources of nonradiological 
contamination exist for this tract except 
possibly some building debris. 

7 .1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 
The LANL SWElS posits six chemical 

accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT ElS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents have no 
estimated public consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 
There are 13 credible radiological 

accident scenarios postulated in the 
LANL SWElS, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT ElS. Using data 
from the LANL SWElS, doses to the MEl at 
the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract have been 
estimated for each ofthese, as shown in 
Table 7.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no workers or residents 
at the tract, estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess latent cancer fatality (LCF) 
are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 
There are five natural event accident 

scenarios postulated in the LANL SWElS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe postulated earthquake (accident 
SlTE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10"5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The earthquake scenario would release 
chemicals from a number of facilities, 
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Table 7.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract Resulting from 
Hypothetical Accidents at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY 
MEl 

FACILITY DOSE ACCIDENT DESCRIPTION 
SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·2 48 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 32,000 Natural gas pipeline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 35 
Power excursion at the Godiva-IV 

fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 2 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 320 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 60 Aircraft crash 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 1 
Puncture or drop of average-

content drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 38 
Puncture or drop of high-content 

drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 12,000 
Seismic-initiated explosion of a 
plutonium-containing assembly 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10·5 53 
Plutonium release from irradiation 

experiment at the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 llO Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 2,100. Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 5 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millir~ RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR =Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; 
TSTA = Tritium Systems Test Assembly, WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; 
TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 

including formaldehyde from the Health 
Research Laboratory (Building 43-01) and 
chlorine from the chlorinating station within 
the Los Alamos townsite (Building 00-11 09). 
As discussed above for chemical accidents, 
earthquakes would have no estimated 
chemical consequences at the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract. The most severe postulated 
earthquake, however, would be expected to 
release significant quantities of radioactive 
materials from several buildings, especially 
from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
(CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
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result in a maximum dose of nearly 
100 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. 

The site wildfire scenario would burn 
about 8,000 acres (3,240 hectares) within 
LANL boundaries, or about 30 percent of 
LANL, including most ofMortandad Canyon 
and parts ofLos Alamos and DP Canyons 
east of TA 21. Chemical releases would be 
less severe than in the earthquake scenarios. 
The largest quantities of radioactive materials 
would be released from the transuranic (TRU) 
waste storage domes at Area G. The 
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maximum dose at the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract is estimated to be less than 0.1 rem. 
Such a wildfire has an estimated frequency of 
0.1 per year, or once every 10 years. 

Because there are no workers or residents 
at the tract, estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF are both zero for all 
five natural event accident scenarios. 

7. 1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 

7.2 No Action Alternative 

7.2.1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated change in 

land use at the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, as 
currently described under the No Action 
Alternative. 

7.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

Characterization and cleanup of this tract 
would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
may take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract, as briefly discussed in the Affected 
Environment portion of this chapter, 
Section 7 .1.1.1. Information includes 
estimates of sampling and cleanup costs, 
decommissioning costs, types and volumes of 
wastes that would be generated, and length of 
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time required to effect the cleanup. An 
overview of this preliminary information is 
set forth in Appendix B of this CT EIS. All 
information has been extracted from the 
Environmental Restoration Report 
(DOE 1999b ). 

This information indicates the only 
cleanup likely for the tract would be the 
characterization and removal of the 
construction debris, an action estimated to 
require 9 months. Waste volumes are 
expected to total 10 cubic yards (8 cubic 
meters). The cost estimate for remedial action 
at this parcel is about $91,000. This estimate 
is based on information currently available 
regarding the site contamination, and is 
subject to change if significantly different 
information is discovered during the course of 
investigation or remediation. It should be 
noted that all PRSs, including those at which 
no remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." Although a cleanup 
approach has been identified, it is possible 
that the administrative authority could require 
additional actions, resulting in greater waste 
volumes, a longer cleanup duration, and 
higher costs. It also should be noted that 
environmental restoration actions and costs 
represent only a portion of the actions and 
total costs that may be required for 
conveyance and transfer of this parcel. These 
additional costs may be significant. 

7.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
Trinity Drive near the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract. It is expected that the future 
operational performance of Trinity Drive 
would remain similar to that of the existing 
performance. 
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7.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no changes in the infrastructure or utilities of 
the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. The air 
monitoring station would remain in operation. 
No appreciable change in utility usage or 
infrastructure development is expected. 

7.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, the 

Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract would remain in 
its current use, and traffic on Trinity Drive 
determines ambient noise levels. Noise levels 
would be expected to remain about the same 
as they are currently in the range of 50 to 
60 A-weighted decibels (dB A). 

7.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the visual character of the site 
would remain as it is today. 

7.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

7.2. 7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, as described in 
Section 7 .1.1. Therefore, no impact to 
ecological resources is projected under the 
CT EIS No Action Alternative. 

7.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract would remain 
under the responsibility of the DOE, and the 
treatment of any unidentified cultural 
resources present would continue to be 
subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
guidelines, executive orders, and Pueblo 
Accords. 
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7.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences are limited to existing uses 

with regard to geology and soils. The tract is 
already developed; no additional utilities, 
roadwork, or buildings would be required. No 
soil disturbance or change in availability of 
resources would be expected. 

7.2.10 Water Resources 
Consequences to water resources under 

the No Action Alternative would be no 
different than those already existing in ihe 
affected environment. 

7.2.11 Air Resources 
In the No Action Alternative, the 

Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract would continue 
to be used as a LANL buffer area. As 
currently is the case, there would be no 
emissions of criteria pollutants, hazardous or 
other chemical pollutants, or radioactive air 
pollutants from activities at the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract. Accordingly, air pollutants at 
this tract would come from external activities 
and sources. 

The dominant source of criteria pollutants 
would continue to be traffic along Trinity 
Drive. Analyses show that ambient air quality 
would remain within standards established by 
EPA and the State ofNew Mexico for criteria 
pollutants (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

For hazardous and other chemical 
pollutants, analyses performed for the LANL 
SWEIS estimate that concentrations of 
chemical air pollutants would not exceed 
health-based standards for any point beyond 
the LANL boundary except for the Los 
Alamos Medical Center. Concentrations at 
the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract also would 
comply with health-based standards. 

Finally, analyses for doses from 
radioactive air pollutants indicate that air 
concentrations at the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract would deliver a dose of approximately 
2.5 millirem per year to people residing there 
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year-round, or about 25 percent ofthe EPA 
standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). There 
would be no emissions of radioactive air 
pollutants from activities at the tract itself 

7.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 

There would be no change from today' s 
type or level of activities at the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract for the No Action Alternative. 
Because there are no heated facilities and the 
tract has no vehicle traffic, there would be no 
emissions of carbon dioxide or other 
greenhouse gases from the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract. 

7.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences of the No Action 
Alternative for the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract. No changes in cancer risk should be 
expected for implementing this alternative. 

7.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached Site 22, 
even under adverse weather dispersion 
conditions. Accordingly, chemical accidents 
would have no estimated public consequences 
at the tract. 

7.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios. The estimated tract collective dose 
and estimated excess LCF would both be 
zero. 

October 1999 7-12 

7.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be less than 0.1 rem; the maximum dose from 
the most severe earthquake would be nearly 
100 rem. Because there would be no workers 
or residents at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF 
would both be zero for all five natural event 
accident scenarios. 

7.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. Human health analyses 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases from 
normal LANL operations that would continue 
under the No Action Alternative would be 
expected to be within regulatory limits and 
that no excess LCFs would likely result. The 
human health analyses also indicate that 
radiological releases from accidents at LANL 
would not result in disproportionate adverse 
human health or environmental impacts. 
Therefore, such accidents would not have 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts 
on minority or low-income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

7.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would have to be relocated 
or otherwise affected by the proposed transfer 

Final CTEJS 



7.0 MISCELLANEOUS SITE 22 TRACT 

of this tract except for the need to relocate the 
tract's environmental media monitoring 
station onto LANL lands. Therefore, there 
would be no direct consequences ofthe 
transfer of ownership of the tract other than 
those associated with potential loss ofFederal 
protection of any cultural and ecological 
resources that may be present and the 
negligible consequences of relocating the air 
monitoring station (see Sections 7.3.7 and 
7.3.8, respectively). 

7.3.1 Land Use 
Indirect consequences would be 

anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. 

7 .3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land use proposed for the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract would likely result in its use as 
part of a commercial storage business. 
Activities at the tract would primarily involve 
vehicle parking and container storage. The 
site would not be developed further in the 
near-term except perhaps by being paved, and 
the general public would have unrestricted 
access. 

7.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The scenario as currently defined would 
result in a slight change from existing land 
use. The site is currently a LANL buffer area 
that receives unauthorized use for vehicle 
parking. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 

' would change to a sanctioned parking area. 
The environmental consequences to land use 
would remain essentially the same as for the 
No Action Alternative. 

October 1999 7-13 

7.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 

No additional restoration actions would be 
required under the Proposed Action 
Alternative because restoration activities must 
occur before the tract would be considered 
suitable for conveyance or transfer. 

7.3.2 Transportation 

7.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated uses discussed in 
Section 7.3 .1 would result in transportation 
system impacts essentially the same as for the 
No Action Alternative. Therefore, it is 
expected that the future operational 
performance of Trinity Drive would remain 
similar to that of the current performance. 

7.3.3 Infrastructure 

7.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of· 
the Contemplated Uses 

Conveyance or transfer of this tract could 
result in closure and possible removal of the 
air monitoring station. However, if the 
monitoring station were moved to another 
location, the electric power usage would be 
approximately the same as it currently is, 
regardless of location. Otherwise, no changes 
to the infrastructure at the site are anticipated, 
and no new impacts would result. 

7.3.4 Noise 

7.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

If developed commercially, the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract would continue 
to be used for vehicle parking and storage. 
Activity levels would remain as today and, 
accordingly, so would noise levels. Noise 
from East Jemez Road across Los Alamos 
Canyon would continue to be the primary 
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intrusion on background noise levels. It is 
estimated that noise levels would range from 
50 to 60 dB. 

7.3.5 Visual Resources 

7.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

No substantial impacts to the visual 
resources of the tract would be expected 
under the Proposed Action Alternative. The 
contemplated land use is commercial, similar 
to the existing use. The tract is classified as 
Scenic Class IV, which indicates low public 
value for the visual resources. The planned 
use would maintain or improve current visual 
resources. 

7.3.6 Socioeconomics 

7.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Little development would be expected on 
this tract of land due to its size and location. 
There would be no impact to the regional 
economy. 

7.3. 7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. 

7.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Vegetation on the Miscellaneous Site 22 
Tract consists of primarily grasses, 
wildflowers, shrubs, and bare ground in a 
highly developed area. Commercial 
development of the area would result in the 
loss of approximately 0.5 acres (0.2 hectares) 
of very poor habitat. Approximately 
0.26 acres (0 .11) of area included in the 
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Mexican spotted owl Los Alamos Canyon 
AEI core habitat would be affected 
(PC 1999d). 

Under most commercial development 
scenarios the impacts would be similar. 
Transfer of land out of DOE control would 
result in a less rigorous environmental review 
and protection process for future activities. 

7.3.8 Cultural Resources 
National Register ofHistoric Places 

(NRHP)-eligible or potentially eligible 
resources and TCPs have not been identified, 
nor are they expected to be present in the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. If resources are 
present in the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, 
direct impacts of the conveyance and transfer 
itself would result from the transfer of these 
resources out of the responsibility and 
protection of the DOE. 

7.3.8.1 ·Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

No cultural resources have been identified 
nor are expected to be present in the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract. Therefore, there 
would be no impacts associated with the use 
of this tract. 

7.3.9 Geology and Soils 

7.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Land use proposed for this tract would 
likely result in its use as part of a commercial 
storage business. Because this tract is already 
developed, no additional utilities, roadwork, 
or other soil disturbing actions are 
anticipated. 
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7.3.10 Water Resources 

7.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated land use for the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract includes paving 
for vehicle parking and container storage. No 
other alternative has been contemplated. 

Conveyance or transfer of this tract would 
not directly affect surface water or 
groundwater quantity or quality. However, 
surface water quantity and quality outside of 
the tract boundary in Los Alamos Canyon 
may be indirectly affected by a slight increase 
in storm water runoff from the tract that may 
wash contaminants from paved areas into the 
canyon. 

7.3. 11 Air Resources 

7 .3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Contemplated use for the Miscellaneous 
Site 22 Tract would be little changed from 
current unofficial use. Air quality at the tract 
would remain unchanged, with concentrations 
of criteria pollutants, hazardous and other 
chemical pollutants, and radioactive air 
pollutants all within Federal and State 
standards. 

7.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Contemplated land use for the 
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract would be little 
changed from its unofficial current use. 
Because there would be no heated facilities 
and little possible increase in vehicle use . ' 
essentially there would be no emissions of 
carbon dioxide or other greenhouse gases. 
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7.3.12 Human Health 

7.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The consequences for the Proposed 
Action Alternative implementation would be 
the same as for the No Action Alternative. 
The public could be in closer proximity to 
LANL but not closer than the offsite MEl 
with respect to the LANL operations 
producing the radioactive air emissions. 
Therefore, nonradiological and radiological 
doses would be the same as for the No Action 
Alternative. 

7.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as in the No Action Alternative. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by potential 
chemical accidents would be below both 
ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reached Site 22, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

7.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract has only 
one planned use subsequent to land transfer, 
namely, conti11ued use as a commercial 
storage facility. The MEl dose assessment 
would be the same as in the No Action 
Alternative; MEl doses would be greater than 
500 millirem for 3 of 13 scenarios. The 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would also remain as in the No 
Action Alternative (that is, both would remain 
zero). 

7.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as in the No Action Alternative. Neither the 
wildfire nor any of the earthquakes would 
have chemical consequences, even under 
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adverse weather dispersion conditions. The 
MEl dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be less than 0.1 rem; the 
maximum dose from the most severe 
earthquake would be nearly 100 rem. 
However, because there is no planned 
development of this tract, and hence there 
would be no workers or residents, the 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would both be zero for all five 
natural event accident scenarios. 

7.3.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated land use 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases from 
LANL operations would be expected to be 
within regulatory limits and that no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
the tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing either of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, very modest economic benefits 
could arise from site improvement and use. 
Any impacts would be positive and would not 
disproportionately affect any single group. 
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7.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance or transfer nor the future use 
would cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. 

7.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance or transfer nor the future use 
would cause any adverse environmental 
impacts. 

7.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance or transfer nor the future use 
would cause any specific impacts on short
term uses of the environment. Similarly, 
because this tract is already developed, there 
would be no impact to the long-term 
ecological productivity of the area. 
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8.0 MISCELLANEOUS MANHATTAN MONUMENT TRACT 

Because the Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract is small, solely used for an 
historic monument, and is not contemplated 
to change under any of the alternatives, the 
discussions of transportation, infrastructure, 
noise, visual resources, socioeconomics, 
ecological resources, cultural resources, 
geology and soils, water resources, air 
resources, human health, and environmental 
justice were rolled into the overall discussion 
where relevant, or otherwise, omitted entirely. 

8.1 Affected Environment 
The Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 

Tract contains no potential release sites 
(PRSs) within its boundaries, and the only 
structure on the tract is the monument itself. 

The Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract is located on less than 0.5 acre 
(0.2 hectare) adjacent to Ashley Pond in 
the center of the Los Alamos townsite (see 
Figure 8.1-1) (DOE 1998b). Access to the site 
is available from Trinity Drive. 

Although no longer associated with any 
LANL operations, the plaque within the 
monument structure commemorates the 
location of the Los Alamos Ranch School ice 
house where components for the atomic bomb 
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were inspected and assembled. Standard 
utilities, gas, water, electricity, and sewers are 
available to the site. The Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract is situated in an 
urbanized portion of the townsite and 
contains no sensitive habitat. The Manhattan 
Monument is, however, a contributing 
element of the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory National Historic Landmark, 
which was created in 1966. Other 
contributing elements of the landmark in the 
vicinity include Fuller Lodge, the Historical 
Museum, private residences on "Bathtub 
Row," and a stone powerhouse. 

The site is one feature of the surrounding 
park used by local business people, families, 
and tourists. Adjacent land uses include 
County offices, banking, and retail 
businesses. Although the area is used as open 
space, no historic trails or other formal 
recreational opportunities exist at the site 
(LANL 1998c ). 

8.2 No Action Alternative 
There would be no anticipated change in 

land use at the Miscellaneous Manhattan 
Monument Tract, as currently described 
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8.0 MISCELLANEOUS MANHATTAN MONUMENT TRACT 

under the No Action Alternative. For historic 
preservation purposes, the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of this National Register ofHistoric Places 
(NRHP)-listed resource would continue to be 
subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
guidelines, and executive orders. 

8.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the transfer 
of a contributing element of an NRHP-listed 
resource out of the responsibility and 
protection of the DOE. Under the Criteria of 
Adverse Effect (36 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, 
lease, or sale ofNRHP-eligible resources is 
an adverse effect. Because the Manhattan 
Monument is a contributing element of a 
NRHP-listed resource, it would be directly 
impacted by the Federal action. In addition, 
Section 11 Of of the National Historic 
Preservation Act requires that Federal 
agencies exercise a higher standard of care 
when considering undertakings that may 
affect National Historic Landmarks. 

Land use proposed for this site would 
result in the continued historic preservation of 
the tract (PC 1998e and PC 1998f). 
Stewardship of the site would require that 
landscaping and other routine maintenance 
activities be performed on an as-needed basis. 
The Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract would not be further developed, and the 
general public would have unrestricted access 
to the site and its surrounding area. 
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No change in land use is contemplated for 
the Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument 
Tract, and no indirect impacts would be 
anticipated. Neither environmental restoration 
nor decommissioning is anticipated. 

8.3.1 Irreversible And Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance nor transfer nor the future use 
would cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. 

8.3.2 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance nor transfer nor the future use 
would cause any adverse environmental 
impacts. 

8.3.3 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

Because there would be no change in the 
use of this land tract, neither the actual 
conveyance nor transfer nor the future use 
would cause any specific impacts on short
term uses ofthe environment. Similarly, 
because this tract is already developed, there 
would be no impact to the long-term 
ecological productivity of the area. 
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9.0 DP ROAD TRACT 

9.1 Affected Environment 

9.1.1 Land Use 
The DP Road Tract is located between the 

western boundary of Technical Area (TA) 21 
and the major commercial districts of the Los 
Alamos townsite and is near the currently 
active operations ofLANL (see 
Figure 9.1.1-1, DP Road Tract Layout). The 
tract is approximately 50 acres (20 hectares). 
The western section of the tract contains two 
structures on approximately 2 acres 
(0.8 hectare), one ofwhich houses a major 
portion of the LANL archives. Approximately 
26 acres (10.5 hectares) of relatively level 
land is covered with native vegetation. 
Portions ofDP Canyon and BV Canyon 
(which flows into Los Alamos Canyon) are 
within the tract boundaries and include areas 
generally too steep for development (slopes 
greater than 20 degrees). Access into the site 
is from Trinity Drive onto DP Road. 

Vegetation at the site includes ponderosa 
pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodlands, 
both with open shrub, grasslands, and 
wildflower areas. The DP Road Tract also 
contains potentially sensitive wildlife habitat. 
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With the exception of the buildings 
already mentioned, there are no other 
permanent buildings within the boundaries of 
the DP Road Tract (DOE 1998b). However, 
adjacent land use includes various businesses 
along DP Road. The Knights of Columbus 
building stands just off the intersection ofDP 
Road and Trinity Drive on the north side of 
DP Road. Several hundred yards 
(approximately 365 meters) ofvacant land lie 
between this building and the Los Alamos 
Fire Department training facility. The north 
leg of the DP Road Tract continues east into 
DP Canyon, between businesses along DP 
Road and residences along East Road. 

In the past, portions of the DP Road Tract 
were used for LANL fueling facilities (north) 
and for a trailer park and playground area 
(south). Currently, there is no LANL activity 
within the tract with the exception of archive 
storage. A short trail crosses the southeast 
"thumb-shaped" part of the tract and provides 
access from DP Road to the old Los Alamos 
Ranch Trail, which crosses along the north 
side of Los Alamos Canyon (see 
Figure 3.2.1-2 in Chapter 3). The trail is 
sometimes used for hiking. There are no other 
recreational opportunities at the site. 
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9.0 DP ROAD TRACT 

Structures or facilities that are associated 
with Federal, State, or local permits are 
located on or near the DP Road Tract. 
Examples of such facilities or structures are 
air monitoring stations and wastewater 
discharge outfalls. Radiation stations are 
located on or near the tract. Figure 9.1.1-2 
shows the location of these facilities relative 
to the DP Road Tract. 

9.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
There are 10 potential release sites 

(PRSs), 10 DOE-owned structures, and 
2 canyon systems on this tract. Eight of the 
PRSs have been categorized as surface units, 
and two as subsurface units. Nine PRSs have 
had some sampling and characterization, with 
the detection of metals, organic chemicals, 
and radioactive isotopes. Structures include 
two large archive buildings, six simple 
storage sheds, one transportainer, and a 
backflow preventer, which is part of the water 
supply system. A portion ofDP Canyon is 
included in this tract. 

Figure 9 .1.1.1-1 shows areas with 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. PCI acreage is estimated to 
total18 acres (7 hectares). The north and 
south legs of the tract appear to have no PCis. 

9.1.2 Transportation 
An existing collector road, DP Road 

serves this tract (see Figure 9.1.1-1). This 
collector road has the capability to service 
approximately 2, 000 passenger cars per hour 
(pcph) in both directions. DP Road can be 
accessed from Trinity Drive, a four-lane 
major road west ofDP Road, and from the 
east by a two-lane street, East Road. 

Trinity Drive currently has an 
approximate capacity of 7,200 pcph, and East 
Road has a capacity of approximately 
2, 400 pcph. Data provided by the County of 
Los Alamos show that Trinity Drive at East 
Road carried approximately 1, 100 vehicles in 
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the peak hour near the vicinity ofDP Road in 
January 1998. The average annual traffic on 
Trinity Road at East Road near the site is 
approximately 10,350 vehicles per day. This 
results in a level of service (LOS) D for the 
two-lane street, which is defined as below 
average operating conditions approaching 
"stop and go" traffic flow. The two-lane 
section of these roads was evaluated because 
it is the constraint for roadway operation. 

Increasing Trinity Drive at East Road 
traffic to account for expected growth in the 
area over the next 20 years degrades the 
operation to LOSE in the year 2018. This 
LOS represents the maximum capacity of the 
road and is the operating condition just prior 
to traffic jam conditions. 

The existing intersection ofDP Road and 
Trinity Drive is a blind curve. Westbound 
Trinity Drive traffic, transitioning to a one
lane section at this location, does not have a 
clear view of eastbound traffic. The allowable 
room for turning onto DP Road and from DP 
Road onto Trinity Drive is currently 
insufficient, and the tum lane configuration 
can be confusing. 

9.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 9.1.3-1 shows the location of 

structures, roads, and utility lines for the 
DP Road Tract. Industrial and security fence 
lines are shown on Figure 9.1.3-2. The tract is 
largely undeveloped, containing only two 
major structures, located at the west end of 
the tract. One structure houses the LANL 
archives, while a LANL subcontractor, 
Johnson Controls Northern New Mexico 
(JCINNM), uses the other. DP Road bisects 
the tract, but most of the area has no paved 
roads. 

All utilities are available to this site. A 
natural gas supply line passes close to the 
boundary of the site near the southwes.t 
comer. Electrical power is available to the 
site. A water supply line enters the tract at the 
southwest boundary. A radioactive liquid 
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9.0 DP ROAD TRACT 

waste (RL W) line traverses the southern leg 
of the tract. The RL W line currently is 
scheduled to be cleaned and plugged. This 
tract is not metered separately for any 
utilities, and no figures for current utility 
usage are available. 

9.1.4 Noise 
Ambient noise levels for the DP Road 

Tract are affected primarily by vehicles using 
DP Road and Trinity Drive. The intersection 
of these two roads is congested at times, as an 
estimated 10,000 to 11,000 vehicles per day 
travel along Trinity Drive at this point. There 
are light industrial and commercial activities 
along the road, but the contribution of these 
activities is minor compared to noise from 
traffic. 

Noise measurements have been taken for 
the DP Road Tract as part of a biological 
assessment ofthe impacts of land disposal 
and use upon threatened and endangered 
species (the Mexican spotted owl). All 
measurements were done in the C-weighted 
decibel (dB C) scale, because this scale better 
represents sounds heard by animals than the 
A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale does. 
Background noise was determined to average 
66 dBC (48 dBA) (DOE 1997a, page 24). 

9.1.5 Visual Resources 
The DP Road Tract includes areas that are 

covered with vegetation as well as some areas 
with development (primarily along DP Road). 
The land is forested but fairly common in 
terms of visual character. Views to the site are 
primarily from DP Road, TA 2, and 
developed areas south ofEast Road located to 
the north of the tract. There are views of 
mountains looking east and west on DP Road. 
There are some views from the edge of the 
mesas into adjacent canyons, although these 
views often are obstructed by vegetation. This 
tract was analyzed by assigning two rating 
units to the tract based roughly on the areas 
with manmade modifications or lack of 
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modifications within the tract. Rating Unit 1 
includes the area adjacent to the DP Road and 
the area referred to as "West" where the 
archives are located. Rating Unit 2 includes 
the areas referred to as "North" and "South" 
but is exclusive of the area directly adjacent 
to the road. 

After scenic quality, distance zone, and 
sensitivity components were combined using 
the Inventory Class Matrix, it was determined 
that the areas in Rating Unit 1 of the tract fall 
into Scenic Class III, and the areas in Rating 
Unit 2 fall into Scenic Class IV. These classes 
represent moderate and low public value for 
the visual resources, respectively. 

9.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. This 
tract is primarily used to house the LANL 
archives. There is little other ongoing 
development on the land and little or no 
employment associated with activities on this 
tract. 

9. 1. 7 Ecological Resources 
Vegetation present on the DP Road Tract 

is primarily ponderosa pine forest and pinyon
juniper woodland, both containing open 
shrub, grassland, and wildflower areas. Most 
of the tract has been disturbed by previous 
industrial activities, and at one time it 
contained a trailer park and a playground. 
Flora and fauna are characteristic of the 
region. At least 30 mammal species, including 
15 bat species, 80 bird species, 7 reptile and 
amphibian species, and 154 plant species are 
present in the vicinity of the tract. Several 
large game animals, including elk, mule deer, 
and black bear, use the area. There is no 
identified floodplain within the DP Road 
Tract. Adjacent Los Alamos Canyon is a 
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9.0 DP ROAD TRACT 

perennial water source, flowing a few cubic 
feet per second during most of the year, that 
supports stretches of riverine and palustrine 
wetlands. The tract contains suitable habitat 
for the American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, 
and Mexican spotted owl. Mexican spotted 
owl and American peregrine falcon areas of 
environmental interest (AEis) are present 
within the land tract. Noise in the vicinity of 
the DP Road Tract results from road traffic on 
East Road, Trinity Drive, and DP Road and 
from business operations conducted in the 
area. DP Road is lit at night by security 
lighting and by commercial lighting from 
adjacent developed areas. 

Biological assessments have been 
prepared for four other projects within or 
adjacent to the tract area. Determinations for 
these projects were a "may affect, but not 
likely to adversely affect species ofFederal 
protection or concern." Additionally, a 
biological assessment was prepared for a land 
lease in upper Los Alamos Canyon. The 
determination for that project also was "may 
affect, but not likely to adversely affect 
federally protected species." The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred 
with each determination of effect based upon 
the specific proposals for site uses and 
mitigations considered for implementation. 

9. 1.8 Cultural Resources 
The DP Road Tract was used from the 

Coalition period through the Nuclear Energy 
period. Prior to DOE use, this tract was part 
of the Ramon Vigil Spanish land grant. The 
ROI for this tract includes the land tract itself, 
plus nearby cultural resources located offthe 
tract. For this tract, these nearby resources are 
located on LANL and privately held lands. 

One hundred percent of the DP Road 
Tract has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. One National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible 
prehistoric site has been recorded within the 
tract. Historic resources include two Cold 
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War era structures that have been evaluated as 
potentially NRHP eligible. There is a 
potential for unidentified resources, including 
subsurface archaeological deposits and 
unrecorded burials. 

There are no known traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) located within the DP Road 
Tract. Consultations to identify TCP 
resources have not been conducted. TCPs 
would not be anticipated on developed 
portions of the tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the DP Road Tract is presented 
in Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

9.1.9 Geology and Soils 
The boundaries of the DP Road Tract 

include areas too steep for development, and 
the majority of the developable portions of the 
tract have been disturbed previously by 
various surface activities (DOE 1999c). 
Although the tract is heavily developed, it is 
typified by the Pogna fine sandy loam soil 
type and steep rock outcrops along the canyon 
rim. Outcrops are the upper member of the 
Bandelier Tuff (Tshirege), typical of the 
Pajarito Plateau. No major surface faulting is 
evident at the tract, but fracturing along the 
canyon edge is common in the area. Existing 
structures are vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events (as registered on 
the Richter scale), and given the sparse 
vegetation and heavy development, wildfire 
episodes may have little impact on any 
increased soil erosion. 

9.1.10 Water Resources 
The tract is located on the mesa top above 

Los Alamos Canyon, which is ephemeral 
drainage in this vicinity. One arm of the tract 
is in the head ofDP Canyon, another 
ephemeral drainage. DP Canyon receives 
stormwater runoff from the Los Alamos 
townsite via a storm drain at the head of the 
canyon. There are no known springs or 
wetlands within the tract. There are no 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)-permitted outfalls within 
the tract. There are no regional aquifer 
groundwater test or supply wells within the 
tract or within a distance of0.5 mile 
(0.8 kilometer). 

There are no stream gages or established 
surface water or groundwater monitoring 
stations located within the DP Road Tract. 
The closest environmental monitoring 
locations maintained by the LANL 
Environmental Surveillance and Compliance 
Program are for surface water and shallow 
groundwater in Los Alamos Canyon and for 
intermediate perched groundwater 
downstream in DP Canyon and do not pertain 
to water quality or quantity associated with 
this tract. 

The DP Road Tract does not lie within the 
1 00-year or 500-year floodplains as modeled 
by LANL for Los Alamos and DP Canyons. 

9. 1.11 Air Resources 
Air quality at the DP Road Tract is 

primarily affected by LANL operations at 
T A 21 east of the tract and at the Los Alamos 
Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) facility 
on the mesa immediately to the south. 
Pollutant contributions also arise from 
vehicles using DP Road and Trinity Drive, 
commercial activities along DP Road, and the 
commercial and residential activities of the 
Los Alamos townsite. 

The DP Road Tract is part of New Mexico 
Region 3, an attainment area that meets 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. Except for 
small amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone 
resulting from hydrocarbons emitted from 
motor vehicles, there are no sources of criteria 
pollutants within the tract itself 

Concentrations of chemicals at the tract 
are the result of other nearby activities. 
Commercial activities at the DP Road Tract 
result in minor emissions of hazardous and 
other chemical pollutants. Analysis shows 
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that about 130 different chemicals have been 
or are being used at T A 21, and about 90 at 
LANSCE. (The tract also abuts the TA 2 
Omega West reactor, on the floor ofLos 
Alamos Canyon; but there are no emissions of 
chemical air pollutants from this 
"mothballed" facility.) For chemical 
emissions from activities at both of these 
technical areas, however, short-term 
exposures resulting from inhalation of 
chemical air pollutants at points along the 
current boundaries of the technical areas were 
all estimated to be less than health-based 
standards, and there are no anticipated 
adverse health effects. Likewise, long-term 
exposures (for sensitive receptors in Los 
Alamos and nearby areas) also were estimated 
to be less than health-based standards 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Analyses for doses from radioactive air 
pollutants indicate that air concentrations at 
the DP Road Tract would deliver a dose of 
approximately 1.5 millirem per year to people 
residing there year-round, or about 15 percent 
of the EPA standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
There are no emissions of radioactive air 
pollutants from activities at the tract itself 

9.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 

With the exception of two buildings 
(where LANL archives are stored and 
JCINNM employees work), there are no 
structures or operations within the boundaries 
of the DP Road Tract. Thus, water and space 
heating and use of government vehicles 
comprise the only sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions on the tract. Carbon dioxide 
emissions are estimated to be less than 
400 tons (363 metric tons) per year. 

9.1.12 Human Health 

9.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the DP Road Tract 

This tract is farther than the LANL offsite 
maximally exposed individual (MEl) is from 
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LANSCE and is in a more westerly direction 
from it. As a result, radiological doses are 
lower at this tract than for the MEl. The 
LANL SWElS projects doses to the MEl of 
3 .1 millirem at the Small Business Center 
Annex (on East Gate Drive), and 
approximately 1.5 millirem at the DP Road 
Tract (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). The DP Road 
Tract lies near one ofLANL's one-half mile 
radiation site evaluation circles (See 
Figure 9.1.12.1-1) due to activities at TA 21's 
neighboring Tritium Systems Test Assembly 
(TST A) and Tritium Science and Fabrication 
Facility. The radiation site evaluation circles 
were included in LANL' s 1990 Site 
Development Plan (LANL 1990). These 
circles were intended to be used as planning 
tools for site developers and other project 
managers responsible for siting new facilities 
or operations to inform them of the presence 
of existing radiation sources and the need to 
evaluate their proposed action(s) against this 
information. The circles are not representative 
of a particular dose of radiation to the DP 
Road Tract under either normal or accident 
conditions, and are noted herein for the 
purposes of disclosure with regard to the 
nearest radiation source location relative to 
the tract. The quantities of radioactive 
material and other sources of radiation 
identified by these radiation evaluation circles 
were evaluated in the 1999 LANL SWElS, as 
previously discussed. 

Background radiation doses would remain 
the same as for the Los Alamos townsite. 
There are no radiological sources present on 
this tract. Not all of the potential 
contamination areas have been fully 
characterized. 

9.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the DP Road 
Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via the airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown not 
to be significant for the affected environment 
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(DOE 1999c). No nonradiological emission 
sources exist on this tract other than those 
associated with building infrastructure and 
mobile sources due to vehicular traffic. 
Nonradiological PRSs present on this tract 
have been cleaned up, and no further action 
(NF A) reports have been submitted to the 
New Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED) for approval with the intent to 
remove the PRSs from the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
permit. 

Two of the three types of natural disasters 
postulated in the LANL SWElS could occur 
on this land (seismic event and wildfire). 
However, no known hazardous materials are 
present on this tract that could pose a risk 
during a natural disaster. 

9.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 
The LANL SWElS posits six chemical 

accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT ElS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached the DP 
Road Tract, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the SWElS, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.12. 
Using data from the LANL SWElS, doses to 
the MEl at the DP Road Tract have been 
estimated for each of these, as shown in 
Table 9.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no residents and no 
public workers at the tract, the estimated tract 
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Table 9.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses at the DP Road Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY MEl 
FACILITY DOSE ACCIDENT DESCRIPTION SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·2 55 
Fire in the outdoor container storage 

area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 21,000 Natural gas J!!Q_eline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 42 Power excursion at the Godiva-IV 
fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 5 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 260 
Fire in the outdoor container storage 

area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 70 Aircraft crash 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 1 
Puncture or drop of average-content 

drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 44 Puncture or drop of high-content 
drum of transuranic waste 

RAD-12 16-411 - 1.5 X 10-6 10,000 Seismic-initiated explosion of a 
plutonium-containing assembly 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10·5 62 Plutonium release from irradiation 
experiment at the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 80 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 1,400 Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 4 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR. = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; 
TSTA = Tritium Systems Test Assembly; WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; 
TWISP= Transuranic Waste lnspectable Storage Project 

collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe earthquake (accident SITE-03B) has 
an estimated frequency of3 x 10-s per year, or 
once every 330,000 years. The postulated 
earthquake would release chemicals from a 
number of facilities, including formaldehyde 
from the Health Research Laboratory 
(Building 43-0l)and chlorine from the 
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chlorinating station within the Los Alamos 
townsite (Building 00-11 09). As discussed 
above, earthquakes would have no estimated 
chemical consequences at the DP Road Tract. 
The most severe postulated earthquake would 
release significant quantities of radioactive 
materials from several buildings, especially 
from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
(CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
result in a maximum dose of approximately 
60 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the 
tract. 
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The postulated site wildfire would burn 
about 8,000 acres (3,240 hectares) within 
LANL boundaries, or about 30 percent of 
LANL, including most ofMortandad Canyon 
and parts of Los Alamos and DP Canyons 
east ofT A 21. Chemical releases would be 
less severe than in the postulated earthquake 
scenarios. The largest quantities of 
radioactive materials would be released from 
the transuranic (TRU) waste storage domes at 
Area G. The maximum dose at DP Road 
Tract is estimated to be less than 0.1 rem. 
Such a wildfire has an estimated frequency of 
0.1 per year, or once every 10 years. 

Because there are no residents and no 
public workers at the tract, the estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
both zero for all five natural event accident 
scenarios. 

9. 1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(80-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3 .2.1.14. 

9.2 No Action Alternative 

9.2.1 Land Use 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use within the 
DP Road Tract. No additional construction or 
abandonment of roads or utilities are planned 
within the tract; the undeveloped portions of 
the tract would remain so. Similarly, there 
would no anticipated change to access to or 
within the site. 

9.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
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focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006. The plan includes input from 
all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the DP Road Tract, as 
briefly discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of this chapter, Section 9 .1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes of wastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b). 

This information indicates that PRS 
cleanup is likely to include four removal 
actions and in situ containment for two 
former disposal areas. An undetermined 
number of structures could be razed, and 
contaminated sediments would likely need to 
be removed from both canyon systems. 
Cleanup ofPRSs may require about 7 years 
for the longest cleanup segment. (Multiple 
sites can be restored simultaneously, so 
cleanup duration is determined by the site that 
requires the most time.) The 10 DOE 
structures (including the two buildings) are 
assumed to remain intact. Waste volumes are 
projected to range up to about 2,970 cubic 
yards (2,260 cubic meters). Cost estimates for 
remedial action at this parcel range from 
about $26,986,000 to $29,070,000. These 
estimates are based on the information 
currently available for each PRS or structure, 
and are subject to change if significantly 
different information is discovered during the 
course of investigation or remediation. It 
should be noted that all PRSs, including those 
at which no remediation is ultimately 
required, must be characterized, and the 
results must be reported to the administrative 
authority. As a consequence, there are almost 
always costs and wastes associated with PRSs 
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that do not require actual "cleanup." Although 
different cleanup approaches have been 
identified, it is possible that the administrative 
authority could require additional actions, 
resulting in greater waste volumes, a longer 
cleanup duration, and greater costs. It also 
should be noted that environmental 
restoration actions and costs represent only a 
portion of the actions and total costs that may 
be required for conveyance and transfer of 
this parcel. These additional costs may be 
significant. 

9.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
DP Road near the tract. It is expected that the 
future operational performance ofDP Road 
and Trinity Drive would remain similar to 
that of the existing performance. 

9.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would not 

result in any substantial changes in the 
infrastructure or utilities of this tract. The 
LANL archives would continue to occupy the 
building in which it is currently located, and 
JCINNM would continue to use the other 
building. No appreciable change in utility 
usage is expected. 

9.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, the DP 

Road Tract would continue in an undeveloped 
state. Ambient noises remain the same as 
today, determined by the amount of traffic on 
DP Road. Background noise levels would be 
expected to continue at about 50 dBA. 

9.2.5 Visual Resources 
It is expected that the visual resources of 

the tract would remain unchanged under the 
No Action Alternative. 
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9.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

9.2.7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the 
DP Road Tract, as described in Section 9 .1.1. 
Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
are projected under the No Action 
Alternative. 

9.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

DP Road Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of any cultural resources present would 
continue to be subject to Federal laws, 
regulations, guidelines, executive orders, and 
Pueblo Accords. The use of potentially 
eligible buildings would continue, and these 
structures would not be demolished. Planned 
assessment ofthese structures would 
continue, and information would be available 
to the DOE to ensure stewardship of these 
resources. Other positive impacts of the No 
Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development. Ongoing negative impacts from 
natural processes (such as erosion, fire, 
seismic events, and aging ofbuildings) on the 
physical integrity of cultural resources would 
continue. 

9.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use within the 
DP Road Tract as currently described. No 
additional construction or abandonment of 
roads or utilities are planned within the tract; 
the undeveloped portions of the tract would 
remain so. 
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9.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation of the current use of this 

tract by the DOE would be anticipated under 
this alternative. Consequences to water 
resources under the No Action Alternative 
would be no different than those already 
existing in the affected environment. 

9.2. 11 Air Resources 
As currently is the case, there would be no 

emissions of hazardous or other chemical 
pollutants or radioactive air pollutants from 
activities at the tract. Accordingly, air quality 
at the DP Road Tract would be affected 
primarily by LANL operations at TA 21 to 
the east and at the LANSCE on the mesa 
immediately to the south. Pollutant 
contributions also would arise from vehicles 
using DP Road and Trinity Drive, commercial 
activities along DP Road, and commercial 
and residential activities of the Los Alamos 
townsite. 

The dominant source of criteria pollutants 
would continue to be traffic along Trinity 
Drive and DP Road. Analyses show that 
ambient air quality would remain within 
standards established by EPA and the State of 
New Mexico for criteria pollutants 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Commercial activities at the DP Road 
Tract would result in no emissions of 
hazardous and other chemical pollutants, so 
concentrations of these chemicals at the tract 
would be the result of other activities. Data 
show that about 130 different chemicals have 
been or are being used at T A 21, and about 90 
at the LANSCE. (The tract also abuts the 
TA 2 Omega West reactor, on the floor of 
Los Alamos Canyon, but there would be no 
emissions of chemical air pollutants from this 
idle facility.) For chemical emissions from 
activities at both of these technical areas, 
however, short-term exposures resulting from 
inhalation of chemical air pollutants at points 
along the current boundaries of the technical 
areas would be estimated to be less than 
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health-based standards. Likewise, long-term 
exposures (for sensitive receptors in Los 
Alamos and nearby areas) also would be 
estimated to be less than health-based 
standards (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Analyses for doses from radioactive air 
pollutants indicate that air concentrations at 
the DP Road Tract would deliver a dose of 
approximately 2.5 millirem per year to people 
residing there year-round, or about one-fourth 
ofthe EPA standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
There would be no emissions of radioactive 
air pollutants from activities at the tract itself 

9.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 
There would be no changes in land use 

under the No Action Alternative, and the two 
facilities and associated use of government 
vehicles would remain the only sources of 
greenhouse gases. Emissions estimates would 
remain at today's levels of less than 400 tons 
(363 metric tons) of carbon dioxide annually. 

9.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences of the No Action 
Alternative for the DP Road Tract. No 
changes in cancer risk should be expected for 
this alternative. Radiation doses received at 
this tract would be estimated to increase from 
approximately 1.5 millirem (today's levels) to 
approximately 2. 5 millirem per year 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). No significant 
nonradiological increases in exposures would 
be expected. It is presumed that visitors 
would have adequate time to evacuate the 
premises for wildfires. Because warnings are 
usually not given for seismic events, the 
human health impacts due to seismic events 
would likely be greater than the other two 
natural disasters. The primary type of human 
health risk for natural disasters would be 
physical injury from building debris. No 
changes in cancer risk should be expected for 
this alternative. 
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9.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time the air plume reached the 
DP Road Tract, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

9.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. The MEl doses would 
be greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS. 
The estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero. 

9.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be less than 0.1 rem; the maximum dose from 
the most severe earthquake would be 
approximately 60 rem. Because there would 
be no residents and no public workers at the 
tract, the estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero for 
all five natural event accident scenarios. 

9.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
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hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations that would 
continue under the No Action Alternative 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

9.3 Proposed Action Alternative 

9.3. 1 Land Use 
Direct consequences of the disposition of 

this tract would include the potential 
relocation ofLANL archives and records 
currently being stored in one structure and the 
relocation of the site's environmental media 
monitoring stations to LANL land. It is likely 
that the record center buildings would remain 
on this tract (for example, through a lease
back arrangement). However, if the archives 
have to be relocated, they could be moved to 
existing buildings on other parts ofLANL 
property, to other buildings leased from the 
County or private landowners, or a new 
storage building could be constructed. Any 
decision regarding construction of new 
facilities would be preceded by appropriate 
NEPA review. The direct consequences of the 
potential relocation of the archives, associated 
employees, and the monitoring station are 
minor and bounded by the indirect 
consequences. Therefore, the potential direct 
consequences of the transfer of ownership of 
the tract will not be discussed for each 
resource area other than those associated with 
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potential loss of Federal protection of cultural 
and ecological resources (see Sections 9.3.7 
and 9.3.8, respectively). 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. 

9.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

The following paragraphs provide a 
description ofthe contemplated land uses. 
Land uses identified for the DP Road Tract 
include industrial and commercial 
development (see Figure 9.3.1.1-1) or 
commercial and residential development (see 
Figure 9.3.1.1-2). 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Under the industrial and commercial 
development land use scenario, 
approximately 21 acres (9 hectares) of level 
acreage would be developed for heavy 
commercial and industrial land use. The 
remaining approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) 
of level area would be developed for 
commercial office space. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Another possible scenario would include 
some of the above uses and the development 
of area at the tract as a trailer park for 
residential use. No specific proposal for reuse 
of the existing LANL archive buildings is 
identified. The area could be used for 
commercial and industrial warehouses, 
offices, and administrative purposes, or the 
buildings could be razed (Figure 9.3 .1.1-2). 
Table 9.3.1.1-1 and Table 9.3.1.1-2 
summarize the attributes of the contemplated 
land uses for the DP Road Tract. 
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Table 9.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the DP Road Tract 

Under the Industrial and 
Commercial Land Use Scenario 

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

• Approximately 21 acres (9 hectares) would be 
developed for heavy commercial and 
industrial land use. 

• Approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) would be 
developed for office space. 

• Remaining 24 acres (10 hectares) are too steep 
to be developed. 

• When fully developed, land would be 
occupied by 40 new businesses with 900 total 
employees and 24 vehicles. 

Table 9.3.1.1-2. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the DP Road Tract 

Under the Commercial and 
Residential Land Use Scenario 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Approximately 20 acres (8 hectares) would be 
developed as a trailer park (mobile homes). 

Approximately 6 acres (2 hectares) would be 
developed for office space. 

Remaining 24 acres (10 hectares) are too steep 
to be developed. 

When fully developed, the trailer park would 
be home to 160 mobile homes, 400 new 
residents, and 330 personal vehicles. 

When fully developed, the tract would be 
occupied by 10 new businesses with 225 total 
employees. 
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9.0 DP ROAD TRACT 

9.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Development locations at the tract are 
limited by topography. Land use on the 
relatively level portions of the tract would 
change from previously disturbed, but mostly 
undeveloped, buffer land. The anticipated 
change in land use, as described for the 
industrial and commercial or the commercial 
and residential development scenarios, would 
be compatible with both existing and adjacent 
land use. 

9.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 
No additional restoration actions would be 

required under the Proposed Action 
Alternative because restoration activities must 
occur before the tract would be considered 
suitable for conveyance or transfer. 
Restoration may occur under an accelerated 
schedule. 

9.3.2 Transportation 

9.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The industrial and commercial 
development land use scenario anticipates 
development of additional office and 
industrial facilities along DP Road. The 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
land use codes used to estimate the trips 
generated by these proposed developments 
were 130, industrial park and 750, office park. 
These ITE land use codes allow estimation of 
the trips generated by these facilities based on 
the number of acres proposed for each land 
use type. 

Table 9.3.2.1-1 shows the number oftrips 
the ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE 1997) 
estimates would be generated by this 
development. 
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As shown in Table 9.3 .2.1-1, the proposed 
industrial and commercial development could 
add an additional 296 entering trips to DP 
Road and Trinity Drive in the weekday 
morning peak hour and add an additional 295 
exiting trips in the weekday evening peak 
hour. This combination of land uses may also 
add 2,312 trips on Trinity Drive and East 
Road. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential 
development land use scenario anticipates 
establishment of a trailer park similar to the 
one that previously occupied a portion of the 
DP Road Tract. A trailer density of 8 per acre 
with a total of 160 units is assumed. The 
commercial development use is anticipated to 
be an office park of 5 acres (2 hectares). The 
ITE land use codes used to estimate the trips 
generated by these proposed developments 
were 240 and 750, respectively. 

As shown in the table, the commercial and 
residential development could add 15 5 
entering trips to DP Road and Trinity Drive in 
the weekday morning peak hour and an 
additional 178 exiting trips in the weekday 
evening peak hour. This combination of land 
uses also may result in an additional1,941 
trips on Trinity Drive and East Road. 

Adding these trips to those already on the 
transportation network would result in 
approximately 12,700 and 12,300 trips on 
Trinity Drive and East Road for the industrial 
and commercial, and the commercial and 
residential land use scenarios, respectively. 
The LOS for the two-lane section of Trinity 
Drive and East Road is LOS E in the year 
2018 for both of these combinations ofland 
uses. This LOS represents the maximum 
capacity of the road and is the operating 
condition just prior to traffic jam conditions. 
It is likely that the DP Road-Trinity Drive 
intersection would not be adequate in its 
current configuration, and reconstruction of 
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Table 9.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Contemplated 
Land Use for the DP Road Tract 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 

ITE 24 Hour Morning Peak Evening Peak Saturday Peak 

Land Use Land Two- Hour Trips Hour Trips Hour Trips 
Use Way 

Code Volume Enter Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit 

Industrial -
21 acres (9 130 1,311 175 36 46 172 31 66 
hectares) 

Office - 5 acres 750 1,001 121 11 22 123 9 3 
(2 hectares) 

Total 2,312 296 47 68 295 40 69 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 

Residential -
20 acres 240 770 13 
(8 hectares) 

Office - 6 acres 750 1,171 142 
(2 hectares) 

Total 1,941 155 

this intersection would be necessary, possibly 
including the addition of a traffic signal. 

9.3.3 Infrastructure 

9.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The indirect environmental impacts with 
regard to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
from this alternative would fall into two 
categories: (1) increased utility usage and 
(2) ground disturbance resulting from 
construction of new facilities. The utility 
usage would increase as shown in 
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51 56 34 46 40 

12 25 144 11 3 

63 81 178 57 43 

Table 9.3.3.1-1. It is not anticipated that these 
increases would exceed the capacity of any 
utility in the region. Installation of new utility 
facilities and upgrades to existing ones would 
require creation of trenches and access and 
maintenance roads. The construction of roads, 
parking areas, and buildings, and extension of 
utility lines would cause soil disturbance. 
Refer to Section 9.3 .9 of this chapter for 
detail on impacts resulting from ground 
disturbance from new construction. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The indirect environmental impacts with 
regard to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
from this alternative would fall into two 
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Table 9.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Industrial and Commercial 
Land Use Scenario on the DP Road Tract 

PEAK ELECTRICITY GAS WATER SEWAGE MSW 
POWER gwh mcf(mly) mgy (mly) (BAYO) tpy (mty) 

mw mgy (mly) 

Estimated annual 
0.4 2.3 22 (623) 20 (76) 9 (34) 44 (40) 

increase 

Available system 
5 277 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 135 (511) NA 

capacity 

Notes: mw = megawatts, gwh = gigawatt-hours, mcf = million cubic feet, mly = million liters per year, mgy = million gallons per year, 
tpy = tons per year, msw = municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year 

categories: (1) increased utility usage and 
(2) ground disturbance resulting from 
construction of new facilities. The utility 
usage would increase as shown in 
Table 9.3.3.1-2. It is not anticipated that these 
increases would exceed the capacity of any 
utility in the region. 

Installation of new utility facilities and 
upgrades to existing ones would require 
creation of trenches and access/maintenance 
roads. The construction of roads, parking 
areas and buildings, and extension ofutility 
lines would cause soil disturbance. Refer to 
Section 9.3.9 for detail on impacts resulting 
from ground disturbance from new 
construction. 

9.3.4 Noise 

9.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

This development is estimated to result in 
an increase of as many as 900 new direct jobs 
(DOE 1997 a, page 1 ), which would increase 
traffic flow. Maximum noise from traffic 
would not be expected to increase 
significantly, but traffic noises would likely 
be present for a greater portion of the day as 

October 1999 9-23 

the new employees arrive at work, exit and 
return from lunch, perform daily errands, and 
return home in the afternoon. 

Construction of the new commercial and 
industrial facilities would, however, increase 
ambient noise levels along DP Road. 
Construction of new facilities would entail 
ground clearing, excavation, laying of 
foundations, erection, and finishing work. 
The use of heavy equipment such as front-end 
loaders, concrete mixers, and jackhammers 
would produce noise levels ranging from 74 
to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) 
from the construction site. (DOE 1997a, 
page 36). 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Commercial and residential development 
would represent no appreciable difference in 
ambient noise levels. As a temporary activity, 
construction would be expected to increase 
noise levels from 74 to 95 dBA at a distance 
of 50 feet (15 meters) from the construction 
site. This noise would be present for longer 
times during the day because more vehicles 
would be using DP Road. Once development 
construction activities have been completed, 
however, ambient noise levels should return 
to about 50 dBA. 
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Table 9.3.3.1-2. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Commercial and 
Residential Land Use Scenario on the DP Road Tract 

PEAK ELECTRICITY GAS WATER SEWAGE MSW 
POWER 

gwh mcf (mly) mgy (mly) 
(BAYO) 

tpy (mty) 
mw mgy (mly) 

Estimated annual 
0.3 1.6 26 (736) 21 (79) 10 (38) 155 (140) 

increase 

Available system 5 277 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 135 (511) NA capacity 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, mgy =million gallons per year, 
tpy = tons per year, msw = municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year 

9.3.5 Visual Resources 

9.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Contemplated uses include industrial and 
commercial uses or commercial and 
residential uses. These uses would result in 
similar impacts. The current moderate public 
value for the Scenic Class III visual resources 
and low public value for the Scenic Class IV 
visual resources would be maintained or 
improved through planned development. No 
major impacts to the current visual resources 
would be anticipated. 

9.3.6 Socioeconomics 

9.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The use of this tract for industrial and 
commercial uses would generate additional 
employment in the ROI, which would 
increase ROI income. There would be minor 
temporary increases in employment resulting 
from construction of new facilities. This 
would, in tum, generate increases in regional 
income. These changes would be temporary, 
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lasting only the duration of the construction 
period. Because the majority of the jobs 
would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force, there would be no increase in ROI 
population or impact on housing demand or 
public services. 

Once the new facilities were operational, 
there would be additional increases in ROI 
employment and income. Approximately 900 
workers would be employed on the tract, and 
a total of 1,200 jobs would be generated in 
the ROI, which in tum would increase ROI 
income. Because these jobs would be filled 
by the existing ROI labor force, there would 
be no impact on area population or increase in 
the demand for housing or public services in 
theROI. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Under this scenario, the impacts from 
construction would be similar to the industrial 
and commercial development scenario. 
However, fewer long-term jobs would be 
generated because there would be fewer 
businesses on the land. Approximately 225 
workers would be employed on the tract, and 
a total of370 jobs would be generated in the 
ROI, which in tum would increase ROI 
income. Because these jobs would be filled 
by the existing ROI labor force, there would 
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be no impact on area population or increase in 
the demand for housing or public services in 
the ROI. 

9.3. 7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. 

9.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Approximately 26 acres (11 hectares) of 
ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
woodland (both containing open shrub, 
grassland, and wildflower areas) would be 
lost under full buildout of commercial and 
residential or and industrial and commercial 
development. Highly mobile wildlife species 
or wildlife species with large home ranges 
(such as deer, elk, and birds) would be able to 
relocate to adjacent undeveloped areas. 
However, successful relocation may not occur 
due to competition for resources to support 
the increased population and the carrying 
capacity limitations of areas outside the 
proposed development area. Species 
relocation may result in additional pressure to 
lands already at or near carrying capacity. 
The impacts could include overgrazing, 
stress, and overwintering mortality. For 
less-mobile species (reptiles, amphibians, and 
small mammals), direct mortality could occur 
during the actual construction event or 
ultimately result from habitat alteration. 
Acreage used for the development also would 
be lost as potential hunting habitat for raptors 
and other predators. In addition to the area to 
be disturbed, there would be a decrease in 
quality of the habitat immediately adjacent to 
the proposed development due to increased 
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noise level, traffic, lights, and other human 
activity, both pre- and post-construction. One 
little-addressed consequence of urban 
development is the influence of domestic 
animals upon wildlife populations. For 
example, free-roaming domestic cats may kill 
more than 100 animals each year. Studies 
have shown that approximately 60 percent of 
the wildlife cats kill are small mammals· 

' 20 percent are birds (predation at bird feeders 
can be substantial; one Virginia study 
estimated 28 kills per urban cat per year); and 
10 percent are amphibians, reptiles, and 
insects. Due to the presence of coyotes in the 
Los Alamos Canyon area, predation by cats 
would tend to be limited to within developed 
and closely adjacent natural areas 
(Goldsmith et al. 1991; Crooks 1997-98; and 
CSBC 1998). Free-ranging domestic dogs are 
known to harass and disrupt the activities of 
many wildlife species and are documented to 
have caused mortality in animals such as deer 
and foxes (Goldsmith et al. 1991). The loss of 
acreage due to development would result in a 
reduction ofbreeding and foraging habitat for 
wildlife currently utilizing the property. 

There are three species that are Federal
listed as threatened or endangered that may 
potentially use the DP Road Tract: the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, and 
Mexican spotted owl. With respect to the bald 
eagle, this area has a very low level of 
potential use for foraging. Development of 
this tract, which is within the AEI for both the 
American peregrine falcon and Mexican 
spotted owl, could alter foraging behavior of 
these species. Loss of the entire tract as 
foraging habitat would decrease the total 
available Mexican spotted owl, American 
peregrine falcon, and bald eagle foraging 
habitat by approximately 24 acres 
(10 hectares), or 0.9 percent of the available 
foraging habitat on DOE-LANL property. 
Mexican spotted owl habitat in the Los 
Alamos Canyon and Pueblo Canyon AEI and 
American peregrine falcon AEI habitat in 
Pueblo Canyon would be affected. For the 
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Mexican spotted owl, approximately 28 acres 
( 11 hectares) of core habitat and 25 acres 
(10 hectares) ofbuffer habitat in the Los 
Alamos Canyon AEI and approximately 
23 acres (9 hectares) ofPueblo Canyon AEI 
buffer habitat that overlaps the Los Alamos 
Canyon AEI could be affected. American 
peregrine falcon AEI core and buffer habitat, 
7. 5 and 17.0 acres (3 and 7 hectares), 
respectively, would be affected by the 
Proposed Action Alternative (PC 1999d). 
Because direct entry into the adjacent Los 
Alamos Canyon habitat is possible by 
descending a steep cliff face along an 
established trail, increased recreational use is 
expected to be occur. Recreational effects to 
the adjacent Los Alamos Canyon natural 
habitat are projected to occur especially if the 
residential use is pursued. 

Recreational activities in or near Los 
Alamos Canyon wildlife habitat may cause 
some animals to alter their activity and 
feeding patterns, potentially resulting, for 
some species, in increased stress, decreased 
reproduction, or the temporary or permanent 
abandonment of the affected area. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies for the Los Alamos Canyon 
watershed. 

The LANL Threatened and Endangered 
Species Habitat Management Plan would no 
longer be in effect for this area-thereby 
potentially reducing the protection afforded 
threatened and endangered species and their 
potential habitat in this area. 
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Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential 
development scenario would be similar in 
impacts to that of the industrial and 
commercial development use. 

9.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer would result from the transfer of 
known and unidentified cultural resources out 
of the responsibility and protection of the 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
800.5(a)(l)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. Eligible 
cultural resources are present in the DP Road 
Tract, and thus could be directly impacted by 
the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 
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9.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land uses contemplated for the DP 
Road Tract by the receiving parties. The two 
land uses identified for the DP Road Tract 
include (I) mixed industrial and commercial 
development and (2) commercial and 
residential development. This analysis reflects 
the broad, planning-level impacts anticipated 
from each contemplated use. 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Cultural resources are present in the tract 
and adjacent areas that would be impacted by 
the contemplated land use scenario. 

Industrial and commercial development 
would disturb any cultural resources present 
due to construction, grading, and trenching. 
These impacts would include the potential 
destruction of buildings, archaeological sites, 
and TCP locations. Resources avoided by 
construction may become isolated or have 
their setting disturbed by the introduction of 
elements out of character with the resource, 
such as visual and audible intrusions. The 
development of land may cause changes to 
the presence or integrity of, or access to 
natural resources utilized by traditional 
communities for subsistence, religious, or 
other cultural activities. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential 
development scenario is similar to the 
industrial and commercial development 
scenario in impacts but includes the 
development of a residential trailer park and 
additional impacts of access to cultural 
resources. 

The introduction of additional full-time 
residents of the trailer park would increase 
access to cultural resources present nearby. 
Increased access could cause possible 
destruction and damage to resources, 
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vandalism, unauthorized collection of 
materials and artifacts, and disturbance of 
traditional practices and ceremonies. 

9.3.9 Geology and Soils 

9.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Impacts to geology and soils would 
consist of disturbing the soil to upgrade 
utilities and roadways for the new 
development and any removal of existing 
structures or constructing of new structures. 
Any existing or newly constructed structures 
would be vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events and the stability 
of the canyon rim must be considered. As 
with the No Action Alternative, the sparse 
vegetation and heavy development of the tract 
would limit any impact on increased soil 
erosion due to wildfire. 

9.3.10 Water Resources 

9.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Both of the contemplated land uses for the 
DP Road Tract, a combination of industrial 
and commercial uses, or a combination of 
commercial and residential uses, would result 
in the same indirect consequences. 

The contemplated land uses would not 
affect groundwater quality or quantity 
beneath the tract, but any associated increased 
water usage may contribute to the overall 
regional water level decline and possibly 
result in the degradation of water quality 
within the aquifer. 

Development and construction may 
potentially affect surface water quality within 
and downstream of the tract. Surface water 
quality may be impacted if motor oil, 
gasoline, or other such contaminants wash 
from paved areas into the drainage during 
storm events. Also, runoff may have more 
erosive power if it is flowing across areas that 
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have been denuded, thereby transporting 
more sediment into the drainage. 

9.3. 11 Air Resources 

9.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

One possibility is for the DP Road Tract 
to be developed both commercially (such as 
office buildings) and industrially. It is 
assumed, however, that there would be no 
substantial emissions of hazardous or other 
chemical pollutants or radioactive air 
pollutants from new activities at the tract. 
Accordingly, air quality at the DP Road Tract 
would continue to be primarily affected by 
offsite activities such as vehicle emissions 
and by LANL operations at TA 21 to the east 
of the tract and at the LANSCE facility on the 
mesa immediately to the south. 

The dominant source of criteria pollutants 
would continue to be traffic along Trinity 
Drive and DP Road, which would increase 
under this development scenario. However, it 
is unlikely that these additions to regional 
activity would cause significant increases in 
ambient air concentrations of criteria 
pollutants. Ambient air quality should remain 
within standards established by EPA and the 
State ofNew Mexico for criteria pollutants. 

Assuming that commercial and industrial 
activities at the DP Road Tract would result 
in no substantial emissions of hazardous and 
other chemical pollutants, then concentrations 
of these chemicals at the tract would be the 
result of other offsite activities. Data 
demonstrate that about 130 different 
chemicals have been or are being used at 
TA 21, and about 90 at the LANSCE. (The 
tract also abuts the TA 2 Omega West reactor, 
on the floor ofLos Alamos Canyon, but there 
would be no emissions of chemical air 
pollutants from this idled facility.) Chemical 
emissions from activities at both of these 
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technical areas, however, would result in 
short-term exposures from inhalation of 
chemical air pollutants at points along the 
current boundaries of the technical areas 
estimated to be less than health-based 
standards. Likewise, long-term exposures (for 
example, sensitive receptors in Los Alamos 
and nearby areas) also would be estimated to 
be less than health-based standards 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

With no emissions of radioactive air 
pollutants from activities at the tract itself, 
doses from radioactive air pollutants would 
remain the same as in the No Action 
Alternative. Specifically, air concentrations at 
the DP Road Tract would deliver a dose of 
approximately 2.5 millirem per year to people 
residing there year-round, or about one-fourth 
of the EPA standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

One contemplated land use for the DP 
Road Tract is primarily residential 
development, with only 5 acres (2 hectares) 
developed commercially. For criteria 
pollutants, ambient air concentrations would 
continue to comply with Federal and/or State 
standards. Chemical air concentrations would 
continue to be below health-based standards. 
Inhalation doses from radioactive air 
pollutants would continue to be an estimated 
2.5 millirems per year. However, the 
residential use (160 mobile homes and 400 
residents) would have less of an impact on air 
quality than industrial activities. In short, air 
quality would be slightly better than in the 
case of all industrial and commercial 
development. 

9.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Industrial and Commercial Development 
Land Use Scenario 

New businesses would require some 
commercial vehicles (pick-up trucks and 
vans), and would have heating requirements. 
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The LANL archive center also would 
continue operations. As a result of 
development, tract emissions of greenhouse 
gases would increase appreciably from 
400 tons (363 metric tons) per year in the No 
Action Alternative to 1,800 tons 
(1,633 metric tons) per year of carbon 
dioxide. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

An alternative land use is to develop part 
of the: tract primarily for residential use. 
Approximately 20 acres (8 hectares) would be 
developed as a trailer court, hosting an 
estimated 160 trailers, 400 new residents, and 
330 personal vehicles. Office buildings would 
be developed on the remaining 6 acres 
(2 hectares). The LANL archive center also 
would continue operations. Carbon dioxide 
sources would include natural gas used for 
residential and office heating, and personal 
and commercial vehicles. As a result of this 
development, tract emissions of greenhouse 
gases would increase further from levels in 
the No Action Alternative, and would be 
estimated at 3,350 tons (3,038 metric tons) 
per y(~ar of carbon dioxide. 

9.3. 12 Human Health 

9.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Consequences would be the same as in the 
No Action Alternative. Radiation doses 
received by new residents at this tract would 
be an estimated 2. 5 millirem per year 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). However, because 
this tract lies within the radiation site 
evaluation circle for TA 21, and potential 
radiological impacts of the disposition and 
subsequent development must first be 
evaluated along with possible mitigation 
techniques, doses may be greater in the case 
of an accident at T A 21. 

No changes in cancer risk would be 
expected under normal operational conditions 
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at LANL. Nonradiological exposures would 
be expected to be below health-based 
standards. Residents would face the same 
hazards to floods and wildfires as workers 
now do, and should have adequate time to 
evacuate the premises. Seismic events come 
without warning, and would carry risks of 
physical injury from building collapses. 

Residential development would bring 400 
new residents into closer proximity to LANL 
facilities, thereby increasing the number of 
members of the public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. Residential 
development also would introduce more 
sensitive receptors, such as children and 
pregnant females, to an area that currently 
hosts only LANL-related workers. While all 
doses would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity would increase radiation 
dose received by the collective population 
within ·a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius of 
LANL. In addition, closer public proximity 
would result in greater public consequences 
from some hypothetical accidents at LANL 
facilities. These same human health 
consequences result from commercial 
development of the DP Road Tract, but are 
lessened by two factors. Workers would be 
present less often than residents, and the work 
force would contain fewer sensitive receptors. 

9.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reached the DP Road Tract, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents would have 
no estimated public consequences at the tract. 
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9.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Regardless of land use subsequent to 
transfer of ownership, the MEl dose at this 
tract would be the same as described in the 
No Action Alternative. MEl doses would be 
greater than 100 millirem for 4 of 13 
scenarios: 24 rem for RAD-02 (natural gas 
pipeline failure, explosion, and fire at the 
CMR Building), 320 millirem for RAD-07 
(fuel leak and fire at the Waste 
Characterization, Reduction, and 
Repackaging [WCRR] Facility), 10 rem for 
RAD-12 (plutonium release from the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
[DARHT] Facility during an earthquake), and 
1.6 rem for RAD-15B (explosion followed by 
fire in an entire wing of the CMR Building). 
In the No Action Alternative, the MEl doses 
would be received by LANL employees; 
however, if the tract is transferred and 
developed, the likely receptor would be a 
member of the public. 

Under both contemplated land use 
scenarios for the DP Road Tract, average 
occupancy (3 70 people) would be 
approximately the same, and the tract 
collective dose and excess LCFs would be 
approximately the same regardless of the type 
of development that actually occurs. 
Consequences, however, would be 
appreciably higher than those estimated for 
the No Action Alternative (for which 
collective tract dose and excess LCFs would 
both be zero). For example, the LANL 
SWEIS estimated a collective population dose 
of 120,000 person-rem for all people living 
within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius of 
LANL, resulting in an estimated 57 excess 
LCFs for hypothetical accident RAD-02. This 
would increase by another 7,700 person-rem 
and four LCFs ifDP Road were developed. 
Table 9.3.12.3-1 compares the estimated 
additional consequences pf all hypothetical 
radiological accidents. 
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9.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Natural event accidents would have no 
estimated chemical consequences at the DP 
Road Tract. 

For the postulated accidents (wildfire and 
four earthquake scenarios), chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time the air 
plume reached the tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. 

The MEl doses would be the same as in 
the No Action Alternative, regardless of land 
use subsequent to transfer of ownership. The 
maximum dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be less than 0.1 rem; that from 
the most severe earthquake, however, would 
be approximately 60 rem. 

There are two possible land uses for the 
DP Road Tract. Average occupancy (370 
people) would be approximately the same 
under both scenarios, so the tract collective 
dose and excess LCF would be the same 
regardless ofthe development that actually 
occurs. Consequences, however, would be 
appreciably higher than those estimated for 
the No Action Alternative (for which 
collective tract dose and excess LCF would 
both be zero). If the DP Road Tract were 
developed, then the most severe earthquake 
would result in an estimated tract collective 
dose greater than 20,000 person-rem, and 
approximately 20 excess LCFs. These 
exposures would be in addition to 
those estimated in the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c) (340,000 person-rem and 230 
excess LCFs for RAD-03B). 

9.3.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated uses estimate 
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Table 9.3.12.3-1. Additional Accident Consequences Associated with Contemplated 
Land Use on the DP Road Tract 

BOTH 
SWEIS 

DEVELOPMENT ESTIMATESb 
SCENARios• 

Accident Accident Facility 
Frequency Collective Excess Collective Excess 

Scenario Location per Year Dosec LCF Do sec LCF 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·3 20 0.01 72 0.04 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 7,700 3.8 120,000 57 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 15 0.01 100 0.06 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 2 0 24 0.01 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 96 0.05 1,300 0.69 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 x 10·6 26 0.01 400 0.2 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 0 0 4 0 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 16 0.01 230 0.12 

RAD·-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 3,700 1.9 35,800 18 

RAD·-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10·5 23 0.01 160 0.08 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 29 0.01 175 0.09 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 520 0.26 3,400 1.7 

RAD·-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 1 0 56 0.03 

Notes: mrem = millirem, RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test, CMR =Chemistry and Metallurgy Research, 
TSTA = Tritium Systems Test Assembly, 1WISP = Transuranic Waste fuspectable Storage Project 

• fu addition to doses estimated in the LANL SWEIS. 

b For the entire population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius ofLANL. 
c Person-rem. 

that air emissions and hazardous chemical 
and radiological releases associated with 
LANL operations would be expected to be 
within regulatory limits and that no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
the tract. 
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The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing any of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, modest economic benefits would 
arise from the additional jobs created during 
construction and operation of the new facility. 
Secondary effects would include small 
increases in business activity and would 
likely increase revenues to local governments. 
Each of these impacts would be positive and 
would not disproportionately affect any single 
group. 
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The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. 

9.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DP Road Tract would not immediately cause 
any irreversible or irretrievable commitments 
of resources. Subsequent development, under 
either contemplated land use, would, 
however, cause irreversible commitments of 
ecological habitat and cultural resources. 

New development also would cause the 
irretrievable commitment of resources during 
construction and operation of the new 
businesses and during installation of 
infrastructure needed for the residential trailer 
court. Energy would be expended in the form 
of natural gas and electricity. Additional 
water also would be consumed. Construction 
of these buildings and related infrastructure 
would require the irretrievable commitment 
of standard building materials such as lumber 
and roofing materials. 

October 1999 9-32 

9.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DP Road Tract could result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because development of previously 
undisturbed areas could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the tract. The conveyance or 
transfer of the tract also could result in the 
loss of certain Federal protections for 
ecological resources and consideration of 
these resources in planning future activities 
on the tract. 

Subsequent development of the tract, 
either commercially or residentially, would 
have unavoidable adverse impacts in several 
resource areas. One such impact would be 
loss of ecological habitat within the tract 
itself 

Development also would cause adverse 
impact through increased need for and use of 
utilities. Increased demand for water, solid 
waste, and sewage treatment services would 
have adverse effects in the immediate Los 
Alamos region by lowering the aquifer level 
more quickly, shortening the remaining 
lifetime ofthe County landfill, and increasing 
both the quantities of sewage that require 
treatment and the quantities of treated sewage 
discharged to the environment. The 
environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
elsewhere (in the Four Comers region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Development also would lead to increased 
traffic, either via an increase in personal 
vehicles in Los Alamos County (from 
residential development) or by increasing the 
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labor force within the County (through 
commercial development). Both land uses 
would result in slight increases in congestion 
and traffic noises. Noise levels would 
increase within the DP Road Tract, in 
frequency of occurrence and duration (into 
the night). The visual environment would 
deteriorate, especially on the undeveloped 
south leg of the tract. 

Finally, residential development would 
bring 400 new residents into closer proximity 
to LANL facilities, thereby increasing the 
number of members of the public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. The location is 
not far from the Small Business Center Annex 
(on East Gate Drive), the location ofLANL's 
MEl due to radiological air emissions from 
LANSCE on the adjacent mesa. While all 
doses would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity also would increase the 
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radiation dose received by the collective 
population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL. In addition, closer public 
proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical 
accidents at LANL facilities. 

9.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
DP Road Tract would not immediately cause 
any specific impacts on short-term uses ofthe 
environment. The tract is located within the 
Los Alamos townsite, and is surrounded by 
already developed areas. Subsequent 
development, whether commercial or 
primarily residential, would therefore be 
compatible with long-term uses of the land. 
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10.1 Affected Environment 

10.1.1 LandUse 
Technical Area 21 (TA 21) consists of 

about 260 acres (105 hectares) at the eastern 
end ofDP Mesa, near the central business 
district of the Los Alamos townsite. The tract 
is located between Los Alamos Canyon to the 
south, and DP Canyon to the north (see 
Figure 10.1.1-1, Technical Area 21 Tract 
Layout). The southern and northern 
boundaries of the tract extend to the bottom 
of the two canyons that define the mesa. The 
west-central portion of the tract contains the 
majority of the development at the tract in 
terms of buildings and structures. The 
remaining portions of the tract consist of 
sloped areas, some ofwhich would likely not 
accommodate development (slopes greater 
than 20 percent). Access to the site is via DP 
Road, which splits the mesa north and south 
(DOE 1998b). The mesa top, while 
previously disturbed, remains moderately 
vegetated with native grasses, shrubs, and 
small trees (DOE 1997a). 

October 1999 10-1 

TA 21 is among the oldest technical areas 
at LANL and is the site of the former 
plutonium processing facility (DOE 1998b). 
The tract contains roads, water towers, and 
other structures that support the 10 primary 
buildings on the east end of the mesa 
(LANL 1990). Each of the 10 primary 
buildings is 10,000 square feet (1,000 square 
meters) or more in size. 

Existing land use is dominated by 
activities at T A 21's two primary research 
areas: DP East and DP West. DP East is an 
area of ongoing tritium research and includes 
the Tritium Systems Test Assembly (TSTA), 
and the Tritium Science and Fabrication 
Facility (TSFF). These two facilities are 
scheduled to operate beyond the year 2007. 
DP West has been in decontamination and 
decommissioning (D&D) since 1992. Nearly 
half of the site has been demolished, and the 
remainder is scheduled for D&D in the 
coming years (DOE 1998b). Access is 
restricted in LANL operational and buffer 
areas. An office building with light biological 
laboratories with unrestricted access is 
located on the west end of the tract. 
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Adjacent land use includes the businesses 
located to the west along DP Road, which are 
based on a mixture of heavy commercial uses, 
including automotive repair shops, machine 
shops,, and the Los Alamos County Fire 
Department training facility. Commercial and 
light industrial uses such as those associated 
with the Los Alamos Monitor newspaper and 
a local hardware store also are present 
(LAC 1998). To the south ofDP Road, 
development is limited to vehicle and 
equipment storage areas. The Los Alamos 
Airport is located immediately to the north of 
the T A 21 Tract, across DP Canyon and State 
Road 502 (DOE 1998b). 

The Mattie Brook Trail bisects the tract 
east and west, and the Los Alamos Canyon 
Trail skirts the southern perimeter (see 
Figure 3.2.1-2 in Chapter 3). The two trails 
connect at the southeast edge of the tract 
(LANL 1998c). Access to the trails is 
currently restricted from TA 21. No other 
recreational opportunities currently exist 
within the boundary of the site. 
Figure 10.1.1-2 shows the various LANL 
media monitoring stations located in or at the 
TA21 Tract. 

10.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
TA 21 is one of the oldest technical areas 

at LANL, and its uses have included 
plutonium processing, tritium research, and 
the treatment of radioactive liquids. As a 
result, the tract has substantial environmental 
contamination. There are a total of 154 
potential release sites (PRSs) within 50 feet 
( 15 meters) of the boundaries of the tract. The 
PRSs fall within five categories: 88 surface 
units, 34 subsurface units, 21 outfalls, 9 
material disposal areas (MDAs), and 2 stack 
emissions. The latter include incinerators and 
filter houses and will require the assessment 
of the entire tract for elevated contamination 
levels. A total of95 of the 154 PRSs have 
been partially sampled, the beginning of the 
process of characterizing the nature and 
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extent of contamination from historical 
activities. 

There also are 125 structures identified (to 
date) for decommissioning. These include 
electrical substation sheds, wastewater 
treatment facilities, research facilities, and 
processing facilities. The structures at T A 21 
fall within four categories (Types II through 
VI) based on the estimated cost per unit area 
anticipated for their decommissioning. 

In addition to PRSs and structures, 
portions ofLos Alamos and DP Canyons lie 
within the boundaries of theTA 21 Tract. 
Although these canyon areas are not suitable 
for development, they also may contain 
contamination that must be characterized 
and/or remediated. 

Figure 10 .1.1.1-1 shows areas with the 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract. TheTA 21 Tract has numerous 
PRSs, many of which have not yet been 
characterized. Much of the land around the 
sites also may be contaminated from prior 
LANL operations. The MDAs within the tract 
boundaries may be involved in future 
remediation activities and prove very costly 
as well. As a result, PCI acreage is estimated 
to total almost the entire tract. 

10.1.2 Transportation 
The existing collector road (DP Road) 

that serves this tract (see Figure 10.1.1-1) has 
the capability to service approximately 2,000 
passenger cars per hour (pcph) in both 
directions. DP Road can be accessed from 
Trinity Drive (see Figure 9.1.1-1 in 
Chapter 9), a four-lane major road west ofDP 
Road, and from the east by a two-lane 
highway (State Road 502) and East Road. 

Trinity Drive currently has an 
approximate capacity of7,200 pcph, and East 
Road has a capacity of approximately 
2, 400 pcph. Data provided by the County of 
Los Alamos show that Trinity Drive and 
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Figure 1 0.1.1-2. Technical Area 21 Tract Monitoring Stations and Outfall Locations. 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

East Road carried approximately 1,100 
vehicles in the peak hour near the vicinity of 
DP Road in January 1998. The average 
annual traffic on Trinity Road and East Road 
near the site is approximately 10,350 vehicles 
per day. This results in a level of service 
(LOS) D for the two-lane highway, which is 
defined as below average operating 
conditions approaching "stop and go" traffic 
flow. The two-lane section of these roads was 
evaluated because it is the constraint for 
roadway operation. 

Increasing Trinity Drive and East Road 
traffic to account for expected growth in the 
area over the next 20 years degrades 
operation to LOSE in the year 2018. This 
LOS represents the maximum capacity of the 
road and is the operating condition just prior 
to traffic jam conditions. 

The intersection ofDP Road and Trinity 
Drive is a blind curve. Westbound Trinity 
Drive traffic, a one-lane section at this 
location, does not have a clear view of 
eastbound traffic. The room for turning onto 
DP Road and from DP Road onto Trinity 
Drive is currently insufficient, and the tum 
lane configuration can be confusing. 

10.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure10.1.3-1 shows the location of 

structures, roads, and utility lines for the 
TA 21 Tract. Industrial and security fence 
lines are shown on Figure 10.1.3-2. TA 21 
contains all the major utilities, including 
water, sewer, steam, electrical, gas, and a 
radioactive liquid waste (RL W) line. Power 
lines enter the developed area at the midpoint 
from the south, then run along DP Road and 
distribute power to the rest of the buildings on 
the site. A natural gas line enters the T A 21 
Tract from the north at the tract's midpoint. A 
steam plant at T A 21 uses natural gas to 
produce steam for heating buildings. T A 21 
receives water from a supply line entering at 
the midpoint ofthe site from the north. This 
tract is not metered separately for any 
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utilities, and no figures for current utility 
usage are available. 

An RL W line originates from near the 
middle of the developed area, runs west along 
DP Road, and exits the site at the western
most boundary. RL W is transported via this 
line to the RLW Treatment Facility (TA 50). 
A replacement for the RL W line is currently 
under development, and the current line is 
expected to be cleaned and plugged. 

10.1.4 Noise 
The Los Alamos County Airport is to the 

north ofT A 21 but is separated from TA 21 
by DP Canyon, a small tributary of Los 
Alamos Canyon. TA 53 is to the south but is 
separated from TA 21 by Los Alamos 
Canyon. As a result, ambient noise reaching 
TA 21 comes largely from workers and light 
trucks traveling to and from LANL facilities. 
There is slight contribution from traffic along 
State Road 502, which can be heard when 
there is no traffic entering TA 21 from DP 
Road. The takeoff and landing of small 
airplanes contribute intermittently to noise 
levels. However, because this tract is further 
removed from traffic than the neighboring DP 
Road Tract, ambient noise levels are 
estimated to be somewhat lower than 
50 decibels, A-weighted (dB A). 

10.1.5 Visual Resources 
TheTA 21 Tract consists of a variety of 

buildings, roads, parking lots, and other 
associated facilities located on top of the 
mesa. The side slopes of the mesa are mostly 
undeveloped and forested. The site, 
particularly the water tower, can be seen from 
locations along State Road 502. Somewhat 
distant views from the site toward the west 
include the Jemez Mountains. This tract was 
analyzed by assigning two rating units to the 
tract based on the visual characteristics of the 
undeveloped and developed portions of the 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

site. These areas generally correspond to the 
side slopes of the mesa, Rating Unit 1, and 
the top of the mesa, Rating Unit 2. 

After scenic quality, distance zone, and 
sensitivity level components were combined 
using the Inventory Class Matrix, it was 
determined that both the developed and 
undeveloped portions of the site fall into 
Scenic Class IV, low public value for the 
visual resources. 

10.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 ofthis 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

This tract consists of two primary 
research areas: DP West and DP East. The DP 
West area has been in the decontamination, 
decommissioning, and demolition process, 
and programs located there have been largely 
been relocated to other areas at LANL. An 
office building with light laboratories 
remains. The DP East area is a tritium 
research site. The tritium activities have not 
been relocated, and are considered critical to 
national security and fusion energy research. 
These activities are anticipated to be required 
beyond the year 2007. 

10.1.7 Ecological Resources 
Similar to the DP Road Tract and 

contiguous with it, the T A 21 Tract supports 
ponderosa pine forest; pinyon-juniper 
woodland; and open shrub, grassland, and 
wildflower areas. Approximately 20 percent 
of the area is developed as roadways, parking 
lots, and facilities with associated 
landscaping. Most of the tract has been 
disturbed by previous industrial activities. 
Flora and fauna are characteristic of the 
region. At least 30 mammal species, 
including 15 bat species, 80 bird species, 
7 reptile and amphibian species, and 154 
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plant species are present in the vicinity of the 
tract. Several large game animals, including 
elk, mule deer, and black bear use the area. 
There are no identified floodplains within the 
tract. TA 21 has wetlands within its current 
boundaries. A review of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) and wetland mapping data 
of the LANL indicated the presence of 
wetlands in T A 21. At some time in the past, 
industrial outfalls have since been 
decommissioned and closed. Eventually, 
these associated wetlands will transition to 
dry land vegetation. A small (less than 1 acre 
or 1 hectare) willow-dominated wetland 
exists in the bottom ofDP Canyon near the 
top of the drainage. With currently designated 
conveyance and transfer tract boundaries, 
portions of this wetland exist in both the 
Airport Tract and the T A 21 Tract. See 
Appendix D of this CT EIS for further 
description ofwetlands and floodplains. 
Adjacent Los Alamos Canyon contains a 
perennial water source flowing a few cubic 
feet per second during most of the year that 
support stretches of riverine and palustrine 
wetlands. The TA 21 Tract contains suitable 
habitat for the American peregrine falcon, 
bald eagle, and Mexican spotted owl. Three 
Mexican spotted owl areas of environmental 
interest (AEis) overlap this land tract, and 
two American peregrine falcon AEis are also 
present and overlapping. 

Noise in the vicinity of the DP Tract 
results from traffic on East Road, Trinity 
Drive, and DP Road, as well as TA 21 
activities conducted in the area. DP Road and 
T A 21 are lighted at night by security lighting 
and by commercial lighting from adjacent 
developed areas. 

10.1.8 Cultural Resources 
TA 21 was used from the Coalition period 

through the Nuclear Energy period. Prior to 
DOE use, this tract was part of the Ramon 
Vigil Spanish land grant. The ROI for this 
tract includes the land tract itself, plus nearby 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

cultural resources located off the tract. For 
this tract, these nearby resources are located 
on LANL and privately held lands. 

One hundred percent of theTA 21 Tract 
has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric resources. Survey results indicate 
that there are 44 cultural resources within the 
tract. Two ofthese sites are prehistoric and 42 
are historic. One prehistoric site has been 
evaluated as eligible for the National Register 
ofHistoric Places (NRHP), and the other has 
been excavated and does not retain sufficient 
data potential currently to be considered 
eligible. One of the historic sites is NRHP
eligible and another is considered potentially 
eligible. The remaining 40 historic sites are 
LANL buildings associated with the historic 
developments during the Nuclear Energy 
period. These buildings have been 
preliminarily evaluated as potentially eligible 
for the NRHP. It is unlikely that all of the 
T A 21 buildings will be determined as 
NRHP-eligible resources. There also is a 
potential for unidentified resources, including 
subsurface archaeological deposits and 
unrecorded burials in T A 21. 

There are no known traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs) located within the T A 21 
Tract. Consultations to identify TCP 
resources have not been conducted. TCPs 
may be identified during further consultations 
with Native American and Hispanic groups 
regarding the traditional uses of this tract. 
TCPs would not be anticipated in developed 
parts of the tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the T A 21 Tract is presented in 
Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

10.1.9 Geology and Soils 
The southern and northern boundaries of 

the T A 21 Tract extend to the bottom of the 
two canyons that consist of exposed 
Bandelier Tuff and Totavi gravelly loamy 
soil. The west-central portion of the tract 
contains the majority ofthe development at 
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the tract in terms of buildings and structures. 
The remaining portions of the tract consist of 
sloped areas, some of which would not likely 
accommodate development (slopes greater 
than 20 percent). The mesa top, while 
previously disturbed, is typified by the Pogna 
fine sandy loam soil type and steep rock 
outcrops along the canyon rim. Outcrops are 
the upper member of the Bandelier Tuff 
(Tshirege), typical of the Pajarito Plateau. No 
major surface faulting is evident in TA 21, 
but fracturing along the canyon edge is 
common in the area. Existing structures are 
vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 
seismic events (as measured on the Richter 
scale) and wildfire episodes. 

10.1.10 Water Resources 
Figure 10.1.1-1 shows the location of the 

TA 21 Tract, which includes the mesa top and 
adjacent canyons. Both canyons are 
ephemeral drainages in the vicinity of the 
tract and receive stormwater runoff and 
snowmelt from the mesa top and surrounding 
areas. There are no known springs within the 
tract. DP Spring flows from the DP Canyon 
wall adjacent to the tract but does not 
maintain flow into the canyon bottom. 

The USFWS NWI and LANL identify 
wetlands within theTA 21 Tract. Wetlands 
assessments are provided in Appendix D. 
There are two active National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permitted outfalls within the tract associated 
with the TSFF and the steam plant. These 
outfalls will be deleted when the source of 
discharge has been eliminated. There is one 
regional aquifer supply well within the tract 
and one regional aquifer test well several 
hundred feet northeast of the tract (see 
Figure 10.1.1-2). There is an NPDES
permitted outfall associated with the supply 
well. 

There are no stream gages within the 
T A 21 Tract. There are two surface water 
monitoring stations located within the tract, 
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DPS-1 and DPS-4. There are groundwater 
monitoring stations within the tract in Los 
Alamos and DP Canyon, but these are for 
shallow and intermediate perched 
groundwater zones and do not pertain to the 
regional aquifer water supply associated with 
this tract. Portions of the TA 21 Tract that lie 
within the canyon bottoms are in the 1 00-year 
floodplain. Assessment of floodplains is 
included in Appendix D. 

10.1.11 Air Resources 
Air quality at theTA 21 Tract is primarily 

affected by LANL operations at T A 21 and at 
the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center 
(LANSCE) on the mesa immediately to the 
south. Slight pollution contributions also arise 
from automobiles using DP Road and Trinity 
Drive and commercial activities along DP 
Road. 

TheTA 21 Tract is part ofNew Mexico 
Region 3, an attainment area that meets 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. Five criteria 
pollutants are emitted from the steam plant 
within T A 21. The only other emissions of 
criteria pollutants are small amounts of 
carbon monoxide and ozone resulting from 
hydrocarbons emitted from motor vehicles. 

The steam plant bums fuel oil and has a 
peak rating of 140,000 British thermal units 
(BTUs) per hour. Plant emissions at peak load 
have been estimated as shown in 
Table 1 0.1.11-1. It has been estimated, 
however, that these emissions are within air 
quality standards (DOE 1999c, Appendix B). 

All emissions of hazardous and other 
chemical air pollutants at the TA 21 Tract are 
from LANL activities. Emissions from the 
LANSCE at TA 53 on the neighboring mesa, 
also could affect air pollution concentrations 
at TA 21. Analysis shows that about 130 
different chemicals have been or are being 
used at TA 21, and about 90 at the LANSCE. 
For chemical emissions from activities at both 
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Table 1 0.1.11-1. Steam Plant 
Emissions 

CRITERIA 
PEAK EMISSIONS POLLUTANT 

Carbon monoxide 0.4 lblhr (0.05 g/se~ 

Nitrogen dioxide 1.7lblhr (0.22 g/sec) 

Sulfur dioxide 4.1lblhr (0.52 g/sec) 

Total suspended 
0.2 lblhr (0.02 glsec) 

particulates 

PM-10 0.1lblhr (0.01 g/sec) 

Notes: Ib/hr = pounds per hour, g!sec = grams per second, 
PM-10 =particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 

of these technical areas, however, short-term 
exposures resulting from inhalation of 
chemical air pollutants at points along the 
current boundaries of the technical areas were 
all estimated to be less than health-based 
standards, and there are no anticipated 
adverse health effects. Likewise, long-term 
exposures (such as for sensitive receptors in 
Los Alamos and nearby areas) also were 
estimated to be less than health-based 
standards (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Analyses for doses from radioactive air 
pollutants indicate that air concentrations at 
the T A 21 Tract would deliver a dose of 
approximately 1.5 to 3.0 millirem per year to 
people residing there year-round, or up to 
30 percent of the EPA standard (DOE 1999c, 
Chapter 5). 

10.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 
About 240,000 square feet (22,296 square 

meters) ofT A 21 structures are heated. In 
addition to space and water heating needs, 
research conducted at some of these facilities 
requires process steam. Maintenance and 
research activities also require the use of 
several government vehicles. These activities 
result in estimated emissions of7,400 tons 
( 6, 712 metric tons) of carbon dioxide 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

annually. Other greenhouse gases are emitted 
in very small quantities or not at all. 

10.1.12 Human Health 

10.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the TA 21 Tract 

T A 21 is the land tract closest to 
LANSCE, which is the primary source of 
radioactive emissions as measured by the 
LANL offsite maximally exposed individual 
(MEl). The eastern tip of this land tract is 
about the same distance from the LANSCE as 
the MEl This tract also has operational 
tritium facilities that have airborne 
radioactive emissions (TSTA and TSFF) and 
maintain some radioactive materials 
inventory (tritium) that could be at risk during 
a natural disaster or other accident. 

This is an industrial complex, so there are 
no residents. Therefore, the dose to visitors 
(including joggers and hikers) from the 
LANSCE are much less than the MEl 
effective dose equivalent (EDE) annual dose. 
Other potential radiological exposures include 
direct radiation from theTA 21 MDAs. 
Visitors also are assumed to be Los Alamos 
residents who would receive the area 
background dose. Radiological PRSs and 
other sources of contamination exist on this 
site, but these have not been completely 
characterized. This tract has the highest 
potential radiation dose of all the land tracts 
considered for conveyance or transfer because 
of the existing operations, MDAs, and 
proximity to the LANSCE. 

The LANL SWEIS projects radiological 
doses to the MEl of 3 .1 millirem per year at 
the Small Business Center Annex (on East 
Gate Drive) and from 1.4 millirem (at its 
western edge) to 3.0 millirem (at its eastern 
edge) per year at theTA 21 Tract (DOE 
1999c, Chapter 5). Doses are thus within the 
EPA standard of 10 millirem per year. The 
TA 21 Tract lies within two ofLANL's one
half mile radiation site evaluation circles (see 
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Figure 10.1.12.1-1) due to activities at the 
LANSCE on the neighboring mesa and at 
TA 21 itself. The radiation site evaluation 
circles were included in LANL' s 1990 Site 
Development Plan (LANL 1990). These. 
circles were intended to be used as planrung 
tools for site developers and other project 
managers responsible for siting new facilities 
or operations to inform them of the presence 
of existing radiation sources and the need to 
evaluate their proposed action( s) against this 
information. The circles are not representative 
of a particular dose of radiation to the TA 21 
Tract under either normal or accident 
conditions and are noted herein for the 
purposes of disclosure with regard to the 
nearest radiation source location relative to 
the tract. The quantities of radioactive 
material and other sources of radiation 
identified by these radiation evaluation circles 
were evaluated in the 1999 LANL SWEIS, as 
previously discussed. 

10.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the TA 21 
Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via the airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown not 
to be significant for the affected environment 
(DOE 1999c). PRSs and other contamination 
on this tract may include nonradiological 
constituents; the site has not been completely 
characterized. 

It is postulated that two of the three types 
of natural disasters postulated in the SWEIS 
could occur on this land (seismic events and 
wildfire). This site has hazardous materials 
present in the buildings that could be at risk 
during a natural disaster. 

10.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 
accidents as discussed in Chapter 4, 

' Section 4.1.12 of this CT EIS. For all 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached T A 21, 
even under adverse weather dispersion 
conditions. Accordingly, chemical accidents 
have no estimated public consequences at the 
tract. 

Radiological Accidents 
There are 13 credible radiological 

accident scenarios postulated in the 
LANL SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4 .1.12 of this CT EIS. Using data 
from the LANL SWEIS, doses to the MEl at 
T A 21 have been estimated for each of these, 
as shown in Table 10.1.12.3-1. 

~able 1 0.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the TA 21 Tract Resulting from Hypothetical Accidents 
at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY MEl ACCIDENT 
FACILITY DOSE SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) DESCRIPTION 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 X 10-3 98 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 17,000 Natural gas pipeline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 84 
Power excursion at the 

Godiva-IV fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 NAa Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 220 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storMe area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 120 Aircraft crash 

Puncture or drop of average-
RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10-l 1 content drum of transuranic 

waste 

Puncture or drop of high-
RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10-3 75 content drum of transuranic 

waste 

Seismic-initiated explosion of 
RAD-12 16-411 - 1.5 X 10-6 8,000 a plutonium-containing 

assembly 

Plutonium release from 
RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 X 10-5 120 irradiation experiment at the 

Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x w-5 67 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 X 10-5 1,200 Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 4 Aircraft crash 
Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR = Chemistry and Metallurgy Research; 
WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 
• Not Applicable. Accident could not occur at TA 21 if the land were transferred. 
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10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

Because there are no residents and no 
public: workers at the tract, the estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe: postulated earthquake (accident 
SITE-·03B) has been estimated frequency of 
3 x 10-5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The postulated earthquake scenario 
would release chemicals from a number of 
facilities, including formaldehyde from the 
Health Research Laboratory (HRL) 
(Building 43-01) and chlorine from the 
chlorinating station within the Los Alamos 
townsite (Building 00-1109). As discussed for 
chemical accidents, earthquakes would have 
no estimated chemical consequences at 
TA 21. The most severe earthquake, however, 
would release significant quantities of 
radioactive materials from several buildings, 
especially from the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research (CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
result in a maximum dose of approximately 
30 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the 
tract. 

The postulated site wildfire scenario 
would burn about 8, 000 acres 
(3,240 hectares) within LANL boundaries, or 
about 30 percent ofLANL, including most of 
Mortandad Canyon and parts of Los Alamos 
and DP Canyons east ofT A 21. Chemical 
releases would be less severe than in the 
postulated earthquake scenarios. The largest 
quantities of radioactive materials would be 
released from the transuranic (TRU) waste 
storage domes at Area G. The maximum dose 
at TA 21 is estimated to be about 0.1 rem. 
Such a wildfire has an estimated frequency of 
0.1 per year, or once every 10 years. 

Because there are no residents and no 
public workers at the tract, the estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
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both zero for all five natural event accident 
scenarios. 

10.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(80-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 

10.2 No Action Alternative 

10.2.1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated changes to 

land use at theTA 21 Tract under the No 
Action Alternative. TSTA and TSFF 
operations occurring in the DP East area of 
the tract would continue consistent with 
future LANL projections (DOE 1999c ). 
Tritium research activities would occur within 
the existing facilities or in adjacent areas of 
previously disturbed lands associated with 
those operations. There would be no 
anticipated change in access to the site, and 
the office building would continue to be used. 

10.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

Characterization and cleanup of this tract 
would take place as described in the DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006. The plan includes input from 
all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at theTA 21 Tract, as briefly 
discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion ofthis chapter, Section 10.1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes of wastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
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effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b). 

This information indicates PRS cleanup is 
likely to include removal actions, in situ 
treatment, and in situ containment. It is likely 
that all structures would be razed, and 
contaminated sediments are likely to be 
removed from both canyon systems. 
Although schedule estimates have not yet 
been prepared for cleanup of the canyon 
systems, cleanup ofPRSs is estimated to 
require 7 years, while demolition of structures 
is estimated to require 12 months. Waste 
volumes are projected to range up to 
approximately 9,290 cubic yards (7,090 cubic 
meters) from cleanup ofPRSs to 
approximately 56,560 cubic yards 
(43,220 cubic meters) from decommissioning 
and razing of structures. The cost estimate for 
remedial action at this parcel is about 
$400,184,000. This estimate is based on the 
information currently available for each PRS 
or structure, and is subject to change if 
significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." Although different 
cleanup approaches have been identified, it is 
possible that the administrative authority 
could require additional actions, resulting in 
greater waste volumes, a longer cleanup 
duration, and higher costs. It also should be 
noted that environmental restoration actions 
and costs represent only a portion of the 
actions and total costs that may be required 
for conveyance and transfer of this parcel. 
These additional costs may be significant. 
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10.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
DP Road near the site. It is expected that the 
future operational performance ofDP Road 
and Trinity Drive would remain similar to 
that of current performance. 

10.2.3 Infrastructure 
The impacts of the No Action Alternative 

for the TA 21 Tract are the same as the 
impacts described in the Expanded 
Operations Alternative of the LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 1999c). Operations at the TSTA and 
TSFF would continue for at least 10 years. No 
new environmental impacts are anticipated as 
a result of the No Action Alternative. 

10.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, TA 21 

current uses would continue. There would be 
some increase in operations from current 
levels, but daytime noises are expected to be 
largely unchanged (that is, somewhat less 
than 50 dBA). 

10.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the visual resources of this tract 
would remain the same. The class designation 
for this tract is Scenic Class IV, which 
indicates visual resources of low public value. 

10.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

10.2.7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the T A 21 
Tract, as described in Section 10 .1.1. 
Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
are projected under the CT EIS No Action 
Alternative. 
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10.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

TA 21 Tract would remain under the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of any cultural resources present would 
continue to be subject to Federal laws, 
regulations, guidelines, executive orders, and 
Pueblo Accords. The use of theTA 21 
facilities, which may include potentially 
eligible resources, would continue. Planned 
evaluation of these structures would continue, 
and information would be available to the 
DOE to ensure stewardship of these 
resources. Other positive impacts of the No 
Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development. Ongoing negative impacts from 
natural processes (such as erosion, fire, 
seismic events, and aging ofbuildings) on the 
physical integrity of cultural resources would 
continue. 

10.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences are limited to existing uses. 

The tract is already developed; no additional 
utilities, roadwork, or buildings are required. 
No soil disturbance or change in availability 
of resources are anticipated. 

10.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation of the current use of this 

tract by the DOE is anticipated under this 
alternative. Consequences to water resources 
under the No Action Alternative would be no 
different than those already existing in the 
affected environment. 

10.2:11 Air Resources 

In the No Action Alternative, LANL 
operations would continue at T A 21. 
Emissions of criteria pollutants would 
continue; but the highest estimated 
concentration of each pollutant would be 
below Federal and State standards established 
to protect human health, with an ample 
margin of safety. Both short-term and long-
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term exposures to emissions of hazardous and 
other chemical air pollutants would be within 
levels established by health-based standards 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). Doses from 
radioactive air pollutants would increase to 
approximately 2.5 to 4.0 millirem per year. 

The same land use would exist in the No 
Action Alternative (tritium research), but the 
level of activity is expected to be slightly 
greater. As a result, carbon dioxide emissions 
also should increase somewhat from current 
levels of7,400 tons (6,712 metric tons) per 
year to an estimated 7,800 tons (7,075 metric 
tons) per year. 

10.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences to the public from 
implementation of the No Action Alternative 
for theTA 21 Tract. No changes in cancer 
risk should be expected for this alternative. 
Estimated radiation doses received at this 
tract would be approximately double from 
today's levels, ranging from 2.5 millirem (at 
the western edge) to 4. 0 millirem (at the 
eastern edge) per year at the T A 21 Tract 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). Doses would 
remain, however, within the EPA standard of 
10 millirem per year (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
No significant nonradiological increases in 
exposures would be expected. It is presumed 
that visitors would have adequate time to 
evacuate the premises for wildfires. Because 
warnings are usually not given for seismic 
events, the human health impacts due to 
seismic events likely would be greater than 
the other two natural disasters. The primary 
type of human health risk for natural disasters 
would be physical injury from falling debris 
and fires. No changes in cancer risk should be 
expected for this alternative. 

10.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section in this chapter. For all postulated 
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accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time the air plume reaches 
T A 21, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

10.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section in this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS. 
Doses would be received by LANL 
employees. The estimated tract collective 
dose and estimated excess LCF would both be 
zero for nonemployees. 

10.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section in this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be about 0.1 rem; the maximum dose from the 
most severe earthquake would be 
approximately 30 rem. Because there are no 
residents and no public workers at the tract, 
the estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero for 
all five natural event accident scenarios. 

10.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
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continue under the No Action Alternative, 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits, and no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

10.3 Proposed Action Alternative 

10.3.1 Land Use 
Direct land use consequences of the 

transfer of this tract would include the 
relocation ofLANL personnel who currently 
work at TA 21. Relocated personnel who 
currently work in office buildings would 
likely be moved to existing buildings on other 
parts ofLANL property, possibly to new 
mobile manufactured buildings on an existing 
parking lot at TA 16. Due to recently 
identified mission support requirements for 
the TST A and TSFF facilities at TA 21 
beyond the 1 0-year timeframe established by 
the Act (Public Law 1 05-119), the tritium 
facilities and inventory would not be expected 
to move from TA 21. Planning for any 
removal actions needed later has not begun, 
and possible alternative locations are 
unknown. Environmental media monitoring 
stations would require relocation to other 
locations within LANL boundaries. The 
direct impacts would be minor and would be 
bounded by the indirect impacts. Construction 
of new facilities necessarily would be 
preceded by appropriate NEP A reviews that 
may result in the preparation of an 
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environmental assessment or an 
environmental impact statement. 

10.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

The commercial and industrial 
development land use scenario proposed for 
this tract could include the development of at 
least 55 acres (22 hectares) of the mesa, 
primarily in areas that have been previously 
disturbed (see Figure 10.3.1.1-1). 
Immediately off the mesa top, slopes are 
generally too steep (greater than 20 percent) 
to accommodate development. The attributes 
of future land use for the T A 21 Tract under 
the commercial and industrial land use 
scenario include: 

• A minimum of 55 acres (22 hectares) 
would be developed for commercial 
and industrial uses. 

• Commercial uses could include both 
light and heavy commercial 
businesses such as office buildings 
and business parks, warehouses, 
parking areas, service stations, repair 
garages, tire shops, motels and hotels, 
large stores, and drive-in or take-out 
facilities, and/or other similar 
businesses. 

• Industrial uses could include light 
fabrication and manufacturing 
facilities compatible with other uses 
currently located at and adjacent to the 
site. 

• When fully developed, land would be 
occupied by 70 businesses, 1,900 
employees, and 56 commercial 
vehicles. 

10.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

There would be little or no indirect 
environmental consequences from the 
contemplated land uses because land uses 
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would remain commercial and industrial. The 
location and type of future enterprises would 
need to be consistent with existing and 
adjacent land use. Access to and within the 
eastern portions of the site would be expected 
to improve. 
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10.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 
No additional environmental restoration 

actions would be required under the Proposed 
Action Alternative because restoration 
activities must occur before the tract would be 
considered suitable for conveyance or 
transfer. 

10.3.2 Transportation 
There would be few direct transportation 

impacts resulting from implementation of this 
development scenario. Relocation ofT A 21 
functions would alter the daily commute of 
LANL and contractor personnel currently 
employed at TA 21. Depending upon their 
new work location and their place of 
residence, personnel would have either a 
shorter or longer drive to work. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

10.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The commercial and industrial land use 
scenario anticipates development of 
additional commercial and industrial facilities 
at the T A 21 site. The Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) land use code 
utilized to estimate the trips generated by this 
proposed development was 130, Industrial 
Park. This ITE land use code allows 
estimation of the trips generated by these 
facilities based on the number of acres 
proposed for the land use type. 
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Figure 1 0.3.1.1-1. Technical Area 21 Contemplated Land Uses. 
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Table 10.3.2.1-1 showsthenumberof 
trips the ITE Trip Generation Manual 
(ITE 1997) estimates would be generated by 
this development. As shown in the table, the 
proposed development would add an 
additional 464 entering trips to DP Road and 
State Road 502 in the weekday morning peak 
hour and add an additional455 exiting trips in 
the weekday evening peak hour. This land use 
scenario also may add an additional 3,471 
trips to the local transportation system. 

Adding these trips to those already on the 
transportation network would result in 
approximately 17,500 trips on State Road 
502. The LOS for the two-lane section of 
Trinity Drive and East Road would be LOS E 
with the commercial and industrial 
development land use scenario around the 
year 2018. This LOS represents the maximum 
capacity of the road and is the operating 
condition just prior to traffic jam conditions. 
It is likely that the DP Road-Trinity Drive 
intersection would not be adequate in its 
current configuration, and reconstruction of 
this intersection would be necessary, possibly 
including the addition of a traffic signal. 

The construction of a bridge connecting 
the eastern edge of the T A 21 Tract with the 
Airport Tract would be possible. This 
connection would improve the ingress and 
egress to the proposed DP Road commercial 

area, including this site. This also would 
alleviate the traffic problems that currently 
exist where DP Road intersects with Trinity 
Drive. However, it would increase the 
number of trips at the Airport Road and East 
Road intersection. This scenario would likely 
require the installation of a traffic signal at 
the Airport Road-East Road intersection. 

Transportation effects within LANL from 
the relocation of personnel from T A 21 to 
their new facilities would be increases in 
traffic congestion during peak morning and 
evening hours in the immediate area of the 
new facilities. Because ofthe relatively small 
number of personnel relocated (in relation to 
the total number ofLANL employees), no 
noticeable changes would be expected on a 
site-wide scale. 

10.3.3 Infrastructure 
There would be minimal direct 

consequences to infrastructure from the 
Proposed Action Alternative because utility 
needs would be relocated, not terminated. For 
example, it would be likely that theTA 21 
steam plant would be reproduced elsewhere, 
with the same consumption of natural gas as 
the existing steam plant. 

Table 1 0.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Commercial and Industrial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR TA 21 TRACT 

ITE 24 Hour Morning Peak Evening Peak Saturday Peak 

Land Use Land Two- Hour Trips Hour Trips Hour Trips 
Use Way 

Code Volume Enter Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit 

Industrial- 55 acres 
130 3,471 464 95 121 455 83 176 (23 hectares) 
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10.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect environmental impacts with 
respect to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
from this alternative would fall into two 
categories: (1) increased utility usage and 
(2) ground disturbance resulting from 
construction of new facilities. The utility 
usage would increase as a result of the 
contemplated developments. The estimated 
increases are shown in Table 10.3.3.1-1. It is 
not anticipated that these increases would 
exceed the capacity for any utility in the 
regiOn. 

Installation of new utility facilities and 
upgrades to existing ones would require 
creation of trenches and access and 
maintenance roads. The construction of roads, 
parking areas, and buildings, and the 
extension of utility lines would cause soil 
disturbance. Refer to Section 10.3.9 ofthis 
chapter for detail on impacts resulting from 
ground disturbance from new construction. 

10.3.4 Noise 
Transfer of ownership would have some 

direct impact to noise levels at the TA 21 
Tract. Noises created by existing ventilation 
systems and by the movement of vehicles 

would disappear, and noise levels would 
decrease on parts of the tract. Traffic along 
East Road, however, is the primary noise 
source on northern portions of this land tract, 
and these traffic noises would remain. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

10.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

If conveyed, the T A 21 Tract would be 
developed both commercially and 
industrially. This development would likely 
result in an increase in jobs, which would 
increase traffic flow. Maximum noise from 
traffic would not be expected to increase 
significantly over current conditions, but 
traffic noises would likely be present for a 
greater portion of the day as the new 
employees arrive at work, exit and return 
from lunch, perform daily errands, and return 
home in the afternoon. 

Construction of the new commercial and 
industrial facilities would, however, increase 
ambient noise levels. Construction of new 
facilities would entail ground clearing, 
excavation, laying of foundations, erection, 
and finishing work. The use of heavy 
equipment such as front-end loaders, concrete 
mixers, and jackhammers would produce 

Table 10.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Commercial and 
Industrial Land Use Scenario on the TA 21 Tract 

GAS WATER SEWAGE 
MSW POWER ELECTRICITY MCF MGY 

(BAYO) 
TPY 

MW GWH (MLY) (MLY) 
MGY 

(MTY) (MLY) 

Estimated annual increase 0.7 4.0 
39 35 19 77 

(1,100) (132) (72) (70) 

Available system capacity 5 277 5,040 297 135 
NA (142,700) (1,125) (511) 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, mgy =million gallons·per 
year, tpy =tons per year, msw =municipal solid waste, mty =metric tons per year 
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noise levels ranging from 74 to 95 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the 
construction site (DOE 1997a, page 36). 

10.3.5 Visual Resources 
One direct consequence to visual 

resources of conveyance or transfer of 
ownership would be the demolition ofLANL 
structures on the tract prior to disposition. 
These: actions would result in visual 
improvement to the area. 

10.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Contemplated uses would be visually 
compatible with current tract use and would 
maintain or could improve current Scenic 
Class IV visual resources by the replacement 
of less visually appealing structures. 

10.3.6 Socioeconomics 
Because T A 21 activities would be 

relocated (as opposed to terminated), there 
would be no direct socioeconomic 
consequences of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. 

10.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect socioeconomic consequences 
would include short-term increases in area 
employment and income associated with the 
construction ofthe facilities and long-term 
increases once the facilities are operational. 
Approximately 1,900 workers would be 
employed on the tract and 3,100 jobs would 
be generated in the ROI, which would, in 
turn, increase ROI income. Because these 
jobs would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force, there would be no impact on area 
population or increase in the demand for 
housing or public services in the ROI. 
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10.3.7 Ecological Resources 
Direct ecological impacts of the 

conveyance or transfer itself would be limited 
to the changes in responsibility for resource 
protection. Environmental review and 
protection processes for future activities 
would not be as rigorous as those which 
govern DOE activities. 

The LANL Threatened and Endangered 
Species Habitat Management Plan would no 
longer be in effect for this area-thereby 
potentially reducing the protection afforded 
threatened and endangered species and their 
potential habitat in this area. 

10.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Approximately 20 percent, or 52 acres 
(21 hectares) of the TA 21 Tract are currently 
developed. Commercial and industrial 
facilities would be constructed primarily 
within the developed areas and would replace 
many ofthe existing structures. Contemplated 
development would destroy or substantially 
modify at least 5 additional acres (2 hectares) 
of habitat, primarily ponderosa pine, pinyon
juniper, shrub, grassland, and wildflower 
areas. Highly mobile wildlife species or 
wildlife species with large home ranges (such 
as deer, elk, and birds) would be able to 
relocate to adjacent undeveloped areas; 
however, successful relocation may not occur 
due to competition for resources to support 
the increased population and the carrying 
capacity limitations of areas outside the 
proposed development area. The impacts 
could include overgrazing, stress, and 
overwintering mortality. For less-mobile 
species (reptiles, amphibians, and small 
mammals), direct mortality could occur 
during the actual construction event or from 
habitat alteration. Development would reduce 
breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife 
currently utilizing the property and would be 
lost as potential hunting habitat for raptors 
and other predators. In addition, there would 
be a decrease in quality of the habitat 
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immediately adjacent to the proposed 
development due to increased noise level, 
traffic, lights, and other human activity, both 
pre- and post-construction. 

Development in this tract could result in 
the accelerated loss ofwetland vegetation 
present at the decommissioned industrial 
outfalls and loss of the small wetlands within 
both the TA 21 and Airport Tracts. Even if 
construction and development does not occur 
in theTA 21 or Airport Tracts' wetland, 
indirect impact such as additional surface 
runoff from an increase of impermeable 
surface areas (pavement), resulting in 
accelerated erosion and increased 
downstream and offsite sedimentation could 
occur. 

There are three species that are Federal
listed as threatened or endangered that may 
potentially use the T A 21 Tract: the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, and the 
Mexican spotted owl. With respect to the bald 
eagle, this area has a low level of potential 
use for foraging. Three Mexican spotted owl 
AEis (Los Alamos Canyon, Pueblo Canyon 
and Sandia Canyon AEis) overlap the TA 21 
Tract, and development could affect 
approximately 133 acres (54 hectares) of core 
habitat (Los Alamos Canyon AEI) and buffer 
habitat comprised of approximately 92 acres 
(3 7 hectares) in the Los Alamos Canyon AEI, 
63 acres (26 hectares) in the Pueblo Canyon 
AEI, and 18 acres (7 hectares) in the Sandia 
Canyon AEI. Two American peregrine falcon 
AEis could be affected: 15 acres (6 hectares) 
of core habitat and 127 acres (51 hectares) of 
buffer habitat in the Pueblo Canyon AEI and 
11 acres ( 4 hectares) of core habitat in the Los 
Alamos Canyon AEI (PC 1999d). 

Because direct entry into the adjacent Los 
Alamos Canyon habitat would be available by 
descending established trails, increased 
recreational use is expected occur. 
However, recreational effects to the adjacent 
Los Alamos Canyon natural habitat are 
projected to be minor because the area is 
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proposed for commercial development and 
not residential or recreational use. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies for the Los Alamos Canyon 
watershed. 

10.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would result from the potential 
transfer of known and unidentified cultural 
resources out of the responsibility and 
protection of the DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
800.5(a)(l)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. Eligible 
cultural resources are present in the T A 21 
Tract and thus could be directly impacted by 
the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing these resources from 
future consideration under the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
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discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

10.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land use contemplated for the T A 21 
Tract by the receiving parties. The receiving 
parties have identified a combination of 
commercial and industrial land uses on a 
minimum of 55 acres (22 hectares) ofthe 
tract. This analysis reflects the broad, 
planning-level impacts anticipated from this 
contemplated use. 

Under the commercial and industrial 
development scenario, portions of the tract 
would be extensively altered by construction 
activities, including grading and trenching. 
These activities could result in primary 
impacts to NRHP-eligible resources through 
physical destruction, demolition, damage, or 
alteration. Resources avoided by construction 
on adjacent lands may be isolated or have 
their setting disturbed by the introduction of 
elements out of character with the resource, 
such a.s visual and audible intrusions. The 
development of land may cause changes to 
the presence or integrity of, or access to 
natural resources utilized by traditional 
communities for subsistence, religious, or 
other cultural activities. 

10.3.9 Geology and Soils 
There would be no direct consequences of 

transfi~r of ownership of theTA 21 Tract. 
Indirect consequences would be as discussed 
in the following sections. 
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10.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated land use includes 
commercial and industrial development 
activities. There would be little to no 
anticipated change in land use under this 
scenario for the T A 21 Tract. Impacts to 
geology and soils would be limited to 
disturbances resulting from any upgrade to 
utilities and roadways. 

10.3.10 Water Resources 
Transfer of this tract may directly affect 

surface water quantity. Transfer would not 
directly affect surface water quality or 
groundwater quantity or quality. 

10.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Surface water quantity and quality may be 
indirectly affected if the contemplated land 
use is pursued. The contemplated land use 
would not affect groundwater quality or 
quantity beneath the tract, but any associated 
increased water usage may contribute to the 
overall regional water level decline and 
possibly result in degradation of water quality 
within the aquifer. 

Development and construction may 
potentially affect surface water quality within 
and downstream of the tract. Two sources of 
surface water, the NPDES-permitted outfalls 
associated with T A 21 operations, would be 
removed prior to disposition of the tract. This 
would reduce the quantity of surface water 
discharged into the adjacent canyons. Surface 
water quality could be impacted during 
construction and development of the tract as 
stormwater runoff may increase over areas 
that have been denuded and carry sediments 
and surface contaminants into the drainages. 
Possible mitigative measures are discussed in 
Chapter 16, Potential Mitigation Measures. 
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10.3.11 Air Resources 
From a regional perspective, there would 

likely be a slight beneficial direct impact to 
air quality from the Proposed Action 
Alternative. LANL activities would be 
relocated, not terminated, and the tritium 
research facilities would be reconstructed. It 
is probable that newer process designs and 
newer emission control technologies would 
be installed. As a result, emissions of 
chemical and radiological air pollutants might 
decrease slightly from levels in the No Action 
Alternative. There would be little or no 
change to emissions of criteria pollutants. 
Indirect consequences are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

10.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, 
LANL facilities would be idled and then 
razed. New businesses potentially would 
include warehouses, service stations, repair 
garages, motels, stores, and office buildings. 
The result of this transformation would be a 
likely increase in emissions of criteria 
pollutants, a probable reduction in emissions 
of hazardous and other chemical air 
pollutants, and the elimination of radioactive 
air pollutants from TA 21. In short, air quality 
would improve somewhat. 

Despite increased emissions of criteria 
pollutants, ambient air concentrations would 
likely continue to below standards established 
by the EPA and the State. With the removal 
ofLANL operations, concentrations of 
hazardous and chemical air pollutants, which 
are already lower than health-based standards, 
would decrease. Doses from the inhalation of 
radioactive air pollutants would continue at 
approximately 2.5 to 4.0 millirem per year 
because most of this dose is the result of 
operations at the LANSCE, not the idled 
T A 21 operations. 
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10.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

It is assumed that this development would 
result in four office buildings (20 firms) and 
50 commercial and industrial businesses. In 
turn, these businesses would require an 
estimated 56 commercial vehicles, a 
combination of vans, pick-up trucks, and 
automobiles. LANL facilities would be razed. 
Carbon dioxide emissions would result from 
the use of natural gas to heat buildings and 
through the use of commercial vehicles. 
Resultant emissions are estimated to be 
2,500 tons (2,267 metric tons) of carbon 
dioxide per year. This would be a two-thirds 
reduction from emissions in the No Action 
Alternative, caused largely by the cessation of 
LANL activities. (The reduction would be for 
this tract alone, however. Regionally, carbon 
dioxide emissions could increase by 
2,500 tons [2,267 metric tons] per year should 
tritium research continue elsewhere on LANL 
property.) 

10.3.12 Human Health 

There would be few direct impacts to 
human health from transfer of ownership of 
the T A 21 Tract. Tritium research activities 
would be assumed to be relocated to another 
LANL technical area, likely more distant 
from population centers than T A 21. 
However, because more than 90 percent of 
the dose to the regional populace stems from 
research at the LANSCE, this relocation 
would have little impact. Potential indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

10.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial development would bring an 
estimated 1,900 new workers into closer 
proximity to LANL facilities, thereby 
increasing the number of members of the 
public exposed to radiological and chemical 
air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. • · 
While all doses would be within health-based 
standards established by other Federal 
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agencies, the closer proximity would increase 
the radiation dose received by the collective 
population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL. In addition, closer public 
proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical 
accidents at LANL facilities. 

Radiation doses received by workers 
would range from 2.5 millirem (at the western 
edge) to 4.0 millirem (at the eastern edge) per 
year at this tract (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
Because this tract lies within the radiation site 
evaluation circle for the LANSCE however 

' ' potential radiological impacts ofthe 
disposition and subsequent development may 
warrant additional consideration. 

No changes in cancer risk should be 
expected. Nonradiological exposures would 
be expected to be below health-based 
standards. Residents would face the same 
hazards to floods and wildfires as workers 
now do but should have adequate time to 
evacuate the premises. Seismic events come 
without warning and would carry risks of 
physical injury from building collapses. 

10.3.1.2.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reached T A 21, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

10.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Subsequent to transfer of ownership, the 
MEl dose at this tract would be the same as 
described in the No Action Alternative. The 
MEl doses would be greater than 
200 millirem for 4 of 13 scenarios postulated 
in the SWEIS: 17 rem for RAD-02 (natural 
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gas pipeline failure, explosion, and fire at the 
CMR Building), 220 millirem for RAD-07 
(fuel leak and fire at the Waste 
Characterization, Reduction, and 
Repackaging [WCRR] Facility), S rem for 
RAD-12 (plutonium release from the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
[DARHT] Facility during an earthquake), and 
1.2 rem for RAD-15B (explosion followed by 
fire in an entire wing of the CMR Building). 

For the contemplated commercial and 
industrial development land use, there would 
be substantial increases in collective tract 
dose and excess LCFs. For example, the 
LANL SWEIS estimated a collective 
population dose of 120,000 person-rem for all 
people living within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL, resulting in an estimated 57 
excess LCFs for hypothetical accident 
RAD-02. This would increase by another 
S,OOO person-rem and four LCFs under the 
commercial and industrial development land 
use. Table 10.3.12.3-1 compares the 
estimated additional consequences of all 
hypothetical radiological accidents. 

10.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Natural event accidents would have no 
estimated chemical consequences at the 
TA 21 Tract. For the postulated accidents 
(wildfire and four earthquake scenarios), 
chemical concentrations in the air plume 
released by potential chemical accidents 
would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume would 
reach the tract, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. 

The MEl doses would be the same as 
described in the No Action Alternative. The 
maximum dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be about 0.1 rem; that from 
the most severe earthquake would be about 
30 rem. If the tract were developed 
commercially, however, there would be 
significant increases in collective tract dose 

Final CT EIS 



10.0 TECHNICAL AREA 21 TRACT 

Table 1 0.3.12.3-1. Additional Accident Consequences Associated with the 
Commercial and Industrial Land Use on the TA 21 Tract 

BOTH SWEIS 
DEVELOPMENT ESTIMATESb 

SCENARIOS8 

Accident Accident 
Facility 

Frequency Collective Excess Collective Excess 
Scenario Location per Year Cosec LCF Cosec LCF 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x w-3 57 0.03 72 0.04 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 8,000 4.0 120,000 57 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 48 0.02 100 0.06 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 NAd NAd 24 0.01 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 120 0.06 1,300 0.69 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 74 0.04 400 0.2 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x w-1 1 0 4 0 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x w-3 47 0.02 230 0.12 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 4,700 2.3 35,800 18 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x w-5 70 0.04 160 0.08 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x w-5 32 0.02 175 0.09 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x w-5 570 0.29 3,400 1.7 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 2 0 56 0.03 

Notes: mrem = millirem, RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test, 1WISP = Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage 
Project 

• In addition to doses estimated in the LANL SWEIS. 

b For the entire population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius ofLANL. 

c Person-rem 
d Not applicable. Accident could not occur at TA 21 ifland were transferred. 

and excess LCFs. The most severe earthquake 
would result in an estimated tract collective 
doses greater than 20,000 person-rem, and in 
approximately 12 excess LCFs. These 
exposures would be in addition to those 
estimated in the LANL SWEIS (340,000 
person-rem and 230 excess LCFs for 
SITE-03B). 

10.3.13 Environmental Justice 
There would be no direct or indirect 

consequences of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. For environmental justice 
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impacts to occur, there must be high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts that disproportionately affect 
minority or low-income populations. The 
human health analyses for the contemplated 
land uses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from LANL operations would be expected to 
be within regulatory limits, and no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
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environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
the tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socio<::conomic changes resulting from 
implementing the Proposed Action 
Alternative would not lead to environmental 
justic<:: impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, modest economic benefits would 
arise from the additional jobs created during 
construction and operation ofthe new facility. 
Secondary effects would include small 
increases in business activity and would 
likely increase revenues to local governments. 
Each of these impacts would be positive and 
would not disproportionately affect low
income or minority populations. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
ofthese resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. 

10.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
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of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
T A 21 Tract would not immediately cause 
any irreversible or irretrievable commitments 
of resources. Subsequent commercial and 
industrial development would, however, 
cause the irretrievable commitment of 
resources during construction and operation 
of new businesses. Construction of these 
buildings would require the irretrievable 
commitment of standard building materials 
such as lumber and roofing materials. Energy 
would be expended in the form of natural gas 
and electricity. Additional water also would 
be consumed. 

10.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
T A 21 Tract could result in the loss of certain 
Federal protections for cultural resources on 
the tract. Loss of these protections could be 
considered an unavoidable adverse impact to 
these resources, as development of previously 
undisturbed areas could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the tract. The conveyance or 
transfer of the tract also could result in the 
loss of certain Federal protections for 
ecological resources and consideration of 
these resources in planning future activities 
on the tract. 

Development also would cause adverse 
impact through increased need for and use of 
utilities. Increased demand for water, solid 
waste, and sewage services would have 
adverse effects in the immediate Los Alamos 
region by lowering the aquifer level more 
quickly, shortening the remaining lifetime of 
the County landfill, and increasing both the 
quantities of sewage that require treatment 
and the quantities of treated sewage 
discharged to the environment. The 
environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
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elsewhere (in the Four Comers region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Development also would lead to increases 
traffic by increasing the labor force within the 
County. The addition of an estimated 1,900 
new workers would in a 1 0 to 15 percent 
increase in commuter traffic, with attendant 
increases in congestion and traffic noises 
during daylight hours. Noise levels would 
increase within the TA 21 Tract because the 
current work force is less than one-fourth that 
projected subsequent to development. The 
visual environment would deteriorate from 
that created by the demolition of existing 
LANL structures (although more modem 
architectural designs might result in visual 
improvement when compared to that of 
today). 

Finally, development would bring more 
members of the public into closer proximity 
to LANL facilities, thereby increasing the 
number of people exposed to radiological and 
chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL 
operations. The location is not far from the 
Small Business Center Annex (on East Gate 
Drive), the location ofLANL's MEl, due to 
radiological air emissions from the LANSCE 
on the adjacent mesa. While all doses would 
be within health-based standards established 
by other Federal agencies, the closer 
proximity also would increase the radiation 
dose received by the collective population 
within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius of 
LANL. In addition, closer public proximity 
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would result in greater public consequences 
from some hypothetical accidents at LANL 
facilities. 

Finally, commercial and industrial 
development would increase the potential for 
degradation of surface water quality. Standard 
mitigation measures, however, can limit both 
short- and long-term impacts to surface water 
quality. 

10.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of 
TA 21 Tract would not immediately cause 
any specific impacts on short-term uses ofthe 
environment. Environmental restoration 
activities at the tract, already completed 
before ownership is transferred, would cause 
some short-term disruption and use of 
resources but would ultimately provide for 
long-term improvement in environmental 
quality and associated productivity. 
Demolition ofLANL facilities also would 
lead to improvements in the visual 
environment. 

The tract is located immediately adjacent 
to the Los Alamos townsite, and land use has 
been commercial and industrial for five 
decades. Continued commercial and industrial 
land use would, therefore, be compatible with 
the long-term uses of the land. 
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11.1 Affected Environment 

11.1.1 Land Use 
The Airport Tract consists of 

approximately 205 acres (83 hectares) and is 
located on the northeastern edge of the mesa 
above Pueblo Canyon and to the east of the 
Los Alamos townsite (see Figure 11.1.1-1, 
Airport Tract Layout). The bottom ofLos 
Alamos Canyon to the south and the mesa's 
edge to the north define the tract's 
boundaries. The tract includes land on both 
sides of State Road 502, which serves as the 
main entrance to the community ofLos 
Alamos. 

Since 1948, the Airport Tract has 
primarily been used for commercial air 
transportation. Prior to that, the tract served as 
a landfill upon which the Los Alamos Airport 
was ultimately constructed. Other past 
activities at the tract included the use of 
portions of the tract for construction supply 
and storage. The area of the tract to the north 
side ofEast Road surrounding the Airport's 
runways and support buildings is primarily 
grassland. Areas to the south of East Road are 
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primarily covered in juniper-savannah with 
open shrub, grasslands, and wildflower areas. 
Areas of the tract to the south ofEast Road 
are adjacent to sensitive wildlife habitat and 
archeological sites. 

Currently, the Airport handles both 
commercial and private air transportation, as 
well as emergency transport and support (for 
example, medical and fire response). Los 
Alamos County operates the Airport, under a 
lease agreement from the DOE (DOE 1998b ). 
Directly to the west of the Airport and north 
ofEast Road is a single-family residential 
development (DOE 1998b ). Directly to the 
east of the Airport is the Small Business 
Center Annex (on East Gate Drive), 
consisting of offices and other light 
commercial and retail land uses. Other land 
uses along East Road to the west and in 
reasonable proximity to the Airport include 
several churches, a public swimming facility, 
and a park (LAC 1998). Immediately to the 
north of the tract is a steep drop off the 
mesa's edge. Land on the south side ofEast 
Road is undeveloped area that serves as a 
buffer area for LANL operations. · 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

The DP Canyon crossover trail (see 
Figur{~ 3.2.1-2 in Chapter 3) crosses portions 
of the tract located south of State Road 502 
(LANL 1998c ). No other recreational 
opportunities are associated with the Airport 
Tract. 

Figure 11.1.1-2 shows the location of 
various environmental media monitoring 
stations on the subject land tract. 

11.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

The Airport Tract contains 24 potential 
release sites (PRSs) within its boundaries and 
has another within 50 feet (15 meters) of the 
tract boundary. These PRSs consist offive 
surface units, eight subsurface units, six 
outfalls, and six former material disposal 
areas (MDAs). Some sampling and 
characterization has been performed 19 of the 
25 sites, and 2 have already been cleaned up. 
There also are four structures on the tract: the 
terminal building, a gas meter station, a 
storage building, and a storage shed. There 
are no other environmental restoration or 
decommissioning concerns at this tract. 

Figure 11.1.1.1-1 shows areas with 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. Only the southern tip of the 
tract appears to have no known contamination 
issues, although much of the tract has not yet 
been characterized. The areas to the south of 
East Road were formerly known as 
"contractors' row," and are suspected to 
contain substantial construction debris with 
potential contamination. As a result, PCI 
acreage is estimated to total 185 acres 
(75 hectares), almost the entire tract. 

11. 1.2 Transportation 
The Los Alamos Airport is adjacent to 

East Road, which changes designation from 
State Road 502, a two-lane State highway 
entering the Los Alamos townsite from the 
east (see Figure 11.1.1-1). Current capacity of 
this road is approximately 2,200 passenger 
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cars per hour (pcph). Data provided by the 
County of Los Alamos show that East Road 
carried approximately 1,500 vehicles in the 
peak hour in September 1998. State traffic 
flow maps show that the average annual 
weekday traffic on East Road was 17,250 
vehicles in 1996 near this location. As a 
general rule, when peak hour traffic is 
10 percent of the average annual weekday 
traffic, a road is at or near its capacity. Using 
this rule, it appears that East Road is 
approaching full capacity at this location. 

The level of service (LOS) determined for 
this section ofEast Road was LOSE, which 
is defined as operating conditions of 
maximum capacity. Applying the U.S. 
Census Bureau's 1. 5 percent annual growth 
rate to the existing traffic maintains the LOS 
atE in about 2018. However, it will degrade 
to LOS F, or traffic jam conditions, shortly 
after 2018. Widening State Road 502 and 
East Road to four lanes near the site will 
improve the level of service to LOS B (good 
operating conditions with stable traffic flow) 
in about 2018. 

Under existing traffic volumes provided 
by the New Mexico State Highway and 
Transportation Department (NMSH&TD), 
State Road 502 east of the Airport operates at 
LOS E or F coming up the mesa, due to the 
mountainous terrain. 

11.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 11.1.3-1 shows the location of 

structures, roads, and utility lines for the 
Airport Tract. Industrial and security fence 
lines are shown on Figure 11.1.3-2. Operation 
of the Airport is provided by the County of 
Los Alamos. All utilities and structures are 
owned by the County, but the land is leased 
from the DOE. Development on the Airport 
Tract consists of the runway, taxiways, 
terminal, private hangars, parking, and 
associated facilities. East Road, a two-lane 
road, bisects the site and is separated from the 
airport runway by fencing. The site has all 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

utilities available. This tract is not metered 
separately for any utilities, and no figures for 
current utility usage are available. 

11.1.4 Noise 
The Airport Tract lies adjacent to East 

Road. Vehicular traffic from the highway is 
the major source of ambient noise for this 
tract of land. The takeoff and landing of small 
airplanes contribute intermittently to noise 
levels. Ambient noise levels vary with 
distance from the highway. At the northern 
edges of Technical Area (TA) 73, the edge 
most distant from the highway, ambient noise 
levels are estimated to be less than 40 
decibels, A-weighted (dBA). At the southern 
edge, along the highway, background levels 
are likely to be in the range of 60 to 70 dB A 
during the daytime. 

11.1.5 Visual Resources 
The Airport Tract includes the developed 

airport facility on the north side ofEast Road 
and the undeveloped vegetated area to the 
south of East Road. Views from the Airport 
Tract include views to the north across Pueblo 
Canyon and south across East Road to the 
undeveloped portion of this tract. Views of 
the Airport are mainly from East Road and 
from the subdivision adjacent to the west. 
This tract was analyzed by assigning two 
rating units to the tract based on the 
difference in the visual character with regard 
to manmade modifications on the north and 
south sides ofEast Road. The area north of 
East Road, Rating Unit 1, is developed for 
airport functions, while the area south of the 
road, Rating Unit 2, is undeveloped. 

After scenic quality, distance zone, and 
sensitivity level components were combined 
using the Inventory Class Matrix, it was 
determined that the developed airport portions 
of the tract have moderate public value for 
visual resources, Scenic Class III, and the 
undeveloped portions of the tract have high 
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public value for visual resources, Scenic 
Class II. 

11.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 ofthis 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

This tract consists of the Airport, a 
commercial air service operated by Los 
Alamos County under a lease agreement with 
the DOE. All employment on the tract is 
associated with the Airport. 

11.1.7 Ecological Resources 
The Airport Tract occupies the mesa top 

adjacent to and above Pueblo Canyon. The 
vegetation of the tract, covering 
approximately 60 percent of the land area, is 
primarily ponderosa pine forest; pinyon
juniper woodland; and open shrub, grassland, 
and wildflower areas. The remaining 
40 percent of the area is developed as 
roadway, parking lots, runway, and buildings. 
The flora and fauna are typical of the region. 
There are no perennial surface water courses 
or floodplains within the tract. A small 
willow-dominated wetland exists in the 
bottom ofDP Canyon near the top of the 
drainage. This wetland overlaps portions of 
the Airport and T A 21 Tracts. See 
Appendix D of this CT EIS for further 
description of the wetlands and floodplains. 
Foraging habitat is present for the bald eagle, 
Mexican spotted owl, and American 
peregrine falcon. Los Alamos Canyon and 
Pueblo Canyon areas of environmental 
interest (AEis) overlap the Airport Tract for 
both the Mexican spotted owl and American 
peregrine falcon. Noise is generated from 
vehicle traffic utilizing the Airport and from 
State Road 502 and aircraft landings and 
takeoffs. The Airport Tract is lighted at night 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

by security and commercial lighting at the 
Airport and by adjacent residential areas. 

11.1.8 Cultural Resources 

The Airport Tract was used from the 
Archaic period through the Nuclear Energy 
period. Prior to DOE use, this tract was part 
of the Ramon Vigil Spanish land grant. The 
ROI £Dr this tract includes the land tract itself, 
plus nearby cultural resources located offthe 
tract. For this tract, these nearby resources are 
located on LANL and privately held lands. 

One hundred percent of the Airport Tract 
has be:en inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. Survey results 
indicate that there are five cultural sites 
within the tract, two of which are prehistoric 
and three are historic. Both ofthe prehistoric 
sites have been evaluated as eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
The historic sites include two buildings and a 
trash scatter that may be associated with 
historic developments during the Nuclear 
Energy period. These buildings have been 
evaluated as eligible for the NRHP, and the 
trash scatter was evaluated as not eligible. 
There is a potential for unidentified resources, 
including subsurface archaeological deposits 
and unrecorded burials in the Airport Tract. 

There are no known traditional cultural 
prope1ties (TCPs) located within the Airport 
Tract. Consultations to identify TCP 
resources have not been conducted. TCPs 
may be identified during further consultations 
with Native American and Hispanic groups 
regarding the traditional uses of this tract. 
TCPs would not be anticipated in developed 
parts of the tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the Airport Tract is presented in 
Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

11. 1.9 Geology and Soils 

The Airport Tract is located on the 
northeastern edge of the mesa above Pueblo 
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Canyon and to the east of the Los Alamos 
townsite (see Figure 11.1.1-1). Although 
heavily developed, the tract is underlain by 
the Hackroy sandy loam and steep rock 
outcrops along the canyon rim. Outcrops are 
the upper member of the Bandelier Tuff 
(Tshirege), typical ofthe Pajarito Plateau. No 
major surface faulting is evident in this tract. 

11.1.10 Water Resources 
The Airport Tract is located on the mesa 

top between Los Alamos and DP Canyons, 
and the northern and southern boundaries 
extend to the bottom of these canyons. Both 
canyons are ephemeral drainages in the 
vicinity of the tract. Both Los Alamos and DP 
Canyon receive stormwater runoff and 
snowmelt from the mesa top and surrounding 
areas. One spring, DP Spring, flows from the 
DP Canyon wall but does not maintain flow 
into the canyon bottom. A discussion of a 
wetland in the bottom ofDP Canyon is 
included in Appendix D. 

There are no stream gages within the 
Airport Tract. There are two surface water 
monitoring stations located on the southern 
tract boundary, DPS-1 and DPS-4. There is 
one test well within the tract and one regional 
aquifer supply well several hundred feet to · 
the southwest. 

A portion of the Airport Tract is within 
the 1 00-year floodplain. Assessment of this 
floodplain is included in Appendix D. 

11.1.11 Air Resources 
Air quality at the Airport Tract is 

primarily affected by LANL operations at 
TA 21 and the Los Alamos Neutron Science 
Center (LANSCE). Pollutant contributions 
also arise from traffic on East Road and from 
the airplanes that use the Los Alamos Airport. 

The Airport Tract is part of New Mexico 
Region 3, an attainment area that meets 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. Except for 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

small amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone 
resulting from hydrocarbons emitted from 
motor vehicles and airplanes, there are no 
sources of criteria pollutants within the tract 
itself 

There are no sources within the tract that 
emit hazardous or other chemical air 
pollutants, so concentrations of these 
pollutants at the tract are the result of other 
activities, primarily those at T A 21. Analysis 
shows that about 130 different chemicals 
have been or are being used at TA 21. 
However, short-term exposures resulting from 
inhalation of chemical air pollutants at points 
along the current boundaries ofT A 21 were 
all estimated to be less than health-based 
standards (which implies that concentrations 
at the Airport would likely be lower), and 
there are no anticipated adverse health effects. 
Likewise, long-term exposures (such as for 
sensitive receptors in Los Alamos and nearby 
areas) also were estimated to be less than 
health-based standards (DOE 1999c, 
Chapter 5). 

Just off of the eastern edge of this tract is 
the location ofthe maximally exposed 
individual (MEl) for radiation doses from all 
ofLANL's operations. The estimated dose 
from air pollutants for the MEl in 1997 was 
2.2 millirem, which assumes an individual 
resided there 24 hours per day for 365 days 
(DOE 1999c). Other years brought higher 
doses, and the LANL SWEIS analysis 
estimated a dose of 3 .1 millirem. This is at the 
eastern boundary of the tract. At the western 
edge, the dose is estimated at about 
1.1 millirem (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

11.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 
At present, this tract has only one heated 

structure, the terminal building. The building 
is small, and natural gas consumption is 
estimated to approximate that for a home. 
Greenhouse emissions are estimated to 
consist of only 6 tons ( 5 metric tons) of 
carbon dioxide per year. 

October 1999 

11.1.12 Human Health 

11.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the Airport Tract 

TA 73, which encompasses the Airport, is 
the second closest land tract to LANL's 
LANSCE, which is the primary source of 
radioactive emissions as measured for the 
LANL offsite MEl. The eastern tip of this 
land tract is just a little farther from the 
LANSCE than the MEl. This tract is currently 
leased by the County, and LANL has no 
operational facilities there. The dose to non
LANL personnel on this site from the 
LANSCE would be less than that to the MEl. 
The LANL SWEIS estimates doses of 
3 .1 millirem per year to the MEl, and 
1.1 millirem at the western edge of the tract 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). Doses are thus 
within the EPA standard of 10 millirem per 
year. Individuals at the Airport Tract site also 
are assumed to be Los Alamos residents who 
would receive the area background dose. 
Radiological PRSs and other sources of 
contamination exist on this site, but these 
have not been completely characterized. This 
tract has the second highest potential 
radiation dose of all the land tracts to be 
considered for conveyance or transfer because 
of its proximity to the LANSCE. 

11-10 

The Airport Tract lies within one of 
LANL's one-half mile radiation site 
evaluation circles due to activities at T A 21 
on the neighboring mesa, and within the edge 
of another such circle due to activities at the 
LANCE. The radiation site evaluation circles 
(see Figure 11.1.12.1-1) were included in 
LANL' s 1990 Site Development Plan 
(LANL 1990). These circles were intended to 
be used as planning tools for site developers 
and other project managers responsible for 
siting new facilities or operations to inform 
them of the presence of existing radiation 
sources and the need to evaluate their 
proposed action(s) against this information. 
The circles are not representative of a 
particular dose of radiation to the Airport 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

Tract under either normal or accident 
conditions, and are noted herein for the 
purposes of disclosure with regard to the 
nearest radiation source location relative to 
the tract. The quantities of radioactive 
material and other sources of radiation 
identified by these radiation evaluation circles 
were evaluated in the 1999 LANL SWEIS, as 
previously discussed. 

11.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the Airport 
Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via an airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown not 
to be significant for the affected environment 
(DOE 1999c). PRSs and other contamination 
on this tract may include nonradiological 
constituents, but the site has not been 
completely characterized. It is not known if 
hazardous materials are used on the tract. 

11.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 
The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 

accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT EIS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time air plume reached the 
Airport Tract, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the LANL 
SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 
4.1.12 ofthis CT EIS. Using data from the 
LANL SWEIS, doses to the MEl at the 
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Airport have been estimated for each of these, 
as shown in Table 11.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe postulated earthquake (accident 
SITE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10"5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The earthquake scenario would release 
chemicals from a number of facilities, 
including formaldehyde from the Health 
Research Laboratory (Building 43-01) and 
chlorine from the chlorinating station within 
the Los Alamos townsite (Building 00-11 09). 
As discussed for chemical accidents, 
earthquakes would have no estimated 
consequences at the Airport Tract. The most 
severe postulated earthquake, however, would 
release significant quantities of radioactive 
materials from several buildings, especially 
from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
(CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
result in a maximum dose of approximately 
30 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the 
tract. 

The postulated site wildfire scenario 
would burn about 8, 000 acres 
(3,240 hectares) within LANL boundaries, or 
about 30 percent ofLANL, including most of 
Mortandad Canyon and parts ofLos Alamos 
and DP Canyons east ofT A 21. Chemical 
releases would be less severe than in the 
earthquake scenarios. The largest quantities 
of radioactive materials would be released 
from the transuranic (TRU) waste storage 
domes at Area G. The maximum dose at the 
Airport is estimated to be about 0.1 rem. Such 
a wildfire has an estimated frequency of0.1 
per year, or once every 10 years. 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

Table 11.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the Airport Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY MEl ACCIDENT 
FACILITY DOSE SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR 

(mrem) 
DESCRIPTION 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·3 67 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 9,500 Naturalgas pipeline failure 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 51 
Power excursion at the 

Godiva-IV fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 11 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 120 
Fire in the outdoor container 

storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 92 Aircraft crash 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 
Puncture or drop of average-

1 content drum of transuranic 
waste 

Puncture or drop of high-
RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 58 content drum of transuranic 

waste 

Seismic-initiated explosion of 
RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 2,600 a plutonium-containing 

assembly 

Plutonium release from 
RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10·5 75 irradiation experiment at the 

Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 38 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 690 Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 3 Aircraft crash 

NotE:s: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA =Tritium Systems Test Assembly; 
WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; TWISP= Transuranic Waste Jnspectable Storage Project 

(Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
both zero for all five natural event accident 
scenarios.) 

11.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
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the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 

11.2 No Action Alternative 

11.2.1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated change to 

land use at the Airport Tract under the No 
Action Alternative. Land use at the tract 
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would continue to provide commercial, 
private, and emergency air transport services. 
Lease agreements between the DOE and the 
County ofLos Alamos would be anticipated 
to continue. Land located to the south of State 
Road 502 would continue to serve as a buffer 
area for LANL operations. 

11.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
may take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the Airport Tract, as briefly 
discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of this chapter, Section 11.1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes of wastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b ). 

This information indicates that PRS 
cleanup is likely to include 9 removal actions 
and in situ containment for 10 former disposal 
areas. No cleanup is anticipated to be required 
for the four structures. Cleanup ofPRSs is 
estimated to require more than 6 years for the 
longest cleanup segment. (Multiple sites can 
be restored simultaneously, so cleanup 
duration is determined by the site that 
requires the most time.) Waste volumes are 
projected to range to approximately 
24,460 cubic yards {18,690 cubic meters). 
The cost estimate for remedial action at this 
parcel is about $28,217,000. This estimate is 
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based on the information currently available 
for each PRS or structure, and is subject to 
change if significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." It is possible that the 
administrative authority could require 
additional actions, resulting in greater waste 
volumes, a longer cleanup duration, and 
higher costs. It also should be noted that 
environmental restoration actions and costs 
represent only a portion of the actions and 
total costs that may be required for 
conveyance and transfer of this parcel. These 
additional costs may be significant. 

11.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
Airport Road near the site, other than the 
anticipated annual growth rate of 1.5 percent 
as estimated by the U.S. Census Bureau. The 
future operational performance of Airport 
Road and East Road would remain similar to 
that of the existing performance, LOSE 
(maximum capacity), slowly degrading to 
LOS F (traffic jam conditions) in year 2020. 

The topography of the area also affects 
traffic flow because the majority of the traffic 
that passes by the Airport Tract also climbs 
the mesa on East Road. The mountainous 
terrain of this climbing section causes a 
reduction of the road capacity and contributes 
to the degradation in LOS. 

11.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no changes in the infrastructure or utilities of 
this tract. The Airport would continue to be 
operated under lease agreement with the 
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DOE. The level of utility usage would not 
change appreciably. Thus, implementation of 
the No Action Alternative would have no 
substantial environmental impacts related to 
infrastructure. 

11.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, the Airport 

Tract would continue to be used as an airport 
that services only private and small 
commercial craft. Ambient noise levels would 
remain the same as those which currently 
exist, decreasing from 60 to 70 dBA along 
State Road 502 to 40 dBA or less along the 
northern boundary of the tract. 

11.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the tract would remain much as 
it is today-that is, airport facilities and 
forested land would not change, and current 
visual resources would remain the same. 

11.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

11.2.7 Ecological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, there 
would be no changes in land use at the 
Airport Tract, as described in Section 11.1.1. 
Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
is projected under the CT EIS No Action 
Alternative. 

11.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

Airport Tract would remain the responsibility 
of the DOE, and the treatment of any cultural 
resoun;es present would continue to be 
subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
guidelines, executive orders, and Pueblo 
Accords. The use of the Airport Tract 
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facilities, which may include potentially 
NRHP-eligible resources, would continue. 
Planned evaluation of these structures would 
continue, and information would be available 
to the DOE to ensure stewardship of these 
resources. Other positive impacts of the No 
Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development. 

Ongoing negative impacts from natural 
processes (such as erosion, fire, seismic 
events, and aging ofbuildings) on the 
physical integrity of cultural resources would 
continue. Also, the potential for negative 
impacts from continued recreational activities 
(namely hiking), access by the public, and the 
lack of security would continue. These 
impacts include unintentional destruction or 
damage of resources, vandalism, and 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts. These impacts apply both to 
resources within the tract and to those located 
nearby hut outside of the tract boundary on 
LANL lands. 

11.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences would be limited to 

existing uses. The tract is already developed; 
no additional utilities, roadwork, or buildings 
would be required. No soil disturbance or 
change in availability of resources would be 
anticipated, except for those associated with 
environmental restoration activities. Existing 
structures are vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events (as registered on 
the Richter scale) and wildfire episodes. 

11.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation of the current use of this 

tract by the DOE would be anticipated under 
this alternative. Consequences to water 
resources under the No Action Alternative 
would be no different than those already 
existing in the affected environment. 
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11.2.11 Air Resources 
As projected in analyses performed for 

the LANL SWElS, air quality at the tract 
would remain high under the No Action 
Alternative. Analyses indicate that the Los 
Alamos region would continue as an 
attainment area for criteria pollutants-that is, 
it would continue to comply with NAAQS. 
Similarly, analyses showed that 
concentrations of hazardous and other 
chemical air pollutants would continue to be 
below health-based standards for any point 
beyond the LANL technical areas that have 
chemical airborne emissions. Because there 
would be no chemical emissions from the 
Airport, and because the Airport Tract lies 
outside other technical area boundaries (for 
example, T A 21 ), it can be concluded that 
concentrations of chemical pollutants at the 
tract also would likely be below health-based 
standards. Finally, analyses indicate that 
concentrations of radioactive air pollutants 
from LANL operations at the Airport Tract 
would deliver doses between 2.1 (western 
edge) and 5. 4 (eastern edge) millirem per 
year, or from 21 to 54 percent ofthe EPA 
standard (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

11.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 

The affected environment and No Action 
Alternative land uses are identical. Hence, 
carbon dioxide emissions would remain at an 
estimated 6 tons (5 metric tons) annually. 

11.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences for the No Action 
Alternative for the Airport Tract. Radiation 
doses received at this tract would be 
estimated to approximately double from 
today's levels, ranging from 2.1 millirem (at 
the western edge) to 4.0 millirem (at the 
eastern edge) per year at the tract (DOE 
1999c, Chapter 5). Doses would remain, 
however, within the EPA standard of 
10 millirem per year (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 
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No changes for cancer risk should be 
expected for this alternative. 

No significant nonradiological increases 
in exposures would be expected. LANL 
employees should have adequate time to 
evacuate the premises for floods or for 
wildfires. Because earthquakes usually come 
without warning, the human health impacts 
due to seismic events likely would be greater 
than flood or wildfire. Seismic events would 
carry risks of physical injury from building 
collapses. 

11.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time the air plume reached the 
Airport Tract, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

11.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. The MEl doses would 
be greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWElS. 
The estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero. 

11.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment of 
this chapter. Neither the wildfire nor any of 
the earthquakes would have chemical 
consequences, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. The MEl dose resulting 
from the postulated wildfire would be about 
0.1 rem; the maximum dose from the most 
severe earthquake would be approximately 
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30 rem. Because there are no residents and 
few public workers at the tract, the estimated 
tract c:ollective dose and estimated excess 
LCF would both be zero for all five natural 
event accident scenarios. 

11.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
continue under the No Action Alternative, 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accid(mts at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

11.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would need to be relocated 
or otherwise would be affected by the 
proposed disposition of this tract, except for 
several environmental monitoring stations. 
Environmental effects involved in the 
relocation of these monitoring stations would 
be negligible. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, the Airport would transfer to the 
new owner and would remain operational at 
least for the duration of the current lease 
agreement. Therefore, there would be no 
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direct consequences of the transfer of 
ownership of the tract other than those 
associated with potential loss ofFederal 
protection of cultural and ecological resources 
(see Sections 11.3.7 and 11.3.8 respectively). 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses ofthe 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. 

11.3.1 Land Use 

11.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land uses contemplated for the Airport 
Tract include a combination of commercial 
development and airport, and industrial uses 
(see Figure 11.3.1.1-1). The following 
paragraphs provide description of these land 
uses. 

Land use identified for the Airport Tract 
could include the continued use of 
approximately 93 acres (38 hectares) to the 
north of State Road 502 for the Airport and 
related uses. An area of about 16 acres 
(6 hectares) to the west and adjacent to the 
Airport also could be developed for heavy 
commercial land uses. 

Land uses to the south ofEast Road could 
include the development of about 90 acres 
(36 hectares) as an office and business park 
based on Airport-related industry and 
potential retail uses. Both the office and 
business park proposed to the south of East 
Road and the heavy commercial use proposed 
to the north of East Road lie in areas of 
limited development potential due to airport 
flight and clear zones restricting slope, 
building height, and other aspects of 
development. Table 11.3 .1.1-1 summarizes 
the attributes of the land uses proposed for the 
Airport Tract. 
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11.0 AIRPORT TRACT 

Table 11.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future Land Uses for the Airport Tract Under the 
Airport, Commercial, and Industrial Land Use Scenario 

(North and South of State Road 502) 

AIRPORT, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL LAND USE-NORTH OF EAST ROAD 

• The Airport, which consists of approximately 93 acres (38 hectares) would continue to dominate land 
use as a public airport to the north of State Road 502. 

• An area east of the Airport and also north of State Road 502 (16 acres [6 hectares]) could be developed 
for industrial land uses. 

• Because of the location of the Airport at the entryway to the community, some screening and 
landscaping could be added as a component of the development of the area. 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LAND USE-SOUTH OF EAST ROAD 

• Areas to the south of East Road (approximately 90 acres [36 hectares]) could be developed as an office 
and business park based on airport-related industry and/or retail uses. 

• ·when fully developed, lands on both sides of East Road would be occupied by 200 businesses with 
3,100 total employees and 120 commercial vehicles. 

11.3.1..2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

There would be little anticipated change 
in land uses associated with the development 
proposed for the Airport Tract, where Airport 
activities would remain the dominant land 
use. Although these land uses would be 
disturbed to the north and to the south of State 
Road 502 under this scenario, retail, 
commercial, and heavy commercial land use, 
and/or the continuation of Airport activities 
would each be viewed as compatible with 
existing and adjacent land use of the Airport 
Tract. 

11.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 

No additional environmental restoration 
actions would be required under the Proposed 
Action Alternative because restoration 
activities must occur before the tract would be 
consid€::red suitable for conveyance or 
transfer. 
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11.3.2 Transportation 

11.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The airport, commercial development and 
industrial land use scenario anticipates 
development of additional office and 
industrial facilities at the Airport Tract. The 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
land use codes utilized to estimate the trips 
generated by these proposed developments 
were 130, Industrial Park, and 750, Office 
Park. These ITE land use codes allow 
estimation of the trips generated by these 
facilities based on the number of acres 
proposed for each land use type. 

Table 11.3.2.1-1 shows the number of 
trips the ITE Trip Generation Manual 
{ITE 1997) estimates could be generated by 
this development. As shown in the table, the 
proposed development would add 1,554 
entering trips to the Airport Tract and State 
Road 502 in the weekday morning peak hour 
and an additional 1,324 exiting trips in the 
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Table 11.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Airport, Commercial, and 
Industrial Land Use Scenario 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR AIRPORT TRACT 

ITE 
24 Morning Peak Evening Peak Saturday Peak 

Land 
Hour Hour Trips Hour Trips Hour Trips 

Land Use 
Use 

Two-

Code 
Way 

Enter Volume 

Industrial Park 16 
130 1,010 135 acres ( 6 hectares) 

Office Park 90 
750 13,256 1,419 acres (36 hectares) 

Total 14,266 1,554 

weekday evening peak hour. Assuming that 
all of these trips are new trips results in a 
doubling of traffic on State Road 502. This 
would exceed the capacity of State Road 502, 
causing operating conditions to degrade 
below LOS F, or traffic jam conditions. 
Widening State Road 502 to a four-lane 
section is this area would improve the LOS to 
E (maximum capacity). 

A bridge could be constructed to connect 
the eastern edge of theTA 21 Tract with the 
Airport Tract. This connection would 
improve the ingress and egress to the 
proposed DP Road commercial area, 
including this tract. This also would alleviate 
the traffic problems that currently exist where 
DP Road intersects with Trinity Drive. 
However, it would increase the number of 
trips at the Airport Road-East Road 
intersection. This scenario would likely 
require the installation of a traffic signal at 
the Airport Road-East Road intersection. 
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Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit 

28 35 132 24 51 

250 298 1,192 0 0 

278 333 1,324 24 51 

11.3.3 Infrastructure 

11.3.3.1 Environmental Conseqences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The environmental impacts resulting 
directly from the disposition of this tract 
would be minimal with respect to the utilities 
and infrastructure. The Airport would remain 
in operation with no change in the utility 
usage or the infrastructure. Thus, no new 
impacts to utilities and infrastructure would 
result directly from conveyance or transfer of 
this tract. Environmental Consequences of the 
Contemplated Uses. 

The contemplated development, as 
described in Section 11.3 .1.1, would require 
enhancement of existing utilities. Water, 
electricity, gas, and sewage lines would need 
to be extended to service new structures. 
Additionally, utility usage would increase, 
though the amount would depend on the type 
of industries present. As it relates to utilities 
and infrastructure, the contemplated use is 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Indirect environmental impacts with 
respect to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
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from this alternative and associated with this 
land would include increased utility usage 
and ground disturbance resulting from 
construction of new facilities. Utility usage in 
the existing developments on the Airport 
Tract would not be expected to change. The 
contemplated industrial and commercial 
developments would result in increases in 
utility usage. The estimated increases are 
shown in Table 11.3.3.1-1. It is not 
anticipated that these increases would exceed 
the capacity for any utility in the region. 

The industrial and business park 
developments would require enhancement of 
the existing utility lines. Installation of new 
utility facilities and upgrades to existing ones 
would require creation of trenches and access 
and maintenance roads. The construction of 
roads, parking areas, and buildings, and 
extension of utility lines would cause soil 
disturbance. Refer to Section 11.3. 9 of this 
chapter for detail on impacts resulting from 
ground disturbance from new construction. 

11.3.4 Noise 

11.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

If developed commercially, roads and 
structures would be constructed. Construction 
of new facilities would entail ground clearing, 
excavation, laying of foundations, erection, 

and finishing work. The use of heavy 
equipment such as front-end loaders, concrete 
mixers, and jackhammers would produce 
noise levels ranging from 74 to 95 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the 
construction site (DOE 1997a, page 36). 
Construction noises would not be permanent, 
however. Once fully developed, traffic from 
employees and other travelers would 
comprise the majority of noise in the area. 
Noise levels along State Road 502 would 
likely remain the same, at about 60 to 
70 dBA. Noises along the northern parts of 
the tract, however, would increase 
significantly due to increased traffic along 
new roads and due to commercial and 
industrial activities in addition to the existing 
airport activities. 

11.3.5 Visual Resources 

11.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Contemplated airport, commercial 
development, and industrial land uses north of 
East Road would maintain current Scenic 
Class ill, moderate public value for the visual 
resources. Development in the southern 
portion of the tract would impact high value 
Scenic Class IT views from the road and from 
the Airport. 

Table 11.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for the Commercial and 
Industrial Land Use Scenario on the Airport Tract 

PEAK 
ELECTRICITY GAS WATER 

SEWAGE 
MSW POWER (BAYO} gwh mcf (mly} mgy(mly} tpy (mty} mw mgy (mly} 

Estimated annual 
1.9 11 llO (3,120) 100 (379) 31 (ll7) 220 (200) mcrease 

A vailab1e system 5 200 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 135 (511) NA capacity 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, mgy =million gallons per 
year, tpy = tons per year, msw =municipal solid waste, mty = metric tons per year, NA =not applicable 
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11.3.6 Socioeconomics 

11.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The Airport would be expected to 
continue operating in a similar fashion under 
this alternative. Employment would remain 
the same. Some of the land could be used for 
industrial and commercial development. 
There would be short-term increases in area 
employment and income associated with the 
construction of facilities and long-term 
increases once the facilities are operational. 
Approximately 3,100 workers would be 
employed on the tract and 4,327 jobs would 
be generated in the ROI, which would in tum 
increase ROI income. Because these jobs 
would be filled by the existing ROI labor 
force, there would be no impact on area 
population or increase in the demand for 
housing or public services in the ROI. 

11.3. 7 Ecological Resources 
Direct ecological impacts of the 

conveyance or transfer itself would be limited 
to the changes in responsibility for resource 
protection. Environmental review and 
protection processes for future activities 
would not be as rigorous as those which 
govern DOE activities. 

11.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Continued use of the 93 acres 
(3 8 hectares) for the Airport and support 
activities would not change the natural 
resource environment, and development of 
the 16 acres ( 6 hectares) to the west would 
have small impact. The development of the 
remaining approximately 90 acres 
(3 6 hectares) on the mesa could contribute to 
the isolation of the DP Canyon habitat to 
slopes and canyon bottoms. Approximately 
90 acres (36 hectares) of primarily ponderosa 
pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland 
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could be converted to developed areas or 
landscaping. 

Highly mobile wildlife species or wildlife 
species with large home ranges (such as deer, 
elk, and birds) would be able to relocate to 
adjacent undeveloped areas. However, 
successful relocation may not occur due to 
competition for resources to support the 
increased population and the carrying 
capacity limitations of areas outside the 
proposed development area. Species 
relocation may result in additional pressure to 
lands already at or near carrying capacity. The 
impacts could include overgrazing, stress, and 
overwintering mortality. For less-mobile 
species (reptiles, amphibians, and small 
mammals), direct mortality could occur 
during the actual construction event or 
ultimately result from habitat alteration. The 
loss of acreage due to development would 
result in a reduction ofbreeding and foraging 
habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the 
property. The developed tract also would be 
lost as potential hunting habitat for raptors 
and other predators. In addition to the area to 
be disturbed, there would be a decrease in 
quality of the habitat immediately adjacent to 
the proposed development due to increased 
noise level, traffic, lights, and other human 
activity, both pre- and post-construction. 

Development in this tract could result in 
the direct loss of wetland vegetation and 
function. Even if construction and 
development does not occur in the wetland, 
indirect impacts such as additional surface 
runoff from an increase of impermeable 
surface areas (pavement), resulting in 
accelerated streambed erosion and increased 
downstream and offsite sedimentation could 
occur. 

There are three species that are Federal
listed as threatened or endangered that may 
potentially use the Airport Tract area: the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, and the 
Mexican spotted owl. With respect to the bald 
eagle, this area has a very low level of 
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potential use for foraging. Development of 
this tract, which is within the AEI (DP, Los 
Alamos, and Pueblo Canyons) for both the 
American peregrine falcon and Mexican 
spotted owl, may alter the foraging behavior 
of these species. For the Mexican spotted owl, 
loss of the entire tract would affect 
approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) of core 
habitat and 120 acres (49 hectares) ofbuffer 
habitat in the Los Alamos Canyon AEI and 
overlapping Pueblo Canyon AEI habitat 
consisting of 52 acres (21 hectares) of core 
habitat and 143 acres (58 hectares) ofbuffer 
habitat. Approximately 154 acres 
( 62 hectares) and 9 acres ( 4 hectares) of 
American peregrine falcon AEI core habitat 
in Pueblo Canyon and Los Alamos Canyon, 
respectively, and 44 acres (18 hectares) of 
Pueblo Canyon AEI buffer habitat 
overlapping the Airport Tract area could be 
affected (PC 1999d). Because direct entry into 
the adjacent Los Alamos Canyon and Pueblo 
Canyon habitat would require descending a 
steep cliff face, increased recreational use is 
expected to be limited. Therefore, recreational 
impacts to the adjacent Los Alamos and 
Pueblo Canyons natural habitat would be 
expected to be minor. DP Canyon may 
receive increased recreational use because it 
would be fronted by development in areas 
now vacant. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies for the DP Canyon, Los Alamos 
Canyon, and Pueblo Canyon watersheds. 

11.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself to cultural resources would 
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result from the transfer of known and 
unidentified cultural resources out of the 
responsibility and protection of the DOE. 

First under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
' (36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 

800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. Eligible 
cultural resources are present in the Airport 
Tract that could be directly impacted by the 
Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing these resources from 
future consideration under the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition for this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these resources from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

11.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts to cultural resources 
would be anticipated from the land use 
contemplated for Airport Tract by the 
receiving parties. This analysis reflects the 
broad, planning-level impacts anticipated 
from this contemplated use. 
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Under the airport, commercial, and 
industrial development scenario, portions of 
the tract would be extensively altered by 
construction activities, grading, and trenching. 
These activities could result in primary 
impacts to eligible resources through physical 
destruction, demolition, damage, or alteration. 
Resources avoided by construction may be 
isolated or have their setting disturbed by the 
introduction of elements out of character with 
the resource, such as visual and audible 
intrusions. The development of land may 
cause changes to the presence or integrity of, 
or access to natural resources utilized by 
traditional communities for subsistence, 
religious, or other cultural activities. 

11.3.9 Geology and Soils 

11.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated use for Airport Tract is 
airport, commercial development, and 
industrial, which would require ground 
disturbance for construction of buildings and 
installation of utilities. Both existing and new 
structures would be vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events (as registered on 
the Richter scale) and wildfire episodes. 

11.3.1 0 Water Resources 
Transfer of this tract would not directly 

affect surface water or groundwater quantity 
or quality. These resources may be indirectly 
affected, however, if development is pursued, 
as discussed in the following sections. 

11.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated land uses would not 
affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath 
the tract, but any associated increased water 
usage may contribute to the overall regional 
water level decline and possibly result in 
degradation of water quality within the 
aquifer. 
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Surface water quality may be indirectly 
affected if the contemplated land use is 
pursued. Development and construction may 
potentially affect surface water quality within 
and downstream of the tract. Surface water 
quality could be impacted during construction 
and development of the tract because 
stormwater runoff may increase over areas 
that have been denuded and carry sediments 
and surface contaminants into the drainages. 

11.3.11 Air Resources 

11.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

If this tract were developed commercially 
and industrially, new roads and structures 
would be constructed. The tract itself would 
have increased emissions of criteria pollutants 
due to space heating, increased motor vehicle 
traffic, and, perhaps, steam-generating 
boilers. However, ambient air concentrations 
would likely remain within Federal and State 
standards, and the Los Alamos region would 
remain an attainment area. Emissions of 
hazardous and other chemical air pollutants 
would likely be absent or regulated. Ifthere 
are emissions from any new businesses on 
this large tract of land, those emissions would 
be subject to Federal and State new-source 
performance standards. Sources would require 
an air permit and pollution control measures if 
emissions exceed certain minimum values. 
Therefore, regulations, permits, and controls 
would keep emissions below levels hazardous 
to human health. It is assumed that there 
would be no new sources of radioactive air 
pollutants; in which case, inhalation of 
radioactive air emissions from LANL would 
be the same as in the No Action Alternative, 
ranging from 2.1 (western edge) to 5.4 
(eastern edge) millirem per year, or from 
21 percent to 54 percent of the EPA standard. 

11.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Contemplated land use includes retention 
of the airport, and commercial and industrial 
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development of 105 acres (43 hectares) of 
land. An estimated 200 new businesses, 
mostly firms in office buildings, could be 
placed on this tract. These businesses would 
employ more than 3,000 and would require a 
combined fleet of 120 commercial vehicles 
(pick-up trucks, vans, and automobiles). 
Vehicular use and space and water heating 
combined would result in estimated emissions 
of about 6,900 tons (6,25S metric tons) of 
carbon dioxide annually (versus 6 tons 
[5 metric tons] per year in the No Action 
Alternative). 

11.3.12 Human Health 

11.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial development would bring an 
estimated 3,100 new workers into closer 
proximity to LANL facilities, thereby 
increasing the number of members of the 
public exposed to radiological and chemical 
air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. 
While all doses would be within health-based 
standards established by other Federal 
agencies, the closer proximity would increase 
radiation dose received by the collective 
population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL. In addition, closer public 
proximity would result in greater public 
consequences from some hypothetical 
accidents at LANL facilities. 

Radiation doses received by workers at 
the Airport Tract would range from 
2.1 millirem (at the western edge) and 
5.4 millirem (at the eastern edge) per year at 
this tract (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). Because 
this tract lies within the radiation site 
evaluation circle for T A 21, however, use of 
the undeveloped areas of the tract may require 
additional consideration. 

No changes in cancer risk should be 
expect€~d. Nonradiological exposures would 
be exp€~cted to be below health-based 
standards. New workers would face the same 
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hazards to floods and wildfires as workers 
now do, and should have adequate time to 
evacuate the premises. Seismic events come 
without warning, and would carry risks of 
physical injury from building collapses. 

11.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time the air 
plume reached the Airport Tract, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents would have 
no estimated public consequences at the tract. 

11.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Subsequent to transfer of ownership, the 
MEl dose at this tract would be the same as 
described in the No Action Alternative. MEl 
doses would be greater than 200 millirem for 
4 of 13 scenarios postulated in the LANL 
SWEIS: 17 rem for RAD-02 (natural gas 
pipeline failure, explosion, and fire at the 
CMR Building), 200 millirem for RAD-07 
(fuel leak and fire at the Waste 
Characterization, Reduction, and 
Repackaging [WCRR] Facility), S rem for 
RAD-12 (plutonium release from the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
[DARHT] Facility during an earthquake), and 
1.1 rem for RAD-15B (explosion followed by 
fire in an entire wing of the CMR Building). 

Under the contemplated land use scenario, 
there would be substantial increases in 
collective tract dose and excess LCFs. For 
example, the LANL SWEIS estimated a 
collective population dose of 120,000 person
rem for all people living within a 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) radius ofLANL, resulting in 
an estimated 57 excess LCFs for hypothetical 
accident RAD-02. This would increase by 
another 12,000 person-rem and six excess 
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LCFs under the development scenarios for the 
Airport Tract. Table 11.3.12.3-1 compares the 
estimated additional consequences of all 
hypothetical radiological accidents. 

11.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Natural event accidents would have no 
estimated chemical consequences at the 
Airport Tract. For the postulated accidents 
(wildfire and four earthquake scenarios), 
chemical concentrations in the air plume 
released by potential chemical accidents 
would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) concentrations by the time any air 

plume would reach the tract, even under 
adverse weather dispersion conditions. 

MEl doses would be the same as 
described in the No Action Alternative. The 
maximum dose resulting from the postulated 
wildfire would be about 0.1 rem; that from the 
most severe earthquake would be about 
30 rem. If the tract were developed 
commercially, however, there would be 
significant increases in collective tract dose 
and excess LCFs. The most severe earthquake 
would result in an estimated tract collective 
dose greater than 30,000 person-rem and in 
approximately 20 excess LCFs. These 
exposures would be in addition to those 

Table 11.3.12.3-1. Additional Accident Consequences Associated with Airport, 
Commercial, and Industrial Land Use Scenario on the Airport Tract 

AIRPORT, 
COMMERCIAL, AND SWEIS 
INDUSTRIAL LAND ESTIMATESb 

USE8 

Accident Accident 
Facility 

Frequency Collective Excess Collective Excess 
Scenario Location per Year Dosec LCF Dosec LCF 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 X 10"3 83 0.04 72 0.04 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 12,000 5.9 120,000 57 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 63 0.03 100 0.06 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 13 0.01 24 0.01 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 150 0.07 1,300 0.69 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 110 0.06 400 0.2 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10"1 1 0 4 0 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10"3 72 0.04 230 0.12 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 3,200 1.6 35,800 18 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 X 10"5 93 0.05 160 0.08 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 X 10-5 47 0.02 175 0.09 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 X 10"5 860 0.43 3,400 1.7 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 4 0 56 0.03 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA = Tritiwn Systems Test Assembly; 
1WISP = Transuranic Waste fuspectable Storage Project 

• fu addition to doses estimated in the LANL SWEIS. 

b For the entire population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) mdius ofLANL. 

c Person-rem. 
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estimated in the LANL SWEIS 
(340,000 person-rem and 230 excess LCFs 
for SITE-03B). 

11.3. ·13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated land uses 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases from 
LANL operations would be expected to be 
within regulatory limits and that no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
this tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the Proposed Action 
Alternative would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Under the Proposed Action 
Alternative, modest economic benefits would 
arise from the additional jobs created during 
construction and operation of the new facility. 
Secondary effects would include small 
increases in business activity and would 
likely increase revenues to local governments. 
Each of these impacts would be positive and 
would not disproportionately affect 
environmental justice. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
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and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. 

11.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Airport Tract would not immediately cause 
any irreversible or irretrievable commitments 
of resources. Subsequent commercial and 
industrial development would, however, 
cause irreversible deterioration of the visual 
environment along East Road. 

New development also would cause the 
irretrievable commitment of resources during 
construction and operation of new businesses 
and office buildings. Construction of these 
buildings would require the irretrievable 
commitment of standard building materials 
such as lumber and roofing materials. Energy 
consumption would be expended in the form 
of natural gas and electricity. Additional 
water also would be consumed. In addition, 
continued use of the existing airport facilities 
would maintain the irretrievable commitment 
of resources currently utilized to operate the 
Airport. 

11-27 

11.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Airport Tract could result in the loss of 
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certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because development of previously 
undisturbed areas could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the tract. The conveyance or 
transfer of this tract could result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for ecological 
resources and consideration of these resources 
in planning future activities on the tract. 

Subsequent commercial and industrial use 
of currently undeveloped portions of the tract 
would have unavoidable adverse impacts in 
several resource areas. One such impact 
would be deterioration of the visual 
environment within the tract, from adjacent 
residential areas, and from more distant 
vistas. 

Development also would cause adverse 
impact through the increased need for and use 
of utilities. Increased demand for water, solid 
waste, and sewage services would have 
adverse effects in the immediate Los Alamos 
region by lowering the aquifer level more 
quickly, shortening the remaining lifetime of 
the County landfill, and increasing both the 
quantities of sewage that require treatment 
and the quantities of treated sewage 
discharged to the environment. The 
environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
elsewhere (in the Four Comers region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Development also would lead to increased 
traffic by increasing the labor force within the 
County. The addition of an estimated 3,000 
new workers would result in a 20 to 25 
percent increase in commuter traffic, with 
attendant increases in congestion and traffic 
noises during daylight hours. Noise levels 
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would increase substantially within the 
Airport Tract with the coming and going of 
the work force and, especially, delivery 
vehicles that include would large trucks, vans, 
and tractor trailers. 

Development would bring more members 
of the public into closer proximity to LANL 
facilities, thereby increasing the number of 
people exposed to radiological and chemical 
air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. 
The location is not far from the Small 
Business Center Annex (on East Gate Drive), 
the location ofLANL's MEl due to 
radiological air emissions from the LANSCE 
on the adjacent mesa. While all doses would 
be within health-based standards established 
by other Federal agencies, the closer 
proximity also would increase radiation dose 
received by the collective population within a 
50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius ofLANL. In 
addition, closer public proximity would result 
in greater public consequences from some 
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. 

Finally, commercial and industrial 
development would increase the potential for 
degradation of surface water quality. Standard 
mitigation measures, however, can limit both 
short- and long-term impacts to surface water 
quality. 

11.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
Airport Tract would not immediately cause 
any specific impacts on short-term uses of the 
environment. The tract is located immediately 
adjacent to the Los Alamos townsite, adjacent 
to areas already developed residentially and 
commercially. Additional commercial and 
industrial development use would, therefore, 
not be incompatible with the long-term uses 
of the land. 
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12.1 Affected Environment 

12.1.1 Land Use 
The White Rock Y Tract consists of 

approximately 540 acres (218 hectares) and 
incorporates the alignments and intersections 
of State Road 502, State Road 4, and the 
easternmost portion ofEast Jemez Road. 
State Road 502 bounds the tract to the north, 
across from the Technical Area (TA) 74 
Tract. The White Rock Y Tract shares its 
southern boundary with Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso lands, just south ofEast Jemez 
Road. State Road 4 and Bandelier National 
Monument (BNM) lie to the east, and TA 72 
lies to the west (see Figure 12.1.1-1, White 
RockY Tract Layout). The tract can be 
accessed by any of these three roadways. 

The tract is moderately forested with 
ponderosa pine and pinyon-juniper 
woodlands. Numerous archaeological sites 
and one possible historic structure are present 
at the site. Portions of the tract also are 
adjacent to wetlands and sensitive wildlife 
habitat. The Los Alamos Canyon Trail is the 
single well-established trail, crossing the 
northwest edge of the site. 

October 1999 12-1 

Current land use at the tract is limited to 
the wells, power lines, and transportation 
facilities constructed previously in support of . 
LANL operations (DOE 1998b ). In addition, 
a portion of the tract is used for recreational 
rock climbing. Adjacent land uses to the north 
and south include activities associated with 
the use and maintenance of State Road 502 
and East Jemez Road. To the west, activities 
are based on LANL operations at T A 72, 
which serves as a training area and firing 
range for LANL's security force. Directly to 
the east across State Road 4, land use is 
dominated by the tourism and National Park 
Service activities at BNM. 

Figure 12.1.1-2 shows the environmental 
media monitoring stations located on the 
subject land tract. 

12.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

The White RockY Tract has no potential 
release sites (PRSs). It contains six structures, 
all of which are part of the County water 
supply system. The structures include a water 
tank, a booster pump station, a water well, a 
chlorinator station, a sand trap, and a fluorine 
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12.0 WHITE ROCKY TRACT 

station. In addition, the tract is traversed by 
Los Alamos and Sandia Canyons, both of 
which may contain residual contamination 
from past LANL operations. Characterization 
performed to date indicates the presence of 
several radioactive isotopes in stream channel 
sediments. Although additional sampling may 
be performed, sampling conducted to date 
indicates that existing levels of contamination 
in the canyon systems are lower than levels 
that would elicit health concerns. 

Figure 12.1.1.1-1 shows areas with the 
potential contamination issues (PC Is) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. Only the southernmost part of 
the tract, near to and south ofEast Jemez 
Road, appears to have no known 
contamination issues, although much of the 
tract has not yet been characterized. PCI 
acreage is estimated to total 306 acres 
(124 hectares), more than half of the tract. 

12. 1.2 Transportation 
The White Rock Y Tract incorporates the 

alignments and intersections of State 
Road 502, State Road 4, and the easternmost 
part ofEast Jemez Road. The site includes the 
State-owned, grade-separated interchange at 
State Road 5 and State Road 502. 
Table 12.1.2-1 shows the geometry, capacity, 
1996 traffic volumes, and 1996 and 2018 
level of service (LOS) for these three 
roadways. The annual traffic growth rate used 
at this location was 2.29 percent according to 

the New Mexico State Highway and 
Transportation Department (NMSH&TD), 
Transportation Planning Division 
(NMSH&TD 1997). 

As shown in Table 12.1.2-1, the LOS for 
both State Road 4 and East Jemez Road is 
expected to degrade from LOSE (maximum 
capacity) to LOS F (traffic jam conditions) by 
the year 2018. Although State Road 502 
operates at LOS B near the White Rock Y 
under current conditions, it is likely to be at 
or over capacity in the two-lane section that 
climbs the mesa. 

12.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 12.1.3-1 shows the location of 

roads, fence lines, and utility lines on the 
White Rock Y Tract. This tract is largely 
undeveloped. State Road 502 and State 
Road 4 and East Jemez Road traverse the 
tract. An interchange between State Road 502 
and State Road 4 is present. Electricity, gas, 
and water lines and several water wells are 
located on the site. 

12. 1.4 Noise 
The White Rock Y Tract straddles State 

Road 502 along its northern boundary and 
State Road 4 along its eastern boundary. The 
only source of ambient noise for this tract is 
vehicular traffic. Traffic can be quite heavy 
during early morning and late afternoon. 

Table 12.1.2-1. Traffic Volume Estimates 

1996 PEAK 1996 2018 
NUMBER 

CURRENT 
HOUR LEVEL LEVEL LOCATION 

OF LANES 
CAPACITY 

TRAFFIC OF OF 
(pep h) 

VOLUMES SERVICE SERVICE 

State Road 502 2EB/3WB 3,100 EB/4,650 WB 1,805 B c 
State Road 4 2 2,200 1,570 E F 
East Jemez Road 2 1,550 1,000 E F 

Notes: pcph =passenger cars per hour, EB =eastbound, WB =westbound 
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12.0 WHITE ROCKY TRACT 

Noise: levels decrease with distance from the 
highways. Immediately adjacent to the 
highways, noise levels are likely to be in the 
range of 60 to 70 decibels, A-weighted (dB A) 
for most traffic conditions, increasing to 
90 dBA when large vehicles such as tractor 
trailers pass. 

12.1.5 Visual Resources 
The White Rock Y Tract includes fairly 

steep side slopes of a mesa with some 
vegetation. Road cuts for State Road 502 are 
quite dominant in the landscape. There are 
good views looking from the roads of the 
surrounding landscape. The tract also 
includes a high, narrow, rocky mesa that is 
fairly prominent in the landscape. Views from 
the mesa of the surrounding landscape are 
quite spectacular. The White Rock Y Tract is 
located directly across State Road 4 from the 
Tsankawi unit ofBNM and is well within the 
viewshed ofTsankawi mesa. Visitors are 
attracted to the Tsankawi unit because of its 
solitude, peace and tranquillity, and the 
opportunity to explore the archeological 
resources in such a setting. The view from 
Tsankawi mesa is breathtaking and 
encompasses most of the area proposed for 
transfer. 

For the purposes of the visual resource 
analysis, this tract was divided into two rating 
units based on land characteristics. Rating 
Unit I includes the areas directly adjacent to 
the roads. Rating Unit 2 includes the mesa 
area west of the intersection of State 
Road 502 and State Road 4. 

Three components were analyzed for 
Rating Unit 1. Scenic quality was determined 
to be "B" due the common scenic character of 
the landform combined with the manmade 
modifications. The distance zone was 
designated as "foreground/middleground" due 
to the proximity of the unit to State Road 502 
and State Road 4, major viewing points. The 
sensitivity level was considered to be "high" 
due to high visibility from nearby viewpoints. 
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The combination ofthese components using 
the Inventory Class Matrix results in a Scenic 
Class of II for Rating Unit 1. 

Three components were analyzed for 
Rating Unit 2. Scenic quality was determined 
to be "A" primarily due to interesting 
landforms within and adjacent to the rating 
unit. The distance zone for the rating unit was 
determined to be "foreground/middleground" 
because of the proximity to viewpoints along 
State Road 502 and State Road 4. The 
sensitivity level was determined to be "high" 
due to the high visibility of the site. The 
combination of these components using the 
Inventory Class Matrix results in a Scenic 
Class of II for Rating Unit 2. Both units 
within the tract fall into Scenic Class II, 
indicating visual resources of high public 
value. 

12.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

The White Rock Y Tract is used currently · 
only for transportation to other parts ofLANL 
and for utilities, such as water wells. There is 
no employment associated with this tract. 

12.1.7 Ecological Resources 
The predominate vegetation in the White 

Rock Y Tract is pinyon-juniper woodland 
interspersed with shrubs, grasslands, and 
wildflowers. Los Alamos Canyon and its 
perennial stream and floodplain cross the 
White Rock Y Tract. The ephemeral Sandia 
Canyon stream and portions of its floodplain 
also are present in this tract. The tract 
includes a portion of a 1 00-year floodplain, 
with the water flow primarily routed into 
conduits and transported under State Road 4 
and State Road 502. Wetlands are present in 
association with the streambed and associated 
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12.0 WHITE ROCKY TRACT 

floodplains. See Appendix D for further 
description of the wetlands and floodplains. 
Flora and fauna are expected to be 
characteristic of the region. The tract contains 
suitable habitat for the bald eagle, Mexican 
spotted owl, and American peregrine falcon. 
Areas of environmental interest (AEis) for the 
Mexican spotted owl (Los Alamos Canyon 
AEI) and American peregrine falcon (Pueblo 
Canyon and Los Alamos Canyon AEis) are 
defined within this tract. Noise in the vicinity 
of the tract results from motor vehicles using 
State Road 4 and State Road 502. Lighting is 
primarily from motor vehicles. 

12.1.8 Cultural Resources 
White Rock Y was used from the Paleo

Indian Period through the Nuclear Energy 
period, with most intensive use dating to the 
Coalition and Classic periods. The tract was 
part of the Ramon Vigil Spanish land grant. 
The ROI for this tract includes the land tract 
itself, plus nearby cultural resources located 
off the tract. For this tract, these nearby 
resources are located on LANL, BNM, and 
San Ildefonso Pueblo lands. 

One hundred percent of the White Rock Y 
Tract has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. Survey results 
indicate that there are 41 cultural sites within 
the tract, 3 6 of which are prehistoric and 5 of 
which are historic. Of the prehistoric sites, 19 
are considered to be eligible and 7 as 
potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP); 10 are 
considered not eligible. Of the five historic 
sites, four are potentially eligible, and the 
other is not eligible. One ofthe potentially 
eligible sites is a building dating to the Cold 
War era. There is a high potential for 
unidentified resources, including subsurface 
archaeological deposits and unrecorded 
burials. 

Formal consultations to identify 
traditional cultural property (TCP) resources 
have not been conducted. There is a high 
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probability that TCPs will be identified 
during further consultations with Native 
American and Hispanic groups regarding the 
traditional uses of this tract. The Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso has indicated, in general terms, 
that TCPs are present on this tract. TCPs 
would not be anticipated in developed parts of 
the tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the White Rock Y Tract is 
presented in Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

12.1.9 Geology and Soils 
Soil members include the Penistaja sandy 

loam, the Servilleta loam, and the Prieta silt 
loam. No major surface faulting is evident on 
this tract. Existing structures are vulnerable to 
greater than magnitude 7 seismic events (as 
measured on the Richter scale) and wildfire 
episodes. 

12.1.10 Water Resources 
Figure 12.1.1-1 shows the location ofthe 

White Rock Y Tract. The tract is transected 
by Los Alamos and Sandia Canyons. Both 
canyons are natural ephemeral drainages in 
the vicinity of the tract; however, Los Alamos 
Canyon receives treated sanitary eflluent 
from the County's Bayo Wastewater 
Treatment Plant at its confluence with Pueblo 
Canyon. This eflluent-supported reach 
extends to the tract's eastern boundary. There 
are no known springs within the tract. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and 
LANL have identified wetlands on this tract. 
Wetlands assessments are included in 
Appendix D. 

There are two stream gages within the 
White Rock Y Tract operated by LANL. A 
summary of the flow data for two recent years 
is presented in Table 12.1.1 0-1. These 
stations also are surface water monitoring 
stations. There is one regional aquifer supply 
well and two new regional aquifer test wells 
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Table 12.1.1 0-1. Los Alamos and Sandia 
Canyons Gaging Summary 

# 
DAYS/ 

WATER 
LOCATION YEAR YEAR 

OF 
FLOW 

1997 Los Alamos 91 
Canyon 

1996 
Los Alamos 

32 
Cany_on 

1997 
Sandia 

3 Canyon 

1996 
Sandia 

1 Canyon 

Note: gpm = gallons per minute 

Sources: LANL 1996b, LANL 1998e 

TOTAL MAXIMUM 
VOLUME FLOW 

(acre- RATE 
feet) (gpm) 

173 76,745 

15 15,259 

0.9 4,448 

1 1,795 

within the tract. The two test wells have been 
drilled but not completed yet. There is one 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)-permitted outfall associated 
with the supply well. 

The White Rock Y Tract lies within the 
1 00-year floodplain as modeled by LANL for 
Los Alamos and DP Canyons. Assessment of 
these floodplains is included in Appendix D. 

12.1.11 Air Resources 

The White Rock Y Tract straddles State 
Road 502 along its northern boundary, and 
State Road 4 forms its eastern boundary. The 
tract is part ofNew Mexico Region 3, an 
attainment area that meets National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria 
pollutants. Small quantities of hydrocarbon
generated ozone and carbon monoxide from 
vehicular highway traffic are the only 
emissions of criteria pollutants from within 
the tract. 

There are no emissions of hazardous or 
other chemical air pollutants at this tract, 
which means that any exposures are the result 
of air carried from other locations. Analyses 
performed for the LANL SWEIS estimate 
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that concentrations of chemical air pollutants 
will not exceed health-based standards for 
any point beyond the LANL boundary, and 
there are no adverse health effects expected. 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). From this 
information, the same conclusion can be 
applied to the White Rock Y Tract. 

There also are no emissions of particulate 
radioactive air pollutants from within the 
boundaries of the White RockY Tract. 
However, cesium-137 in soils emits direct 
radiation that is detected by LANL' s 
monitoring network. Estimates for this 
location, however, indicate doses of less than 
1 millirem per year, or less than 10 percent of 
the EPA standard. 

12.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 

There are no structures or other stationary 
sources emitting greenhouse gases located on 
this tract. 

12.1.12 Human Health 

12.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the White RockY Tract 

No one resides or works on this land, and 
visitors remain there only for a short time. It 
is expected that radiation doses would be 
much less than that to the LANL offsite 
maximally exposed individual (MEl) due to 
the much greater distance from the primary 
source of radioactive air emissions at LANL 
(from the Los Alamos Neutron Science 
Center [LANSCE]). Similarly, background 
radiation doses would be the same as for the 
Los Alamos townsite. While there are no 
PRSs on this tract, there are known sources of 
radioactive contamination on and upstream of 
the tract (from cesium-13 7 contaminated 
sediments). 
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12.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the White 
RockY Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via an airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown not 
to be significant for the affected environment 
(DOE 1999c ). Sources of contamination other 
than PRSs on this tract may include 
nonradiological constituents; the site is not 
completely characterized. 

It is postulated that all three types of 
natural disasters examined in the LANL 
SWEIS could occur on this land (flood, 
seismic events, and wildfire). This site does 
not have hazardous materials present. No 
additional nonradiological exposures would 
be expected from natural event accidents. 

12.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 
accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT EIS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reached the 
White Rock Y Tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chemical accidents have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the SWEIS, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4 .1.12 of 
this CT EIS. Using data from the LANL 
SWEIS, doses to the MEl at the White 
Rock Y Tract have been estimated for each of 
these, as shown in Table 12.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no residents and no 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
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collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe postulated earthquake (accident 
SITE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10-5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The earthquake scenario would release 
chemicals from a number of facilities, 
including formaldehyde from the Health 
Research Laboratory (Building 43-01) and 
chlorine from the chlorinating station within 
the Los Alamos townsite (Building 00-1109). 
As discussed above, earthquakes would have 
no estimated chemical consequences at the 
White Rock Y Tract. The most severe 
postulated earthquake, however, would 
release significant quantities of radioactive 
materials from several buildings, especially 
from the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
(CMR) Building (Building 03-29). 
Radiological consequences are estimated to 
result in a maximum dose of approximately 
8 Roentgen equivalent man (rem) at the tract. 

The postulated site wildfire would bum 
about 8,000 acres (3,240 hectares) within 
LANL boundaries, or about 30 percent of 
LANL, including most ofMortandad Canyon 
and parts ofLos Alamos and DP Canyons 
east ofT A 21. Chemical releases would be 
less severe than in the earthquake scenarios. 
The largest quantities of radioactive materials 
are released from the transuranic (TRU) 
waste storage domes at Area G. The 
maximum dose at White Rock Y Tract is 
estimated to be about 0.2 rem. Such a wildfire 
has an estimated frequency of0.1 per year, or 
once every 10 years. 

Because there are no residents and no 
public workers at the tract, the estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
both zero for all five natural event accident 
scenarios. 
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Table 12.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the White RockY Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

§ENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY 
MEl ACCIDENT 

FACILITY DOSE 
ARlO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) 

DESCRIPTION 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10-3 98 
Fire in the outdoor 

container storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5xl0-6 5,400 
Natural gas pipeline 

failure 

Power excursion at the 
RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 97 Godiva-IV fast-burst 

reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.lx10-6 3 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 72 
Fire in the outdoor 

container storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 330 Aircraft crash 

Puncture or drop of 
RAD--09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10-1 5 average-content drum of 

transuranic waste 

Puncture or drop of high-
RAD-·09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10-3 230 content drum of 

transuranic waste 

Seismic-initiated 
RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 2,600 explosion of a plutonium-

containing assembly 

Plutonium release from 
RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 X 10-5 140 irradiation experiment at 

the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10-5 22 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10-5 420 
Fire in entire building 

wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 3 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA =Tritium Systems Test Assembly; 
WCRR = Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; TWISP= Transuranic Waste Jnspectable Storage Project 

12.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result :from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
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(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 
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12.2 No Action Alternative 

12.2. 1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated changes in 

land use at the White Rock Y under the No 
Action Alternative. T A 72 operations to the 
west of the tract would continue consistent 
with future LANL projections. Similarly, the 
water wells and transportation routes located 
at the tract would remain in support ofLANL 
operations. 

12.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in the DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
could take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the White Rock Y Tract, as 
briefly discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion ofthis chapter, Section 12.1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes ofwastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report to Support Land 
Conveyance and Transfer Under Public 
Law 105-119, Revision 1 (DOE 1999b). 

This information indicates that no 
decommissioning of the six structures would 
be necessary. Cleanup of canyon sediments 
may be required, resulting in about 
3, 770 cubic yards (2,880 cubic meters) of 
waste from these minimal restoration 
activities. Cost estimates for remedial action 
at this parcel range from about $1,880,000 to 
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$10,424,000. These estimates are based on 
the information currently available for each 
PRS or structure, and are subject to change if 
significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." It is possible, 
however, that the administrative authority 
could require even more restoration, resulting 
in greater waste volumes, a longer cleanup 
duration, and higher costs. It also should be 
noted that environmental restoration actions 
and costs represent only a portion ofthe 
actions and total costs that may be required 
for conveyance and transfer of this parcel. 
These additional costs may be significant. 

12.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
State Road 502, State Road 4, or East Jemez 
Road near the tract. It is expected that the 
future operational performance of these 
roadways would remain similar to that of the 
existing performance, assuming that the 
future annual growth rate is 1. 5 percent as 
predicted the U.S. Census Bureau. 

12.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no changes in the infrastructure or utilities of 
the White Rock Y Tract. The tract would 
continue to be used as a corridor for 
transportation and utilities. No appreciable 
increase in utilities or infrastructure usage is 
expected; thus, the impacts to utilities and 
infrastructure would not change. 
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12.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, ambient 

noise levels would remain much as they are 
currently, typically from 60 to 70 dBA, but up 
to 90 dBA. Noises would continue to vary 
with time of day (with traffic volume) and 
with distance from the highways. 

12.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the visual character ofthe site 
would remain much as it exists today. Visual 
characteristics of the landforms and manmade 
modifications would not be expected to 
change in any substantial way. 

12.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

12.2.7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at White 
Rock Y Tract, as described in Section 12.1.1. 
Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
is projected under the CT EIS No Action 
Alternative. 

12.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

White Rock Y Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of the cultural resources present would 
continue to be subject to Federal laws, 
regulations, guidelines, executive orders, and 
Pueblo Accords. Other positive impacts of the 
No Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development. Ongoing negative impacts from 
natural processes (such as erosion, fire, 
seismiic events, and aging ofbuildings) on the 
physical integrity of cultural resources would 
continue. Also, the potential for impacts from 
continued recreational activities (such as 
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hiking and climbing), access by the public, 
and the lack of security would continue. 
These impacts include unintentional 
destruction or damage of resources, 
vandalism and unauthorized collection of 

' materials and artifacts. These impacts apply 
both to resources within the tract and to those 
located nearby but outside of the tract 
boundary on LANL, BNM, and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo lands. 

12.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences of the No Action 

Alternative would be limited to those of 
existing uses. The tract is already developed; 
no additional utilities, roadwork, or buildings 
would be required. No soil disturbance or 
change in availability of resources would be 
anticipated from implementing the No Action 
Alternative. 

12.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation ofthe current use ofthis 

tract by the DOE would be anticipated under 
this alternative. Consequences to water 
resources under the No Action Alternative 
would be no different than those already 
existing in the affected environment. 

12.2.11 Air Resources 
In the No Action Alternative, air quality 

would remain high, as it is today. For criteria 
pollutants, ambient air concentrations would 
remain within air quality standards. Similarly, 
concentrations of hazardous and other 
chemical air pollutants would remain within 
health-based standards. Analysis of doses 
received from radioactive air emissions result 
in estimated doses of 1.0 to 1.8 millirem per 
year, less than one-fifth of the EPA standard. 

12.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 
There would be no structures or other 

stationary sources emitting greenhouse gases 
located on this tract. 
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12.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable human 

health consequences of the No Action 
Alternative for the White Rock Y Tract. No 
changes in cancer risk would be expected for 
this alternative. 

12.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reached the 
White Rock Y Tract, even under adverse 
weat~er dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chermcal accidents would have no estimated 
public consequences at the tract. 

12.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 2 of 13 
scenarios. The estimated tract collective dose 
and estimated excess LCF would both be 
zero. 

12.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be about 0.2 rem; the maximum dose from the 
most severe earthquake would be 
approximately 8 rem. Because there would be 
no residents and no public workers at the 
tract, estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero for 
all five natural event accident scenarios. 
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12.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
continue under the No Action Alternative 
would be expected to be within regulato~ 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
a~cidents would not have disproportionately 
~tgh and adverse impacts on minority or low
mcome populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

12.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would have to be relocated 
or otherwise affected by the proposed 
disposition of this tract except for the 
relocation of some environmental media 
monitoring stations onto LANL land. These 
direct consequences would be minor and 
bounded by the indirect consequences. 
Therefore, direct consequences of the transfer 
of ownership of the tract will not be discussed 
for each resource area other than those 
associated with potential loss ofFederal 
protection of cultural and ecological resources 
(see Sections 12.3.7 and 12.3.8 respectively). 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
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associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. Where the impacts from 
the two contemplated uses differ, they are 
broken out and discussed separately. 

12.3.1 Land Use 

12.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land uses proposed for the White Rock Y 
Tract include (1) cultural preservation, and 
(2) natural areas, transportation, and utilities. 
The following paragraphs provide an 
overview of these scenarios. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Land use under this scenario would be 
dominated by cultural practices and activities 
necessary to meet continuing stewardship 
needs. In order to ensure preservation of the 
tract, access to the site by members of the 
general public would be eliminated. Although 
the tract would not be developed, portions of 
the tract would be used for utilities, utility 
corridors and roadways, as they are currently, 
with minimum future additions to 
infrastructure. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

Under this scenario, land use would be 
based on maintaining the tract as a natural 
area. The general public would have access to 
the sit1~ for recreational purposes. Although 
the tract would not be developed, portions of 
the tract would be used for additions or 
improvements to utilities (such as wells or 
power lines), or utility corridors, including 
construction of roads for improved access. 
This use would be much as it is currently, 
with some additional infrastructure facilities. 

Table 12.3.1.1-1 and Table 12.3.1.1-2 
summarize the attributes of each of the 
potential scenarios. 
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Table 12.3.1.1-1. Attributes of 
Future Land Use for the White 

Rock Y Tract Under the Cultural 
Preservation Land Use Scenario 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION LAND 
USE 

• Entire tract is held in cultural 
preservation. 

• Land use would be dominated by cultural 
practices and activities necessary to meet 
continuing stewardship needs. 

• Future use of the tract for recreation by 
members of the general public would be 
precluded. 

Table 12.3.1.1-2. Attributes of 
Future Land Use for the White 
Rock Y Tract Under the Natural 

Areas, Transportation, and Utilities 
Land Use Scenario 

NATURAL AREAS, 
TRANSPORTATION, AND UTILITIES 

LAND USE 

• Entire tract would be held as an 
undeveloped natural area and "passively" 
managed. 

• Portions of the tract could be used for 
additions or improvements to utilities 
(wells, power lines) or utility corridors, 
including construction of roads for 
improved access. 

• The general public would have access to 
the tract for recreational purposes. 
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12.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

There would be some anticipated change 
in land use associated with the cultural 
preservation land use scenario proposed for 
the White Rock Y Tract. Access to the tract 
for public recreation and other uses would be 
denied, and these recreational opportunities 
would be lost. Continued use ofthe existing 
utilities and transportation facilities at the site 
would remain. The decrease in activity at and 
in proximity to the tract from the change in 
access associated with this scenario would 
likely prove beneficial to adjacent land use, 
including BNM and TA 72 operations. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

There would be some anticipated change 
to land use associated with the proposed 
natural areas, transportation, and utilities 
scenario. Some degree ofland disturbance 
associated with the additions or 
improvements to utilities, utility corridors, 
and access roads would be expected. Impacts 
associated with these activities would be 
temporary in nature and would not be 
anticipated to result in any major change in 
land use. 

Activity at and in proximity to the tract 
would be anticipated to increase under this 
scenario. Unrestricted access to the tract 
could increase pedestrian traffic in areas 
adjacent to wetlands, archaeological and 
historical sites, and sensitive habitat. The 
potential for these resources to be effected is 
discussed in detail in the ecological and 
cultural resource sections for this tract. 
Although this would not be anticipated to 
adversely impact lands within the tract, it 
could be potentially nonbeneficial to adjacent 
land uses. Because of the likely increase in 
activity adjacent to BNM, activities required 
in support of resource management at BNM 
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could intensify. Management of site security 
at T A 72 could be similarly affected. 

12.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 

No additional environmental restoration 
actions would be required under the Proposed 
Action Alternative because restoration 
activities must occur before the tract would be 
considered suitable for conveyance or 
transfer. 

12.3.2 Transportation 

12.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Both the cultural preservation land use 
scenario and the natural areas, transportation, 
and utilities land use scenario would result in 
transportation system impacts similar to the 
No Action Alternative. These land use 
scenarios as currently defined would, in large 
part, result in the continuation of existing land 
uses. The possible construction of new roads 
to improve access to utilities on the tract 
would have no impact on traffic circulation in 
the area. Therefore, it is expected that the 
future operational performance of State 
Road 502, State Road 4, and East Jemez Road 
would remain similar to that of the existing 
performance, assuming that the future annual 
growth rate is 1.5 percent as predicted the 
U.S. Census Bureau. 

12.3.3 Infrastructure 

12.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under this land use scenario, no changes 
would be anticipated that would affect the 
utilities and infrastructure. Easements for 
continued use ofutilities and the 
transportation corridor would likely continue. 
Thus, this land use would have no direct or 
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indirect consequences to utilities and 
infrastructure. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

Under this land use scenario, most of the 
tract would be maintained as a natural area. 
Some of the land, however, would be used for 
additions or improvements to utilities such as 
well construction or utility corridors. 
Improvements to the utilities are considered 
as positive impacts to the area's utilities and 
infrastructure as they would improve the 
existing capacity. 

However, soil would be disturbed by 
activities related to improvements in the 
utilities. Refer to Section 12.3.9 for more 
information on soil disturbance related to this 
land use scenario. 

12.3.4 Noise 

12.3.4 .. 1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Continued use of the White Rock Y Tract 
as a transportation corridor is contemplated 
under both land use scenarios for this tract. 
Assuming that the two state highways remain 
in use ambient noise levels would remain as 

' they are projected for the No Action 
Alternative, typically ranging to 70 dBA, with 
spikes to 90 dBA. 

12.3.5 Visual Resources 

12.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The Scenic Class II designation for this 
tract is associated with a relatively high 
public value for the visual resource. The 
visual resource objective for this scenic class 
is to retain the existing character of the 
landscape as much as possible. The 
contemplated uses for this tract include 
natural areas, transportation and utilities, or 
cultural preservation. Either use would retain 
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existing visual character and would not 
impact visual resources. 

12.3.6 Socioeconomics 

12.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated uses of this tract would 
have little or no impact on employment, 
income, population, or housing. There may be 
some modest economic activity associated 
with improvements to utilities and 
infrastructure. 

12.3.7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts ofthe conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies for the White Rock Y Tract. 

The LANL Threatened and Endangered 
Species Habitat Management Plan would no 
longer be in effect for this tract-thereby 
potentially reducing the protection afforded 
threatened and endangered species and their 
potential habitat in the White Rock Y Tract. 
This plan has designated approximately 
19 acres (8 hectares) within this tract as Los 
Alamos Canyon area of environmental 
interest (AEI) core habitat for the Mexican 
spotted owl, and for the American peregrine 
falcon approximately 53 acres (21 hectares) 
(Pueblo Canyon AEI) and 237 acres 
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(96 hectares) (Los Alamos Canyon AEI) are 
defined as AEI core habitat along with 
111 acres (45 hectares) ofPueblo Canyon 
AEI buffer habitat (PC 1999d). 

12.3. 7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation scenario, 
the potential impacts to natural resources 
would be similar to the undeveloped but 
publicly accessible alternative. However, 
wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, 
from recreational use would be diminished. 
Consequently, habitat for most species would 
be augmented and improved. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

The White Rock Y Tract has about 
540 acres (219 hectares) of pinyon-juniper 
woodland with open areas occupied by 
shrubs, grasslands, and wildflowers. Under 
this land use scenario, the tract would 
continue to be passively managed as a natural 
area. While the site is not proposed for 
specific development under these alternatives 
portions of the tract would be used for ' 
additions or improvement to utilities or utility 
corridors, including construction or roads for 
improved access. The general public 
potentially would have increased access for 
recreational purposes. Increased recreation 
access, especially if it includes motorized 
recreational vehicles, may cause animals (in 
some species) to alter their activity and 
feeding patterns, potentially resulting in 
increased stress, decreased reproduction, or 
the temporary or permanent abandonment of 
the affected area. Motorized recreational 
vehicles could result in further habitat 
degradation due to noise, an increase in the 
number of trails, and increased erosion. 
Foraging habitat for the American peregrine 
falcon and bald eagle could be affected. The 
White Rock Y Tract comprises approximately 
2 percent of American peregrine falcon and 
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bald eagle general habitat available at LANL 
(LANL 1998b). Development ofutility 
improvements and minor roadway 
construction would have associated habitat 
loss but generally would be expected to be 
minor. 

12.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would result from the transfer 
of known and unidentified cultural resources 
out of the responsibility and protection of the 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, lease, or sale of 
NRHP-eligible cultural resources out of 
Federal control is an adverse effect. Eligible 
cultural resources are present in the White 
Rock Y Tract and thus could be directly 
impacted by the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing these resources from consideration 
under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and 
Executive Order 13007, "Indian Sacred 
Sites." Finally the disposition of this tract 
would affect the treatment and disposition of 
any human remains, funerary objects, sacred 
objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that 
may be discovered on the tract. This impact 
would result from removing them these items 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 
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12.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land uses contemplated by the 
receiving parties for the White Rock Y Tract. 
The two land uses identified for the White 
RockY Tract include (1) cultural 
preservation and (2) natural areas, 
transportation, and utilities. This analysis 
reflects the broad, planning-level impacts 
anticipated from each contemplated use. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation scenario, 
the W'hite Rock Y Tract would be used for 
cultural stewardship needs by the receiving 
party. Access to these lands by the general 
public: would be restricted to protect 
culturally important resources. It is 
anticipated that this scenario would involve 
little or no construction or development; but, 
cultural preservation uses and users would be 
defined by the receiving party. 

Dt;:dicating the tract to cultural 
preservation would be anticipated to have a 
benefi.cial impact on the cultural resources 
present. The restriction of access by the 
general public would be anticipated to help 
protect the resources from vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional 
practices and ceremonies. Another benefi.cial 
impact would be the passive preservation of 
resources and continued access to TCPs 
afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. 

Ongoing negative impacts from natural 
processes (such as erosion) on the physical 
integrity of cultural resources would continue. 
There also may be potential adverse impacts 
to some current traditional users if general 
access is precluded or restricted. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

Under the natural areas, utilities, and 
transportation scenario, the tract would be 
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held as an undeveloped, publicly accessible 
natural area. The maintenance of natural areas 
would allow the passive preservation of 
cultural resources on the tract by restricting 
more destructive types of land use. 

Portions of the tract also would be used 
for additions or improvements to utilities and 
road networks. It is anticipated that there may 
be construction and other ground disturbing 
activities required for maintaining utilities 
and establishing new roads. These activities 
could result in the physical destruction, 
damage, or alteration of the cultural resources 
present. Resources avoided by construction 
may become isolated or have their setting 
disturbed by the introduction of elements out 
of character with the resource, such as visual 
and audible intrusions. These activities may 
cause changes to the presence or integrity of, 
or access to, natural resources utilized by 
traditional communities for subsistence, 
religious, or other cultural activities. 

The sanctioning of recreational uses and 
the construction of roads would increase 
access to cultural resources. Increased access 
could cause unintentional destruction and 
damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized 
collection of materials and artifacts, and 
disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremomes. 

12.3.9 Geology and Soils 

12.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation land use 
scenario, there would be no disturbance for 
development. The tract would remain 
susceptible to wildfires, which could increase 
erosion potential. 

Natural Areas, Transportation, and 
Utilities Land Use Scenario 

With the proposed natural areas, 
transportation, and utilities scenario, some 
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degree of land disturbance associated with the 
additions or improvements to utilities, utility 
corridors, and access roads would be 
expected. Existing and upgraded structures 
would be vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events (as measured on 
the Richter scale) and wildfire episodes. 

12.3.10 Water Resources 

12.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Transfer of this tract under either 
contemplated land use would not directly or 
indirectly affect surface water or groundwater 
quality or quantity. 

12.3.11 Air Resources 

12.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Continued use of the White RockY Tract 
as a transportation corridor is included as part 
ofboth contemplated uses. As such, there 
would be no additional activities or additional 
emission of air pollutants. Air quality would 
remain the same (high) as in the No Action 
Alternative. Specifically, NAAQS would be 
met for criteria pollutants; concentrations of 
hazardous and other chemical air pollutants 
would remain below health-based standards; 
and doses from radioactive pollutants would 
remain less than 2 millirem per year or less 
than 20 percent of the EPA standard. 

12.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Contemplated use for the White Rock Y 
Tract would be largely unchanged following 
disposition. Accordingly, there would be few 
or no structures or other stationary sources 
emitting greenhouse gases located on this 
tract. 
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12.3.12 Human Health 

12.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The consequences for human health for 
both contemplated uses would be the same as 
discussed for the No Action Alternative. The 
public could be in closer proximity to LANL 
but not closer than the offsite MEl with 
respect to the LANL operations producing the 
radioactive air emissions. Therefore, 
radiological doses would be the same as for 
the No Action Alternative. 

12.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated chemical accidents, 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential accidents would be below both 
ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time any air 
plume reached the White Rock Y Tract, even 
under adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents would have 
no estimated public consequences at the tract. 

12.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the No Action Alternative. 
MEl doses would be greater than 500 
millirem for 2 of 13 scenarios postulated in 
the LANL SWEIS. The estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF 
would both be zero. 

12.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the No Action Alternative. 
Neither the wildfire nor any of the 
earthquakes would have chemical 
consequences, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. The MEl dose resulting 
from the postulated wildfire would be 
approximately 0.2 rem; the maximum dose 
from the most severe earthquake would be 
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about 8 rem. However, because there is no 
planned development of this tract, and hence, 
there would be no workers or residents, the 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would both be zero for all five 
natural event accident scenarios. 

12.3.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated land uses 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases associated 
with LANL operations would be expected to 
be within regulatory limits and that no latent 
cancer fatalities would likely result. The 
human health analyses also indicate that 
radiological releases from LANL-generated 
accidents would not result in disproportionate 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts. Therefore, such accidents would not 
have disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income 
populations with regard to implementing the 
contemplated land uses on the tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the Proposed Action 
Alternative would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
ofthese resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
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point in the consultation process. Legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
expressed the opinion that the conveyance 
and use of this tract would result in an 
environmental justice impact on the Pueblo's 
population. 

12.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
White Rock Y Tract would not immediately 
cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. Because only 
minimal road and utility improvements would 
be made under the proposed land use 
scenarios, a minor irreversible commitment of 
ecological habitat and cultural resources 
could occur. 

The natural areas, transportation, and 
utilities land use scenario would cause 
irretrievable commitments of minor quantities 
of resources during upgrade of the roads and 
utilities. These resources include energy 
expended in the form of electricity and the 
burning of fossil fuels. 

12.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
White Rock Y Tract could result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because new development could result in 
physical destruction, damage, or alteration of 
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cultural resources on the tract. The 
conveyance or transfer of the tract also could 
result in the loss of certain Federal protections 
for ecological resources and consideration of 
these resources in planning future activities 
on the tract. Subsequent upgrading of roads 
and utilities on the tract could cause adverse 
impacts to ecological habitat, including loss 
of a small amount of habitat. 
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12.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

Because there would be virtually no 
change in the use of this land tract under the 
proposed land uses, neither the actual 
conveyance or transfer nor the future use 
would cause any specific impacts on short
term uses ofthe environment. Similarly, there 
would be no noticeable impact to the long
term ecological productivity of the area. 
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13.1 Affected Environment 

13.1.1 Land Use 
Technical Area (TA) 74 represents a large 

area ofLANL buffer lands, consisting of 
approximately 2,715 acres (1,100 hectares) 
(DOE 1998b). The tract is located east ofthe 
Los Allamos townsite and below the mesa 
upon which the townsite is built. The northern 
half of the site is dominated by lower Bayo 
Canyon; the southern half includes much of 
Pueblo Canyon. 

U.S. Forest Service (USPS) property 
borders the tract to the north. State Road 502 
forms the southern border of the tract and 
provides the primary vehicle access. State 
Road 502 also serves to separate TA 74 from 
the n01theast edge of the White Rock Y Tract 
and the northwest edge ofthe Bandelier 
National Monument (BNM). Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso lands lie to the east, and the Airport 
Tract is to the west (see Figure 13 .1.1-1, 
Technical Area 74 Tract Layout). Access to 
the tra<.,i: is currently gated and limited to 
Federal, State, and local government 
personnel on official business. However, 
access by others may be coordinated on a 

October 1999 13-1 

case-by-case basis. Although not subject to 
Los Alamos County land use controls, the 
tract is zoned by the County as F ederallands 
for planning purposes (LAC 1998). 

The TA 7 4 Tract is isolated from LANL 
operations and contains numerous 
archaeological sites and sensitive wildlife 
habitat (LANL 1990). The site is heavily 
forested with ponderosa pine and pinyon
juniper woodlands (DOE 1999c). 

Existing uses at the tract include activities 
associated with the State highway 
maintenance facility, which includes two 
buildings, and the water wells and tanks 
present at the site. Adjacent land uses 
includes the Bayo Wastewater Treatment 
Plant located in the west-central portion of the 
tract, land practices of the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso to the east, and ongoing airport 
activities to the west. Land use directly to the 
south and southwest includes the use and 
maintenance of State Road 502 and the White 
Rock Y intersection of State Road 502 and 
State Road 4. Directly to the southeast, land 
use is dominated by tourism and National 
Park Service activities at BNM. Land uses to 
the north on USPS lands include hiking, 
horseback riding, climbing, bird watching, 
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and forest management activities. The road 
into the tract and several unpaved roads 
within the tract serve as fire-break roads for 
the USFS and provide access to adjacent land, 
including the Bayo Wastewater Treatment 
Plant. 

There are three well-established trails that 
cross the tract (see Figure 3.2.1-2 in 
Chaptc~r 3). The Otowi Mesa Trail crosses 
between the northwest comer of the tract and 
the northwest side of the tract. The Bayo 
Canyon Trail enters the tract from the 
northwest and continues in a southeasterly 
direction to its terminus within theTA 74 
Tract. The Camp Hamilton Trail trends 
roughly south and north along the western 
edge of the tract (LANL 1998c). Although 
access via the gated main road is limited, 
access is available to the general public for 
recreational purposes (hiking, horseback 
riding, climbing) via these trails. 

Figure 13.1.1-2 shows the environmental 
media monitoring stations located on and near 
the subject land tract. 

13.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
TheTA 74 Tract has four potential release 

sites (PRSs): one surface unit, one subsurface 
unit, and two outfalls. Three PRSs are located 
on a mesa point at the southwest comer of the 
tract, near the Small Business Center Annex 
(on East Gate Drive). The fourth PRS, a 
former disposal area for construction debris, 
is situated on the canyon below this mesa. All 
four PRSs have been characterized, and 
remediation has been performed. Further 
cleanup is not likely to be necessary. The tract 
also contains three DOE-owned structures (a 
water tower, water tank, and a well) that are 
part of the County water supply system. 

TheTA 74 Tract also is traversed by 
Pueblo and Bayo Canyons, both of which 
may contain residual contamination from past 
LANL operations. Characterization 
performed to date indicates the presence of 
several radioactive isotopes in stream channel 
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sediments. Although additional sampling may 
be performed, sampling conducted to date 
indicates that existing levels of contamination 
in the canyon systems are orders of 
magnitude lower than levels that would elicit 
health concerns. 

Figure 13 .1.1.1-1 shows areas with 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. The eastern half of the tract 
from Barranca Mesa to the White Rock Y 
Tract is thought to have no known 
contamination issues, although much ofthe 
tract has not yet been characterized. The 
western half of the tract is the site of 
dispersed plutonium in sediments. PCI 
acreage is estimated to total1,150 acres 
(465 hectares), about 40 percent of the tract. 

13.1.2 Transportation 
TheTA 74 Tract is adjacent to the White 

Rock Y Tract, which incorporates the 
alignments and intersections of State 
Road 502 and State Road 4 (see 
Figure 13.1.1-1 ). Table 13.1.2-1 shows the 
geometry, capacity, 1996 traffic volumes, and 
1996 and 2018 levels of service (LOSs) for 
these roadways. The annual traffic growth 
rate used at this location was 2.29 percent 
according to the New Mexico State Highway 
and Transportation Department 
{NMSH&TD), Transportation Planning 
Division {NMSH&TD 1997). 

The traffic counts to conduct this analysis 
are the same as those used for the White 
RockY Tract, discussed in Chapter 12, 
Section 12.1.2. 

As shown in Table 13.1.2-1, the LOS for 
both State Road 4 and East Jemez Road is 
expected to degrade from LOS E (maximum 
capacity) to LOS F (traffic jam conditions) by 
the year 2018. Although State Road 502 
operates at LOS B near the White Rock Y 
under current conditions, it is likely to be at 
or over capacity in the two-lane section that 
climbs the mesa. 
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Table 13.1.2-1. Traffic Volume Estimates 

NUMBER CURRENT 1996 PEAK 1996 2018 

LOCATION OF CAPACITY HOUR LEVEL OF 
LEVEL 

LANES {pcph) TRAFFIC 
SERVICE 

OF 
VOLUMES SERVICE 

State Road 502 2EB/3WB 3,100 
1,805 B c EB/4,650WB 

State Road 4 2 2,200 1,570 E F 
Notes: pcph = passenger cars per hour, EB = eastbowul, WB = westbound 

13.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 13.1.3-1 shows the location of 

roads and utility lines on the TA 74 Tract. 
Developments on this tract include water 
wells, a water tank, and a State highway 
maintenance facility. Several dirt roads and 
trails traverse the tract. Electric power lines 
cross the tract boundaries on the west end of 
the tract. Natural gas and sewage lines are not 
present on the tract. 

A new wastewater treatment facility has 
been proposed to replace the aging Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (DOE 1999c). 
The proposed plant would accommodate 
future growth and meet stricter water 
discharge compliance regulations and would 
be built close to the existing plant. Once the 
new facility was completed, the existing plant 
would be abandoned. While the proposed 
plant installation is independent ofthe 
decision to convey or transfer the T A 7 4 
Tract, the increased effluent from the new 
plant may have impacts on this tract. 

13.1.4 Noise 
T A 7 4 is the largest of the land tracts 

under consideration for transfer. Ambient 
noises exist only along the southern edge of 
the tract, which parallels State Road 502 at 
distances varying from zero to several 
hundred feet. Ambient noise levels along this 
southern edge are estimated at 60 to 
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90 decibels, A-weighted (dB A). However, for 
the remaining 90 percent-plus of the tract, 
ambient noise levels are likely in the range of 
10 to 20 dB A (largely undisturbed). 

13.1.5 Visual Resources 
TheTA 74 Tract includes areas ofPueblo 

Canyon and associated side slope areas 
toward the north. The site is fairly 
undisturbed, and the scenery is visually 
interesting. There are several unpaved roads 
and trails within the site, as well as water 
wells and road maintenance facilities. State 
Road 502 runs along the southern boundary 
of the tract. There are good views into the site 
from State Road 502 and State Road 4. 

TheTA 74 Tract is located directly across 
State Road 4 from the Tsankawi unit ofBNM 
and is well within the viewshed ofTsankawi 
mesa. Visitors are attracted to the Tsankawi 
unit because of its solitude, peace and 
tranquillity, and the opportunity to explore the 
archeological resources in such a setting. The 
view from Tsankawi mesa is breathtaking and 
encompasses most of the area slated for 
transfer. This tract was analyzed by assigning 
two rating units to the tract based on the two 
characteristic landforms: the side slope area 
roughly on the north side, Rating Unit 1, and 
the lowland area along Pueblo Canyon, 
Rating Unit 2. 
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Three components were analyzed for 
Rating Unit 1. Scenic quality was determined 
to be "A" due the above average scenic 
character of the landform combined with 
subtle manmade modifications. The distance 
zone was designated as "foreground/middle
ground" due to the proximity of the unit to 
State Road 502, a major viewing point. The 
sensitivity level was considered to be "high" 
due to public interest and high visibility from 
nearby viewpoints. 

The combination of these components 
using the Inventory Class Matrix results in a 
Scenic Class of II for Rating Unit 1. 

Three components were analyzed for 
Rating Unit 2. Scenic quality was determined 
to be "A" primarily due to interesting and 
somewhat unique vegetation and landforms 
within and adjacent to the unit and subtle 
manmade modifications. The distance zone 
was determined to be "foreground/middle
ground" because of the proximity to 
viewpoints along State Road 502. The 
sensitivity level was determined to be "high" 
due to the high visibility of the site from 
viewpoints on State Road 502. 

The combination of these components 
using the Inventory Class Matrix, result in a 
Scenic Class of II for Rating Unit 2. Both 
units within the tract are designated as Scenic 
Class II, indicating visual resources with high 
public value. 

13.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

TheTA 74 Tract is largely unimproved 
and currently accommodates water wells, a 
water tank, and a highway maintenance 
facility. There is little employment associated 
with this tract. 
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13.1.7 Ecological Resources 
Vegetation communities present with the 

TA 74 Tract are basically ponderosa pine 
forest~ pinyon-juniper woodland~ and open 
shrub, grassland, and wildflower areas. 
Maintained dirt roads are the primary 
development within the tract. Pueblo, Bayo, 
and Los Alamos Canyons cross this tract. An 
ephemeral stream is associated with each 
canyon. Floodplains within theTA 74 Tract 
are not well defined. Wetland areas are 
present downstream of the Bayo Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. See Appendix D for further 
description of the wetlands and floodplains. 
Flora and fauna are characteristic of the 
region. Suitable habitat is present for the 
Mexican spotted owl, American peregrine 
falcon, and bald eagle. Los Alamos Canyon 
and Pueblo Canyon areas of environmental 
interest {AEis) are defined within this land 
tract for the Mexican spotted owl and 
American peregrine falcon. Noise levels 
within TA 74 are associated with vehicular 
traffic on State Road 4 and State Road 502, 
and with casual recreational use. Current 
lighting in the tract is associated with vehicles 
and distant residential and commercial 
facilities. 

13.1.8 Cultural Resources 
TA 7 4 was used from the Archaic period 

through the Nuclear Energy period. The tract 
was part of the Ramon Vigil Spanish land 
grant. The ROI for this tract includes the land 
tract itself, plus nearby cultural resources 
located off the tract. For this tract, the nearby 
resources are located on LANL, BNM, Santa 
Fe National Forest, and San Ildefonso Pueblo 
lands. 

One hundred percent of theTA 74 Tract 
has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. Survey results 
indicate that there are 1 00 cultural sites within 
the tract, 97 of which are prehistoric and 3 of 
which are historic. Of the prehistoric sites, 76 
have been evaluated as eligible to the 
National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP) 
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and 21 as potentially eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. Of the three historic sites, two are 
potentially eligible, and the other has been 
determined not eligible. There are no 
buildings present on theTA 74 Tract. There is 
a very high potential for unidentified 
resources, including subsurface 
archaeological deposits and unrecorded 
burials. 

Formal consultations to identify 
traditional cultural property (TCP) resources 
have not been conducted. There is a very high 
probability that TCPs will be identified 
during further consultations with Native 
American and Hispanic groups regarding the 
traditional uses of this tract. The Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso has indicated, in general terms, 
that TCPs are present on this tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of theTA 74 Tract is presented in 
Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

13.1.9 Geology and Soils 
TheTA 74 Tract is heavily forested and is 

susceptible to wildfires. There are minor 
north-·south treading faults visible in the north 
east comer of the tract, and the existing water 
wells and tanks are susceptible to a greater 
than magnitude 7 seismic event as measured 
on the Richter scale. 

13.1.10 Water Resources 
Figure 13.1.1-1 shows the location of the 

TA 74 Tract. The tract is transected by Pueblo 
and Bayo Canyons. Both canyons are natural 
ephemeral streams in the vicinity of the tract; 
however, Pueblo Canyon receives treated 
sanitary effluent from the County's Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. This effluent
supported reach extends to the confluence 
with Los Alamos Canyon. There is one 
known spring, Hamilton Bend Spring, 
that does not flow consistently. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National 
Wetland Inventory (NWI) and LANL identify 
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wetlands in this tract. Assessment of these 
wetlands is included in Appendix D. 

There is one stream gage and a surface 
water monitoring station within theTA 74 
Tract. There is one regional aquifer supply 
well and one regional aquifer test well within 
the tract. There is one National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permitted outfall associated with the supply 
well. 

Portions of theTA 74 Tract associated 
with the canyon bottoms lie within the 
1 00-year floodplain. Floodplain assessments 
are included in Appendix D. 

13.1.11 Air Resources 
T A 7 4 is the largest of the land tracts 

under consideration for disposition. Air 
quality at the tract is high. Neither hazardous 
nor radioactive air pollutant sources exist at 
the tract. Small amounts of hydrocarbon
generated ozone and carbon dioxide are 
emitted by vehicles passing through the 
southern edge of the tract on State Road 502; 
but no criteria pollutants are emitted from 
anywhere else on this large tract of land. 

The tract is part ofNew Mexico Region 3, 
an attainment area that meets National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
criteria pollutants. Analyses performed for the 
LANL SWEIS estimate that concentrations of 
chemical air pollutants will not exceed health
based standards for any point beyond the 
LANL boundary (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5), 
and no adverse human health effects are 
expected. From this information, we can 
extrapolate that the same conclusion can be 
applied to TA 74. Estimates for this location 
indicate doses from radioactive emissions at 
LANL range from 2 millirem at its western 
edge to less than 1 millirem per year, or less 
than 10 percent of the EPA standard, for most 
of the rest of the tract. 
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13.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 

With the exception of the highway 
maintenance facility, there are no structures 
or other stationary sources of greenhouse 
gases located on this tract. Accordingly, 
emissions of greenhouse gases are small. 

13.1.12 Human Health 

13.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for theTA 74 Tract 

The T A 7 4 Tract is the second most 
remote of the 10 land tracts. It is the second 
farthest from LANL and would be less 
affected by LANL radioactive air emissions 
than many of the other tracts. Radiation doses 
to members of the public who currently use 
this tract would be much less than that to the 
LANL offsite maximally exposed individual 
(MEl) (an effective dose equivalent [EDE] of 
1.93 millirem) and would not even approach 
the regulatory limit of 10 millirem per year. 
Background radiation would be the same as 
that given for any individual in the Los 
Alamos townsite area (an EDE of 
360 millirem plus 53 millirem for medical 
and dental). 

The major consideration on this tract is 
that many of the sediments on the southwest 
comer are contaminated with plutonium. A 
risk analysis is being prepared to address the 
human health risk for these sediments by the 
LANL Environmental Restoration (ER) 
Project. This information is not available 
currently. 

13.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for theTA 74 
Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via an airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown not 
to be significant for the affected environment 
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(DOE 1999c ). No PRSs or other known 
sources of nonradiological contamination 
exist for this tract. Therefore, no additional 
nonradiological exposures would be expected. 

13.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 
accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 ofthis CT EIS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reaches 
TA 74, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the 
LANL SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 in this CT EIS. Using data 
from the LANL SWEIS, doses to the MEl at 
TA 74 have been estimated for each ofthese, 
as shown in Table 13.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe postulated earthquake (accident 
SITE-03B) has an estimated frequency of 
3 x 10"5 per year, or once every 330,000 
years. The postulated earthquake would 
release chemicals from a number of facilities, 
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Table 13.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for theTA 74 Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

FREQUENCY 
MEl 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FACILITY DOSE ACCIDENT DESCRIPTION 
SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR 

(mrem) 

1.6 x w-3 38 
Fire in the outdoor container 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 
storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 2,600 Natural gas pipeline failure 

4.3 X 10-6 29 
Power excursion at the Godiva-IV 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva #3 
fast-burst reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 1 Aircraft crash 

3.0 X 104 40 
Fire in the outdoor container 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 
storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 1WISP 4.3 X 10-6 100 Aircraft crash 

1WISP 4.9 x w-1 1 
Puncture or drop of average-

RAD--09A 54-226 
content drum of transuranic waste 

1WISP 4.9 x w-3 66 
Puncture or drop of high-content 

RAD·-09B 54-226 
drum of transuranic waste 

1.5 X 10-6 1,000 
Seismic-initiated explosion of a 

RAI~-12 16-411 -- ~utonium-containing assemb!Y_ 

1.6 x w-5 44 
Plutonium release from irradiation 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 
experiment at the Skua reactor 

RAD·-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x w-5 12 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x w-5 220 Fire in entire building wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 2 Aircraft crash 

Notes· mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; CMR- Cherrustry an~ Metallurgy Research, 
TSTA. =Tritium Systems Test Assembly, WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackagmg; 
TWISP== Transuranic Waste Inspectable Stomge Project 

including formaldehyde from the Health 
Research Laboratory (Building 43-01) and 
chlorine from the chlorinating station within 
the Los Alamos townsite (Building 00-1109). 
As discussed, earthquakes would have no 
estimated chemical consequences at TA 74. 
The most severe postulated earthquake, 
however, would release significant quantities 
of radioactive materials from several 
buildings, especially from the Chemistry and 
MetaHurgy Research (CMR) Building 
(Building 03-29). Radiological consequences 
are estimated to result in a maximum dose of 

October 1999 13-11 

approximately 8 Roentgen equivalent man 
(rem) at the tract. 

The postulated site wildfire scenario 
would bum about 8, 000 acres 
(3 ,240 hectares) within LANL boundaries, or 
about 30 percent LANL, including most of 
Mortandad Canyon and parts ofLos Alamos 
and DP Canyons east ofT A 21. Chemical 
releases would be less severe than in the 
earthquake scenarios. The largest quantities 
of radioactive materials would be released 
from the transuranic (TRU) waste storage 
domes at Area G. The maximum dose at 
TA 74 is estimated to be about 0.1 rem. Such 
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a wildfire has an estimated frequency of 0 .I 
per year, or once every I 0 years. 

Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
both zero for all five natural event accident 
scenarios. 

13.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(80 kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.l.I4. 

13.2 No Action Alternative 

13.2.1 Land Use 
There would be no anticipated change in 

land use at theTA 74 under the No Action 
Alternative. The limitations on gated access 
to the tract would remain. There also would 
be no anticipated change in adjacent land use 
as currently defined. 

13.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE I998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
may take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at theTA 74 tract, as briefly 
discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of this chapter, Section I3 .1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes of wastes that would be 
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generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview ofthis 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report (DOE I999b). 

This information indicates that although 
characterization of the four PRSs would be 
necessary, no remedial action is likely to be 
required. Similarly, no cleanup of structures 
should be required. Some removal of 
sediments from the canyon systems may be 
necessary, and as much as 98,880 cubic yards 
(74,910 cubic meters) ofwaste may result. 
Characterization ofPRSs is estimated to 
require I8 months. Cost estimates for 
remedial action at this parcel range from 
about $3,683,000 to $215,666,000. These 
estimates are based on the information 
currently available for each PRS or structure, 
and are subject to change if significantly 
different information is discovered during the 
course of investigation or remediation. It 
should be noted that all PRSs, including those 
at which no remediation is ultimately 
required, must be characterized, and the 
results must be reported to the administrative 
authority. As a consequence, there are almost 
always costs and wastes associated with PRSs 
that do not require actual "cleanup." It is 
possible, however, that the administrative 
authority could require even more restoration, 
resulting in greater waste volumes, a longer 
cleanup duration, and higher costs. It also 
should be noted that environmental 
restoration actions and costs represent only a 
portion of the actions and total costs that may 
be required for conveyance and transfer of 
this parcel. These additional costs may be 
significant. 

13.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
State Road 502 or State Road 4 near the tract. 
It is expected that the future operational 
performance of these roadways would remain 
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similar to that of the existing performance, 
assuming that the future annual growth rate is 
1.5 percent as predicted the U.S. Census 
Bureau. 

13.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no changes in the infrastructure or utilities of 
the TA 74 Tract. The water wells and tank 
and the State highway maintenance facility on 
the tract would remain in operation under a 
special use permit. No appreciable increase in 
utility usage on the tract would be anticipated. 
Thus, implementing the No Action 
Alternative would have no new impacts to 
utilities and infrastructure. 

13.2.4 Noise 
Noise levels in the No Action Alternative 

would be unchanged from those that exist 
currently (60 to 90 dBA along State 
Road 502, but less than 20 dBA for most of 
the tract). 

13.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, it is 

expected that the tract would remain 
unchanged with regard to visual resources. 
Vegetation, landforms, and views into the site 
would remain as they are today for all areas 
of the tract. The Scenic Class II determination 
for th€:: tract is associated with a relatively 
high public value for the visual resource, 
which would be retained under the No Action 
Alternative. 

13.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

13.2.7 Ecological Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no changes in land use at the T A 7 4 
Tract, as described in Section 13 .1.1. 
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Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
would be anticipated under the CT EIS No 
Action Alternative. 

13.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

TA 74 Tract would remain the responsibility 
of the DOE, and the treatment ofthe cultural 
resources present would continue to be 
subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
guidelines, executive orders, and Pueblo 
Accords. Other positive impacts of the No 
Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of resources due to lack of 
development and the continued access to 
TCPs afforded to traditional practitioners in 
most areas of the tract. 

Ongoing adverse impacts from natural 
processes (such as erosion) on the physical 
integrity of cultural resources would continue, 
as well as the potential impacts of fire and 
seismic events. Also, the potential for impacts 
from continued recreational activities (such as 
hiking and horseback riding) access by the 
public, and the lack of security would 
continue. These impacts include unintentional 
destruction or damage of resources, 
vandalism, unauthorized collection of 
materials and artifacts, and disturbance of 
traditional practices and ceremonies. These 
impacts apply both to resources within the 
tract and to those located nearby but outside 
of the tract boundary. 

13.2.9 Geology and Soils 
Consequences would be limited to 

existing uses. There would be no anticipated 
change in land use at theTA 74 Tract as 
currently described under the No Action 
Alternative. 

13.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation of the current use of this 

tract by the DOE would be anticipated under 
this alternative. Consequences to water 
resources under the No Action Alternative 
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would be no different than those already 
existing in the affected environment. 

13.2.11 Air Resources 
Air quality under the No Action 

Alternative would be largely unchanged from 
that of today. Criteria pollutant concentrations 
would remain within NAAQS. 
Concentrations of hazardous and other 
chemical air pollutants would remain below 
health-based standards. Doses from 
radioactive pollutants would range from 
4.2 millirem at its western edge to less than 
1 millirem per year, or less than 10 percent of 
the EPA standard, along the eastern portions 
of the tract (DOE 1999c, Chapter 5). 

Emissions of greenhouse gases under the 
No Action Alternative would be small and 
unchanged from those oftoday. 

13.2.12 Human Health 
There are no identifiable human health 

consequences of implementing the No Action 
Alternative for theTA 74 Tract. No changes 
in cancer risk should be expected for this 
alternative. 

13.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reached 
TA 74, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
health consequences at the tract. 

13.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
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greater than 500 millirem for 2 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWElS. 
The estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero. 

13.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be about 0.1 rem; the maximum dose from the 
most severe earthquake would be 
approximately 8 rem. Because there would be 
no residents and few workers at the tract, 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would both be zero for all five 
natural event accident scenarios. 

13.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses estimate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
continue under the No Action Alternative, 
would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents at LANL would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes from implementing 
the No Action Alternative would not lead to 
environmental justice impacts. Employment 
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and expenditures would remain unchanged 
from the baseline. 

13.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would have to be relocated 
or otherwise affected by the proposed 
disposition of this tract. Under the Proposed 
Action Alternative, the State highway 
maintenance facility special use permit would 
transfer to the new owner, and the facility 
would remain operational, at least for the 
duration of the current permit agreement. 
Therefore, there would be no direct 
consequences of the transfer of ownership of 
the tract other than those associated with 
potential loss ofFederal protection of 
ecological and cultural resources (see 
Sections 13.3.7 and 13.3.8 respectively). 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
following sections. Where the impacts from 
the two contemplated uses differ, they are 
broken out and discussed separately. 

13.3.1 Land Use 

13.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land uses proposed for theTA 74 Tract 
include cultural preservation and natural areas 
and utilities. The following paragraphs 
provide an overview of each of these 
scenanos. 

Table 13.3.1.1-1 and Table 13.3.1.1-2 
summarize the attributes of each of these 
potential scenarios. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Land use under this scenario would be 
dominated by cultural practices and activities 
necessary to meet continuing stewardship 
needs. In order to ensure future preservation 
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of resources at the tract, future use of the tract 
for hiking, horseback riding, or other 
recreational use by members of the general 
public would be eliminated. 

Table 13.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for theTA 74 Tract Under the 

Cultural Preservation Land Use 
Scenario 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION LAND 
USE 

• Entire tract would be held in cultural 
preservation. 

• Land use would be dominated by cultural 
practices and activities necessary to meet 
continuing stewardship needs. 

• Future use of the tract for hiking, 
horseback riding, or other recreation by 
members of the general public would be 
eliminated. 

Table 13.3.1.1-2. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for theTA 74 Tract Under the 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

NATURAL AREAS AND UTILITIES 
LAND USE 

• Entire tract would be held as a natural 
area and "passively" managed. 

• Although the site would remain primarily 
undeveloped, some land at the tract would 
be used for additions to or improvements 
of utilities such as well construction, 
enlargement of sewage treatment facilities 
(currently adjacent to the site), utility 
corridors, and roadways. 

• Access to the majority of the tract by the 
general public would be unrestricted. 
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Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Land use under this scenario would 
maintain the tract for use as a natural area. 
The site would be passively managed, 
remaining primarily undeveloped. The 
general public would have unrestricted access 
to the majority of the tract for recreational 
purposes. Some of the land would be used for 
additions to or improvements of utilities such 
as well construction, the enlargement or 
replacement of sewage treatment facilities 
(currently adjacent to the tract), utility 
corridors, and roadways. 

13.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
There would be some anticipated direct 

impacts resulting from changes to access for 
the tract under the cultural preservation 
scenario. Activities associated with the State 
highway maintenance facility would likely be 
excluded under this scenario, as would other 
access (for example, USFS, the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant) currently 
available via the main road. 

The State highway maintenance facility 
would either require relocation or a 
negotiated agreement. An easement could be 
negotiated between the USFS and the land 
owner to accommodate continued access for 
resource and emergency management 
purposes. Alternative access to the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant already exists. 
Although the change in access to the tract 
would be inconvenient and require additional 
coordination and/or contingency planning by 
Federal, State, and local personnel, impacts 
associated with the change in access would be 
minor. 

Indirect impacts associated with the land 
use proposed under the cultural preservation 
scenario also would result in the loss of 
access to the tract for recreational purposes; 
therefore, recreational opportunities on the 
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tract would be lost. However, access into the 
site via the gated main road is already 
restricted, limiting the extent of recreational 
use. Although the loss of the remaining 
access to the tract would be viewed as an 
adverse impact, when considered within the 
context of existing limitations it would be a 
minor impact. 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

There also would be some change to land 
use under the natural areas and utilities 
scenario. Some degree ofland disturbance 
related to new construction or improvement 
of utilities, utility corridors, and roadways 
would occur. However, any impacts 
associated with the development ofutilities, 
utility corridors, and roads would be 
temporary in nature and likely result in only 
minimal local impacts. 

The degree of land disturbance or habitat 
loss from expansion of the existing sewage 
treatment facility would be design dependent. 
No major impacts would be expected to 
occur. Access to the tract likely would be 
improved under this scenario and would be 
beneficial to recreational land uses. 

13.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration 
No additional environmental restoration 

actions would be required under the Proposed 
Action Alternative because restoration 
activities must occur before the tract would be 
considered suitable for conveyance or 
transfer. 

13.3.2 Transportation 

13.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The cultural preservation land use 
scenario and the natural areas, transportation, 
and utilities land use scenario would both 
result in transportation system impacts similar 
to the No Action Alternative. This land use 

Final CT EIS 



13.0 TECHNICAL AREA 74 TRACT 

scenario as currently defined would, in large 
part, result in the continuation of existing 
transportation conditions. The possible 
construction of new roads to improve access 
to utilities on the tract would have no impact 
on tratlic circulation in the area. Therefore, it 
would be expected that the future operational 
performance of State Road 502 and State 
Road 4 would remain similar to that of the 
existing performance, assuming that the 
future annual growth rate is 1. 5 percent as 
predicted the U.S. Census Bureau. 

13.3.3 Infrastructure 

13.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under this land use scenario, no change 
would be anticipated that would affect 
existing utilities and infrastructure. Easements 
for continued use of utilities would likely 
continue. No direct or indirect consequences 
would be anticipated. However, use of the 
existing road through the tract for access to 
the wastewater treatment plant may cease. 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Under this land use scenario, most of the 
tract would be maintained as a natural area. 
Some of the land, however, could be used for 
additions or improvements to utilities, such as 
Well construction, the construction of sewage 
treatment facilities (discussed previously in 
this chapter), or utility corridors or roadways. 
These additions or improvements would 
result in soil disturbance. Refer to 
Section 13 .3. 9 for more details on soil 
disturbance related to this land use scenario. 
Otherwise, improvements to the utilities are 
considered as positive impacts to the area's 
utilities and infrastructure because they will 
improve the existing capacity. 
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13.3.4 Noise 

13.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the contemplated cultural 

preservation land use scenario, noise levels 
would remain at current levels. Ambient 
noises along the southern edge of the tract, 
which parallels State Road 502, would remain 
at an estimated 60 to 90 dBA. However, for 
the remaining 90 percent-plus of the tract, 
ambient noise levels would remain at 
estimated levels of 10 to 20 dB A (largely 
undisturbed). 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the natural areas and utilities land 
use scenario, the area would likely see modest 
increases in vehicle use and recreational 
activity, and increases in noise associated 
with utility and road construction. Daytime 
ambient noise levels likely would increase 
due to these uses. Nighttime noises, however, 
are not likely to be significantly different 
from the solitude that currently exists over 
much of the tract. 

13.3.5 Visual Resources 

13.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The Scenic Class II determination for the 
tract is associated with a relatively high 
public value for the visual resource. The 
visual resource objective for this scenic class 
is to retain the existing character of the 
landscape. Under both contemplated uses, the 
visual character would be retained, and visual 
resources would not be impacted. 
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13.3.6 Socioeconomics 

13.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The contemplated uses for this site, 
largely preservation activity or natural areas, 
would have little or no impact on 
employment, income, population, or housing. 
Modest economic activity may be associated 
with improvements to utility infrastructure. 

13.3.7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies for the Barrancas Canyon, Bayo 
Canyon, and Pueblo Canyon watersheds. 

Transfer of this tract would result in a 
much less rigorous environmental review and 
protection process for future improvement to 
utilities or construction of utility corridors 
and other related activities. Neither the 
County of Los Alamos nor the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso have regulations that would match 
the Federal review and protection process 
such as required under NEP A implementing 
regulations (40 Code ofFederal Regulations 
[CFR] Parts 1500-1508). The LANL 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 
Management Plan would no longer be in 
effect for this tract area-thereby potentially 
reducing the protection afforded threatened 
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and endangered species and their potential 
habitat in T A 7 4 area. 

13.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The T A 7 4 Tract is the largest tract 
proposed for disposition and contains 
approximately 2,715 acres (1,100 hectares) of 
ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper 
woodlands, with open shrub, grassland, and 
wildflower areas. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the cultural preservation scenario, 

the potential impacts to natural resources 
would be similar to the natural area land use 
scenario. However, wildlife disturbance, both 
visual and auditory, from recreational use 
would be diminished. Consequently, habitat 
for most species would be augmented and 
improved. 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the natural areas and utilities land 
use scenario, most land would be passively 
managed as a natural area. Increased 
recreation access, especially if it includes 
motorized recreational vehicles, may cause 
animals (in some species) to alter their 
activity and feeding patterns, potentially 
resulting in increased stress, decreased 
reproduction, or the temporary or permanent 
abandonment of the affected area. Motorized 
recreational vehicles could result in further 
habitat degradation due to noise, an increase 
in the number of trails, and increased erosion. 
Foraging habitat is present within this land 
tract for American peregrine falcon, bald 
eagle, and Mexican spotted owl and contains 
AEis for the American peregrine falcon 
(including potential nest sites) and Mexican 
spotted owl (LANL 1998b ). The area contains 
overlapping Mexican spotted owl core and 
buffer habitat for the Los Alamos Canyon 
(18 acres [7 hectares] ofbuffer habitat) and 
Pueblo Canyon (16 acres [6 hectares] and 
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31 acres [ 13 hectares] of core and buffer 
habitat respectively) AEis. Pueblo Canyon 
AEI habitat for the American peregrine falcon 
consists of808 acres (327 hectares) of core 
habitat and 392 acres (159 hectares) ofbuffer 
habitat (PC 1999d). Increased recreation 
could affect these species' use ofthis land 
tract. Improvement to utilities or new 
corridors would be expected to have minor 
and short-term consequences to the wildlife 
ofthe area. 

13.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would result from the transfer 
ofknown and unidentified cultural resources 
out of the responsibility and protection of the 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 CFR 800.5(a)(1}}, the transfer, lease, or 
sale ofNRHP-eligible cultural resources out 
ofFederal control is an adverse effect. 
Eligible cultural resources are present in the 
TA 74 Tract and thus could be directly 
impacted by the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native: American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the: practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
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from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

13.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land uses contemplated by the 
receiving parties for theTA 74 Tract. The two 
land uses identified for theTA 74 Tract 
include cultural preservation and natural areas 
and utilities. This analysis reflects the broad, 
planning-level impacts anticipated from each 
contemplated use. 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 
Under the cultural preservation scenario, 

theTA 74 Tract would be used for cultural 
stewardship needs by the receiving party. 
Access to these lands by the general public 
would be restricted to protect culturally 
important resources. It is anticipated that this 
scenario would involve little or no 
construction or development, but cultural 
preservation uses and users would be defined 
by the receiving party. 

13-19 

Dedicating the tract to cultural 
preservation would be anticipated to have a 
beneficial impact on the cultural resources 
present. The restriction of access by the 
general public would be anticipated to help 
protect the resources from vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional 
practices and ceremonies. Another beneficial 
impact would be the passive preservation of 
resources and continued access to TCPs 
afforded to traditional practitioners of the 
receiving party. There also may be potential 
impacts to some traditional users if general 
access is precluded or restricted. 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Under the natural areas and utilities 
scenario, the tract would be held as an 
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undeveloped, publicly accessible natural area. 
The maintenance of natural areas would have 
the beneficial impact of allowing the passive 
preservation of cultural resources on the tract 
by restricting more destructive types of land 
use. Portions of the tract also would be used 
for additions or improvements to utilities. It is 
anticipated that there may be construction and 
other ground disturbing activities required for 
maintaining and improving utilities. These 
activities could result in the physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of the 
cultural resources present. 

Resources avoided by construction may 
become isolated or have their setting 
disturbed by the introduction of elements out 
of character with the resource, such as visual 
and audible intrusions. These activities may 
cause changes to the presence or integrity of, 
or access to natural resources utilized by 
traditional communities for subsistence, 
religious, or other cultural activities. 

The sanctioning of recreational uses 
would increase the access to and use of this 
tract by the general public. Increased access 
could cause possible destruction and damage 
to resources, vandalism, unauthorized 
collection of materials and artifacts, and 
disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremomes. 

13.3.9 Geology and Soils 

13.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Cultural Preservation Land Use Scenario 

Under cultural preservation land use 
scenario, all existing recreational usage would 
be eliminated. Wildfires would increase soil 
erosion and transport in surface streams. 
Little potential exists for seismic impacts. 

Natural Areas and Utilities Land Use 
Scenario 

Some degree of land disturbance related 
to new construction or improvement of 

October 1999 13-20 

utilities and utility corridors would occur. 
However, any impacts associated with the 
development of utilities and utility corridors 
would be temporary in nature and likely only 
result in minimal loss of lands. The degree of 
land disturbance or loss from expansion of the 
existing wastewater treatment facility would 
be design dependent. Existing or expanded 
structures would be vulnerable to greater than 
magnitude 7 seismic events (as measured on 
the Richter scale) and wildfire episodes. 
Wildfires would increase soil erosion and 
transport in surface streams. 

13.3.10 Water Resources 

13.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Contemplated uses of this tract would not 
impact surface water or groundwater quantity 
or quality. 

13.3.11 Air Resources 

13.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

For both contemplated land uses, there 
would continue to be no emissions of 
hazardous or radioactive air pollutants. 
Further, although there could be a slight 
increase in emissions of criteria pollutants, 
concentrations would remain well within 
State and Federal standards. Air quality 
would remain the same as in the No Action 
Alternative. 

13.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Under this cultural preservation scenario, 
the existing State highway maintenance 
facility may be removed and there would be 
no sources of carbon dioxide emissions on the 
tract. Under the other scenario, the highway 
maintenance facility would remain, and there 
would continue to be small emissions of 
carbon dioxide, as in the No Action 
Alternative. 
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13.3.12 Human Health 

13.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

The impacts to human health of both 
contemplated land uses would be similar to 
the No Action Alternative. Any onsite 
radiological or nonradiological contamination 
would! be cleaned up prior to conveyance or 
transfer. The public could be in closer 
proximity to LANL but not closer than the 
offsite MEl with respect to the LANL 
operations producing the radioactive air 
emissions. Therefore, radiological doses 
would be the same as for the No Action 
Alternative. 

13.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as discussed in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time air plume 
reaches TA 74, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. Accordingly, chemical 
accidents would have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

13.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as in the No Action Alternative. The MEl 
doses would be greater than 500 millirem for 
3 of 13 scenarios postulated in the LANL 
SWEIS. The estimated tract collective dose 
and estimated excess LCF would both be 
zero. 

13.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as discussed in the No Action Alternative. 
Neither the wildfire nor any of the earthquake 
accident scenarios would have chemical 
consequences, even under adverse weather 
dispersion conditions. The MEl dose resulting 
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from the postulated wildfire would be less 
approximately 0.1 rem; the maximum dose 
from the most severe earthquake would be 
about 8 rem. Because there is no planned 
development of this tract, and hence, there 
would be few workers and no residents, 
estimated tract collective dose and estimated 
excess LCF would both be zero for all five 
natural event accident scenarios. 

13.3.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 

For environmental justice impacts to 
occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated uses estimate 
that air emissions and hazardous chemical 
and radiological releases from normal LANL 
operations would be expected to be within 
regulatory limits and that no excess LCFs 
would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from LANL-generated accidents 
would not result in disproportionate adverse 
human health or environmental impacts. 
Therefore, such accidents would not have 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts 
on minority or low-income populations with 
regard to implementing the contemplated land 
uses on the tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing either of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
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present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. Legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
expressed the opinion that conveyance and 
use of this tract would result in an 
environmental justice impact on the Pueblo's 
population. 

13.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. The 
conveyance or transfer of the tract also could 
result in the loss of certain Federal protections 
for ecological resources and consideration of 
these resources in planning future activities 
on the tract. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
TA 74 Tract would not immediately cause 
any irreversible or irretrievable commitment 
of resources. Because only minimal road and 
utility improvements would be made under 
the proposed land use scenarios, a very minor 
irreversible commitment of ecological habitat 
and potentially cultural resources would 
occur. 
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The natural areas, transportation, and 
utilities land use scenario would cause 
irretrievable commitments of minor quantities 
of resources during upgrade of the roads and 
utilities. These resources include energy 
expended in the form of electricity and the 
burning of fossil fuels. 

13.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of 
T A 7 4 Tract could result in the loss of certain 
Federal protections for cultural resources on 
the tract. Loss of these protections could be 
considered an unavoidable adverse impact to 
these resources, as new development could 
result in physical destruction, damage, or 
alteration of cultural resources on the tract. 
The conveyance or transfer of the tract also 
could result in the loss of certain Federal 
protections for ecological resources and 
consideration of these resources in planning 
future activities on the tract. 

13.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

Because there would be virtually no 
change in the use of this land tract, neither the 
actual conveyance or transfer nor the future 
land uses would cause any specific impacts 
on short-term uses of the environment. 
Similarly, there would be no noticeable 
impact to the long-term ecological 
productivity of the area. Under the cultural 
preservation land use scenario, the long-term 
productivity of this land tract could increase 
slightly due to the restriction on recreational 
use. 
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14.1 Affected Environment 

14.1.1 Land Use 
The White Rock Tract consists of about 

1 00 acres ( 40 hectares) and is located north of 
the White Rock residential community (see 
Figure 14.1.1-1, White Rock Tract Layout). 
Lands belonging to the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso lie to the north of the tract, and to 
the west is LANL's current low-level 
radioactive waste facility located in Technical 
Area (TA) 54. State Road 4 provides the 
primary access to the site (DOE 1998b). 

Vegetation at the tract includes pinyon
juniper woodlands and juniper savannah. The 
tract was historically part ofT A 54 but is 
separated from the developed portions of the 
T A 54 by elevation. The tract was never used 
for LANL activities beyond providing 
electrical power from a small substation, 
water Jfrom a pump station and water lines, 
and serving as a buffer area between residents 
and LANL operations. 

Existing land use at the White Rock Tract 
includes activities associated with a water 
pump station, an electrical substation, and 
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power lines. A small Visitor Center on land 
leased to the County is located at the tract 
also (DOE 1998b). 

Adjacent land uses are based on that of 
the White Rock commercial and residential 
activities and include retail and light 
commercial industry, offices, commercial 
storage, single-family dwellings, and a small 
amount of high-density residential areas 
(approximately 9 acres [3.6 hectares]). The 
largest and most active businesses serve the 
local communities, including a supermarket, 
gas stations, and local retail establishments 
(LAC 1997). Land use to the north includes 
the open areas of undeveloped Pueblo land. 
There are no recognized trails within the tract; 
no other recreational opportunities exist at the 
tract (LAC 1997 and DOE 1999c ). 

Another land use involves structures or 
facilities that are associated with Federal, 
State, or local permits. Examples of such 
facilities or structures are air monitoring 
stations, wastewater discharge outfalls, and 
water monitoring or supply wells. 
Figure 14.1.1-2 shows the environmental 
media monitoring stations located on and near 
the subject land tract. 

Final CT EIS 



0 
u 
0 
oro ..... ... 
co 
co co 

-~ 
I 

N 

'T1 :;· 
!!!. 
(') 
-1 
m en 

/; ' ['•,, 
: \ \ 

~- '~,.,, 
\ ~-.-' .. .. --} .. 

· ....... ...... '!.., 

\ 
f. San lldefonso 

i 

• .. / ..:....·-·· ..... , 

··,·---~\ 

c -:;;-----,-. \ ... , _ ln~ia~J .RJ~servation 
Sacred Area .... /'i. - ~N4p~ D 

.... /. \ --, \ 'i2'L. e' •~::-\~ \ i ·. iJ ' I Vt.;;;; T 
,, ...... \, ) 

. ' • : I . ' / ·. '\, .. __ .~:' 

/ 
) 

..:-::.: ............ '),· 

TA-54 

·- j 

······················. . 

TA-36 

. . 

FIMAD Plot ID: G107103 

.L 
·' .... 

· ...... 

' 

·-, -...... , 
-·~·-·\· 

.. ··, .. 

····· ... 

" 

.. 

___ , --·-., __ 

.· ,. 
I 

............ ,/; 

White 
Rock 

.. ~.\(~- ... \ 
.. '1, ·-:~ 

\ ·, 
)'_') ·,, 

,.-::~~:~·::.--_! 

'·· 
...... , 

..... _..,~" ........ -.. - .. 
/ _______ _ 

t/ ,..\ 
li '· 

Figure 14.1.1-1. White Rock Tract Layout. 

.. \... 
'\ 

\ 

XI 

0 100 121111 ----
0 

FEET 

110 ... ----MEICRS 

..... 
~ 
0 

~ 
:I: --t 
m 
:::0 
0 
0 

" -t 
:::0 
)> 
0 
-t 



0 
Q. 
0 
C" 
CD 
9 

...... 
(!) 
(!) 
(!) 

-~ 
I w 

'T1 
:r 
!!!. 

~ 
m 
Ui 

' .,.,, r·.. ,./ 
.... \ [~~ .. .••. .... t~ ., 

\ 
.... __ , ,/ 

··:::~ ·--· .... 

f. San lldefonso 
·,, .. :· 

--.,j .. _, __ Jn~iarJJ3e,servation 
Sacred Area 

··, 
......... C:A ;;;,-···;-. .... ~-·--· ,IV, . 

··. · ~ J(f_DAID€ 
\ ;-:. 1 , - \ ; l. eul2y \) .... · \ \ ·. \ : ·. \ 

\'' 
'····· . 

J 
.,\ 
___ > 

·. 
' . ' . .._.-~ 

TA-54 

.J. 
.J •• 

'( '. 
. . ... 

/ 

'"~--·;. 

"""--, 

\ 
..................... ·. . \ 

i • 
TA-36 

Pnllmlnarv: The llze, lhape and location of the lrdvldual 
parcels of land exhibited on this map have not bean suweyed 
and are shown u approldmate valuu only, Accordingly, tl\e 
Information dsplayed on this map Is for lnfomatlonal 
purposes only ilnd ahould not be relied upon u accurate. 

... \., , 
FIMAD Plot 10: G107156 

. ........ ______ ~·---··"' '······.,, 

.... JC .. :.;·--~-- .. __ ., 

~ ......... 

\J·' 
·. -~. '/, 

L; ' 

' .r_) 
!' 

/ 
'\., ....... .. 

'·· 

, ... 
.-··-

/ ........ . 
\.! ... : 

·, 

...... ., 
\ 

l 
\ 1~1 

Land T111111fer 
Tract Boundaly 
I ••• - ._._. ..... I 

,-- .a. I 
Nr Monllo!tng Station 
(AMS) 

I + I 
~ 
Netwo!k 
I -- .---1 
Tl'lermoluml~ 
oa.1meter Station 

I )( I 
Water Uonltollng Wei 

I -¢; I 
Water supip,y Well 

I 0 I 
=Gauging 

0 

0 

-
FEET 
110 

METERS 

Figure 14.1.1-2. White Rock Tract Monitoring Stations and Outfall Locations. 

Jf 

1200 

NO 

...... 
~ 
0 

:E 
:I: -.... m 
:::0 
0 
0 

" .... 
:::0 
)> 
0 .... 



14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

14.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
There are no potential release sites (PRSs) 

within the White Rock Tract. There is only 
one DOE-owned structure~ a pumping station 
for the water supply system. No sampling or 
characterization of the tract has been 
performed to date. A portion of the tract lies 
within the stream channel and floodplain of 
Canada del Buey, and sampling of this 
canyon system has detected low levels of 
several radioactive isotopes. 

Figure 14 .1.1.1-1 shows areas with the 
potential contamination issues (PCis) within 
this tract, as well as areas with no known 
contamination. Only the western half appears 
to have no known contamination issues, 
although much of the tract has not yet been 
characterized. The western half of the tract is 
the site of dispersed plutonium in sediments. 
PCI acreage is estimated to total 3 8 acres 
( 15 hectares), about 40 percent of the tract. 

14.1.2 Transportation 
This site has access to State Road 4, a four
lane State highway (see Figure 14.1.1-1). East 
and west of White Rock, State Road 4 is a 
two-lane highway and will be analyzed as 
such. State Road 4 also intersects with 
Pajarito Road, a two-lane road, at the eastern 
edge of the tract. The current capacity of State 
Road 4 at this location is approximately 2,375 

passenger cars per hour (pcph). The current 
capacity ofPajarito Road is approximately 
1,900 pcph. Table 14.1.2-1 shows the 
geometry, capacity, 1996 traffic volumes, and 
1996 and 2018level of service (LOS) for 
these two roadways. 

As shown in the table, the LOS for both 
State Road 4 and Pajarito Road is expected to 
degrade from LOS D (below average 
operating conditions) to LOSE (maximum 
capacity) by the year 2018. 

14.1.3 Infrastructure 
Figure 14.1.3-1 shows the location of 

structures, roads, fence lines, and utility lines 
on the White Rock Tract. A small building on 
land leased to the County as a Visitor Center 
is present on the tract. Two electrical power 
lines traverse this tract immediately north of 
State Road 4. A water line and pumping 
substation are located on the tract. Except for 
the pumping station and Visitor Center, there 
are no facilities located on this tract that use 
gas, water, or electricity. However, all 
utilities are available to the site. This tract is 
not metered separately for any utilities, and 
no figures for current utility usage are 
available. 

Table 14.1.2-1. Traffic Volume Estimates 

NUMBER OF 
CURRENT 1996 PEAK 

1996 LEVEL 2018 LEVEL 
LOCATION 

LANES 
CAPACITY HOUR TRAFFIC 

OF SERVICE OF SERVICE 
(pcph) VOLUMES 

State Road 4 2 2,375 1,107 D E 

Pajarito Road 2 1,900 700 D E 
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14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

14. 1.4 Noise 
The White Rock Tract is undeveloped 

except for utility lines, the Visitor Center, and 
a water pump station. It is bounded on the 
north by the San Ildefonso Pueblo, an area 
largely unused. Its western edge is formed by 
T A 54, but disposal activities are located 
about 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) away. 
Contributions to ambient noise levels, 
therefc)fe, come from the southern borders of 
this triangular-shaped tract (State Road 4 and 
the town of White Rock). Measurements of 
noise levels in White Rock itself have been 
made and were found to range from 3 8 to 
51 decibels, A-weighted (dB A) (DOE 1999c, 
Chapter 4). However, noises along the 
southern border of this tract, especially 
immediately adjacent to the State highway, 
are estimated to be higher (in the range of 
60 to 70 dBA). 

14.1.5 Visual Resources 
The White Rock Tract is located along the 

north side of State Road 4 across from the 
town of White Rock. Most of the site is 
forested, but there are some structures on the 
east end of the tract. Views into this area are 
mainly from State Road 4 and the 
development along the road. The tract 
includes areas north of the boundary of San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. Views into this site are 
primarily from San Ildefonso Pueblo. This 
tract was analyzed by assigning two rating 
units to the tract based on the proximity to 
State Road 4. Rating Unit 1 extends along 
State Road 4 and across State Road 4 from 
the de:velopment in White Rock along the 
southeast side of the road. Rating Unit 2 
includes the remaining area, roughly 
triangular in shape beyond Rating Unit 1 to 
the northwest. 

Scenic quality, distance zone, and 
sensitivity levels were combined using the 
Inventory Class Matrix. Visual resources in 
Rating Unit 1 were judged to be Scenic 
Class III, moderate public value, and 
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resources in Rating Unit 2 were determined to 
be Scenic Class IV, low public value. 

14.1.6 Socioeconomics 
The most meaningful economic region of 

influence (ROI) for all of the tracts is the 
regional setting described in Chapter 3 of this 
CT EIS. Labor and housing markets extend 
well beyond any of the tract boundaries 
affected by the proposed land transfer. 

The White Rock Tract is used currently 
only for utilities and the Visitor Center. There 
is little or no employment associated with the 
tract. 

14.1.7 Ecological Resources 
The White Rock Tract is covered by 

approximately 75 percent pinyon-juniper 
woodland vegetation and 20 percent 
developed areas (roadway, a pump station, 
and the Visitor Center). The remaining areas 
are occupied by shrubs, grasslands, and 
wildflowers. Surface water channels 
associated with Cedro, Mortandad, Canada 
del Buey, Sandia, and Pajarito Canyons are 
present on or close to this tract. One 
floodplain (Canada del Buey) crosses this 
tract. Wetlands have been identified in 
association with the floodplain. See 
Appendix D for further description of the 
wetlands and floodplains. Pajarito Canyon, 
located south and west of the tract, contains 
wetlands within the stream channel. Flora and 
fauna present within the tract are expected to 
be characteristic of the region. Habitat for the 
American peregrine falcon and bald eagle has 
been identified in this tract. No area of 
environmental interest (AEI) overlaps the 
White Rock Tract (PC 1999d). However, the 
southwestern willow flycatcher AEI core 
zone is adjacent to, but not within, the 
southwestern edge of the tract. No 
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat exists 
within the White Rock Tract. Noise in the 
vicinity results from road traffic on State 
Road 4 and Pajarito Road. Portions of this 
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tract are illuminated at night by commercial 
lighting from adjacent developed areas in 
White Rock. 

14.1.8 Cultural Resources 
The White Rock Tract was used from the 

Coalition period through the Nuclear Energy 
period. The tract was part of the Ramon Vigil 
Spanish land grant. The ROI for this tract 
includes the land tract itself, plus nearby 
cultural resources located off the tract. For 
this tract, these nearby resources are located 
on San Ildefonso Pueblo and LANL lands. 

One hundred percent of the White Rock 
Tract has been inventoried for historic and 
prehistoric cultural resources. Survey results 
indicate that there are four prehistoric sites 
and one historic site within the tract. Three of 
the prehistoric sites have been evaluated as 
eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and one as 
potentially eligible. The one historic site, a 
Cold War era structure, has been evaluated as 
not eligible for the NRHP. There is a potential 
for unidentified resources, including 
subsurface archaeological deposits and 
unrecorded burials. 

Formal consultations to identify 
traditional cultural property (TCP) resources 
have not been conducted. It is probable that 
TCPs will be identified during further 
consultations with Native American and 
Hispanic groups regarding the traditional uses 
of this tract. The Pueblo of San Ildefonso has 
indicated, in general terms, that TCPs are 
present on this tract. TCPs would not be 
anticipated in developed parts of the tract. 

Additional information on the cultural 
resources of the White Rock Tract is 
presented in Appendix E of this CT EIS. 

14. 1.9 Geology and Soils 
Current activity at the tract is limited to 

the continued use of the Visitor Center, the 
electrical substation, and power lines 
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(DOE 1998b). Existing structures are 
vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 
seismic events and wildfire episodes. Soil 
members include the Penistaja sandy loam, 
the Servilleta loam, and the Prieta silt loam. 
No major surface faulting is evident on this 
tract. 

14.1.10 Water Resources 
Figure 14.1.1-1 shows the location ofthe 

White Rock Tract. The tract is transected by 
Canada del Buey, which is an ephemeral 
stream in the vicinity of the tract. There are 
no known springs within the tract. There are 
no regional aquifer water supply wells or test 
wells within 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of this 
tract. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 
identifies wetlands in the White Rock Tract. 
Assessment of these wetlands is included in 
Appendix D. 

There is one stream gage within the White 
Rock Tract, which is the only surface water 
monitoring station on the tract. There is 
another stream gage upstream of the tract in 
Pajarito Canyon where water quality is 
monitored. There are no groundwater 
monitoring stations located within the tract. 
The closest groundwater monitoring locations 
maintained by the LANL Environmental 
Surveillance and Compliance Program are for 
shallow groundwater and do not pertain to 
water quality or quantity associated with this 
tract. 

The White Rock Tract lies within the 
1 00-year floodplain. Assessment of this 
floodplain is included in Appendix D. 

14.1.11 Air Resources 
The White Rock Tract consists of 

100 acres (40 hectares) and is relatively 
removed from LANL activities. Because 
LANL activities are a distance away, 
contributions to air quality come primarily 
from the southern borders of this triangular-
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shaped tract (State Road 4 and the town of 
White Rock). 

Air quality at the tract is high. Neither 
hazardous nor radioactive air pollutant 
sources exist at the tract. Small amounts of 
ozone generated from hydrocarbons and 
carbon dioxide are emitted by vehicles 
passing through the southern edge of the tract 
on State Road 502; but no criteria pollutants 
are emitted from anywhere else on this large 
tract of land. The tract is part ofNew Mexico 
Region 3, an attainment area that meets 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. 

Approximately 40 different hazardous and 
other chemicals have been used at TA 54; 
almost all of these are used at the small 
laboratories at the entrance to T A 54 at its 
western edge, a distance of about 3 miles 
(5 kilometers) from the White Rock Tract. 
Chemical use at both TA 18 and TA 36 is 
limited, with small quantities of 15 chemicals 
reported for T A 18, and small quantities of 
just 8 chemicals reported for TA 36. Analyses 
performed for the LANL SWEIS estimate 
that concentrations of chemical air pollutants 
will not exceed health-based standards for 
any point beyond the LANL boundary 
(DOE 1999c, Chapter 5), and no adverse 
health effects are expected. From this 
information, we can extrapolate that the same 
conclusion can be applied to the White Rock 
Tract for emissions from TA 18 and TA 36. 
Concentrations of chemicals used at TA 54 
are all from 1 percent to 10 percent ofhealth
based standards at the TA 54 boundary. 
Therefore, it is probable that concentrations at 
the White Rock Tract also are below health
based standards. 

Estimates for this location indicate doses 
from radioactive emissions from LANL to 
residents of White Rock. From the three 
nearest technical areas, estimated doses are 
0.01, 0.24, and 0.02 millirem per year from 
TA 18,, TA 36, and TA 54, respectively 
(DOE 1999c, Appendix B). The combined 
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dose is thus less than 10 percent of the EPA 
standard of 10 millirem per year. 

14.1.11.1 Global Climate Change 

At present, this tract sits largely idle. 
Heating is required for the Visitor Center and 
one LANL water pumping station at the 
White Rock Tract. Carbon dioxide emissions 
are estimated to be 23 tons (21 metric tons) 
per year. There are no other greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

14.1.12 Human Health 

14.1.12.1 The Radiological Environment 
for the White Rock Tract 

No people reside on this tract. Only a 
part-time staff works on this land, and visitors 
remain there only for a short time. It is 
expected that radiation doses are much less 
than that to the LANL offsite maximally 
exposed individual (MEl) due to the much 
greater distance from the LANL primary 
source of radioactive air emissions (the Los 
Alamos Neutron Science Center [LANSCE]). 
Similarly, background radiation doses are 
essentially the same as for the Los Alamos 
townsite. While there are no PRSs on this 
tract, there are known sources of radioactive 
contamination from silt migration along the 
canyon areas. 

14.1.12.2 The Nonradiological 
Environment for the White 
Rock Tract 

Exposures to nonradiological 
contaminants via the airborne pathway in the 
LANL vicinity have already been shown to 
be minor for the affected environment 
(DOE 1999c). No PRSs or other known 
sources of nonradiological contamination 
exist for this tract. Therefore, no additional 
nonradiological exposures would be expected. 

Final CT EIS 



14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

14.1.12.3 Facility Accidents 

Chemical Accidents 

The LANL SWEIS posits six chemical 
accidents, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT EIS. For all 
postulated accidents, chemical concentrations 
in the air plume released by the potential 
accidents would be below both Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reaches the 
White Rock Tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chemical accidents have no estimated public 
consequences at the tract. 

Radiological Accidents 

There are 13 credible radiological 
accident scenarios postulated in the 
LANL SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.12 of this CT EIS. Using data 
from the LANL SWEIS, doses to the MEl at 
the White Rock Tract have been estimated for 
each ofthese, as shown in Table 14.1.12.3-1. 

Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess latent 
cancer fatality (LCF) are both zero. 

Natural Event Accidents 

There are five natural event accident 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
four earthquakes and one wildfire. The most 
severe earthquake (accident SITE-03B) has 
an estimated frequency of3 x 10"5 per year, or 
once every 330,000 years. The postulated 
earthquake would release chemicals from a 
number of facilities, including formaldehyde 
from the Health Research Laboratory 
(Building 43-01) and chlorine from the 
chlorinating station within the Los Alamos 
townsite (Building 00-11 09). As discussed, 
earthquakes would have no estimated 
chemical consequences at the White Rock 
Tract. The most severe postulated earthquake, 
however, would release significant quantities 
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of radioactive materials from several 
buildings, especially from the Chemistry and 
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building 
(Building 03-29). Radiological consequences 
are estimated to result in a maximum dose of 
approximately 6 Roentgen equivalent man 
(rem) at the tract. 

The postulated site wildfire scenario 
would burn about 8,000 acres 
(3,240 hectares) within LANL boundaries, or 
about 30 percent ofLANL, including most of 
Mortandad Canyon and parts ofLos Alamos 
and DP Canyons east ofT A 21. Chemical 
releases would be less severe than in the 
earthquake scenarios. The largest quantities 
of radioactive materials would be released 
from the transuranic (TRU) waste storage 
domes at Area G, about 1 mile 
(1.6 kilometers) from the White Rock Tract. 
The maximum dose at the tract is estimated to 
be about 1 rem. Such wildfire has an 
estimated frequency of 0.1 per year, or once 
every 10 years. 

Because there are no residents and few 
public workers at the tract, estimated tract 
collective dose and estimated excess LCF are 
both zero for all natural event accident 
scenarios. 

14.1.13 Environmental Justice 
Any disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations that 
could result from the actions undertaken by 
the DOE are assessed for the 50-mile 
(SO-kilometer) area surrounding LANL, as 
described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1.14. 

14.2 No Action Alternative 

14.2.1 Land Use 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use. 
The tract would continue to provide 
electricity and water to portions ofLANL, 
and the Chamber of Commerce would 

Final CT EIS 



14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

Table 14.1.12.3-1. MEl Doses for the White Rock Tract Resulting from Hypothetical 
Accidents at LANL Facilities 

ACCIDENT ACCIDENT FREQUENCY 
MEl 

ACCIDENT 
FACILITY DOSE 

SCENARIO LOCATION PER YEAR (mrem) DESCRIPTION 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 X 10"3 53 
Fire in the outdoor 

container storage area 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 2,400 
Natural gas pipeline 

failure 

Power excursion at the 
RAD-03 18-116 Kiva #3 4.3 X 10-6 71 Godiva-IV fast-burst 

reactor 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 0 Aircraft crash 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 35 
Fire in the outdoor 

container storage area 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 1,500 Aircraft crash 

Puncture or drop of 
RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10"1 23 average-content drum of 

transuranic waste 

Puncture or drop of high-
RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 X 10"3 1,200 content drum of 

transuranic waste 

Seismic-initiated 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 1,500 
explosion of a 

plutonium-containing 
assembly 

Plutonium release from 
RAD-13 18-116 Kiva #3 1.6 X 10"5 100 irradiation experiment at 

the Skua reactor 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 X 10-5 11 Fire in single laboratory 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 X 10"5 210 
Fire in entire building 

wing 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 2 Aircraft crash 

Notes: mrem = millirem; RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA = Tritiwn Systems Test Assembly; 
WCRR Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; TWISP= Transuranic Waste Inspectable Storage Project 
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continue to staff and operate the Visitor 
Center. Similarly, there would be no changes 
in access to the tract. 

14.2.1.1 Environmental Restoration 
Characterization and cleanup of this tract 

would take place as described in DOE's 
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
(DOE 1998c) or similar plans. The plan 
focuses on completing work at as many 
contaminated sites as possible by the end of 
fiscal year 2006, although some LANL sites 
could take longer. The plan includes input 
from all major field sites, including LANL. 

The DOE has developed preliminary 
information based on current knowledge of 
contamination at the White Rock Tract, as 
briefly discussed in the Affected Environment 
portion of this chapter, Section 14 .1.1.1. 
Information includes estimates of sampling 
and cleanup costs, decommissioning costs, 
types and volumes ofwastes that would be 
generated, and length of time required to 
effect the cleanup. An overview of this 
preliminary information is set forth in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. All information 
has been extracted from the Environmental 
Restoration Report to Congress 
(DOE 1999b). 

This information indicates no structures 
are likely to require decommissioning. Some 
removal of contaminated sediments may be 
required. This cleanup would last up to 
16 months and result in approximately 
940 cubic yards (720 cubic meters) ofwaste. 
Cost estimates for remedial action at this 
parcel range from about $954,000 to 
$3,374,000. These estimates are based on the 
information currently available for each PRS 
or structure, and are subject to change if 
significantly different information is 
discovered during the course of investigation 
or remediation. It should be noted that all 
PRSs, including those at which no 
remediation is ultimately required, must be 
characterized, and the results must be 
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reported to the administrative authority. As a 
consequence, there are almost always costs 
and wastes associated with PRSs that do not 
require actual "cleanup." It is possible, 
however, that the administrative authority 
could require even more restoration, resulting 
in greater waste volumes, a longer cleanup 
duration, and higher costs. It also should be 
noted that environmental restoration actions 
and costs represent only a portion of the 
actions and total costs that may be required 
for conveyance and transfer of this parcel. 
These additional costs may be significant. 

14.2.2 Transportation 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no significant changes in traffic volume on 
State Road 4 or Pajarito Road near the site. It 
is expected that the future operational 
performance ofPajarito Road and State 
Road 4 would remain similar to that of the 
existing performance, assuming that the 
future annual growth rate is 1.5 percent as 
predicted the U.S. Census Bureau. 

14.2.3 Infrastructure 
The No Action Alternative would result in 

no changes in the infrastructure or utilities of 
the White Rock Tract. Thus, implementing 
the No Action Alternative would have no new 
impacts to the utilities and infrastructure. 

14.2.4 Noise 
In the No Action Alternative, some 

increase in traffic would occur along State 
Road 4 due to an increase in overall LANL 
employment of about 21 percent. This traffic 
increase would only slightly modify noise 
levels in the White Rock Tract and would 
have no effect at all in parts of the tract that 
are removed from the highway. Noise levels 
would thus remain at 60 to 70 dBA along the 
highway and less than 40 dBA on other parts 
of the tract. 
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14.2.5 Visual Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

visual resource of the tract would remain 
much as it is today. The forested areas that 
include some manmade modifications would 
not be expected to change with regard to the 
visual character. 

14.2.6 Socioeconomics 
Under the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use 
or change in employment on the tract. 

14.2.7 Ecological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, there 
wouldl be no changes in land use at White 
Rock Tract, as described in Section 14 .1.1. 
Therefore, no impact to ecological resources 
would be anticipated under the CT EIS No 
Action Alternative. 

14.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 

White Rock Tract would remain the 
responsibility of the DOE, and the treatment 
of the cultural resources present would 
continue to be subject to Federal laws, 
regulations, guidelines, executive orders, and 
Pueblo Accords. Other positive impacts of the 
No Action Alternative would be the passive 
preservation of cultural resources due to lack 
of development. 

Ongoing negative impacts from natural 
processes (such as erosion, fire, or seismic 
events) on the physical integrity of cultural 
resources would continue. Also, the potential 
for impacts from access by the public and the 
lack of security would continue. These 
impacts include unintentional destruction or 
damage of resources, vandalism, and 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts. These impacts would apply both to 
resources within the tract and to those located 
nearby but outside the tract boundary on 
LANL and San Ildefonso Pueblo lands. 
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14.2.9 Geology and Soils 
No Action Alternative consequences 

would be limited to existing tract uses. The 
tract is already developed; no additional 
utilities, roadwork, or buildings are required. 
No soil disturbance or change in availability 
of resources would be anticipated. 

14.2.10 Water Resources 
Continuation ofthe current use of this 

tract by the DOE would be anticipated under 
this alternative. Consequences to water 
resources under the No Action Alternative 
would be no different than those already 
existing in the affected environment. 

14.2.11 Air Resources 
In the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no anticipated changes in land use. 
LANL activities at adjacent technical areas 
would increase, but air quality would be 
largely unchanged from that of today. Criteria 
pollutant concentrations would remain within 
NAAQS. Concentrations of hazardous and 
other chemical air pollutants would remain 
below health-based standards. Doses from 
radioactive pollutants would increase slightly. 
From the three nearest technical areas, 
estimated doses are 0.01, 0.72, and 
0.02 millirem per year from TA 18, TA 36, 
and TA 54, respectively. (DOE 1999c, 
Appendix B). The combined dose would be 
less than 10 percent ofthe EPA standard of 
10 millirem per year. 

14.2.11.1 Global Climate Change 

There would be no change in facilities or 
levels of activity in the No Action 
Alternative. Carbon dioxide emissions would 
continue at approximately 23 tons (21 metric 
tons) per year. 

14.2.12 Human Health 
There would be no identifiable 

consequences of implementing the No Action 
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Alternative for the White Rock Tract. No 
changes in cancer risk should be expected for 
this alternative. 

14.2.12.1 Chemical Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. For all postulated 
accidents, chemical concentrations in the air 
plume released by potential chemical 
accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time any air plume reaches the 
White Rock Tract, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. Accordingly, 
chemical accidents would have no estimated 
public consequences at the tract. 

14.2.12.2 Radiological Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 4 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS. 
The estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero. 

14.2.12.3 Natural Event Accidents 
Accident assessment would be the same 

as described in the Affected Environment 
section of this chapter. Neither the wildfire 
nor any of the earthquakes would have 
chemical consequences, even under adverse 
weather dispersion conditions. The MEl dose 
resulting from the postulated wildfire would 
be about 1 rem due to releases from TRU 
waste storage domes at Area G; the maximum 
dose from the most severe earthquake would 
be approximately 6 rem. Because there would 
be no residents and few public workers at the 
tract, estimated tract collective dose and 
estimated excess LCF would both be zero for 
all natural event accident scenarios. 
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14.2.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low
income populations. The human health 
analyses indicate that air emissions and 
hazardous chemical and radiological releases 
from normal LANL operations, which would 
continue under the No Action Alternative 

' would be expected to be within regulatory 
limits and that no excess LCFs would likely 
result. The human health analyses also 
indicate that radiological releases from 
accidents would not result in disproportionate 
adverse human health or environmental 
impacts. Therefore, such accidents would not 
have disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income 
populations. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing the No Action Alternative 
would not lead to environmental justice 
impacts. Employment and expenditures 
would remain unchanged from the baseline. 

14.3 Proposed Action Alternative 
There are no DOE facilities or activities 

on this tract that would have to be relocated 
or otherwise affected by the proposed 
disposition of this tract, except for an 
environmental media monitoring station. No 
environmental effects would be associated 
with the relocation ofthe site's surface water 
monitoring station. Therefore, there would be 
no direct consequences of the transfer of 
ownership of the tract other than those 
associated with potential loss ofFederal 
protection of cultural and ecological resources 
(see Sections 14.3.7 and 14.3.8, respectively). 

Indirect consequences would be 
anticipated from the subsequent uses of the 
tract contemplated by the receiving party or 
parties. The contemplated uses and the 
associated consequences are discussed in the 
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following sections. The potential relocation of 
or effects on currently existing non-DOE 
facilities or activities are considered indirect 
consequences and are discussed in the 
following sections as appropriate. 

14.3. ·1 Land Use 

14.3.1.1 Description of Contemplated 
Uses 

Land use identified for the White Rock 
Tract includes commercial and residential 
development, and cultural preservation and 
commercial development (see 
Figure 14.3.1.1-1 and Figure 14.3.1.1-2). The 
following paragraphs provide a description of 
each of these scenarios. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Land use proposed under this scenario 
would include both commercial and 
residential development areas. As proposed, 
residential areas would include approximately 
5 acres (2 hectares) of medium-density 
residential areas based on a developed density 
of 12 dwelling units per acre, and 
approximately 35 acres (14 hectares) of high
density residential areas at a density of 20 
dwelling units per acre. Residential 
development would assume an average 
population of approximately 2.5 people per 
hous~:hold for a total of 1,900 new residents. 
Commercial development would include 
approximately 20 acres (8 hectares) for a 
recreational vehicle park, which would result 
in up to 400 temporary lodgers on the tract at 
any given time. Additionally, approximately 
40 acres ( 18 hectares) surrounding and 
between the developed areas would be 
maintained as open space. 
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Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Land use under this scenario would be 
divided between ensuring preservation of 
portions of the tract and developing other 
parts of the tract for commercial purposes. 
Commercial development would likely be 
limited to lands adjacent to State Road 4, 
across from the White Rock commercial 
district development. Upslope portions of the 
tract would be held in preservation where 
access by the general public would be 
eliminated. The Visitor Center could be 
required to be relocated and the building may 
be razed. However, the lease of the land to the 
County would be expected to transfer to the 
new owner and the facility would be expected 
to remain operational at least for the duration 
of the current lease agreement. 

Table 14.3.1.1-1 and Table 14.3.1.1-2 
summarize the attributes of land use proposed 
for the White Rock Tract under each of these 
scenarios. 

14.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The increased density associated with the 
development of the White Rock Tract under 
the commercial and residential development 
land use scenario would result in a notable 
change in land use patterns in the White Rock 
community. High-density residential land use 
would increase by roughly 75 percent. A 
small, medium-density residential area also 
would be developed. Use of the recreational 
vehicle park on a portion of the tract likely 
would be of high use only on a seasonal basis. 
The 20 acres (8 hectares) would provide for 
an estimated 160 recreational vehicle spaces. 
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Figure 14.3.1.1-1. White Rock Tract Commercial and Residential Development Land Use Scenario. 
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14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

Table 14.3.1.1-1. Attributes of Future 
Residences Land Use for the White 

Rock Tract Under the Commercial and 
Residential Land Use Scenario 

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

• About 20 acres (8 hectares) would be 
developed as a recreational vehicle park 
with 160 spaces. 

• About 5 acres (2 hectares) would be 
developed as residences at a density of 12 
dwelling units per acre. 

• About 35 acres (approximately 14 hectares) 
would be developed as residences at a 
density of 20 dwelling units per acre. 

• When fully developed, there would be 
760 new dwelling units, 2,200 new 
residents, and 1, 730 personal vehicles 
including recreational vehicles and th~ir 
occupants. 

• About 40 acres ( 18 hectares) surrounding 
and between the developed areas would 
remain as open space. 

• Visitor Center and water pumping station 
would remain. 

There is a critical shortage of affordable 
housing in the Los Alamos/White Rock area. 
Although the increased residential density 
associated with this development would likely 
result in some adverse secondary impacts, it 
also would serve to offset the shortage of 
affordable housing. The population of the 
community would increase by about 
one-third. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The commercial development proposed 
under this scenario would not be anticipated 
to result in the same degree of secondary 
effects identified in discussions on residential 
density. The use ofless than 10 acres 
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Table 14.3.1.1-2. Attributes of Future 
Land Use for the White Rock Tract 

Under the Cultural Preservation and 
Commercial Land Use Scenario 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION AND 
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

• Land use at the tract would be primarily 
cultural preservation with limited 
commercial development. 

• Commercial development along State Road 4 
could include storage rental space and/or 
retail businesses on less than 1 0 acres 
( 4 hectares) ofland. 

• Upslope portions of the tract would be held 
in preservation where access by the general 
public would be eliminated. 

• Visitor Center and water pumping station 
would remain at least for the duration of the 
current lease agreement. 

• The developed portion of the tract would 
contain 4 businesses with 60 total employees 
and 2 commercial vehicles. 

( 4 hectares) of the tract for rental storage 
space or retail businesses would, for the most 
part, represent a continuation of existing and 
adjacent land use. 

Preservation of portions of the tract would 
result in the elimination of access to the site 
by the general public. However, activities at 
the site are already limited by restrictions on 
access to the adjacent LANL land. As such, 
there would be no significant change in 
access to the portion of the tract proposed for 
cultural preservation. 

14.3.1.3 Environmental Restoration· 

No additional environmental restoration 
actions would be required under the Proposed 
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14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

Action Alternative because restoration 
activities must occur before the tract would be 
considered suitable for conveyance or 
transfer. 

14.3.2 Transportation 

14.3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential 
development land use scenario anticipates 
development of additional open space and 
residential and commercial facilities. The 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
land use codes were utilized to estimate the 
trips generated by these proposed 
developments. These ITE land uses represent 

the medium-density residential, high-density 
residential, and recreational vehicle park. 

Table 14.3.2.1-1 shows the number of 
additional trips the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual (ITE 1997) estimates could be 
generated by this development. 

As shown in the table, the proposed 
development would add 378 exiting trips to 
State Road 4 and State Road 502 in the 
weekday morning peak hour and an 
additional374 entering trips in the weekday 
evening peak hour. This combination of land 
uses also could add up to 5,815 new trips on 
State Road 4. These additional trips would 
cause the LOS for the two-lane section of 
State Road 4 to degrade below LOS F (traffic 
jam conditions). In order to avoid these 
unacceptable operating conditions, widening 
State Road 4 to four lanes would be necessary 

Table 14.3.2.1-1. Estimated Increase in Traffic for the Commercial and Residential 
Development Land Use Scenario 

ITE ESTIMATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR WHITE ROCK TRACT 

ITE 24 Morning Peak Evening Peak Saturday Peak 

Land 
Hour Hour Trips Hour Trips Hour Trips 

Land Use 
Use 

Two-

Code 
Way 

Enter Exit Enter Exit Volume Enter Exit 

Residential 
Condominium-

230 5 acres 387 5 24 24 12 17 15 

(2 hectares) 

Apartments -
35 acres 220 4,668 56 303 296 141 0 0 

(14 hectares) 

Recreational 
Vehicle Park -

240 20 acres 760 11 51 54 32 39 37 

(8 hectares) 

Total 5,815 72 378 374 185 54 52 
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14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

to accommodate the additional level of traffic 
volume. The section of State Road 4 that is 
currently four lanes would operate at LOS B 
(good operating conditions with stable traffic 
flow) with the additional trips. Pajarito Road 
would continue to operate at LOS E 
(maximum capacity) under this land use 
scenano. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

In the event that the cultural preservation 
and commercial development lahd use is 
implemented, it is likely that transportation 
impacts would be similar to the No Action 
Alternative. 

14.3.3 Infrastructure 

14.3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Development of this nature would require 
enhancement of existing utilities. Water, 
electricity, gas, and sewage lines would need 
to be extended to service new structures. 
Additionally, utility usage would increase. 

The indirect environmental impacts with 
regard to utilities and infrastructure resulting 
from this alternative fall into two categories: 
(1) increased utility usage and (2) ground 
disturbance resulting from construction of 
new facilities. Table 14.3.3.1-1 shows the 
estimated increase in power, electricity and 
gas and water usage, and wastewater and 
solid waste production. It is not anticipated 
that these increases would exceed the capacity 
for any utility in the region. 

Installation of new utility facilities and 
upgrades to existing ones would require 
creation of trenches and access and 
maintenance roads. The construction of roads, 
parking areas and buildings, and extension of 
utility lines would cause soil disturbance. 
Refer to Section 14.3.9 of this chapter for 
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detail on impacts resulting from ground 
disturbance from new construction. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under this land use scenario, only a small 
portion would be developed for commercial 
use. It is anticipated that no more than four 
businesses would be developed on the tract 
and would be located adjacent to State Road 4 
on soil that has already been disturbed. 
Because of the small number of anticipated 
business, there would be no need to upgrade 
the utility systems, but some extension of the 
existing utility lines could be required. The 
estimated utility usage increase brought about 
by the new businesses is shown in 
Table 14.3.3.1-2. It is not anticipated that 
these increases would exceed the capacity for 
any utility in the region. 

14.3.4 Noise 

14.3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

One contemplated use would be 
commercial and residential development. Two 
apartment complexes would be constructed 
and a recreational vehicle park would be 
installed. Noise levels on the White Rock 
Tract would increase due to increased traffic 
and people. Noise levels along State Road 4 
would likely remain in the range of 60 to 
70 dBA, but significant increases would occur 
on the remaining parts of the tract. Consistent 
with residential use, noise levels on other 
parts of the tract would likely to increase from 
40 to 50 dB A from existing levels of 20 to 
30 dBA. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Another possible use for this tract would 
be cultural preservation and limited 
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Table 14.3.3.1-1. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for Commercial and 
Residential Development Land Use Scenario for the White Rock Tract 

PEAKING SEWAGE 

POWER ELECTRICITY GAS WATER (WHITE MSW 

mw gwh mcf (mly) mgy (mly) ROCK) tpy (mty) 
mgy (mly) 

Estimated 
0.9 5.2 99 (2,800) 81 (307) 41 (155) 730 (662) 

annual increase 

Available 
5 277 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 154 (583) NA system capacity 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, 
mgy = million gallons per year, MSW = municipal solid waste, tpy = tons per year, mty = metric tons per year, NA = not available 

Table 14.3.3.1-2. Estimated Increase in Utility Usage for Cultural Preservation and 
Commercial Development Land Use Scenario for the White Rock Tract 

PEAK SEWAGE 

POWER ELECTRICITY GAS WATER (WHITE MSW 

mw 
gwh mcf (mly) mgy (mly) ROCK) tpy (mty) 

mgy (mly) 

Estimated 
0.04 0.2 2 (57) 2 (8) 1 (4) 4 (3.5) 

annual increase 

Available 
5 277 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) 154 (583) NA system capacity 

Notes.: mw =megawatts, gwh =gigawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liters per year, 
mgy == million gallons per year, MSW = municipal solid waste, tpy = tons per year, mty = metric tons per year, NA = not available 

commercial development. Commercial 
development would be likely along State 
Road 4. Noise levels for this strip ofland 
would continue to result primarily from 
highway traffic, and hence, should not change 
significantly from current noise levels and 
those of the No Action Alternative. Parts of 
the tract away from the highway would likely 
be used for cultural preservation, for which 
noise levels would remain unchanged from 
the No Action Alternative. 
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14.3.5 Visual Resources 

14.3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

One contemplated use is commercial and 
residential development. This development 
would impact the existing Scenic Class III, 
moderate public value visual resources, on the 
northwest side of State Road 4. Scenic 
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Class IV, low public value visual resources, 
would be maintained or improved. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Another possible use for this tract is 
cultural preservation with limited commercial 
development along the eastern part of the 
northwest side of State Road 4. This limited 
development would still impact the existing 
Scenic Class Ill landscape on the northwest 
side of State Road 4, but to a lesser degree 
than the commercial and residential 
development land use scenario. Scenic 
Class IV resources would be maintained or 
improved. 

14.3.6 Socioeconomics 

14.3.6.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The contemplated uses for the White 
Rock Tract include commercial and 
residential development. The construction of 
new residential areas would temporarily 
increase employment in the ROI. This would, 
in tum, generate increases in area income. 
These changes would be temporary, lasting 
only the duration of the construction period. 
The majority of the jobs generated would be 
filled by the existing ROI labor force. 
Therefore, there would be no impact on area 
employment or increase in the need for 
housing in the area. 

There would be short-term increases in 
area employment and income associated with 
the construction of commercial facilities, and 
long-term increases once the facilities are 
operational. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Another possible use for this tract is 
cultural preservation with limited commercial 
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development along the eastern part of the 
northwest side of State Road 4. There would 
be short-term increases in area employment 
and income associated with the construction 
of the limited commercial development and 
long-term increases once the facilities are 
operational. These impacts would be greater 
than those for the commercial and residential 
development land use scenario. 

Approximately 60 workers would be 
employed on the tract and a total of 100 jobs 
would be generated within the ROI, which 
would, in turn, increase ROI income. Because 
these jobs would be filled by the existing ROI 
labor force, there would be no impact on area 
population or increase in the demand for 
housing or public services in the ROI. 

14.3.7 Ecological Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance or 

transfer itself would be limited to the changes 
in responsibility for resource protection. 
Environmental review and protection 
processes for future activities would not be as 
rigorous as those which govern DOE 
activities. 

14.3.7.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential 
development land use scenario would include 
the development of approximately 60 acres 
(24 hectares) of pinyon-juniper woodland 
habitat that would be severely modified or 
lost. Highly mobile wildlife species, birds, or 
wildlife species with large home ranges (such 
as deer and coyotes), would be able to 
relocate to adjacent undeveloped areas. 
However, successful relocation may not occur 
due to competition for resources to support 
the increased population and the carrying 
capacity limitations of areas outside the 
proposed development. Species relocation 
may result in additional pressure to lands 
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already at or near carrying capacity. The 
impacts could include overgrazing, stress, and 
overwintering mortality. For less-mobile 
species (small mammals and reptiles), direct 
mortality could occur during the actual 
construction event or ultimately result from 
habitat alteration. Acreage used for the 
development also would be lost as potential 
hunting habitat for raptors and other 
predators. 

In addition to the area to be disturbed, 
there would be a decrease in quality of the 
habitat immediately adjacent to the proposed 
development due to increased noise level, 
traffic, lights, and other human activity, both 
pre- and post-construction. One little
addressed consequence of urban development 
is the influence of domestic animals upon 
wildlife populations. For example, free
roaming domestic cats may kill more than 
100 animals each year. Studies have shown 
that approximately 60 percent of the wildlife 
cats kill are small mammals; 20 percent are 
birds (predation at bird feeders can be 
substantial; one Virginia study estimated 28 
kills per urban cat per year); and 10 percent 
are amphibians, reptiles, and insects. Due to 
the presence of coyotes in the White Rock 
area, predation by cats would tend to be 
limited to within developed and closely 
adjacent natural areas (Goldsmith et al. 1991, 
Crooks 1997-98, and CSBC 1998). Free
ranging domestic dogs are known to harass 
and disrupt the activities of many wildlife 
species and are documented to have caused 
mortality in animals such as deer and foxes 
(Goldsmith et al. 1991). 

Development in this tract could result in 
the direct loss of wetland vegetation and 
function. Even if construction and 
development does not occur in the wetland, 
indirect impact such as additional surface 
runoff from an increase of impermeable 
surface areas (pavement) could result in 
accelerated streambed erosion and increased 
downstream, and offsite sedimentation could 
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occur. Subsequently, floodplain areas may 
undergo boundary changes. 

The adjacent habitat also would 
experience a loss of quality from the 
reduction in size, segmentation of the habitat, 
and restrictions on mobility for some 
mammals. The loss of acreage due to 
development would result in a reduction of 
breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife 
currently utilizing the property. There are 
three species that are Federal-listed as 
threatened or endangered that may forage in 
the White Rock Tract: bald eagle, American 
peregrine falcon, and southwestern willow 
flycatcher. With respect to the bald eagle and 
southwestern willow flycatcher, this area has 
a low level of potential use for foraging. The 
American peregrine falcon is likely to use the 
area for foraging. 

The watershed management approach to 
natural resource management requires the 
integration of natural resource management 
plans across several land management 
agencies. The current lack of a natural 
resources management plan by either the 
County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso would impede the development of 
an integrated, multiagency approach to short
and long-term natural resource management 
strategies. 

Disposition of this tract would result in a 
much less rigorous environmental review and 
protection review process for future 
development or other activities. Neither the 
County of Los Alamos nor the Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso have regulations that would 
match the Federal review and protection 
process such as required under the NEP A 
implementing regulations ( 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508). 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation and 
commercial development scenario, the 
potential impacts to natural resources would 
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be similar but less compared to the 
commercial and residential development 
scenario. Commercial development would be 
limited to less than 10 acres (4 hectares) near 
the highway. Lands maintained in cultural 
preservation status would not undergo 
construction, thus preserving the current 
vegetation and wildlife habitat. Additionally, 
due to recreation use restriction on cultural 
preservation lands, impacts to wildlife 
disturbance, both visual and auditory, from 
recreational use would be diminished. 
Consequently, habitat for most wildlife 
species would be augmented and improved. 

14.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Direct impacts of the conveyance and 

transfer itself would result from the transfer 
of known and unidentified cultural resources 
out of the responsibility and protection of the 
DOE. 

First, under the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, lease, or 
sale ofNRHP-eligible cultural resources out 
ofFederal control is an adverse effect. 
Eligible cultural resources are present in the 
White Rock Tract and thus could be directly 
impacted by the Federal action. 

Second, the conveyance and transfer of 
this tract could potentially impact the cultural 
resources by removing them from future 
consideration under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Third, the disposition of this tract may 
affect the protection and accessibility to 
Native American sacred sites and sites needed 
for the practice of any traditional religion by 
removing them from consideration under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, and Executive 
Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites." Finally, 
the disposition of this tract would affect the 
treatment and disposition of any human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that may be 
discovered on the tract. This impact would 
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result from removing these items from 
consideration under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, or 
from changing the way this act is applied to 
these remains and objects. Indirect 
consequences are discussed in the following 
sections. 

14.3.8.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Indirect impacts would be anticipated 
from the land uses contemplated for the 
White Rock Tract by the receiving parties. 
The two land uses identified for the White 
Rock Tract include (1) commercial and 
residential development and {2) cultural 
preservation and commercial development. 
This analysis reflects the broad, planning
level impacts anticipated from each 
contemplated use. 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Under the commercial and residential 
development scenario, approximately 
60 acres (24 hectares) would be directly 
disturbed by construction activities. Cultural 
resources are present in the tract and adjacent 
areas that would be impacted by the 
contemplated land use scenario. 

Commercial and residential development 
would cause large-scale disturbance to any 
cultural resources present due to construction, 
grading, and trenching. These impacts would 
include the destruction of archaeological sites 
and TCP locations. Resources avoided by 
construction may become isolated or have 
their setting disturbed by the introduction of 
elements out of character with the resource, 
such as visual and audible intrusions. The 
development of land may cause changes to 
the presence or integrity of, or access to 
natural resources utilized by traditional 
communities for subsistence, religious, or 
other cultural activities. 

Final CT EIS 



14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

The introduction of additional full-time 
residents and transient users of the 
recreational vehicle park would increase 
access to cultural resources. Increased access 
could cause unintentional destruction and 
damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized 
collection of materials and artifacts, and 
disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremomes. 

The construction of transportation 
infrastructure would have similar impacts on 
cultural resources as described for residential 
and commercial construction and also would 
increase access to cultural resources. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Under the cultural preservation and 
commercial development scenario, the level 
portions of the White Rock Tract would be 
used for commercial enterprises, and upslope 
areas would be dedicated to cultural 
preservation and cultural stewardship needs 
by the receiving party. Access to the cultural 
preservation lands by the general public 
would be restricted to protect culturally 
important resources. Cultural preservation 
uses and users will be defined by the 
receiving party. 

Commercial development would be 
limit(:dto less than 10 acres (4 hectares) 
adjacent to the highway. This development 
would cause large-scale disturbance to any 
cultural resources present due to construction, 
grading, and trenching. These impacts would 
include the destruction of archaeological sites 
and TCP locations. Resources avoided by 
construction may become isolated or have 
their setting disturbed by the introduction of 
elements out of character with the resource, 
such as visual and audible intrusions. The 
development of land may cause changes to 
the presence or integrity of, or access to 
natural resources utilized by traditional 
communities for subsistence, religious, or 
other cultural activities. 
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Dedicating portions of the tract to cultural 
preservation would be anticipated to have a 
beneficial impact on the cultural resources 
present. The restriction of access by the 
general public is anticipated to help protect 
the resources from vandalism, unauthorized 
collection of materials and artifacts, and 
disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremonies. Another positive impact would 
be the passive preservation of resources and 
continued access to TCPs afforded to 
traditional practitioners of the receiving party. 
There also may be potential impacts to some 
current traditional users if general access is 
precluded or restricted. 

14.3.9 Geology and Soils 

14.3.9.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

The commercial and residential land use 
identified for the White Rock Tract would 
result in a total of 60 acres (24 hectares) of 
disturbed land in this tract. Any structures 
constructed would be vulnerable to greater 
than magnitude 7 seismic events (as 
registered on the Richter scale) and wildfire 
episodes. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

The cultural preservation and commercial 
development land use scenario would limit 
the commercial development to less than 
10 acres ( 4 hectares), resulting in fewer 
ground disturbing impacts. 
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14.3.10 Water Resources 

14.3.10.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Land Use 
Scenario 

Commercial and residential development 
may potentially affect surface water quality 
and quantity within and downstream of the 
tract. Development would not affect 
groundwater quality or quantity beneath the 
tract but may contribute to the overall 
regional water level decline and possibly 
result in degradation of water quality within 
the aquifer. 

Surface water quantity within the Canada 
del Buey drainage may potentially increase as 
a result of stormwater runoff from paved 
roads and developed areas. The tract lies 
within the I 00-year and 500-year floodplains. 
The potential for flooding would increase 
with the denudation of the area or the area 
upstream by either development of the tract or 
natural causes such as a wildfire. 

Surface water quality could be impacted 
during construction and development of the 
tract as stormwater runoff may increase over 
areas that have been denuded and carry 
sediments and surface contaminants into the 
drainages. 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Cultural preservation and limited 
commercial development would not affect 
surface water quality or quantity within or 
downstream of this tract. Limited commercial 
development would not affect groundwater 
quality or quantity beneath the tract, but may 
contribute slightly to the overall regional 
water level decline. Degradation of 
groundwater quality is not likely. 
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14.3.11 Air Resources 

14.3.11.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

With this development scenario, air 
quality would be slightly deteriorated, but 
would remain high. Additional emissions of 
ozone generated from hydrocarbons and 
carbon monoxide would result from increased 
vehicle traffic and from residential heating 
needs. The region would remain an 
attainment area, however, and concentrations 
of criteria pollutants would remain within 
State and Federal standards for ambient air 
quality. LANL activities would remain the 
source of hazardous and other chemical 
pollutants. However, as discussed previously 
for the No Action Alternative, concentrations 
of chemical air pollutants would not exceed 
health-based standards. Finally, doses from 
radioactive air pollutants would be no 
different than estimated for the No Action 
Alternative (less than I millirem per year). 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

Another possible use for this tract would 
be cultural preservation and limited 
commercial development. Air quality would 
remain high as in the No Action Alternative. 
There would be no emissions of hazardous or 
radioactive air pollutants, and concentrations 
would remain below EPA and other health
based standards. There would be a slight 
increase in emissions of criteria pollutants as 
compared to the No Action Alternative; but 
concentrations would remain safely within 
State and Federal standards for ambient air 
quality. 
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14.3.11.2 Global Climate Change 

Commercial and Residential Development 
Land Use Scenario 

Re:sidential use would include 
construction of about 760 apartments on 
40 acres (16 hectares), resulting in an 
estimated 1,900 new residents and 1,600 
personal vehicles. Sources of carbon dioxide 
include vehicular use and space and water 
heating. Commercial plans would include a 
20-acre (8-hectare) recreational vehicle park, 
with assumed space for 160 recreational 
vehicles and up to 400 lodgers. Sources of 
carbon dioxide include vehicular use and 
heating. This development would lead to 
estimated emissions of about 14,000 tons 
(13,000 metric tons) of carbon dioxide per 
year, a. large increase over emissions 
estimated for the No Action Alternative 
(23 tons [21 metric tons] per year). 

Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Development Land Use Scenario 

For this scenario, development would be 
assumed to be limited to a strip of land along 
State Road 4, allowing for construction of 
only about four new businesses. The Visitor 
Center and LANL pumping station may be 
eliminated. These commercial heating needs 
would result in estimated emissions of about 
150 tons ( 140 metric tons) of carbon dioxide 
annually. Other greenhouse gases are not 
likely. 

14.3.12 Human Health 

14.3.12.1 Environmental Consequences of 
the Contemplated Uses 

Residential and commercial development 
would bring an estimated 2,200 new residents 
and visitors into closer proximity to LANL 
facilities, thereby increasing the number of 
members ofthe public exposed to 
radiological and chemical air pollutants 
emitted by LANL operations. Residential 
development also would introduce more 
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sensitive receptors, such as children and 
pregnant females, to an area that currently 
hosts only LANL-related workers. While all 
doses would be within health-based standards 
established by other Federal agencies, the 
closer proximity would increase the radiation 
dose received by the collective population 
within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of 
LANL. In addition, closer public proximity 
would result in greater public consequences 
from some hypothetical accidents at LANL 
facilities. For the other contemplated land 
use, cultural preservation with limited 
commercial development, these same human 
health consequences would result, but to a 
much smaller extent (an estimated 60 
workers). 

14.3.12.2 Chemical Accidents 

Accident assessment would be the same 
as described in the No Action Alternative. For 
all postulated accidents, chemical 
concentrations in the air plume released by 
potential chemical accidents would be below 
both ERPG-3 (life-threatening) and ERPG-2 
(serious health effects) by the time any air 
plume reached the White Rock Tract, even 
under adverse weather dispersion conditions. 
Accordingly, chemical accidents would have 
no estimated public consequences at the 
tract). 

14.3.12.3 Radiological Accidents 

Regardless of land use subsequent to 
transfer of ownership, the MEl dose at this 
tract would be the same as described in the 
No Action Alternative. MEl doses would be 
greater than 500 millirem for 3 of 13 
scenarios postulated in the LANL SWEIS: 
2,400 millirem for RAD-02 (natural gas 
pipeline failure, explosion, and fire at the 
CMR. Building), 1,500 millirem for RAD-12 
(plutonium release from Dual Axis 
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test [DARHT] 
Facility during an earthquake), and 
1,200 millirem for RAD-09B (puncture, at 
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Area G, ofthe highest-content drum ofTRU 
waste). 

Subsequent to disposition, one possible 
land use is limited commercial development, 
with the majority of the tract set aside for 
cultural preservation. Under this scenario, 
there would be slight increases in collective 
tract dose and excess LCF (versus zero dose 
in the No Action Alternative). For example, 
the LANL SWEIS estimated a collective 
population dose of 120,000 person-rem for all 
people living within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) 
radius ofLANL, resulting in an estimated 57 
excess LCFs for hypothetical accident RAD-
02. This would increase by 38 person-rem 
and one LCF if the White Rock Tract was set 
aside for cultural preservation with limited 
commercial development. Table 14.3.12.3-1 
compares the estimated additional 
consequences of all hypothetical radiological. 

Another contemplated land use for the 
White Rock Tract is a combination 
commercial and residential development. If 
this development were to occur, public 
exposures would be substantially greater than 
in the No Action Alternative. For example, 
there would be an estimated 2,500 person-rem 
incremental collective dose for accident 
RAD-02, versus 120,000 person-rem 
estimated in the LANL SWEIS. 
Table 14.3.12.3-1 compares the estimated 
additional consequences of all hypothetical 
radiological accidents for the two land use 
scenanos. 

14.3.12.4 Natural Event Accidents 

Natural event accidents would have no 
estimated chemical consequences at the 
White Rock Tract. For the postulated 
accidents (wildfire and four earthquake 
scenarios), chemical concentrations in any air 
plumes released by potential chemical 
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accidents would be below both ERPG-3 (life
threatening) and ERPG-2 (serious health 
effects) by the time the air plumes reached the 
tract, even under adverse weather dispersion 
conditions. 

MEl doses would be the same as in the 
No Action Alternative, regardless of land use 
subsequent to transfer of ownership. The MEl 
dose resulting from the postulated wildfire 
would be about 1 rem due to releases from 
TRU waste storage domes at Area G; the 
maximum dose from the most severe 
earthquake would be approximately 6 rem. 

If the tract were used for limited 
commercial development subsequent to 
disposition, exposures would increase from 
the No Action Alternative (both zero). The 
estimated tract collective doses would 
approach 100 person-rem for the wildfire 
accident and 500 person-rem for the most 
severe earthquake. Associated cancer 
fatalities would be less than one for either 
accident. 

Another possible land use for the White 
Rock Tract is a combination residential 
development (approximately 40 acres 
[16 hectares], 760 dwelling units) and 
commercial development (a 20-acre 
[8-hectare] recreational vehicle park). Ifthis 
development were to occur, public exposures 
would be significantly greater than in the No 
Action Alternative. The estimated tract 
collective doses would approach 
1, 000 person-rem for the wildfire accident 
and 7,500 person-rem for the most severe 
earthquake. Associated cancer fatalities 
would be less than one for the wildfire and 
approximately four for the most severe 
earthquake. These exposures would be in 
addition to those estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS (340,000 person-rem and 230 excess 
LCFs for RAD-03B). 
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Table 14.3.12.3-1. Additional Accident Consequences Associated with the Contemplated Land Uses on 
the White Rock Tract 

CULTURAL 
COMMERCIAL AND PRESERVATION 

RESIDENTIAL SWEIS ESTIMATESb 
AND COMMERCIAL 

SCENARIO• SCENARIO• 

Accident Accident Facility 
Frequency Collective Excess Collective Excess Collective Excess 

Scenario Location per Year Do sec LCF Do sec LCF Dosec LCF 

RAD-01 54-38 RANT 1.6 x 10·3 4 0.002 58 0.029 72 0.04 

RAD-02 03-29 CMR 1.5 X 10-6 170 0.083 2,500 1.250 120,000 57 

RAD-03 18-116 Kiva#3 4.3 X 10-6 5 0.002 68 0.034 100 0.06 

RAD-05 21-209 TSTA 9.1 X 10-6 0 0 0 0 24 0.01 

RAD-07 50-69 WCRR 3.0 X 104 3 0.001 41 0.021 1,300 0.69 

RAD-08 54-230 TWISP 4.3 X 10-6 73 0.037 1,100 0.55 400 0.2 

RAD-09A 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·1 1 0.001 16 0.008 4 0 

RAD-09B 54-226 TWISP 4.9 x 10·3 56 0.028 840 0.420 230 0.12 

RAD-12 16-411 -- 1.5 X 10-6 87 0.043 1,300 0.650 35,800 18 

RAD-13 18-116 Kiva#3 1.6 x 10·5 7 0.003 99 0.050 160 0.08 

RAD-15A 03-29 CMR 3.6 x 10·5 1 0 11 0.006 175 0.09 

RAD-15B 03-29 CMR 3.2 x 10·5 14 0.007 210 0.105 3,400 1.7 

RAD-16 03-29 CMR 3.5 X 10-6 0 0 2 0.001 56 0.03 

Notes: RANT= Radioactive Assay and Nondestructive Test; TSTA =Tritium Systems Test Assembly; WCRR =Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging; 
TWISP= Transuranic Waste htspectable Storage Project 
• ht addition to doses estimated in the LANL SWEIS. 
bFor the entire population within a 50-mile (SO-kilometer) radius ofLANL. 
c Person-rem 
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14.0 WHITE ROCK TRACT 

14.3.13 Environmental Justice 
For environmental justice impacts to 

occur, there must be high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts that 
disproportionately affect minority or low-
. income populations. The human health 
analyses for the contemplated land uses 
estimate that air emissions and hazardous 
chemical and radiological releases from 
LANL operations would be expected to be 
within regulatory limits and that no excess 
LCFs would likely result. The human health 
analyses also indicate that radiological 
releases from accidents would not result in 
disproportionate adverse human health or 
environmental impacts. Therefore, such 
accidents would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority or low
income populations with regard to 
implementing the contemplated land uses on 
this tract. 

The analyses also indicate that 
socioeconomic changes resulting from 
implementing any of the proposed 
alternatives would not lead to environmental 
justice impacts. Modest economic benefits 
would arise from the additional jobs created 
during construction and operation of the new 
facility. Secondary effects would include 
small increases in business activity and would 
likely increase revenues to local governments. 
Each of these impacts would be positive and 
would not disproportionately affect low
income or minority populations. 

The analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources indicates that TCPs could be 
present on the tract or in adjacent areas. If 
present, TCPs could be impacted by the 
conveyance or transfer or by subsequent land 
uses. Consultations to determine the presence 
of these resources have not been completed, 
and the degree to which these resources may 
be impacted has not been ascertained. Impacts 
to TCPs potentially may cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
minority or low-income communities, but 
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these effects cannot be determined at this 
point in the consultation process. Legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso has 
expressed the opinion that conveyance and 
use of this tract would result in an 
environmental justice impact for the Pueblo's 
population . 

14.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
·white Rock Tract would not immediately 
~~ause any irreversible or irretrievable 
,;;ommitments of resources. Nor would 
~~ultural preservation with limited commercial 
development along State Road 4, one of the 
ltwo contemplated land uses subsequent to 
1transfer of ownership. Commercial and 
1residential development would, however, 
1:ause irreversible commitments of ecological 
habitat and cultural resources within the tract 
and in adjacent areas (where human activity 
levels would increase due to the presence of 
about 2,200 new residents and lodgers). 

14-30 

New development also would cause the 
irretrievable commitment of resources during 
construction and subsequent use of 760 new 
dwelling units. Energy would be expended in 
the form of natural gas and electricity. 
Additional water would be consumed also. 
Construction of these buildings would require 
the irretrievable commitment of standard 
building materials such as lumber and roofing 
materials. 
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14.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
White Rock Tract could result in the loss of 
certain Federal protections for cultural 
resources on the tract. Loss of these 
protections could be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to these resources 
because development of previously 
undisturbed areas could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the subject land tract and in 
adjacent areas. The conveyance or transfer of 
the tract also could result in the loss of certain 
Federal protections for ecological resources 
and consideration ofthese resources in 
planning future activities on the tract. 

Subsequent use of the tract for cultural 
preservation with limited commercial 
development along State Road 4 would have 
few adverse environmental impacts. 
Subsequent commercial and residential 
development, however, would cause 
unavoidable adverse impacts in several 
resource areas. 

One such impact would be substantial loss 
of ecological habitat within the tract itself 
There also could be more frequent human 
intrusion into adjacent habitat areas of San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. There also is potential for 
adverse impacts caused by introduction of 
land uses that are incompatible with adjacent 
resource protection efforts. 

Commercial and residential development 
also would result in increased demands for 
utilities (electricity, natural gas, water, solid 
waste, and sewage services). Increased 
demand for three of these services (water, 
solid waste, and sewage), would have adverse 
effects in the immediate Los Alamos region 
by lowering the aquifer level more quickly, 
shortening the remaining lifetime of the 
County landfill, and increasing both the 
quantities of sewage that require treatment 
and the quantities of treated sewage 
discharged to the environment. The 
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environmental effects of increased demand 
for electricity and natural gas would be felt 
elsewhere (in the Four Comers region, for 
example), in the form of increased emissions 
of air pollutants in order to generate 
electricity. Increased consumption of natural 
gas adds to global climate change through 
increased emissions of carbon dioxide. 

Development also would lead to an 
estimated 10 percent increase in personal 
vehicles in Los Alamos County and a one
third increase in the White Rock townsite, 
with attendant increases in congestion, road 
deterioration, and traffic noises. Noise levels 
would especially be impacted within and 
immediately adjacent to the tract itself, with 
noises increasing in magnitude, frequency of 
occurrence, and duration (into the night). The 
visual environment would deteriorate, both 
within the tract and from adjacent areas of the 
townsite. 

Finally, residential development would 
increase the potential for degradation of 
surface water quality. Standard mitigation 
measures, however, can limit both short- and 
long-term impacts to surface water and 
groundwater quality. 

14.3.16 Relationship Between Local 
Short-Term Use of the 
Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term 
Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
White Rock Tract would not immediately 
cause any specific impacts on short-term uses 
of the environment. Subsequent use of the 
tract for cultural preservation with limited 
commercial development along State Road 4 
would be compatible with the long-term land 
uses ofboth cultural preservation on adjacent 
San Ildefonso lands and with commercial 
uses of the business district of the White 
Rock Tract. 

Subsequent commercial and residential 
development of the tract, however, may be 
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incompatible with the long-term land uses of 
adjacent San Ildefonso lands and with nearby 
Bandelier National Monument (Tsank:awi 
ruins). Development would also lead to 
disruption and loss of ecological habitat and 
cultural resources in this largely undisturbed 
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tract of land. The development would reduce 
the ecological productivity of the tract and 
would preclude future use of the land for 
,ecological habitat or for cultural resource 
protection. 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This chapter describes the potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action 
Alternative together with the incremental impacts of the Alternative 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. The chapter includes the methods of 
analysis and a summary of the cumulative impacts by resource area. 

15.11ntroduction 
The Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) regulations implementing the 
procedural provisions of the NEP A define 
cumulative effects as "the impact on the 
environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless ofwhat 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions" ( 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1508.7). The 
regulations further explain that "cumulative 
effects can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time." The cumulative effects 
analysis presented in this CT EIS is based on 
the potential effects of land conveyance and 
trans:fi~r when added to common issues and 
their effects in the regions of influence (ROis) 
for each resource resulting from past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Based on examination ofthe potential 
direct and indirect environmental impacts of 
the conveyance and transfer, the potential 
impacts of other DOE and LANL actions, and 
the potential impacts of other actions in the 
region; the DOE has examined each of the 
following resource areas for cumulative 
effects: land use, transportation, 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, ecological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, water 
resources, air resources and global climate 
change, human health, and environmental 
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justice. Critical cumulative issues related to 
utility supply and infrastructure are outlined 
in greater depth. This chapter provides a brief 
summary description of cumulative impacts 
resulting from the conveyance or transfer of 
the subject 10 land tracts included in the 
impact analysis presented in Chapter 5 
through Chapter 14, a brief overview of other 
DOE activities at LANL, and other regional 
activities. 

15.2 Methods of Analysis 
The DOE assessed cumulative effects by 

combining three elements: anticipated LANL 
activities, anticipated development activities 
(primarily in Los Alamos County), and 
projected development subsequent to 
disposition of the 10 land tracts. 

Anticipated LANL activities are those 
presented in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c) 
for the Preferred Alternative. The SWEIS 
Preferred Alternative provides a reasonable 
upper limit of impacts from LANL 
operations, and has been selected as the level 
ofLANL operations assumed for both the 
CT EIS No Action Alternative and the 
CT EIS Proposed Action Alternative. (Slight 
adjustments were made for a reduced scale 
for the low energy demonstration accelerator 
[LEDA] at the Los Alamos Neutron Science 
Center [LANSCE].) For the CT EIS, it has 
been assumed that the adjusted SWEIS 
Preferred Alternative has already been fully 
implemented. 
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The impacts of anticipated regional 
development activities also have been 
included in the cumulative impacts analysis. 
In Los Alamos County, there are 10 
residential development projects in various 
stages of planning or construction. These 
include Ponderosa Estates, Los Pueblos Road, 
North Mesa, Quezemon, Arrowhead 
Subdivision, 2500 Central Avenue, the 
Middle School Site, the Canyon Rim Site, and 
Dormitory Housing in the Los Alamos 
townsite and environs, and the White Rock 
School Site. Upon completion, these 
residential developments would result in 
approximately 1,300 new dwelling units and 
an estimated 3,300 new residents. There also 
are plans for development of a Research Park 
on about 60 acres (24 hectares) of land leased 
from the DOE; the park would employ 1,500 
people. For the cumulative impacts analysis, 
it has been assumed that all of these 
developments, both residential and 
commercial, have been fully implemented. 

The third element included in this 
cumulative impacts assessment is the 
projected development subsequent to 
disposition of the 10 land tracts. Four of the 
land tracts (Miscellaneous Site 22, 
Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument, 
Technical Area [TA] 74, and White RockY 
Tracts) have no development plans, 
regardless of whether the County or San 
Ildefonso Pueblo were to receive the tract. A 
single contemplated land use has been 
identified for two others tracts, theTA 21 and 
Airport Tracts. Two potential land uses have 
been identified for the remaining tracts. For 
tracts with two possible land uses, each 
resource area assumed the development 
scenario that would have the most 
consequences. For example, both residential 
and commercial development land uses are 
possible for the DOE LAAO Tract. 
Residential development of the DOE LAAO 
Tract would result in more demand for 
utilities more traffic, and more carbon 
dioxide' emissions than would the commercial 
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development scenario of continued use of the 
existing office building by others than the 
DOE. Accordingly, residential development 
of the DOE LAAO Tract was assumed when 
examining the cumulative impacts for 
utilities, transportation, and global climate 
change. 

For each resource area, the analysis 
begins with a description of the potential 
impacts on the resource that may occur from 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
regional projects, activities, and agency plans. 
This analysis is followed a description ofthe 
potential impacts for the conveyance or 
transfer scenario that represents the maximum 
level of potential impacts for that resource. 
This methodology results in a conservative 
analysis that overstates potential impacts 
that may occur in the next 10 years (see 
Section 4.1 in Chapter 4). Potential 
cumulative impacts are defined with an 
assessment of the context and intensity of the 
impacts and the incremental contribution of 
the conveyance or transfer to regional 
cumulative effects. 

15.3 Cumulative Impacts by 
Resource Area 

The following sections present 
descriptions of cumulative impacts by 
resource area. For comparison purposes 
Table 15.3-1 is provided, summarizing 
cumulative impacts for each resource area. 

15.3. 1 Land Use 

Cumulative impacts to land use are 
assessed by comparing the compatibility of 
anticipated changes in land use to existing 
adjacent land uses, management plans, 
policies, and practices. Cumulative impacts to 
land use occur when the net effect of 
incremental impacts would conflict with 
established land uses in the region, disrupt or 
divide established land use configurations, 
represent a substantial change in land use 
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RESOURCE 
AREA 

Land Use 

Transportation 

Infrastructure 

Table 15.3-1. Summary of Cumulative Effects Within the Region of Influence 

CT EIS PROPOSED 
LANL ACTIVITIES OTHER REGIONAL TOTAL POTENTIAL 

ACTION ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES IMPACT 

Maximum of 826 acres No changes outside LANL Land use would change in several Development or alteration of over 
(335 hectares) would be boundaries. Within LANL, locations in the Los 826 acres (335 hectares) would 
developed or redeveloped. environmental restoration Alamos/White Rock area where change the land uses from 
Potential for introduction of land activities may change land use. residential developments are primarily forest or woodlands to 
uses incompatible with adjacent currently in various stages of residential, commercial, or 
resource protection efforts. Loss planning or construction. Other industrial uses. 
of recreational opportunities under commercial, industrial, and 
some scenarios. residential development projects 

would be anticipated in Los 
Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe 
Counties. In addition, a research 
park covering about 60 acres 
(24 hectares) ofland leased from 
the DOE also is being planned. 

Peak hour traffic entering or Potential increase in local traffic New residential development Increases in local traffic could be 
exiting all I 0 tracts could increase from increase of up to 1,400 full- could cause increases in local substantial and could overload 
by a range of approximately 751 time employees. traffic. existing roads, thus requiring road 
to 3, 775 trips in ROI commuter improvements. 
traffic. 

Cumulative usage increases would Maximum cumulative uses are Estimated maximum cumulative Total anticipated uses would 
be • Electricity use: 693 gwh uses, including increases from exceed the capacity for peak 
• Electricity use: 32 gwh • Peak power: 100 mw current developments and the power supply, water rights, and 

• Peak power: 6 mw Natural gas: 2,020 mcf 
research park would be the Bayo Wastewater Treatment 

• Electricity use: 106 gwh Plant. Estimated local landfill life • • Natural gas: 459 mcf (57,200 mly) would be reduced to 5.5 years. 
(13,000 mly) Water: 740 mgy (2,802 rilly) • Peak power: 16 mw 

• The Bayo Wastewater Treatment • Natural gas: 1,253 mcf • Water: 382 mgy (1,446 mly) Solid waste: 3,160 tpy Plant's capacity would be • (35,530 mly) 
• Solid waste: 2,385 tpy (2,867 mty) exceeded by 57 mgy (216 mly). 

(2,163 mty) • Water: 1,111 mgy (4,214 mly) 
Potential cumulative wastewater • Solid waste: 17,821 tpy 

Increases in discharges to discharge to the SWSC is 187 mgy (16,161 mty) 
wastewater treatment plants could (708 mly). 
be 132 mgy (500 mly) for the Potential wastewater discharges to 
Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant the SWSC and, Bayo and White 
and 41 mgy (155 mly) for the Rock wastewater treatment plants 
White Rock Wastewater are 199,425, and 151 mgy (753, 
Treatment Facility. 1,609, and 572 mly), respectively. 
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Table 15.3-1. Summary of Cumulative Effects Within the ROI {Continued) 

CT EIS PROPOSED 
LANL ACTIVITIES 

OTHER REGIONAL TOTAL POTENTIAL 
ACTION ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES IMPACT 

Ambient noise levels would Temporary and minor noise is Noise effects would be similar to Ambient noise would increase in 
increase above current levels for associated with construction on those described for the CT EIS local areas due to construction and 
most of the contemplated land LANL property. Impacts from Proposed Action Alternative. increased motor traffic, but would 
uses. Ambient noise levels noise and vibration associated not add appreciably to overall 
associated with cultural with explosives testing would be noise levels. In most tracts, noise 
preservation, natural areas, and similar to those currently would occur more often than at 
current transportation and utility experienced. present. 
corridors would remain about the 
same. Demolition and 
construction activities temporarily 
would elevate noise levels to a 
range of74 to 95 dBA. 
Residential uses typically would 
result in ambient noise levels 
between 50 and 70 dBA, and 
cow..merdal and :industrial !and 
uses typically would result in 60 
to 70 dBA. Noise would be 
present during a greater part of the 
day on developed tracts, and 
overall noise from vehicular 
traffic would increase. 
The objectives of the scenic No changes except for new Effects to visual resources would Impacts to visual resources would 
classes associated with the tracts lighting associated with a new be similar to those described for be minimal. 
would be met. Generally, the transportation corridor on LANL the CT EIS Proposed Action 
existing visual values would be property. Alternative. 
maintained. 
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Socioeconomic 

Ecological 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Table 15.3-1. Summary of Cumulative Effects Within the ROI (Continued} 

CT EIS PROPOSED LANL ACTIVITIES OTHER REGIONAL TOTAL POTENTIAL 
ACTION ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES IMPACT 

Short-term economic gains from Increase of up to 4,230 people in Socioeconomic effects would be Both short-term and long-term 
construction activities. Long-term the Tri -County area from increase similar to those described for the beneficial economic effects would 
gains depend on the intensity of in LANL employees under the CT EIS Proposed Action be expected from increased 
development. SWEIS Preferred Alternative. Alternative. development. Overall impacts to 

Associated increase of employment, income, population 
$172 million in personal income. and housing would be minor 

within the ROI, but would be 
concentrated in the Los Alamos 
area. Improvements would be 
expected in the regional tax base 
but, according to the County of 
Los Alamos, would probably not 
offset the loss of assistance 
payments. 

Development footprints for the 10 Removal of up to 41 acres Development of previously Development of more than 
tracts include approximately ( 17 hectares) of pinyon-juniper undisturbed areas would cause 818 acres (331 hectares) would 
770 acres (312 hectares) of woodland habitat and 7 acres habitat destruction. degrade large amounts of wildlife 
relatively undisturbed habitat, (3 hectares) of ponderosa habitat and would cause adverse 
primarily ponderosa pine forest pine-Gambel oak on LANL impacts to ecological resources 
and pinyon-juniper woodland. property. No significant and could result in further 
Contemplated uses would be ecological effects would be fragmentation of habitat and 
expected to degrade large amounts expected. disruption of wildlife migration 
adjacent habitat, including corridors. 
preferred habitat for the American 
peregrine falcon and the Mexican 
spotted owl. 

Development of 826 acres Potential exists for effects to some Development of previously Development of 826 acres 
(335 hectares) and use of tracts for prehistoric resources due to undisturbed areas could result in (335 hectares) and use of 
natural areas could result in shrapnel or vibrations from physical destruction, damage, or conveyed or transferred tracts for 
physical destruction, damage, or explosives testing. Also, 15 sites alteration of cultural resources. natural areas could result in 
alteration of cultural resources on potentially eligible for the physical destruction, damage, or 
the subject tracts and in adjacent National Register of Historic alteration of cultural resources. 
areas. Potential loss of certain Places could be affected by the Potential loss of certain Federal 
Federal protections for cultural expansion of Area G. protections for cultural resources 
resources on subject tracts could on conveyed or transferred tracts 
result. could result. 
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RESOURCE 
AREA 

Geology and 
Soils 

Water 
Resources 

Air Resources 

Table 15.3-1. Summary of Cumulative Effects Within the ROI (Continued) 

CT EIS PROPOSED LANL ACTIVITIES OTHER REGIONAL TOTAL POTENTIAL 
ACTION ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES IMPACT 

Development would disturb soils No impacts to geologic resources Development of previously Cumulative impacts to geologic 
and increase runoff. No other expected, except for minimal undisturbed areas would result in resources are not considered to be 
impacts to geologic resources deposition of contaminants to soil disturbance; but, no other substantial. 
would be expected. soils. impacts to geologic resources 

would be expected. 

An additional 382 mgy Potential cumulative groundwater Groundwater use estimations for Total anticipated uses would 
(1,446 mly) of groundwater could usage is 740 mgy (2,800 mly). Los Alamos County, including the exceed the capacity for water 
be used. Potential exists for Surface water quality within current developments and the rights by 533 mgy (2,020 mly). 
degradation of surface water LANL is not expected to change research park are 1,111 mgy The additional water withdrawal 
quality from construction activity substantially. (4,214 mly). Potential exists for would accelerate drawdown of the 
and increased pollutant loads and degradation of surface water main aquifer and could seriously 
surface runoff volumes from quality from construction activity impact the amount of cheaply 
increase in impermeable areas. and increased pollutant loads and treatable water available. 
Placement and operation of new surface runoff volumes from Potential for degradation of 
water wells to address increased increase in impermeable areas. surface water quality during 
,1...,._,..,_~ ,..,.....,..,l,f ~..,_-..,,..• .,....,..,.,...,,l,. .. u-.+...,..., 
U.'-'UUU.J.U ~vuu.1 . .uuya'"'" &vuuuna"'""" construction activities. 

I qualitv. 
Increases expected in criteria Criteria and toxic pollutant Increases would be expected in Increases in criteria and toxic 
pollutants from mobile sources emissions are not expected to criteria pollutants from mobile pollutant emissions would occur. 
and homes using natural gas or exceed applicable standards or sources and homes using natural The cumulative effect from these 
propane. Slight increase expected approach levels that could affect gas or propane. Slight increase increases would not be expected 
in emissions of hazardous air human health. Increases in criteria would be expected in emissions of to be major. Increased 
pollutants from industrial pollutants would be expected from hazardous air pollutants from development would lead to 
facilities. Contributions to global additional mobile sources industrial facilities. Contributions additional artificial light and 
climate change would increase associated with increased to global climate change would impacts to visibility of the night 
more than 25-fold due to motor employment. increase due to motor vehicle sky. Increased carbon dioxide and 
vehicle traffic and residential use traffic and residential use of fossil greenhouse gases are expected 
of fossil fuels. fuels. locally. These would represent a 

shift of impacts from other areas 
and would not be an important 
contributor to global climate 
change. 
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Table 15.3-1. Summary of Cumulative Effects Within the ROI (Continued) 

t§ II RESOURCE II ~T EIS PROPOSED II LANL ACTIVITIES II OTHER REGIONAL II TOTAL POTENTIAL II 
AREA ACTION ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES IMPACT 
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Human Health 

Environmental 
Justice 

As many as 900 new residents 
could be brought into closer 
proximity to LANL facilities at 
the DOE LAAO and DP Road 
Tracts and another 2,200 residents 
and lodgers at the White Rock 
Tract Commercial development 
could bring as many as 6,000 
private-sector employees into 
existing radiation buffer zones at 
the DP Road, TA 21, and Airport 
Tracts. These developments 
would mean increased public 
exposure to radiological and 
chemical emissions from LANL 
normal operations and 
hypothetical accidents. A 
substantial increase in the public 
collective radiation dose and 
LCFs would result. 

No direct adverse effects on 
minority or low-income 
populations. Indirect impacts 
could include disruption of 
traditional wood gathering 
activities or loss of traditional 
cultural properties, which may 
lead to environmental justice 
im_j)(lCts. 

Fifty-seven excess latent cancer 
fatalities for the public are 
estimated to result from 
hypothetical accidents. 

No direct or indirect adverse 
effects on minority or low-income 
populations. 

No substantial impacts to human 
health would be expected. 

Because no other applicable 
Federal activities have been 
identified by the cumulative 
analysis, environmental justice 
issues do not arise. 

No substantial impacts to human 
health would be expected for 
normal operations. The latent 
cancer fatalities from hypothetical 
accidents would increase from 
about 57 excess latent cancer 
fatalities to approximately 98 
excess latent cancer fatalities from 
LANL operations because of 
increased populations close to 
LANL facilities. 

No cumulative adverse effects on 
minority or low-income 
populations would be expected. 

Notes: gwh = gigawatt-hours, mw = megawatt, mcf = million cubic feet, mly = million liters per year, mgy = million gallons per year, tpy = tons per year, mty = metric tons per 
year, SWSC = Sanitary Wastewater Systems Consolidation, dBA =A-weighted decibels 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

configurations, or would be inconsistent with 
adopted land use plans. 

Past and present land use in the region is 
described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. No specific changes in land use 
or impacts are anticipated for upcoming 
LANL activities, but completion of 
environmental restoration actions may allow 
the possibility of changes in future land use. 
These ongoing environmental restoration 
actions will require the treatment and/or 
removal of large quantities of various waste 
materials from LANL during the next 10 
years. Treatment methods and disposition of 
these wastes will be addressed by separate 
NEP A review. In general, these actions are 
proceeding independently ofthe conveyance 
or transfer process; but the conveyance and 
transfer scenarios may influence decisions on 
the timing, cleanup levels, and the inclusion 
of certain buildings in environmental 
restoration activities. Table 15.3.1-1 
summarizes the estimated waste volumes 
associated with environmental restoration 
activities for the 10 subject tracts, based on 
very preliminary site characterization. It 
should be emphasized that environmental 
restoration actions would proceed under the 
No Action Alternative. Other anticipated 
regional changes in land use include the 
development of forest, grazing, and open
space land for residential and commercial 
uses. Under the various conveyance and 
transfer scenarios, future land use patterns 
could change on several tracts, as described in 
Chapter 5 through Chapter 14. 

Potentially important cumulative impacts 
of these changes in land use would include 
the loss of trail access and other recreational 
opportunities; the introduction of land uses 
that are incompatible with adjacent National 
Park Service (NPS), U.S. Forest Service 
(USPS), and LANL resource protection 
missions and plans; increased activity in 
proximity to protected wildlife habitat and 
cultural resources; and the net loss and further 
fragmentation of ecosystems, which would 
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reduce the amount and quality of plant and 
animal habitat in the region. Population 
increases also would increase visitation at 
Bandelier National Monument (BNM) and 
require the expenditure of scarce financial 
resources to provide for more visitors' 
services and security. 

While cumulative impacts to land use 
would affect only a small percentage of the 
total region, many of the anticipated impacts 
from actions would be concentrated in the 
vicinity ofLos Alamos, LANL, and White 
Rock. Implementation of the various 
conveyance and transfer scenarios, especially 
those contemplated for the Rendija Canyon 
and the White Rock Tracts could be important 
contributors to cumulative impacts in this 
area. 

15.3.2 Transportation 
Cumulative impacts to transportation are 

assessed by combining the number of trips 
anticipated to be generated by the 
contemplated land uses and the infrastructure 
improvements required to accommodate 
increased traffic levels with the transportation 
impacts of other existing and planned 
developments. 

The regional transportation infrastructure 
and capacities are described in Chapter 3, 
Affected Environment. Peak hourly traffic in 
the vicinity ofLANL ranges from 114 (State 
Road [SR] 4) to 5,285 vehicles (SR 501) for 
onsite routes and ranges from 380 (SR 4) to 
7,069 vehicles (U.S. 84/285) for regional 
routes. Some minor increases in worker trips 
and increased truck transport of hazardous 
ehemical and radioactive materials are 
expected as a result of future LANL activities 
and increases in employment. Workers from 
the planned Research Park development and 
residents from the various residential 
developments would cause increases in the 
number oftrips anticipated regionally. Under 
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Table 15.3.1-1. Estimated Environmental Restoration Waste Volumes 

TRACT 
CONTEMPLATED 

LAND USE 

Rendija Canyon Cultural Preservation 

Rendija Can_yon Residential Development 

DOELAAO Commercial Development 

DOELAAO Residential Development 

Miscellaneous 
Commercial Development 

Site 22 

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Cultural Preservation 
Monument 

DP Road 
Commercial/Industrial 

Development 

DP Road 
Residential/Commercial 

Development 

TA21 
Commercial/Industrial 

Development 

Airport 
Commercial/Industrial 

Development 

White RockY Cultural Preservation 

TA 74 Cultural Preservation 

White Rock 
Cultural Preservation/ 

Commercial Development 

White Rock 
Residential/Commercial 

Development 

Notes: 
All volwnes are cubic yards (followed by cubic meters). 
PRSs = potential release sites 
D&D = decontamination and decommissioning 

CLEANUP OF 
PASs 

7,500 (5,700) 

7,500 (5,700) 

90 (70) 

230 (176) 

10 (8) 

--

810 (620) 

750 (570) 

9,290 (7,090) 

24,460 (18,690) 

--

0 

--

--

D&DOF REMEDIATION 
MAJOR WASTE TYPE 

STRUCTURES OF CANYONS 

-- 0 Hazardous wastes from munitions 

-- 0 Hazardous wastes from munitions 

300 (230) -- Construction debris 

3,190 (2,440) -- Construction debris 

-- -- Construction debris 

-- -- No cleanup required 

2,220 (1,690) 0 RCRA hazardous wastes 

2,220 (1,690) 0 RCRA hazardous wastes 

56,560 (43,220) 0 Construction debris 

0 -- Solid waste from former landfill 

0 3, 770 (2,880) 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

0 98,880 (74,910) 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

0 0 No cleanup required 

940 (720) 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

Dash (-) indicates there are no PRSs, structures, or canyons. 
Zero indicates that no wastes are expected to be generated. 
RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

the various conveyance or transfer scenarios, 
commercial, industrial, and residential 
developments would greatly increase the 
number of trips generated. 

Potentially important cumulative impacts 
to regional transportation would include 
increases in overall regional and local traffic. 
Traffic increases may require improvements 
to the transportation infrastructure such as 
traffic controls, new roads, road widening, 
and bridges. Traffic increases also may 
degrade local air quality. 

The expected impacts to transportation 
would be expected to be concentrated in the 
areas near the Los Alamos townsite and 
LANL area rather than be distributed 
throughout the region. Implementation of the 
various conveyance or transfer scenarios 
would be an important contributor to 
cumulative impacts in this area. An increase 
in local traffic would be expected for land 
tracts undergoing development. Peak hourly 
traffic would likely increase in 6 ofthe 10 
parcels by 751 to 3, 775 vehicles. The largest 
increases would be associated with further 
development of the Airport Tract from 
approximately 278 to 1,554 vehicles during 
the peak traffic period. Areas transferred for 
cultural preservation would expect a decrease 
in local traffic due to increased access 
restrictions. 

15.3.3 Infrastructure 

Cumulative impacts to infrastructure and 
utilities are assessed by comparing the current 
capacities ofutility systems and infrastructure 
with utility demand and infrastructure 
requirements of reasonably foreseeable future 
regional projects and activities. Important 
cumulative impacts occur when the net effect 
of incremental impacts of the proposed 
action, added to those of other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
would create demand in excess of utility 
capacities and would require extensive 
expansion of infrastructure. 

October 1999 15-10 

Potentially important cumulative impacts 
to regional utilities and infrastructure have 
been identified. The increase in peaking 
demand for electricity would be expected to 
exceed the capacity of the electrical power 
system. Water usage would be projected to 
exceed water rights. Delivery systems for gas 
may need to be upgraded to handle increased 
demand. The capacity of the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant would be 
expected to be exceeded. Solid waste 
production would be expected to reduce the 
expected life of the regional landfill. 

A description of utility infrastructure is 
presented in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. System capacities, current and 
anticipated utility use, and waste generation 
associated with LANL, other regional 
developments, and the conveyance and 
transfer scenarios are included in 
Table 15.3.3-1. 

The system capacities for the various 
utilities are reiterated here for comparison. 
Note that many of the numbers are 
''bounding" numbers; in other words, they are 
the highest usage that could realistically be 
~expected. The cumulative usage on the 
!transferred tracts represents the maximum 
utility usage associated with the contemplated 
lland uses for each tract. Note also that the 
disposition of the tracts and any subsequent 
development would occur over the course of 
l 0 years, so impacts to utility systems would 
not be immediate. 

The contemplated developments on these 
l.ands would increase the electricity peaking 
power demand by 6 megawatts and the 
dectrical energy usage by 32 gigawatt-hours. 
Other developments in the County would 
increase the peaking power demand by 
2 megawatts to a total of 16 megawatts and 
increase electricity usage by 12 gigawatts to a 
total of I 06 gigawatts. Projected LANL 
developments would create an additional 
power demand of 5 megawatts and energy 
usage of 65 gigawatts. The total increase in 
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Table 15.3.3-1. Cumulative Utility Usage Projections versus Existing Capacity 
- -----

WATER mgy (mly) SEWAGE mgy (mly) 
POWER ELEC. GAS SOLID WASTE 

mw gwh met (mly) WHITE tpy (mty)" 
COUNTY LANL swsc BAYO ROCK 

System Capacity 107 860 8,100 (229,400) 1,260 (4,770) 540 (2,044) 220(833) 500 (1,893) 300 (1,136) 

Current Usageb 

LANLC 95 628 2,020 (57,200) - 693 (2,624) 187 (708) - - 2,700 (2,600) 

County+BNM 14 94 1 040 (29 500) 96313 645J - - 365 (1 382) 146 (553) 15 990 (14 500) c 

SUM 109 722 3,060 (86,700) 963 (3,645) 693 (2,624) 187 (708) 365 (1,382) 146 (553) 18,690 (17,100) 

Remaining Capacity" -2 215 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) -153 (-579) 33 (125) 135 (511) 154 (583) 7 years 

LANL Developments 

Expanded Operationsb 5 65 0 (0) - 47 (178) 0 (0) 0 (0)_ 0(0) 300 (272) 

Remaining Capacity" -7 150 5,040 (142,700) 297 (1,125) -200 (-758) 33 (125) 135 (511) 154 (583) 6.8 years 

County Developments 

Transferred Land 6 32 459{13,000) 382 (1,446) - 0 (0) 132 (500) 41 (155) 2,385 (2,163) 

Current developments 1 8 170_{4,810) 131 (496_l - 0 (0) 60 (227) 5 (19) 1,176 (1,067) 

Research Park 1 4 43_(1,220) 17 (64) - 12 (45) 0 (0) 0 (0) 200(181) 

Espanola growth' 455 (413) 

SUM 8 45 672 (19,030) 530 (2,006) - 12 (45) 192 (727) 46 (174) 4,216 (3,824} 

Remaining Capacity" -15 105 4,368 (123,670) -233 (-881) -200 (-758) 21 (80) -57 ( -216) 108 (409) 5.5 years 

Notes: mw =megawatts, gwh =megawatt-hours, mcf= million cubic feet, mly =million liter per year, mgy =million gallons per year, tpy =tons per year, mty =metric tons per year 

' Remaining capacity oflandfill estimated at 7 years (130,000 tons [120,000 metric tons] at current disposal rates). 

b Includes 20 mgy at the Strategic Computing Complex (SCC), which is not reflected in the SWEIS. The SWEIS assumes 100% ofSCC water needs are met with treated wastewater. In the 
CT EIS a more conservative assumption is used. It is assumed that only two-thirds of the SCC water needs are met by recycled wastewater with the remaining third met by fresh water. 

' No Action Alternative from the SWEIS. Figures reflect a decrease in anticipated peak power at the LEDA Facility. 

d Includes solid wastes from Los Alamos County, Espanola, and Santa Clara Pueblo. 

• Difference from contract limits or physical capacity. 

r Based on growth of Rio Arriba County in the LANL SWEIS. 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

peaking demand from all future developments 
would be expected to exceed the peaking 
power capacity of the electrical system by 
15 megawatts. 

The increase in natural gas usage for 
developments in the County and at LANL is 
shown in Table 15.3.3-1. It is not anticipated 
that these developments would exceed the 
capacity of the regional delivery system. 
However, some segments of the local delivery 
system may need to be upgraded to handle the 
increased demand. 

As shown in Table 15.3.3-1, Los Alamos 
County water use resulting from 
contemplated developments on dispositioned 
land would be expected to increase by 
382 million gallons (1,446 million liters) per 
year. Other County developments would 
increase water usage by an additional 
148 million gallons (560 million liters) per 
year, bringing the total County increase to 
530 million gallons (2,006 million liters) per 
year. Under the proposed 70/30 split of water 
rights between the County and the DOE, 
these developments would cause the County 
to exceed their water rights by an estimated 
233 million gallons (882 million liters) per 
year. The projected increase in water usage 
for LANL is 47 million gallons (178 million 
liters) per year. Based on these projections, 
the DOE (LANL) would exceed its share of 
the water rights by 200 million gallons 
(757 million liters) per year. If the County 
were to address this increased demand by the 
installation of new water supply wells, then 
the placement and operation of these wells 
could impact water quality. 

Wastewater treatment at the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant would increase 
by 132 million gallons (500 million liters) per 
year from developments on dispositioned 
lands (not including developments on the 
White Rock Tract, which would pipe sewage 
to the White Rock Wastewater Treatment 
Facility). Proposed and ongoing 
developments in the County would produce 
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an additional 60 million gallons (227 million 
liters) of effluent annually to be treated at the 
Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant. The total 
estimated increase would be 192 million 
gallons (727 million liters) per year, which 
would cause the capacity of the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant to be exceeded 
by 57 million gallons (216 million liters) per 
year. Increases in wastewater to the LANL 
Sanitary Waste Systems Consolidation 
(SWSC) Plant and the White Rock 
Wastewater Treatment Facility would not be 
expected to exceed the rated capacities. 

Solid waste production would increase by 
2,385 tons (2, 163 metric tons) per year as a 
result of developments on transferred lands 
as shown in Table 15.3.3-1. An additional ' 
1,376 tons (1,248 metric tons) per year 
would be generated from other developments 
in the County, and another 455 tons 
( 413 metric tons) per year would be expected 
from growth in Espanola. LANL solid waste 
production is expected to increase by 300 tons 
(272 metric tons) per year from the SWEIS 
Expanded Operation Alternative and 
development of the Strategic Computing 
Complex (SCC). LANL solid waste 
projections do not include wastes generated 
by planned environmental restoration 
activities. The disposition of environmental 
restoration wastes is not known at this time. 
However, all wastes would be managed 
according to applicable regulations and 
permits and according to the decisions made 
based on the DOE's WM PElS. The total 
increase in solid waste production of 
4,516 tons (4,098 metric tons) per year would 
reduce the life of the landfill from 7 to 5.5 
years. The County has decided to close the 
current landfill and is planning the 
development of a new regional solid waste 
facility (PC 1999c). Increases in solid waste 
production may require accelerating the 
development of the new facility. 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

15.3.4 Noise 
Cumulative noise impacts are assessed 

by determining the increases in levels of 
noise anticipated to be generated by the 
contemplated land uses and from construction 
related to the development of the tracts. 
Important cumulative impacts occur when the 
net effect of regional projects or activities 
would cause a noticeable and adverse 
increase in ambient noise levels or if 
construction causes excessive noise and 
vibrations. 

Past and present noise sources and levels 
are described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. Noise and vibration from 
LANL activities are expected to increase 
slightly during construction and operation of 
new facilities and due to increased frequency 
of high explosives testing. Other anticipated 
noise sources would include construction 
noise associated with housing, commercial 
and industrial projects, and increases in 
ambient noise associated with use of these 
facilities and residences and vehicle traffic. 
Similar potential changes would occur under 
the conveyance or transfer scenarios. 

Cumulatively, ambient noise would 
increase in local areas, especially during 
construction, but would not add appreciably 
to overall noise levels. In most tracts, noise 
would occur more often than at present. Areas 
designated for cultural preservation and 
natural areas would experience similar levels 
of noise or slight decreases in ambient noise 
levels. 

15.3.5 Visual Resources 
Important cumulative impacts occur when 

the net effect of regional projects or activities 
would adversely affect scenic quality from a 
regional perspective. 

Regional visual resources are described in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment. Visual 
resources are not expected to change due to 
future LANL activities except for increases in 
lighting associated with a transportation 
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corridor. Residential, commercial, and 
industrial development in undisturbed areas 
could degrade views and would increase 
ambient light visible in the night sky in the 
region. Similar visual changes could occur 
under the various conveyance or transfer 
scenarios. 

As more undisturbed lands are developed, 
there would be some cumulative impact on 
visual resources, especially in the vicinity of 
LANL, Los Alamos, and White Rock. This 
reduction in visual quality would probably 
not be substantial on a regional scale; but, 
diminished viewsheds could impact resources 
important to maintaining a positive visitor 
experience on adjacent NPS lands. The 
maintenance of viewsheds from BNM have 
been identified as critical to the management 
mission ofBNM. The negative effects on 
viewsheds of regional development and 
increased lighting of the night sky would be 
considered to be very important regional 
impacts. Implementation of conveyance or 
transfer scenarios in currently undeveloped 
areas would be an important component of 
the intensity of these potential impacts. 
Conveyance and transfer scenarios in 
previously developed areas on several tracts 
could positively impact visual resources by 
replacing less visually appealing structures 
with more visually compatible industrial and 
commercial structures. Areas designated for 
cultural preservation and natural areas would 
experience similar levels ofvisual resources 
as currently enjoyed or slight improvement. 

15.3.6 Socioeconomics 
Cumulative socioeconomic impacts are 

assessed by comparing baseline conditions 
with anticipated regional changes in 
population, employment, and expenditures 
expected as a result of reasonably foreseeable 
projects and activities. Important cumulative 
socioeconomic impacts occur when the net 
effect of regional projects or activities would 
substantially alter the location and 
distribution of regional populations, 
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15.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

substantially raise the unemployment rate, 
substantially affect the local housing market, 
or result in the need for new school services. 

Because of its unique history, Los Alamos 
County has long been economically 
dependent on transfer payments from the 
DOE. These payments have ended. The DOE 
is transferring municipal facilities functions 

' ' and lands to contribute to the economic self-
sufficiency ofthe County. 

Past and present socioeconomic 
conditions are described in Chapter 3, 
Affected Environment. LANL activities 
account for an estimated one third of 
employment, wage and salary, and business 
activity in the Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and 
Santa Fe Counties. LANL is expected to 
increase employment offull-time equivalent 
employees by 2,186 over 1995 and area 
population would likely increase by 4,230 
people. Other regional developments such as 
the Research Park, which is expected to 
employ 1,600 people, and other commercial 
and industrial developments would increase 
local employment and wage levels. 
Residential construction also would be 
expected to increase temporary construction 
employment and provide housing for 
anticipated population increases. 

Under the various conveyance or transfer 
scenarios, similar developments are planned 
and would be expected to increase 
employment and wage levels and to 
contribute to population growth regionally. 
Depending on the scenarios implemented, 
320 businesses could be developed on the 
tracts, employing up to 6,080 workers and 
generating a total of 8,957 jobs within the 
ROI. As many as 2,360 residences could be 
placed on the tracts, increasing White Rock 
and Los Alamos population by 6,620 
residents. 

Expected cumulative impacts to regional 
socioeconomics would include positive 
population, employment, and economic 
growth within the ROI. The contribution of 
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the conveyance or transfer of the subject 
tracts to regional socioeconomic impacts 
would be likely be short-term economic gains 
from construction. Long-term gains would 
include increased levels of employment and 
wages and an increase in locally available 
housing to match projected population 
growth. Regional development would 
contribute to economic self-sufficiency but 
would not be expected to replace the loss of 
transfer payment funds, according to 
information provided by the County (see 
Chapter 18, Section 18.1). 

15.3. 7 Ecological Resources 
Cumulative impacts to ecological 

resources are assessed by comparing the 
impacts on watersheds, vegetation, fauna, and 
habitat used by threatened and endangered 
species anticipated by the conveyance and the 
contemplated land uses with impacts 
associated with other regional projects and 
activities. Important cumulative impacts 
could occur when the net effect of regional 
projects or activities result in harm, 
harassment, or destruction of protected 
species; the fragmentation, or loss of sensitive 
habitat and breeding areas; and the loss of 
substantial numbers of individuals of native 
plant or animal species. 

Regional ecological resources are 
described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. Projected LANL activities 
would include the removal of up to 41 acres 
( 17 hectares) of pinyon-juniper habitat and 
7 acres (3 hectares) of ponderosa pine
Gambel oak habitat. Regional projects 
include the development of an undetermined 
amount of previously undisturbed plant and 
animal habitat. Under the conveyance or 
transfer development scenarios, 
approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) would 
be developed or redeveloped, resulting in the 
direct loss of approximately 770 acres 
(312 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and 
pinyon-juniper woodland. Development 
would be expected to degrade large amounts 
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of adjacent habitat near the developed 
portions of the tract. 

Potentially important cumulative impacts 
to regional ecological resources include a net 
loss and fragmentation of existing 
watersheds, migration routes, and habitat 
from development, which would also 
contribute to the deterioration of adjacent 
habitat. Development projects in the region 
would be expected to cause the direct 
mortality ofless-mobile species during 
construction and through habitat loss and 
force the relocation of mobile species into 
areas with limited carrying capacities. 
Increased human use of habitat areas in the 
region due to better access, residential 
development, and sanctioning of recreational 
uses could disturb breeding and nesting areas 
and increase the damaging impacts of 
domestic pets. The additional fragmentation 
of land ownership would hinder efforts for 
regional resource planning by watershed or 
ecosystems. The loss of habitat and alteration 
of travel routes could result in an increase in 
automobile accidents involving vehicles and 
animals and property damage caused by 
animals. 

While cumulative impacts to ecological 
resources would affect only a small 
percentage of the total region, many of the 
anticipated impacts from actions would be 
concentrated in the vicinity ofLos Alamos, 
LANL, and White Rock. Implementation of 
the conveyance or transfer scenarios, 
especially those contemplated for the Rendija 
Canyon Tract, could be important 
contributors to cumulative impacts in this 
area. The largest loss would be associated 
with development in the Rendija Canyon 
Tract of approximately 570 acres 
(359 hectares). For the American peregrine 
falcon and Mexican spotted owl, 
approximately 4 percent of available 
preferred habitat from current DOE lands 
would be lost. 
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15.3.8 Cultural Resources 
Cumulative impacts to cultural resources 

are assessed by weighing the anticipated 
impacts on prehistoric, historic, and 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) 
resources related to the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts and the contemplated 
land uses with impacts associated with other 
regional projects and activities. Important 
cumulative impacts occur when the net effect 
of regional projects or activities would result 
in the destruction, alteration, isolation, 
neglect, loss of protection, or the introduction 
ofvisible, audible, or atmospheric elements 
out of character with the resource. Because 
cultural resources are considered 
nonrenewable, each loss contributes to a 
decrease in the existing regional resource 
base, or, in the case ofTCPs, a loss of a part 
of the cultural or spiritual heritage of a group 
or individual. 

An overview of the cultural resources in 
the region is described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. Planned LANL construction 
activities and explosives testing may affect up 
to 15 archaeological sites and other properties 
eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places, but these impacts will be addressed by 
the National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 consultation process. Other 
regional development projects would involve 
ground disturbing activities; but, it is not 
known whether cultural resources would be 
or have been affected by these projects. 
Conveyance or transfer could remove over 
4,800 acres (1,994 hectares) of land from 
certain Federal cultural resource protections. 
Development of approximately 826 acres 
(335 hectares) could result in adverse effects 
to cultural resources on the tracts and in 
adjacent areas. 

It is possible that implementation of these 
projects could result in additional important 
cumulative impacts to the regional resource 
base and/or disruption ofNative American or 
other cultural practices. Potential cumulative 
impacts would include destruction, alteration, 
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or isolation of prehistoric, historic, or TCP 
resources or the introduction of elements out 
of character with their setting. Residential 
development and increased access by the 
public could cause possible destruction or 
damage of resources, vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and 
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional 
practices and ceremonies. Negative impacts 
to very important cultural resources on 
adjacent NPS and USFS lands would be 
likely due to increased access opportunities. 
Adjacent development and subsequent 
increased access and visitation to BNM and 
the Santa Fe National Forest would likely 
seriously impact the ability of these land
managing agencies to provide for the 
protection and interpretation of important 
cultural resource sites. 

Because the extent of cultural resources 
affected by other regional projects is 
unknown and resources present would be 
subject to less protection when the tracts are 
conveyed or transferred, it is difficult to 
assess the contribution to overall cumulative 
impacts. Conveyance or transfer scenarios 
would potentially impact a large number of 
cultural resources in the immediate vicinity of 
LANL but not in the overall region. 

15.3.9 Geology and Soils 
Cumulative impacts to geology and soils 

are assessed by comparing the impacts on 
slope stability, soils, mineral resources, 
seismic risk, and the release of soil-borne 
contaminants based on the contemplated land 
uses with impacts associated with other 
regional projects and activities. Important 
cumulative impacts occur when the net effect 
of regional projects or activities would result 
in large-scale slope instability, erosion, or 
loss of prime agricultural or mineral 
resources. 

The geology and soils of the region are 
described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. No specific changes to soils or 
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impacts would be anticipated for upcoming 
LANL activities. Other anticipated regional 
changes would include some soil disturbance 
due to construction in previously undisturbed 
areas. Under the conveyance or transfer 
scenarios, over 826 acres {335 hectares) of 
soil could be disturbed due to development, 
as described in Chapter 5 through Chapter 14. 

Cumulative effects to geology and soils 
would be minor on a regional basis. 
Implementation of the conveyance or transfer 
scenarios would contribute to ground 
disturbance and potentially increase soil 
erosion. 

15.3.10 Water Resources 
Cumulative impacts to water resources are 

assessed by comparing the impacts on surface 
water and groundwater quantity and quality 
associated with the contemplated land uses 
and the impacts of reasonably foreseeable 
regional projects and activities. Important 
cumulative impacts occur when the net effect 
of regional incremental impacts would 
increase flood potential or could affect 
surface water or groundwater quality or 
quantity. Important cumulative impacts also 
would occur ifF ederal, State, or local 
regulatory requirements were violated by the 
combined impacts of regional projects or 
activities. 

The water resources of the region are 
described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. Current and projected water use 
is described in Table 15.3.3-1. No specific 
future LANL activities are expected to 
change surface water quality; but, water use is 
expected to increase. Other anticipated 
regional developments would be expected to 
increase groundwater demand and increase 
impermeable surfaces (such as parking lots 
and paved roads), affecting both the amount 
of runoff and the transport of contaminants. 
Full implementation ofthe conveyance or 
transfer development scenarios also would 
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increase water demand and impermeable 
surfaces. 

15.3.10.1 Water Quantity 

Cumulative impacts to surface water 
quantity from the increased developed areas 
would be expected to be inconsequential. 
Cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity 
and quality from the increased developed 
areas could be substantial. Currently, water 
levels in the regional aquifer are declining. 
Development of tracts under the contemplated 
land uses would increase the potential number 
of residents by about 30 percent. The 
additional water withdrawal associated with 
these development scenarios, coupled with 
the LANL SWEIS Preferred Alternative of a 
30 percent increase in water withdrawal from 
the main aquifer, could seriously impact the 
amount of available, cheaply treatable water 
for both Los Alamos County and LANL. 

15.3.1.0.2 Water Quality 

Cumulative impacts to surface water 
quality from the increase in developed areas 
would be expected to be relatively minor in 
relation to the current size of the Los Alamos 
and White Rock townsites and the variety of 
commercial and industrial businesses 
historically operated in the area. Surface 
water quality within or near tracts may be 
affected temporarily where proposed 
construction and development is to take place. 
Surface water quality may be affected on a 
long-term basis by the introduction of 
contaminants via stormwater runoff from the 
additional developed commercial, industrial, 
and parking areas. 

Cumulative impacts to groundwater 
quality could result from the placement and 
operation of new water supply wells that 
could be installed in order to address 
increased demand. Decreases in groundwater 
quality could result in impacts to human 
health. 
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15.3.11 Air Resources 
Cumulative impacts are assessed by 

weighing the air quality impacts associated 
with the conveyance and transfer of the tracts 
and the contemplated uses by the receiving 
parties with any air quality impacts expected 
from other regional projects and activities. 
Important air quality impacts occur when the 
net effect of regional projects or activities 
would have the potential to increase regional 
criteria, hazardous, and radioactive air 
pollutant concentrations in excess of Federal 
air quality and other standards. Emissions 
also may contribute to global climate change. 

The air resources of the region are 
described in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. Planned LANL activities would 
not be expected to exceed or approach 
applicable health-based standards for criteria 
or toxic air pollutants; but, there may be 
increases in mobile sources due to increased 
employment. Increased automobile, heating, 
and industrial emissions would be expected 
with new regional development, which could 
contribute to global climate change. 
Implementation of the conveyance or transfer 
scenarios would generate similar kinds of 
emiSSIOnS. 

15-17 

The EPA has identified seven criteria 
pollutants, and New Mexico three more. New 
Mexico Air Quality Region 3, consisting of 
Los Alamos and other counties, currently 
meets all standards for criteria pollutants. 
Transfer of the 10 tracts, and subsequent 
development of some of them, would result in 
slight increases in criteria pollutants from 
mobile sources and the heating of homes and 
commercial and industrial buildings. These 
additional emissions, however, would not 
have a significant impact on the air quality of 
the region, and Region 3 would continue to 
meet national and State air quality standards 
for criteria pollutants. 

Hazardous and toxic chemical air 
pollutants are currently emitted in small 
quantities as a result ofLANL research and 
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other activities. Concentrations of these 
pollutants, however, do not exceed health
based standards for any point beyond LANL 
boundaries (DOE 1999c), and no adverse 
health effects are expected. Transfer ofthe 10 
tracts, and subsequent development of some 
of them, would not be expected to result in 
additional emissions of such pollutants, but 
would bring members of the public closer to 
some LANL emission sources. However, 
concentrations would still not exceed health
based standards, and thus, no cumulative 
impacts would be expected. 

Radioactive air pollutants in the region 
come from LANL operations, mostly from 
research and production activities at the 
LANSCE facility at TA 53. Emissions are 
within health limits imposed by the EPA and 
would be expected to remain so 
(DOE 1999c). Transfer of the 10 tracts and 
subsequent development of some of them 
would not result in any additional emissions 
of radioactive air pollutants, but would bring 
members of the public closer to LANL 
emission sources. This would slightly 
increase the collective radiation dose received 
by members of the public but would not 
change the maximum dose received by any 
single individual. 

Visibility in the Los Alamos region is 
excellent. However, transfer ofthe 10 tracts 
and subsequent development of some of them 
would increase County population by as 
much as 30 percent. As discussed in 
Section 15.3.5, this development would result 
in increased lighting that would have a 
negative cumulative impact to views of the 
night sky, and could affect views in BNM. 

Finally, development subsequent to the 
disposition of the 10 tracts would 
significantly increase regional emissions of 
greenhouse gases, which contribute to global 
climate change. Increased emissions, an 
estimated 40,000 tons [36,300 metric tons] of 
carbon dioxide annually, would result from 
additional personal and commercial vehicles 
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and from the heating of new homes and 
commercial and industrial buildings. 
However, while this is significant from a 
regional perspective, contributions would be 
less than 0.001 percent of global emissions of 
these pollutants. 

15.3.12 Human Health 
Cumulative human impacts are assessed 

by weighing the human health and accident 
risks associated with the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts and the contemplated 
uses by the receiving parties with any human 
health impacts expected from other regional 
projects and activities. Important human 
health impacts occur when the net effect of 
regional projects or activities would have the 
potential to affect regional human health by 
increasing the exposure to radiological or 
hazardous materials or increasing the risk of 
accidents or the danger of natural 
phenomenon such as fires, floods, or 
earthquakes. 

Excluding the impacts of naturally 
occurring events, cumulative health impacts 
:result primarily from LANL operations. 
Development of the subject land tracts would 
not be expected to contribute substantially to 
human health impacts in the region. As 
shown in Figure 5.3.4.2-1 in Chapter 5 of the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c ), the estimated 
maximum dose resulting from expanded 
JLANL operations is estimated to be 
5.4 millirem per year; the estimated 
maximum dose to a resident of the Royal 
Crest Trailer Park is estimated to be 
4 millirem; the dose to Los Alamos townsite 
residents range from 1 to 2 millirem; and a 
'White Rock resident is estimated to receive 
Jess than 1 millirem. These exposures 
eorrelate to risks of excess latent cancer 
fatalities (LCFs) of2.7 x 10-6, 2 x 10-6, 0.5 to 
1. 0 x 10-6, and less than 0. 5 x 10-6 per year of 
operation, respectively, under normal 
operation conditions. 
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The human health impacts resulting from 
hypothetical accidents and naturally occurring 
events would increase due to the potential 
increase in residents and workers closer to 
LANL operations. While it is understood that 
not all tracts will be fully developed, it was 
assumed that each tract would be populated to 
the maximum extent associated with the 
identified land uses. Should all of the tracts be 
developed with the maximum populations 
identified, the population dose and LCFs due 
to hypothetical accidents would increase 
approximately 70 percent over the 120,000 
person-rem and 57 excess LCFs estimated in 
the LANL SWEIS. Similarly, the population 
dose and LCFs due to naturally occurring 
events would increase approximately 
60 percent over the 340,000 person-rem and 
230 excess LCFs estimated in the LANL 
SWEIS. 

15.3.13 Environmental Justice 
Cumulative environmental justice impacts 

are assessed by weighing the impacts 
associated with the conveyance and transfer 
of the tracts and the contemplated uses by the 
receiving parties with any environmental 
justice impacts expected from other regional 
projects and activities. Environmental justice 
impacts occur when the net effect of regional 
projects or activities would result in 
disproportionately high adverse human and 
environmental effects to minority or low
income populations. 

Environmental justice issues are discussed 
in Chapter 3, Affected Environment. No 
environmental justice issues are anticipated 
for upcoming LANL activities, and no other 
regional activities are applicable. Under the 
conveyance or transfer scenarios, there would 
be potential cumulative impacts to minority 
or low-income populations based on impacts 
to TCPs. Consultations to determine the 
presence of these resources, the degree to 
which these resources may be impacted, and 
the possible effects on minority or low
income populations have not been completed. 
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There also may be some tract-specific indirect 
effects on traditional wood gathering. Legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso has 
expressed the opinion that there would be 
environmental justice impacts associated with 
the conveyance and contemplated uses of four 
of the subject tracts: Rendija Canyon, White 
RockY, TA 74, and the White Rock Tracts. 

No cumulative impacts on minority or 
low-income populations would be expected. 
No adverse human health impacts would be 
associated with the conveyance and transfer 
or contemplated uses that would contribute to 
disproportionate impacts to minority or low
income populations. 

15.3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

This section describes the major 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources that can be identified at the level of 
analysis conducted for this CT EIS. A 
commitment of resources is irreversible when 
its primary or secondary impacts limit the 
future options for a resource. An irretrievable 
commitment refers to the use or consumption 
of a resource that is neither renewable nor 
recoverable for use by future generations. 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
subject land tracts would not immediately 
cause any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. The proposed land 
use scenarios would, however, cause 
irreversible commitments of ecological 
habitat, and potentially cultural resources, in 
land tracts where new development would 
occur. 

Development of previously undeveloped 
areas also would cause the irretrievable 
commitment of resources during construction 
and operation of the residential, commercial, 
or industrial facilities. Energy would be 
expended in the form of natural gas and 
electricity. Additional water also would be 
consumed. Construction ofthese facilities 
would require the irretrievable commitment 
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of standard building materials such as roofing 
materials and concrete. 

15.3.15 Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
subject land tracts would not immediately 
cause any adverse environmental impacts. 
The proposed land use scenarios would, 
however, cause unavoidable adverse impacts 
to ecological habitat, and potentially cultural 
resources, in land tracts where new 
development would occur. The ecological 
impacts could include loss ofhabitat, 
fragmentation of habitat, and potential 
disruption ofwildlife migration corridors. 
There also is potential for adverse impacts 
caused by introduction of land uses that are 
incompatible with adjacent resource 
protection efforts. The actual impact would be 
dependent on the specific resource in the 
adjacent area. 

Conveying or transferring land tracts also 
could result in the loss of certain Federal 
protections for cultural resources on these 
tracts. Loss of these protections could be 
considered an unavoidable adverse impact to 
these resources, as this could lead to 
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development of previously undisturbed areas. 
This development could result in physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of cultural 
resources on the subject land tracts and in 
adjacent areas. 

15.3.16 Relationship Between Short
Term Uses of the Environment 
and the Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term 
Productivity 

The actual conveyance or transfer of the 
subject land tracts would not immediately 
cause any specific impacts or short-term uses 
of the environment. The proposed land use 
scenarios would, however, require short-term 
use of resources (for example, water, fuel, 
electricity, etc.) during construction and also 
cause permanent loss of ecological habitat 
and potential loss of cultural resources. An 
increase in residential, commercial, and 
limited industrial development would cause 
overall enhancements of the long-term 
productivity of the area. The environmental 
restoration activities at the subject tracts, 
while causing some short-term disruption and 
use of resources, provide for long-term 
improvement. 
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This chapter discusses potential measures to mitigate impacts identified in the 
CT EIS analysis. Potential mitigation measures are described in three groups: those 
which will be taken by the DOE prior to conveyance or transfer, recommended 
mitigations, and resource-specific mitigations. 

16.1 Introduction 
The regulations promulgated by the 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to 
implement the procedural provisions of the 
NEPA{40 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 
1500-1508) require that an EIS include a 
discussion of appropriate mitigation 
measures ( 40 CFR Part 1502.14[f], 
40 CFR Part 1502.16[h]). The term 
"mitigation" includes the following: 

• A voiding an impact by not taking an 
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 by 
preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action 

• Compensating for the impact by 
replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments 
(40 CFRPart 1508.20) 

This chapter describes potential 
mitigation measures in three categories: 
(1) mitigations prior to conveyance or 
transfer, (2) recommended mitigations, and 
(3) also potential resource-specific 
mitigations. These mitigation measures 
address the range of potential impacts of 
transfi~rring tracts for natural areas; cultural 
preservation; and commercial, residential, and 
industrial development scenarios. Tract 
activities include existing efforts and controls 
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such as regulations, policies, contractual 
requirements, and administrative procedures 
to mitigate impacts. The existing programs 
and controls are too numerous to list 
completely. Examples include the Fire 
Protection Program, Pollution Prevention and 
Waste Minimization Programs, Water and 
Energy Conservation Programs, and the 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 
Management Plan. These are discussed in 
detail in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

Any new or additional mitigation 
measures that could further reduce the 
impacts identified in Chapter 5 though 
Chapter 14 are discussed in the following 
sections. The description ofthese measures 
does not constitute a commitment by the DOE 
or the land recipient to undertake any of them. 
Any such commitments would be reflected in 
any Records of Decision (RODs) following 
the publication of the Final CT EIS, with a 
more detailed description and implementation 
plan in one or more mitigation action plans to 
be published following the ROD(s). 

16.2 Mitigations Prior to 
Conveyance or Transfer 

Prior to conveyance or transfer of any of 
the land tracts, the DOE will take the 
following actions: 

• Initiate cultural resource consultations 
with the affected Pueblos and Tribal 
Nations and the State Historic 
Preservation Office(r), and complete 
consultations regarding threatened or 
endangered species and their habitats 
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). 
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• Consistent with the provisions of 
Public Law (PL) 105-119, in the case 
of conveyance of land tracts to the 
County, the DOE may include deed 
restrictions precluding any 
development within the I 00-year 
floodplains 1 or wetlands2

. The DOE 
also may include other deed 
restrictions, notices, and similar land 
use controls as deemed appropriate 
and necessary that are protective of 
human health and safety. 

• Relocate any environmental 
monitoring stations after consultation 
with State regulators, as appropriate. 

The DOE will consider inclusion of 
additional land use controls within the deed 
mechanism at the time of conveyance of 
tracts that would be protective of sensitive 
resources in a manner consistent with the 
DOE's consultation results. 

16.3 Recommended Mitigations 
This section describes recommended 

mitigations involving DOE discussions, 
consultations, and similar planning activities 
with other organizations and land recipients. 

1 Executive Order 11988, ''Floodplain Management," states 
that (under section 3(d)): 

"When property in floodplains is proposed for lease, 
easement, right-of-way, or disposal to non-Federal public or 
private parties, the Federal Agency shall ( 1) reference in the 
conveyance those uses that are restricted under identified 
Federal, State, or local floodplain regulations; and (2) attach 
other appropriate restrictions to the uses of properties by the 
grantee or purchaser and any successors, except where 
prohibited by law, or (3) withhold such properties from 
conveyance." 
2 Executive Order 11990, "Protection ofWetlands," states 
that (under Section 4): 

"When federally-owned wetlands or portions of 
wetlands are proposed for lease ... or disposal to non-Federal 
public or private parties, the Federal agency shall: 
(a) reference in the conveyance those uses that are restricted 
under Federal, State, or local wetlands regulations; and 
(b) attach other appropriate restrictions to the uses of 
properties by the grantee or purchaser and any successor, 
except where prohibited by law, or (c) withhold the 
properties from disposal." 
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The DOE should coordinate consultations 
with the New Mexico State Historic 
Preservation Office(r), the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, the receiving 
parties, and other interested agencies and 
parties to ensure adequate consideration of 
impacts on cultural resources resulting from 
the conveyance and transfer of the subject 
tracts from the responsibility and protection 
of the DOE. The goal of these consultations 
would be a formal Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) addressing the impacts of 
the potential loss of certain cultural resource 
protections and DOE responsibilities on the 
subject tracts and defining specific procedures 
and responsibilities for managing cultural 
resource concerns upon transfer to the 
receiving parties. These could include 
covenants to be developed for the protection 
of various cultural resources. 

Specific issues to be discussed would 
include, but would not be limited to the 
following: 

• Minimize impacts to cultural 
resources in and adjacent to the 
subject tracts from the loss of 
responsibility and protection of the 
DOE by delegating cultural resource 
preservation responsibilities and 
developing a process that parallels 
existing protections and procedures. 

• Minimize the adverse effect of the 
transfer or conveyance ofNational 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
eligible properties out of the 
responsibility and protection of the 
DOE by including adequate 
restrictions or conditions to ensure 
preservation ofthe properties' 
significant historic features. 

• Minimize potential impacts to historic 
buildings from the loss of DOE 
responsibility and protection by 
completing the identification and 
evaluation effort for all buildings in 
the subject tracts; ensuring that 
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NRHP-eligible buildings continue to 
be used (to the maximum extent 
feasible) and maintained in a manner 
that preserves their historical value; 
and exploring the reuse of other 
NRHP-eligible buildings for activities 
that must be relocated. 

• Minimize potential impacts to 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) 
by completing consultations to 
identify the presence and importance 
ofthese resources within the subject 
tracts, identifying any potential 
impacts of conveyance or transfer on 
access to TCPs in adjacent areas, and 
exploring methods to avoid 
disturbance of TCPs and traditional 
users. 

• Minimize potential impacts from the 
loss ofDOE protections and 
guarantees regarding the preservation 
ofNative American sacred sites and 
the rights ofNative Americans to 
practice traditional religions on the 
subject tracts under the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act and 
Executive Order 13007, "Indian 
Sacred Sites," by allowing for the 
continuation of any traditional 
religious practices. 

• Minimize the potential impacts from 
the loss ofDOE protection for 
archaeological resources on these 
lands under the Archaeological 
Resource Protection Act by providing 
for similar requirements for permitting 
prior to excavation of archaeological 
sites, the disposition of archaeological 
materials and penalties for 
unauthorized excavation, vandalism, 
and trafficking of archaeological 
materials. 

• Minimize the potential impacts from 
the loss ofDOE responsibility for the 
protection and disposition ofNative 
American sacred objects, objects of 
cultural patrimony, and funerary 
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objects under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act by establishing agreements 
outlining similar procedures for 
addressing the inadvertent discovery 
ofNative American human remains or 
funerary objects and their disposition. 

• Provide for the loss of DOE 
responsibility for the curation of 
archaeological and cultural resource 
collections from these tracts under 
36 CFR 79 by assigning these 
responsibilities and contracting for 
curation services. 

• Develop a natural resources 
management plan that is integrated 
and developed with the natural 
resource management plans of other 
adjacent land management agencies. 

• Continue involvement in the roles and 
responsibilities that have been 
.established with the townsite of Los 
Alamos, County ofLos Alamos, State 
ofNew Mexico, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, and U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) for emergency response. This 
includes the notification processes for 
each of the response groups and 
mutual aid in the event of an 
emergency. 

• Explore the establishment of a 
proactive means toward developing 
future use options for transferred 
properties, in accordance with State 
law and the County Charter. 
Participation in a Future Use Options 
Logistics and Support Working Group 
with the USFS, the New Mexico 
Environment Department (NMED), 
Bureau ofLand Management (BLM), 
Pueblos, and local citizen groups 
would be encouraged. Public 
involvement is encouraged through 
the Citizens Advisory Board and 
would be instrumental in providing 
interim recommendations on future 
land use options. 
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• Coordinate with local jurisdictions, 
Native Americans, and State officials 
to explore methods to maintain a 
rigorous environmental review and 
protection review process for future 
development or other activities. 

16.4 Potential Resource-Specific 
Mitigations 

Resource-specific mitigation issues are 
discussed in the following sections. Unless 
otherwise noted, the analyses in Chapter 5 
through Chapter 14 assume that these 
measures would not be implemented by the 
recipients. The following potential 
mitigations are recommendations for action 
by the recipients and the DOE. 

16.4.1 Land Use 
The following potential mitigation 

measures for land use impacts were 
identified. 

• Explore means to compensate for the 
loss of recreational use on tracts 
transferred for cultural preservation 
and development. 

• Explore solutions to overcome 
impacts to access routes to adjacent 
lands, access routes needed for fire 
and emergency vehicles, and access 
routes for emergency egress for Los 
Alamos residents. 

• Explore the necessary means to reduce 
wildfire and seismic hazards. 

• Explore coordinating closely with 
local groups to have incompatible uses 
and developments controlled. 

• Explore limiting commercial and 
industrial development by limiting 
operations to those with a low level of 
risk consistent with surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

• Establish a regional program to 
promote conservation, pollution 
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prevention, and waste avoidance 
efforts. 

• Explore methods of providing for 
additional municipal services 
including working with site 
developers. 

16.4.1.1 Environmental Restoration 

No potential impacts requiring mitigation 
were identified for environmental restoration. 

16.4.2 Transportation 
The potential mitigation measure to 

transportation impacts was to explore the 
installation of traffic signals and minor lane 
changes (restriping) to better manage 
increases in traffic volumes. Also 
consideration of new roads, road widening, 
and bridges would be included. The particular 
improvements and their locations would be 
identified upon implementation of specific 
land use scenarios at each land tract. 

16.4.3 Infrastructure 
The following potential mitigation 

measures for infrastructure and utilities 
impacts were identified. 

• The predicted shortfalls in electrical 
power supply, water supply, and 
wastewater treatment capability 
should be addressed in two parallel 
efforts: (1) seek additional resources; 
and (2) establish conservation 
programs to avoid waste and 
encourage recycling. 

• The County and the DOE should 
explore a means to obtain additional 
water rights to compensate for the 
anticipated shortage. In the meantime, 
both the County and the DOE should 
consider establishment of water 
conservation programs. These 
programs could include incentives to 
encourage installation of low-flow 
showers and toilets and using native 
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and drought-resistant plants in 
landscaping. LANL might evaluate 
industrial processes to determine 
where water conservation measures 
could be implemented. 

• Explore implementation of a water 
resource best management practices 
project for current and future water 
systems, covering distribution system 
water audits, leak detection, and 
repair. 

• Explore means to identify where new 
production wells and delivery 
infrastructure would be required to 
meet demand associated with 
residential, industrial, and commercial 
development scenarios. Also include 
wells and services that would be 
reduced as a result of transferring land 
uses to cultural preservation scenarios. 
Also conduct a detailed study on the 
regional groundwater quality and 
quantity. 

• The DOE should consider proceeding 
with the installation of the proposed 
new 115-kilovolt power line to 
enhance the reliability of the electrical 
transmission to the Los Alamos power 
supply pool. At present, the regional 
power system (northern and 
northeastern New Mexico) is at full 
use capacity, and additional power 
would not be delivered to the local 
system even if the new 115-kilovolt 
line were installed. The DOE and the 
County should consider other options 
for electrical power, such as local 
generation. Both the DOE and the 
County should consider implementing 
further energy conservation measures. 
These measures might include 
installation of "intelligent" heating 
ventilation and air conditioning 
control systems, use of energy
efficient light bulbs, and reduction in 
power use by shutting off appliances, 
computers, and lights not in use. 
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• The predicted shortage of wastewater 
treatment capacity at the Bayo 
Wastewater Treatment Plant may be 
addressed with the proposed new 
treatment plant. The new plant would 
be built near the Bayo Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and would have a 
higher capacity and chemical 
treatment capability. It is not expected 
that the anticipated developments 
would achieve full buildout before 
the new plant is in operation. 
However, water conservation efforts 
implemented by the County should 
decrease the production of wastewater 
sent to the existing plant. 

• Los Alamos County is in the process 
of establishing a new landfill. A site 
has been selected near Ojo Caliente, 
and the landfill is expected to be in 
operation within 3 to 5 years. The 
minimum predicted life of the existing 
landfill is 5.6 years if the anticipated · 
growth of the County and LANL is 
realized. Should the new landfill's 
construction schedule slip, the existing 
landfill may reach capacity before the 
new landfill is completed. To avoid 
this, the possibility of diverting more 
solid waste to various recycling 
organizations should be explored. For 
example, diversion of construction 
rubble could increase the life of the 
landfill by several years. 

16.4.4 Noise 
The following potential mitigation 

measures to noise and vibration impacts were 
identified: 

• Explore means to control construction 
noises including restricting most 
construction activities to normal 
daytime periods. Other means involve 
phasing demolition, construction, and 
remodeling activities. 
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• Explore means to control traffic noises 
through the use ofberms/sound walls, 
vegetation buffer areas, building 
configurations, and other site planning 
tools. 

16.4.5 Visual Resources 
The potential mitigation measures to 

visual resources impacts were that local 
jurisdictions could explore improving the 
visual quality of tracts through incorporating 
regional based design guidelines. These 
guidelines would contain a set of principles 
and detailed design guidance for the physical 
development and redevelopment of sites. The 
guidance could include specifics such as 
building massing, facades, color palettes, and 
building orientation and entries. Where 
decommissioning, demolition, or 
environmental restoration is planned, actions 
could be taken to restore the area to its 
approximate natural condition by backfilling, 
reducing side slopes, applying topsoil, 
reseeding, and establishing plant growth. 

16.4.6 Socioeconomics 
The potential mitigation measure to 

socioeconomic impacts was to explore means 
to address the economic self-sufficiency 
needs of the receiving parties. 

16.4.7 Ecological Resources 
The following potential mitigation 

measures to ecological resources impacts 
were identified: 

• Explore means to prevent the 
inadvertent electrocution of raptors 
where new above-ground electric lines 
are installed. Transmission and 
distribution lines should be 
constructed in accordance with 
standards outlined in the publication 
Suggested Practices for Raptor 
Protection on Power Lines 
(RRF 1996). The right-of-way holder 
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should assume the burden and expense 
of proving that pole designs not 
shown in this publication are "raptor 
safe." A raptor expert could provide 
such proof 

• Explore means to manage trash and 
food items in closed containers to 
reduce attractiveness to opportunistic 
predators such as ravens, coyotes, and 
bears. 

• Explore means to reduce the impacts 
of dogs and cats on other animals. 

• Explore means to apply the planned 
Natural Resource Management Plan to 
transferred lands to control the quality 
of existing ecological resources. 

• Explore the use ofLANL's 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
Habitat Management Plan for 
guidance on the continued 
management of threatened and 
endangered species on transferred 
lands. 

• Explore whether detailed surveys for 
the presence or absence of threatened 
and endangered species and sensitive 
species, as well as migratory bird 
nests could be conducted at sites prior 
to commencing activities that could 
result in ground disturbance or 
destruction. If any of these species 
were encountered at a site, avoidance 
measures could be implemented. Such 
measures could include scheduling the 
activities outside of the breeding 
season and transplanting populations 
to another location. Migratory bird 
nests and birds occupying those nests, 
which could be affected by the 
activity, would be removed in 
accordance with the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act permit from the USFWS. 

• Explore methods necessary for careful 
siting and design of new construction 
and minimizing losses of mature trees 
and special habitats. 
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• Explore means to avoid the removal 
of native vegetation within the 
riparian corridor(s) during demolition, 
earth moving, construction, habitat 
restoration, and trail-building 
activities. Consider the establishment 
of a permanent 50-foot (18-meter) 
wide restricted access buffer zone to 
protect surface water corridors. Locate 
all staging areas in already disturbed 
sites. A qualified biologist could 
develop a detailed habitat restoration 
plan for development activities. These 
plans, to be prepared by the project 
applicant prior to construction should 
specify all activities necessary to 
restore the drainage with minimal 
erosion and should be supervised by 
restoration specialists. If vegetation 
removal were required, project 
developers could confer with 
municipal, Pueblo, and State officials 
regarding the type of vegetation to be 
removed, the extent of removal, and 
corresponding revegetation 
mitigations. 

• Explore means to limit impacts when 
a more site-specific plan is presented 
to the appropriate jurisdiction (for 
instance, requiring tree removal 
permits). 

16.4.8 Cultural Resources 
The following measures to mitigate 

potential direct and indirect impacts to 
cultural resources were identified: 

• Explore means to minimize potential 
impacts to cultural resources by 
modifying development plans for the 
subject tracts so that direct disturbance 
or introduction of elements out of 
character with the resource or 
traditional practices are avoided. 
Ensure that protections for cultural 
resources from public access are in 
place and that development does not 
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increase erosion of archaeological 
resources. 

• Minimize impacts to cultural 
resources by preparing tract-specific 
Historic Properties Treatment Plans 
that include provisions for a data 
recovery program for NRHP-eligible 
archaeological resources that cannot 
be avoided, an appropriate level of 
documentation of historic buildings, 
any mitigations considered for TCP~, 
procedures for avoiding and 
monitoring resource impacts during 
construction, and a discovery plan 
for resources observed during 
construction. 

16.4.9 Geology and Soils 
The following potential mitigation 

measures to geology and soils resources 
impacts were identified: 

• Explore means to implement 
recommend seismic upgrades to 
reduce life safety risks associated with 
structural failures for a moderate
probability earthquake. In addition, 
any existing structures identified for 
retention for future use should be 
evaluated in detail to determine the 
cost effectiveness of seismic upgrades. 

• Explore the benefits of using grading 
permits approved by local authorities 
for site preparation work involving 
more than 5 cubic yards (3. 8 cubic 
meters) or slopes greater than 
20 percent. 

16.4.10 Water Resources 
The following potential mitigation 

measures to water resources impacts were 
identified: 

• Explore means to reduce surface water 
quantity and improve surface water 
quality diverted by drainage structures 
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associated with site development. 
Infiltration basins and erosion control 
best management practices during 
construction are examples of such 
means. 

• Map the 100- and 500-year 
floodplains and restrict development 
within these areas. 

• Explore conducting water resources 
studies involving introduction of new 
waste streams into aquifers and 
watersheds, increases in the amount of 
automotive chemicals from vehicles in 
stormwater runoff, and pending legal 
conflicts with water rights. 

16.4.11 Air Resources 
The following potential mitigation 

measures to air resources impacts were 
identified: 

• Explore techniques to control dust 
during demolition, construction, and 
renovation activities, including using 
mowing rather than discing for weed 
control; seeding and watering inactive 
portions of construction sites; 
minimizing the area disturbed by 
clearing, earthmoving, or excavation; 
and restricting site clearing, grading, 

October 1999 16-8 

etc. during periods of sustained strong 
winds. 

• Explore the development of processes 
to measure and control the emissions 
of chemical pollutants in industrial 
and commercial development areas. 

16.4.11.1 Global Climate Change 
No potential mitigation measures were 

identified for global climate change. 

16.4.12 Human Health 
The potential mitigation measures to 

human health impacts were to explore 
identifying health and safety buffer zones 
around LANL operations for the protection of 
the public from both operational and accident 
exposures to hazardous or radioactive 
substances in air, water, or soil. 

16.4.13 Environmental Justice 
The potential mitigation measure to 

environmental justice impacts was to explore 
means to ensure continued access of the low
income and minority users of subsistence and 
traditional resources to those resources. 
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This chapter describes the laws, regulations, permits, and DOE orders that relate to 
the Proposed Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative. This chapter also 
details the conveyance and transfer process steps and required environmental 
compliance actions. 

17.1 Introduction 
As part ofthe NEPA process, the DOE 

must consider if actions discussed in this 
CT EIS would result in a violation of any 
Federal, State, or local laws or requirements 
( 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
1508.27) or require a Federal permit, license, 
or othe:r entitlement (40 CFR 1502.25). This 
chapter provides a summary of the 
regulations and regulatory processes 
pertaining to the DOE's proposed conveyance 
or transfer of the 10 tracts at Los Alamos, 
New :tvlexico. This chapter also lists the 
existing major environmental requirements, 
agreements, and permits that relate to the 
CT EIS No Action Alternative (that is, LANL 
keeps the land tracts). Most of these 
requirements, agreements, and permits are 
detailed in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 
This chapter focuses on those specific to the 
transfer of the land tracts. 

17.1.1 Conveyance and Transfer 
Process Steps 

The DOE published its Crosscut 
Guidance on Environmental Requirements 
for DOE Real Property Transfer in October 
1997 (DOE 1997c). This guidance discusses 
the procedures for identifying property for 
transferal; screening for potential use by other 
Federal, State, and local agencies; assessing 
the environmental baseline conditions; 
preparing any needed NEP A documentation; 
gaining General Services Administration 
(GSA) concurrence on determinations of 
excess property free of encumbrances; and 
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including contract and deed requirements. 
This guidance document provides direction 
for complying with the environmental 
requirements associated with the disposition 
of real property, including land and 
improvements on the land (such as buildings, 
roads, and other structures). It includes 
comprehensive discussions of the various 
Federal statutes, regulations, and DOE orders 
that may be involved in such disposal actions. 

Section 1.4.2 ofthe Crosscut Guidance 
lists 10 statutes that grant the DOE limited 
authority to engage directly in real property 
transfers without engaging the Bureau of 
Land Management or the GSA disposal 
processes. An 11th statute, Section 632 of 
Public Law (PL) 105-119 (the Act), initiated 
the considered conveyance and transfer of the 
10 subject tracts at Los Alamos and 
prescribed the overall conveyance and 
transfer process. 

The process steps specific to the Act are 
enumerated in Chapter 1 of this CT EIS in 
Table 1.1.3-1, PL 105-119 Conveyance and 
Transfer Process Steps. However, as also 
noted in Chapter 1, these steps do not 
constitute the full set of steps that the DOE 
must take in order to reach final conveyance 
or transfer of the subject tracts. Several 
environmental compliance actions are 
necessary in addition to those required by 
either the Act or NEP A. These additional 
requirements include the need for 

• Completion of an Environmental 
Baseline Survey Report to meet the 
requirements of the 1992 Community 
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Environmental Response Facilitation 
Act amendments to the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), sections 
120(h)(3) to 120(h)(5) 

• Completion of consultation 
requirements under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 
1973 and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) of 
1966 

• Completion of consultation regarding 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) 

• Completion of compliance actions for 
10 CFR 1022, DOE Compliance With 
Floodplains/Wetlands Environmental 
Review Requirements 

Measures required to effect the 
environmental remediation and restoration of 
tracts with potential contamination issues are 
either ongoing at this time or would have to 
be initiated before the DOE makes a decision 
on the conveyance or transfer of the land 
involved. The environmental restoration 
process is discussed in Section 17.1.2. The 
Environmental Restoration Report 
(DOE 1999b) produced by the DOE in 
parallel to the CT EIS discusses the process 
required for the DOE to complete the 
appropriate restoration or remediation 
activities on the subject tracts. 

Due to the timing of the decision process 
laid out in the Act, the completion ofthe 
DOE's Section 7, Section 106, and TCP 
consultation processes will be conducted after 
the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo have 
identified which of the tracts will be 
conveyed or transferred to each of the two 
recipient parties. This is a departure from the 
usual timing of the completion of these 
regulatory compliance actions, which 
normally occur before the NEP A analysis 
process is completed. The steps and timing of 
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the regulatory compliance efforts anticipated 
to take place after the completion of this 
CT EIS are discussed in Sections 17 .1. 3 and 
17 .1.4. Mitigation measures likely will be 
needed before conveyance or transfer of the 
tracts can be accomplished in order to 
mitigate potential adverse effects to sensitive 
cultural resources and animal species. These 
mitigation measures must be agreed upon by 
the parties involved and the regulatory 
agencies responsible for implementing the 
ESA and the NHP A. Such measures may 
include, but not be limited to, recovery of 
information and documentation of data, 
including photographic documentation. 
Mitigations also could include leaving 
archeological or historical resources 
untouched at this time or even burying 
archeological resources to better protect 
them. These potential mitigations are 
discussed in Chapter 16. 

Chapter 18 contains copies of letters sent 
to various parties initiating the consultation 
processes required of the DOE under the 
ESA, NHP A, and various executive orders. 
The consultation and mitigation processes 
could require several years to complete and 
also could prove to be very expensive. 

Actions to meet the procedural 
requirements ofDOE (General Provisions) 
10 CFR Part 1022, Compliance With 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review 
Requirements, have been undertaken by the 
DOE, both concurrently with and as part of 
the CT EIS process. Specifically, as provided 
for under the requirements of 10 CFR 1022, a 
Floodplain and Wetland Assessment was 
prepared and incorporated into the Draft 
CT EIS (see Appendix D); a separate Notice 
ofFloodplain and Wetlands Involvement was 
published in the Federal Register (FR) (see a 
copy of this Notice in Appendix C); and a 
Statement of Findings is included in this Final 
CT EIS. No comments were received from 
members of the public regarding the Notice 
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ofFloodplain and Wetlands Involvement. 
The DOE is required to followup any 
mitigations that the DOE commits to in its 
Record ofDecision(s), such as the imposition 
of deed restrictions on land conveyed to the 
County ofLos Alamos. With the exception of 
followup action, the DOE has met the 
procedural requirements of I 0 CFR I 022 
with the publication of the Final CT EIS. 

In addition to the above-mentioned action 
steps required of the DOE in order to convey 
or transfer the I 0 subject tracts, the DOE 
must have the land surveyed to establish the 
legal definition of the tracts. 

17.1.2 Environmental Restoration 
Process 

An environmental restoration or cleanup 
process for radioactive contaminants is 
governed by DOE regulations and orders. An 
environmental restoration or cleanup process 
for hazardous contaminants is typically 
governed by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) or the CERCLA and 
their associated regulations. These sets of 
regulations and orders govern how 
environmental contamination is defined, 
characterized, and remediated. While there 
are regulatory differences, they generally 
follow a common process. This common 
process includes the following steps: 

• Initial assessment of suspected areas 
of contamination 

• Preliminary risk assessment to 
estimate potential risks and needs for 
further sampling 

• Preliminary prioritization of areas that 
should be characterized 

• Planning and implementing a formal 
sampling and analysis program 

• Risk assessment 

• Drafting of recommendations based 
on the data as to how much 
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remediation, if any, is needed for each 
area 

• Review and approval of these 
recommendations by the appropriate 
regulator 

• Feasibility studies for alternative 
methods of remediation 

• Implementation of remedial actions 
and post-remediation activities 

For almost all ofthe area within the 10 
tracts being evaluated for conveyance or 
transfer, the process is in the first or second 
step. LANL's Environmental Restoration 
(ER) Project is currently being conducted 
under RCRA in accordance with the NMED 
as directed by the EPA. The approval for 
RCRA methodologies is contained in the 
hazardous waste permit. All decisions and 
determinations associated with the ER Project 
are made in negotiations with the regulators. 
LANL currently plans to perform advance 
remedial actions (such as interim and 
voluntary corrective actions) where feasible. 

17.1.3 Ecological Consultation 
Process 

For the consultation procedures of the 
ESA and Section 7(c) of the I978 
amendments, the DOE has compiled 
information on seven threatened and 
endangered species that are present or 
potentially present on lands proposed for 
conveyance and transfer in order to assess 
possible effects on these species (PC I998a). 
Regulations promulgated under Section 7 of 
the Act define the process whereby proposed 
Federal actions that may affect threatened and 
endangered species are evaluated by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Because 
listed species are known to be present in 
some of the land tracts and thus may be 
impacted by implementation of the proposed 
action, the DOE cannot make any irreversible 
or irretrievable commitment of resources until 
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the Section 7 consultation process is 
completed. The DOE will complete the 
Section 7 consultation process after the 
receiving parties and their proposed land uses 
are determined for the various land tracts. 

The specific impact analysis and data will 
be addressed in a DOE-prepared Biological 
Assessment (BA) that is submitted to the 
USFWS. The BA will present the DOE effect 
determination that transfer and conveyance of 
certain land tracts would have on listed 
species. Three findings are possible: "no 
effect"; "may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect"; and "may affect, likely to adversely 
affect." The USFWS, in tum, will issue its 
concurrence with the DOE's determination, 
or a biological opinion if necessary, that 
states the USFWS opinion on whether or not 
the action is likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a listed species. Should the 
USFWS find that the proposal is likely to 
jeopardize a species, they will list reasonable 
or prudent alternatives or state that none are 
known. The DOE would then make a 
determination on how to proceed with the 
proposed action in light of its Section 7 
obligations and BA. If the USFWS finds that 
the proposal is not likely to jeopardize a listed 
species, the DOE may proceed with the 
proposed action. 

17.1.4 Cultural Consultation Process 
Cultural resources that fall under the 

consideration of the NHP A, as amended, are 
located or are potentially located on lands 
proposed for conveyance and transfer. Under 
the NHP A, regulations define a process 
whereby the effects of the proposed 
undertaking (the conveyance and transfer) on 
cultural resources eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are 
considered and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation is afforded a reasonable 
opportunity to comment. This process 
involves consultation between the DOE and 
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the New Mexico State Historic Preservation 
Office(r) (SHPO) to determine the effect of 
the undertaking on identified eligible cultural 
resources and appropriate mitigation 
measures to avoid or reduce any identified 
adverse effects. The DOE will not make any 
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources until this consultation process has 
been completed and any mitigation measures 
have been conducted. The DOE will complete 
the NHP A consultation process after the 
receiving parties and their proposed land uses 
are determined for the various land tracts. 

The DOE has completed a 100 percent 
pedestrian survey and recording of all 
identified cultural materials for each of the 
parcels proposed for conveyance and transfer. 
This includes archaeological sites (prehistoric 
and historic) and buildings and structures. 
The DOE will conduct consultations with 
potentially interested Native American tribes 
to identify the presence of any TCPs located 
in the proposed parcels. This information, 
along with the DOE's evaluation of eligibility 
of the identified resources and determination 
of the effect of the conveyance and transfer 
on eligible resources, will be presented to the 
SHPO for concurrence. The SHPO, in turn, 
will issue an opinion on the eligibility of 
resources and determination of effect within 
30 days after receipt of the information. If the 
SHPO determines an adverse effect is likely, 
the SHPO and the DOE will consult to 
determine appropriate mitigation measures. 

Currently, cultural resources located on 
DOE-administered land are addressed by 
other Federal mandates. These include the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, 
Executive Order 13007: "Indian Sacred 
Sites," Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act, and the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act. These acts and 
executive orders provide for (1) the 
protection of cultural resources; 
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(2) access to cultural resources by Native 
American and other traditional practitioners; 
(3) repatriation of human remains, associated 
and unassociated funerary objects, sacred 
items, and items of cultural patrimony to 
affiliated descendants or Native American 
tribes; and ( 4) consultation with culturally 
affiliated Native American tribes regarding 
the excavation of archaeological sites and the 
treatment and disposition of excavated 
archaeological materials. The application of 
these pieces of legislation to cultural 
resources located in the proposed land tracts 
either will be removed or will be applied 
differently, depending on the legislation and 
who rec::.eives the particular tract of land, 
resulting in effects to the resources, 
traditional practitioners, and descendants or 
affiliat€:~d tribes. In order to determine the 
extent of these effects, the DOE will conduct 
extensive consultations with potentially 
interested Native American tribes to identify 
the presence of any cultural resources located 
in the proposed parcels that fall under the 
purview ofthese acts and executive orders. 
Consultations also will address the potential 
for effects due to changes in the application 
of these pieces of legislation. The DOE will 
not make any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of resources until this 
consultation process has been completed and 
any mitigation measures have been 
conducted. The DOE will complete this 
consultation process after the receiving 
parties :and their proposed land uses are 
determined for the various land tracts. 

17.2 DOE Regulatory Authorities 
for Environment, Safety, and 
Health 

DOE regulations pertaining to 
environment, safety, and health are applicable 
for analysis in this CT EIS only if the No 
Action Alternative is selected for any or all of 
the land tracts under consideration. In other 
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words, they apply only if the DOE retains the 
land. The No Action Alternative is the same 
as the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c ). These 
regulations are listed in Table 17.2-1. Refer to 
the LANL SWEIS for detail about each 
directive. 

17.3 Laws, Regulations, and 
Executive Orders Related to 
Environmental Planning and 
Consultation 

Table 17.3-1 lists the laws, regulations, 
and executive orders related to environmental 
planning and consultation. Most of these 
directives pertain to the No Action 
Alternative, which is the same as the 
Expanded Operation Alternative in the LANL 
SWEIS. However, these laws also may apply 
to any land tracts that are conveyed or 
transferred to the U.S. Department of the 
Interior to be held in trust for San lldefonso. 
Refer to the LANL SWEIS for details on 
each of these directives. 

17.4 Laws, Regulations, and 
Executive Orders Related to 
Regulatory Environmental 
Protection and Compliance 

The laws, regulations, and executive 
orders related to regulatory environmental 
protection and compliance are shown in 
Table 17.4-1 for air resources, Table 17.4-2 
for water resources, and Table 17.4-3 forland 
resources. These laws may pertain to both the 
No Action Alternative and the Proposed 
Action Alternative, whether the tracts are 
conveyed or transferred to the County of Los 
Alamos or to the Department of the Interior. 
Refer to the LANL SWEIS for details of each 
directive. 
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Table 17.2-1. DOE Regulatory Requirements for Environment, Safety, and Health 

10 CFR Part 1022 CompJiance with Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements 

42 U.S.C. §2011 et seq. Atomic Energy Act of 1954 

DOE Order 451.1A National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program and related 
requirements, including: 

• 10 CFR Part 1021, DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures 

• 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, Regulations Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions ofNEPA 

DOE Order 5400.1 General Environmental Protection Program 

DOE Order 5400.5 Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment 

DOE Order 5820.2A Radioactive Waste Management 

DOE Order 1230.2 American Indian Tribal Government Policy 

Note: U.S. C. =United States Code 
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Table 17.3-1. Laws, Regulations, and Executive Orders Related to Environmental 
Planning and Consultation 

35 FR4247 Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, Executive Order 11514, as 
amended by Executive Order 11991 

36 FR 8921 Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment Executive Order 11593 

42 FR26951 Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11988 

42 FR26961 Protection ofWetlands Executive Order 11990 

59 FR 7629 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, Executive Order 12898 

61 FR26771 Indian Sacred Sites Executive Order 13007 

16 U.S.C. §470 National Historic Preservation Act, as amended 

16 U.S.C. §470aa Archaeological Resource Protection Act, as amended 

16 U.S.C. §1531 et Endangered Species Act, as amended, and related requirements including: 
seq. • 16 U.S.C. §703, Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

• 16 U.S.C. §668, Bald Eagle Protection Act 

• 17-2-37 et seq., NMSA 1978, New Mexico Wildl~fe Conservation Act 

25 U.S.C. §3001 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

42 U.S.C. §1996 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 

42 U.S.C. 2000bb Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (HR. 1308) 

42 U.S.C. §4321 et National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 
seq. 

Cooperative • DE-FC04-93AL-97270, Los Alamos Pueblos Project, Recipient Santa Clara 
Agreements Pueblo 

• DE-FC04-94AL-99997, Los Alamos Pueblos Project, Recipient Jemez Pueblo 

• DE-FC04-94AL-99996, Los Alamos Pueblos Project, Recipient Cochiti Pueblo 

• DE-FC04-97AL-77460, Los Alamos Pueblos Project, Recipient San Ildefonso 
Pueblo 

• New Mexico Agreement in Principle, between the State ofNew Mexico and the 
U.S. Department of Energy 

PL 102-484 The National Defense Authorization Act of 1993 

Pueblo Accords • Accord between the Pueblo of Cochiti and the U.S. Department ofEnergy 

• Accord between the Pueblo Jemez and the U.S. Department of Energy 

• Accord between the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and the U.S. Department ofEnergy 

• Accord between the Pueblo of Santa Clara and the U.S. Department ofEnergy 
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17.0 APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, PERMITS, AND DOE 
ORDERS 

Table 17.4-1. Air Res•ource Directives 

43 FR47707 Federal Compliance with ]Pollution Control Standards, Executive 
Order 12088, as amended by Executive Order 12580 

20NMAC2.70 Operating Permits; General Provisions 

20NMAC 2.72 Construction Permits; Pennit Processing and Requirements 

20NMAC 2.74 Permits-Prevention of Significant Deterioration; General Provisions 

20NMAC2.78 Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

42 U.S.C. §4901 Noise Control Act of 1972 

42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq. Clean Air Act, as amended 

NMSA 74-2-1 et seq. New Mexico Air Quality Control Act 

Notes: FR =Federal Register, NMAC =New Mexico Administrativ'! Code 

Table 17.4-2. Water Rt!source Directives 

40 CFRPart 110.6 Unplanned Discharges, Spills, and Releases 

40 CFR Part 112 Oil Pollution Prevention 

40 CFR Part 503 Standards for the Use or Disposal of Sewage Sludge 

33 U.S.C. §1251 Clean Water Act, as amended, and related requirements including: 

• NMSA 74-6B-1 et seq., New Mexico Groundwater Protection Act 

• NMSA 74-6-1 et seq., New Mexico Water Quality Act 

42 U.S.C. §300f Safe Drinking Water Act 

DOE 5400.1 General Environmental Protection Requirements 

DOE 5400.5 Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment 

NPDES Permit NM0028355 Industrial and Sanitary Effluent Discharges at LANL 

NPDES Permit NM0028576 Industrial Discharges from the Hot Dry Rock Geothermal Facility at LANL 

NPDES Permit General Permit for Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activity at LANL 
NMROOA384 

Ordinance 85-70 Los Alamos County: "An Ordinance Repealing Chapter 15.16 ofthe Los 
Alamos County Code Adopting a New Chapter 17.70 Pertaining to Flood 
Damage Prevention" 

Ordinance 1988-1 Santa Fe County: "An Ordinance to Establish Regulations for Development in 
Flood Hazard Areas, Set Minimum Floor Elevations for Compliance, Define 
Flood Plains, Address Required Building Improvements, and Establish 
Variance Regulations for Cases Where There Isn't an Ability to Comply with 
Adopted Standards" 

I Ordinance 1996-1 Santa Fe County: "Flood Hazards" 

Notes: U.S.C. =United States Code, NPDES =National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
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Table 17.4-3. Waste Management, Toxic Substances, Pollution Prevention, and 
Environmental Restoration Directives 

20NMAC 5.1 Underground Storage Tanks, General Provisions 

7 U.S.C. § 136 et seq. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, and related requirements 
including: 

• 40 CFR Part 165, Procedures for the Disposal and Storage of Pesticides 

• 40 CFR Part 170, Worker Protection Standards 

15 U.S.C. §2601 et seq. Toxic Substances Control Act 

42 U.S.C. §6901 et seq. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

42 U.S.C. §9601 et seq. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as 
amended 

42 U.S.C. §13101 et seq. Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 

49 U.S.C. §801 et seq. Hazardous Material Transportation Act, and related requirements including: 

• 49 CFR Part 171, General Information, Regulations, and Definitions 

• 49 CFR Part 172, Hazardous Materials Tables, Special Provisions, 
Hazardous Materials Communications, Emergency Response 
Information, and Training Requirements 

• 49 CFR Part 173, General Requirements for Shipments and Packagings 

• 49 CFR Part 174, Carriage by Rail 

• 49 CFR Part 177, Carriage by Public Highway 

• 49 CFR Part 178, Specifications for Packagings 

DOE 5400.5 Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment 

DOE5820.2A Radioactive Waste Management 

PL 102-386, 106 Stat. 1505 Federal Facility Compliance Act 

Notes: NMAC =New Mexico Administrative Code, U.S. C. =United States Code 

17.4.1 Air Resources 
Table 17.4-1 lists the directives related to 

atr resources. 

17.4.1.1 Council on Environmental 
Quality Draft Guidance 
Regarding Consideration of 
Global Climatic Change in 
Environmental Documents 
Prepared Pursuant to NEPA 

The Council on Environmental Quality's 
draft guidance on global climate change is not 
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included in the LANL SWEIS and is 
described in detail here. The draft guidance 
specifically directs Federal agencies to review 
whether and to what extent continuing and 
proposed activities contribute directly or 
indirectly to greenhouse gases and climate 
change. In doing so, Federal agencies must 
consider the following two aspects of global 
climate change in their NEP A documents: 
(1) the potential for Federal actions to 
influence global climatic change (that is, 
increased emissions or sinks of greenhouse 
gases) and (2) the potential for global climatic! 
changes to affect Federal actions (for 
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17.0 APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, PERMITS, AND DOE 
ORDER:S 

example, feasibility of coastal projects in light 
of projected sea level rise). The guidance also 
suggests that the most meaningful analysis 
would be done not at the project level, but at 
the program level (that is, a programmatic 
EIS). Please refer to the Global Climate 
Changes sections for each tract under 
consideration for more information (Chapters 
5 through 14). 

17.4.2 Water Resources 
Table 17.4-2 lists the directives related to 

water resources. 

Presidential Memorandum on Xeriscaping, 
April26, 1994 

The Presidential Memorandum on 
Xeriscaping is not included in the LANL 
SWEIS and is described in here. This 
Memorandum directs Federal agencies to 
implement environmentally and economically 
beneficial practices on Federal landscaped 
grounds and to reflect these practices in 
appropriate NEP A documents. The guidance 

recommends that NEP A documents reflect 
beneficial landscape practices, such as use of 
native plants; design, use, or promotion of 
construction practices that minimize adverse 
effects on the natural habitat; pollution 
prevention; water and energy efficiency; and 
creation of outdoor demonstration projects. 

17.4.3 Waste Management, Toxic 
Substances, Pollution 
Prevention, and Environmental 
Restoration 

Table 17.4-3 lists the directives related to 
waste management, toxic substances, 
pollution prevention, and environmental 
restoration. 

17.5 Community Right-to-Know 
and Emergency Planning 

Table 17.5-1lists the directives related to 
Community Right-to-Know and Emergency 
Planning. 

Table 17.5-1. Community Right-to-Know and Emergency Planning Directives 

58 FR 41981 Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention 
Requirements, Executive Order 12856 

42 U.S.C. §11001 et Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, and related 
seq. requirements including: 

• 40 CFR Part 355, Emergency Planning and Notification 

• 40 CFR Part 370.21, Material Safety Data Sheet Reporting 

• 40 CFR Part 370.28, Inventory Reporting 

• 40 CFR Part 372, Toxic Chemical Release Reporting: Community 
Right-to-Know 

Note: U.S. C. =United States Code 
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18.0 CONSULTATIONS AND COORDINATION 

This chapter presents statements provided by the Cooperating Agencies to the DOE 
to be included in the CT EIS, as well as copies of agency regulatory compliance 
consultation letters. 

18.1 Cooperating Agency 
Statements 

Cooperating Agency statements from the 
following governments and agencies were 
provided: 

• Fred Brueggeman, Assistant County 
Administrator for Intergovernmental 
Relations, Los Alamos County, 
(505) 662-8080 

• Governor, Pueblo of San Ildefonso 

• Leonard Atencio, Forest Supervisor, 
U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, (505) 438-7840 

October 1999 

• Roy W. Weaver, Superintendent, 
National Park Service, U.S. 
Department of the Interior, 
(505) 672-3861 

Comments or questions regarding these 
statements or other issues may be directed to 
the parties noted. Mr. Curtis Canard, Bureau 
oflndian Affairs, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
(505) 346-7109, may be contacted regarding 
transfer of tracts to the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso. 
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LOS ALAMOS COUNTY COUNTJ" COUNCIL 
CD1111C1/ Cluur 
Lawry All""' 

P.O Box 30 Los Alamos, Nftll Jlcicc 87544 (505} ~-8080 FAX 662-8079 Cormc./ VIU -Ciwlnllllll 
Cltn.rtrM Clwltdler 
rAIUICdor• 

O#Jri.H.'tmllll 
1/oHr~Giinolt 

Uwu.\lmr 
Moms B Pongrat: 
JamtJ R1chmln 

COU.\'n" .~DM/.V/STRA7VR 
Jo«Kmg 

November 16. 1998 

Ms Elizabeth W1thers 
U.S Department of Energy 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

RE: Conveyance and Transfer EIS 

Dear Ms. Withers. 

Thank you for the opportunity for Los Alamos County and other Cooperating Agencies to prov1de add111onal 
matenals for mclusion mto the Conveyance and Transfer Environmental Impact Statement (C&T EIS) draft Report 
The County was encouraged when we read the Notice oflntent (NOI) for this EIS because it stated that an analysis 
of County self-sufficiency would be included However, we were disappointed that the preliminary draft report did 
not mclude this analysis, and DOE representatives stated that self-sufficiency impacts would not be mcluded m the 
document. 

I have enclosed materials in three subject areas. The first is baseline data w1th a brief narrative showmg that the 
County has neither attained self-sufficiency nor economic diversification. The second and largest p1ece is a narrative 
with attachments that outlines the background of self-sufficiency and mcludes CongressiOnal, DOE. and County 
information about the role that land transferred to be transferred from DOE plays in the County's plans to ach1eve 
self-sufficiency. 

Finally, I have mcluded information concerning the impact on self-sufficiency of adopting the No-Action 
Alternative. The DOE Report to Congress included as an attachment to the narrative described above 1s explicit in 
concludmg that the County cannot attain self-sufficiency 1f DOE fails to transfer land for development. The County 
would expect that a Record of Decision (ROD) associated with any No-Action Alternative would mcludc a 
recommendation to Congress to enact legislation authorizing and appropriating funds to DOE to resume payments 

"'A Consolidated City and County Government" 
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of annual assistance payments to Los Alamos County. Similarly, we are concerned that any decision to transfer 
only a portion of the lands cited in the April 1998 Report to Congress or to transfer lands with substantial mitigation 
measures which are impediments to development will result in negative environmental impacts of two types. The 
fust negative impact is the impact on the County's fiscal environment resulting from a failure to attain self
sufficiency and economic diversification; and the second is the potential effects of the County's being forced to 
develop County lands that may have a negative impact on Federal lands. The County believes the intent of Public 
Law 105-119 is clearly stated and should be enhanced but not replaced by this NEPA process. 

Please contact me if you require any additional infonnation. 

Sincerely, 

w 
Fred Brueggeman 
Assistant County Admin" 
For Intergovernmental Re 

Cc: County Council 
Joe King, County Administrator 
Felicia Orth, Assistant County Attorney 

•A Consolidated City and County Government• 
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LOS ALAMOS COUNTY SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION 

The current status of self-sufficiency and economic diversification are best described in the two tables 
below. The first table shows the County's FY 97 to FY 99 General Fund budget summaries and indicates 
the budget deficits that have resulted from the loss of the annual assistance payments. This table is all the 
more significant in the context of the County's FY 95 budget of over $25 million, and the productivity 
savings and cutbacks that have been implemented since that time. 

Total Revenues and Transfers In 
Total Expenses and Transfers Out 

Budget Surplus I (Deficit) 

General Fund Budget History 

FY 1997 
with $2.BMM 

POE Asst 

$20,475,221 
20 295880 

$179 341 

FY 1998 
w/o $ 2.6MM 

DOE Ass! 

20.185,519 
20939,502 

053 983) 

FY 1999 
w!o S 2.6MM 

DOE Asst 

20.847,693 
21 675 241 

(B27 548) 

The second table shows the lack of diversity of the County's economy as reflected in the industry sector of 
the workforce in the County. In the Country as a whole about J in 6 workers is employed in the government 
sector. and this rises to about I in 4 workers in New Mexico. In Los Alamos County nearly 6 of I 0 workers 
arc employed in the government sector. 

l":i":i7 

T,,;,tl I:n~pl<l\<:..:' 
Government ~mployees 
"~. in flnvtmm::-nt Se-ctor 

U.S.A. 
l?·1.'16~.01ill 

19.570,000 
I "\.7°~, 

New Mexico 
707.?00 
177,200 
:!5.1°'0 

New Mexico and Los Alamos County; New Mexico Department of Labor 
U.S.A.; U.S. Department of Lubor 
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11/9/98 

LOS ALAMOS COUNTY SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

UACKGROUND 

Los Alamos County was the last of the three "atomic energy communities" to undergo "normalization". 
The Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 was set up too "normalize" the three communities built as the 
"Manhattan Project." The Act provided authority for the Atomic Energy Commission to make annual 
assistance payments to these communities for a limited time until they achieved self-sufficiency. Self
sufficiency is considered to be achieved when the local government has the fmancial ability to provide 
services necessary to support workers at the Federal facility without continued assistance from the Federal 
government. When the County Charter was finalized in 1967, annual assistance payments comprised over 
60% of the annual County budget, and many basic services were still being provided by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. In 1997 when the last assistance payment was made, Federal funds made up only 14% of the 
County budget, and virtually all services are being provided by the County. 

Serious attempts at self-sufficiency were started in 1982 with renewal of the assistance payments contract. 
The basic element of self-sufficiency was the "buyout" of future assistance payments pioneered at Oak 
Ridge. However, a 1982 report by the Stanford Research Institute to DOE noted that Los Alamos lacked 
some of the basic factors to achieve self-sufficiency, including lack of land and lack of a diverse taxing 
authority. In 1987, in parallel with renewal ofthe assistance payments contract. DOE and the County 
signed the Electric Coordination Agreement whereby the County agreed to invest in electric generating 
facilities to take advantage of rising electric prices. It was proposed that the County could gain revenue by 
selling electricity, and DOE would guarantee certain electricity purchases to support the County's 
investment. However, electric prices fell and the "profits" to the County never materialized. Early 
proposals to use Federal land to ease the perennial housing crisis had resulted in AEC and DOE declaring 
as surplus the Western Perimeter Tract and the Rendija Canyon Tract. and a Forest Service land trade was 
to free up the Cemetery Tracts. By 1987 these lands had yet to reach the market. In 1987 when the County 
and DOE funded the start-up of a local non-profit economic development corporation, a part of the 
corporation's initial work program was working to release DOE land for economic development. In 1992 
along with discussions of the renewal of the assistance payments contract, DOE made the first proposal to 
the County to transfer specific parcels of land. The County started planning for the development of those 
lands, and in 1994 a significantly different package ofland was presented by DOE to the County. Planning 
for this land was completed in I 998. 

CONGRESSIONAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY LEGISLATION 

When faced with mandates from DOE and Congress to become financially self-sufficient (not reliant upon 
annual assistance payments from DOE), the County convened a "blue ribbon" committee called the 
Community Futures Team to review its alternatives. In the same time frame, the 1041h Congress approved 
an amendment to the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 to a) authorize DOE to transfer utilities and 
municipal installations to the County until June 30, 1998, b) require DOE to submit to Congress by June 
30, 1996 a recommendation on whether the County and School District have or can attain self-sufficiency, 
and c) authorize DOE to make annual assistance payments until June 30, 1997. A copy of this amendment 
is included as Attachment A. After looking at seven alternatives to reaching self-sufficiency, the 
Community Futures Team found that the only viable option was for a "buyout" similar to other Atomic 
Energy Communities coupled with the transfer ofland with which to expand the County's tax base. 

The County and DOE began discussions in mid-1995 that culminated in December, 1995 with the signing 
by the County Council Chair and the DOE Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs of an •• Agreement in 
Principle." A copy of the "Agreemenf' is included as Attachment B. The "Agreement" provides that a) 
DOE and the County would cooperate on legislation to implement the self-sufficiency plan required by 
Congress, b) the DOE would transfer certain lands for the County to achieve self-sufficiency, c) the County 
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would develop a master plan for development of the transferred lands, and d) the DOE will transfer and the 
County will accept certain facilities and utilities. 

With this Agreement in place, the DOE moved to complete its report to Congress. The "Report to 
Congress Concerning Assistance Payments for the incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico" was 
agreed to by both parties and is included as Attachment C. This Report states "Thee only reasonable 
alternative to the continuation of annual assistance payments is through an increase in the County's tax 
base. This can be achieved, in part, by increasing the commercial and retail business base in the County 
through development of property proposed for transfer to the County." In addition to recommending that 
the DOE transfer undeveloped land and certain municipal utilities and installations, the report 
recommended that the Federal Government make a final payment of$22.6 million to the County. This 
amount is equivalent to the amounts provided to other Atomic Energy Communities. 

On August 19. 1996 the Los Alamos County Council approved the "Self Sufficiency Strategy" included as 
Attachment D. This "Strategy" was specifically "dependent upon the DOE successfully transferring to the 
County vacant land and municipal installations", and includes six elements such as County efforts towards 
productivity and efficiency and implementing economic development and diversification activities. 

Congress implemented one portion of the recommendation, and the Defense Authorization Act of 1997 
included the $22.6 million appropriation. The County received its final assistance payment from the DOE 
in June, 1997. By June 1998 the DOE had implemented most of the recommendation to transfer municipal 
utilities and installations with the lease of the Airport, the Agreement to transfer the Water Production 
System, and the transfer of three fu-e stations. The DOE has also completed transfer of the $22.6 million 
and the inclusion of economic development requirements in the new contract with the University of 
California to operate LANL Similarly, the County has completed its obligations to master plan the land that 
may be transferred from DOE; to take over responsibility for the airport, water production system, and 
some fire stations; to implement restructuring and productivity of County services: to undertake economic 
development and diversification activities such as the Research Park, and bas applied for payments-in-lieu
of taxes for certain DOE lands that are exempt from property taxes. 

DOE LAND TRANSERS 

The transfer of developable land is the only outstanding element of the "Agreement in Principle", the 
Report to Congress", and the "Self-Sufficiency Strategy". When questions arose about DOE's authority to 
transfer land, County elected officials and staff sat down with DOE and San lldefonso Pueblo 
representatives and drafted much of what has become PL I 05-119. The County is concerned that the 8,000 
plus acres originally discussed for transfer has been reduced by nearly 40% to 4,646 acres, and that 65o/o of 
the remaining land is in Santa Fe County where it cannot contribute to expansion of the County's tax base. 
The addition of San lldefonso Pueblo as a land re~ipient is not unwelcome but also serves to reduce the 
amount ofland the County was considering as available for self-sufficiency. In May, 1997 the County 
Council approved the "Principles of Land Transfer from DOE" included as Attachment E. The goals of 
1,500 developable acres for residential development and 500 developable acres for economic development 
do not appear attainable at this time, even if a significant portion of the land evaluated in the EIS is 
transferred to the County without significant mitigation measures. If the DOE adopts the No Action 
Alternative then the County will have to reopen discussions with the DOE and with Congress on either the 
resumption of annual assistance payments or on other means to attaining self-sufficiency. 
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f·oo~ oo::: 

Q:\ARM\All.M95.908 S.L.C . ., 

M!ENDMENT XO. _ Calendar No. _ 

Purpose: To rl!'ise the applicability of the Atomic Energy 
Community .~ct of 1955 to Los Alamos, ':Ne"' Mexico. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE 'L'h"'TED STATE8-10olth Cong., 1st Scss. 

8.1026 

To 8lllhoriz;e flPJ'ropria.tions for fiscal year 1996 fo1· military 
acti,ities of the Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense octh'it.iefl of the Depart
ment of Energy, to presc1·ibe persom1el strengths for 
aueh fisc~l ~·car for the .-\rn1ed F01-<:es, and for otl1er 
purposes. 

Referred to the Committee on----------
and orde1·e<l to be printed 

Ordered to lie on the table a11d t(J be printed . 
A~m~Dli..E)\'1' intended to be proposed hy Mr. BIXOML\..'11 

(for himself and Mr. Dm!E)\ICI) 

1 On page 5 70, between li11es 10 and 11, insert the fol-

2 lowing: 

3 SEC. 3161!1. APPUCABfi.ITY OF ATOMIC ENERGY COMMU· 

4 NITY ACT OF 1955 TO J.OS ALAMOS, NEW MEX· 

5 ICO. 

6 (a) DATE OF TRA.'<SFER OF UTILITIES.-Seetion 72 

7 of the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 (42 U.S.C. 

8 2372) is amended by striking out "not later than five 
.. 

Augutt 5, 1985 (10:15 a.m.) 
ATTACHMENT A 
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~9-0~-9~ !2:09PM FROM BINGAMAN ~ l 

October 1999 

Q;\ARM\ARM95.908 S.L.C. 

2 

1 years afte1· the date it is included within this Act" and 
rJ<'tB 

2 inse1'ting in lieu thereof "not later than June 30, ~"-

3 (b) D•\.TE OF TIU..."-"SFEn OF Mr.:~TC'IPAL I~STALLA-

4 Tro:-.-s.-Section 83 of such Act ( 42 U .S.C. 2383) is 

5 amended by striking out "not later than five years after 

6 tht' date it is included within this Acf' and inserting in 

7 lieu thereof''not later than June 30, -=-··. 
8 ( (') RI::CO)UlE:-.: D.-\'.1'10!' lo"OR Ft':R'I'HRR AsSIST .A. ~CE 

9 P.Ai"':\TE::-.:Ts.-Sectiol'l 91 of such .A.ct (42 U.S.C. 2391) is 

10 amended-

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Augusts. 1995 (10:15 a.m.) 

{1) br striking out ··. and the Los Alamos 

School Board;" ancl all that follows through "county 

of Lot _,Uamos, X ew .:\fe:rico" ~mrl in~P.1·ting in lieu 

thereof 4
'; or lll)t later than Ju11e 30, 1996, in the 

case of the Los _-\.hunos School Board and the county 

of Los )Jan'1os, )\ew Me~co"; and 

(2} by adding at the eud the follo"ing new sen-

tence: "If the recommendatio11 under th~ precP.ding 

sentence re·garding the Los Alamos School Board 01· 

the county of Los Alamos, New Mc.'\:ico, indicates a 

need for further assistance for the school board or 
J'l'l7 

the county, as the case may be, after June 30, ~, 

the reconunendation shall include a report and pla.n 

describillg the actions required to eliminate the need 

for further assistance for the school board or the 
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0: \ARM\.AJUI95.908 S.L.C. 

3 

1 county, including a proposal for legislath·e action to 

2 C8.l'Ij• out the plan.". 

3 (d) Co~TRi\C.'T To :\:!.tum PA1."?>Jn~TS.-Scc.tion 94 of 

4 such Ae:t. (42 U.S.C. 2394} is amended-

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

August 5, 1895 (10;15 a.m.) 

(1) by striking out "June 30, 1996" each place 

it appears in th~ pro,iso in the first sentence and in
lq•n 

serting in lieu thereof ··.June 30. ~"; and 

(2) b~· strilting out "July 1, 1906" in the sec

Olld seutence and inserting in lieu the1~eof "July 1, 

~". 
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U.S. Department of Eaergy 
and 

lneorporated Conaty of Los Alamos 

AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE 

The parties to this Agreement are the United States Department of Energy ("DOE") and the 
Incorporated County of Loa Alamos rcounty"). This Agreement in Principle r Agreement"} is 
effective when si£Ded by both parties. 

Background 

The Atomic Energy Commtmity Act of 19SS established the policy for terminating Government 
ownership and mmagancnlofthe Govemmcnt-owucd communitie~ created during the era of the 
Manhattan Project. The purpose of the Act was to provide for the development of these 
communities into susWaable. self-govemiac entities. The Act provided for the 1ransfc:r of 
wilitics. municipal functions and installations to localgovemmcnts. and the sale or 1ransfer of 
real property which VIOUid be used to establish priVIlc homes, businesses. and community 
services such as hospitals, churches, and parks. The Act also allowed the Government to provide 
financial assistance to these communities to both mitigate burdens imposed by the Government's 
operations as well as to sustain them for a limited time until they achieved fillancial self
sufficiency. Ia general, die iatellt of Congress was to assist tbe development of viable 
communities which would attract and retain the skilled personnel necessary to support aromic 
energy pro~ 

In June of 1996, DOE's authority to contract with the County for assistance payments will e.xpire 
and it is recognized that an extension is required to allow the Co~mty 10 fmalize plans for self
sufficiency. In keeping with the intent of the Act, both thz: p:::tic: .... -=.to find m!!tua.lly 
acceptable solutions fordiminating assistance payments as soon as practicable. Fcrther. the 
parties wish ro complete the rransfer ofutililies, muaicipal functions. and installations, and 
properties, as apprQpriate, to assist 1he County Ia &ebicving self S\lftieieucy. Both Parties 
recognize the continued availabiliry of utilities arad DlUIIicipal services are vital to DOE's 
operations and will be assured as a result of auy transfers to the County. 

Agnemeats and Uadcrstandings 

The DOE and County have historically wor:ked together in good faith to find murually acceprable 
solutions to common concerns. The parties have begun discussiolUi and identified proposed 
actions which would assist both parties in meeting the objectives of the Atomic Energy 
Community Act of 19SS. Although the panics bave not compleced all of the detal1s of these 
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actions, they wish to memorialize their intentions and fundamental understandings. In signing 
this Agreement, the parties state that they have reached the following aircements: 

WHEREAS the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 (43 USC 2301 et seq.) is the statutory 
basis for the relationship between the parties; and 

WHEREAS the County is a "community" as defined in the Atomic Energy Community Act of 
1955;and 

WHEREAS the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 allows the DOE to make assistance 
payments to the County for special bttrdens imposed upon it by DOE operations and to provide 
for the transfer of utilities, municipal installations and functions, and property to the County; and 

WHEREAS the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 obligates the County to achieve 
financial self-sufficiency at the earliest practical time; and 

WHEREAS the County, in recognition of the~ obligations under the Atomic Energy Comrmmity 
Act of 1955, shall utilize all reasonable., available means to achieve financial self-sufficiency to 
the end that assistance payments by DOE may be reduced and terminated at the earliest practical 
time; and 

WHEREAS the DOE, in recognition of their obligations under the Atomic Energy CommWiity 
Act of 1955, shall support and implement certain actions intended to assist the County in its 
efforts to achieve maximwn practical self-sufficiency; and 

WHEREAS the parties have not completed all of the details ofthcse actions, but wish to 
memorialize and provide notice of their intentions and fundamental understandings; 

NOW, THEREFORE. the parties state that they have reached the following agreeme::.t::: 

I. The DOE and the County shall support a proposed revision to the Atomic Energy 
Community Act of 1955 which would serve to assist the County in achieving self
sufficiency in a timely manner. It is agreed that this revisiol) shall include the fo11owing: 

October 1999 

a) To extend until June 30, 1998 the authority to transfer certain utilities; 

b) To extend until June 30, 1998 the authority to transfer various municipal 
installations and functions; 

c) To extend until June 30, 1997 the authority to enter into a contract for 
assistance payments to the County; 
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d) To extend until June 30, 1996 the time required to provide to Congress a 
recommendation on the continued need for assistance payments and, if it 
is detennined that further assistance is needed, a plan to terminate 
assistance payments at the earliest practical time. 

It is further agreed that as part of the above plan, DOE and the County will, if necessary, 
develop appropriate proposals for legislative action to implement the above plan. 

2. DOE owns certain lands and buildings which, if transfen'Cd to the County, could be sold, 
leased, or otherwise utilized by the County for private or public development. Subject to 
legislative authorization and mutual agreement on cenain conditions, the DOE is willing 
to transfer certain lands and buildings to the County and the County is willing to accept 
those lands and buildings. In establishing those conditions, the DOE and County agree to 
the following guiding principles: 

a) 

b) 

Priority shall be given to transfer of lands and buildings which can be 
readily developed to: i) Create affordable housing, ii) be developed to 
assist the County in achieving self-sufficiency within three years, or iii) be 
developed in accordance with the plan specified in item l.d above. 

Certain other properties within the County may be considered for transfer 
if their future use can be shown to enhance and benefit the economic 
development of the Community. 

3. The DOE will cooperate with the County as the County develops an integrated 
community Master Plan, which will be used to facilitate the timely zoning, conversion. 
and development by the County of any properties which are or could be transferred to the 
County. The P!an !!so win id!.'ntify l'Jid assess the economic development potential for 
the identified properties. 

4. The County is currently dependent upon the DOE for its water supply and seeks to ensure 
that water production and transmission systems. and water rights and aJlocations shall be 
available to sustain the Community and accommodate future growth within the County. 
Subject to mutual agreement on certain conditions, the DOE is willing to transfer a 
portion of its water production and transmission system, and to transfer or lease a portion 
ofits water rights and allocations to the County, and the County is willing to accept them. 

5. The DOE currently contracts with the County for fire protection and ambulance services 
both for Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) and the community. Under this 
contract the DOE pays the County to provide fire service personnel and the DOE 
furnishes all facilities, equipment, and maintenance. In order to enhance the County's 
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ability to assume responsibilities for providing these services within the community, the 
DOE will consider transferring to the County certain facilities and equipment. The DOE 
and County also agree to develop respective estimates of fire service level demands and 
associated costs, and to implement a plan that allocates costs fairly and equitably to both 
parties. · 

6. The DOE owns and operates the airport in Los Alamos. Subject to mutual agreement on 
cenain conditions, the DOE is willing to transfer the airport land, buildings, 
improvements, and certain personal property to the County and the County is willing to 
accept them. The parties understand that the County may decide not to use the land and 
buildings as an airport. 

7. The DOE owns gas transmission and service facilities within the County. DOE is 
considering the sale of all or part of these facilities to a commercial interest; however. 
DOE may consider transferring a portion of these facilities to the County and the County 
will consider accepting them. 

8. Each party commits to negotiate in good faith. The parties recognize that the concurrence 
of others may be necessary to complete the negotiations and that additional statutory 
authority may be necessary to carry out the full intent of the parties. 

9. DOE and the County intend to reach agreement on these issues prior to June 30, 1996. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY 

13y: 

October 1999 

-Victor Reis, 
Assistant Secretary for 
Defense Programs 
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Report to Congress Concerning Assistance Payments 
for the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico 

I. Purpose of this Report 

Submitted by the 

U.S. Department of Energy 
June 1996 

Section 91 of the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955, (42 USC 2391), as amended most 
recently by section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, 
Public Law 104-106, (referred to in this report as the ·community Act"), requires the 
Secretary of Energy to present recommendations as to the need for assistance payments to the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos (the County), New Mexico after June 30, 1997. The 
Community Act also requires that if the Secretary's recommendation indicates a need for 
further assistance, the recommendation shall include a report and a plan describing the actions 
required to eliminate that need for further assistance, including a proposal for legislative action 
necessary to carry out the plan. 

The authority of the Department of Energy (DOE) to contract with the County for assistance 
under the Community Act expires on June 30, 1997; DOE has determined that the need exists 
to provide assistance at current levels through that date. 

II. Recommendation 

DOE recommends that the historically paid annual assistance not be continued indefmitely. 
Specifically, DOE recommends that termination of financial assistance to the County could best 
be accomplished by three actions that will contribute to the achievement of a higher level of 
self-sufficiency for the County. These actions are: (1) a final settlement of $22.6 million to the 
County; (2) the transfer to the County of several municipal installations and functions which to 
date are still owned and operated by the Federal Government; and (3) the transfer to the 
County of undeveloped land which can be utilized by the County or developed by private 
interests to increase the County's revenue from property and gross receipts taxes. 

III. Background 

A. History and Uniqueness of the Los Alamos Community 

The community of Los Alamos, New Mexico was established in 1943 by the Manhattan 
District of the Corps of Engineers in suppon of the war effort to develop an atomic weapon. 
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The site was chosen for this research mission because of its remoteness and topography. 
Throughout the war, the research and development activities and community services and 
facilities were under the control of the military. 

After its establishment in 1947 the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) assumed civilian 
control of the research facility, now known as the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), 
and of the community of Los Alamos. The AEC, through a contractor, provided many of the 
services typically thought of as municipal services, such as water, sewage, garbage disposal, 
gas, electricity, and fire protection, to the community through the same systems which served 
LANL, and provided all other services necessary for the functioning of a community, such as 
the hospital, the schools, housing, and police protection. In effect, though under AEC control, 
Los Alamos was a Federal reservation similar to a military base, and the residential and 
commercial community remained "inside the fence" with the only entry through two guarded 
gates until 1957 0 

Los Alamos, along with Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and Richland, Washington, was for 
approximately 20 years a wholly Government-owned community under the jurisdiction of the 
AEC. The Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 was enacted to end Government ownership 
in these communities. The goal of the Community Act was to provide for the development of 
these communities into sustainable, self-governing entities. It authorized the transfer of 
utilities and municipal functions and installations to local governments and state entities and the 
sale or transfer of real property and improvements to private interests for residential housing, 
businesses, and community services such as hospitals, churches, and civic organizations. 

When the Community Act was proposed, Los Alamos was specifically excluded because it was 
still thought necessary, at that time, to keep Los Alamos as a Federal reservation financially 
managed by the AEC 0 By the time the provisions of the Community Act were made applicable 
to Los Alamos in 1962, most of the municipal infrastructure. systems, and services had been 
developed to meet the needs and priorities of LANL rather than the community. As a result, 
the systems were not primarily designed with the thought of an eventual need to establish a 
local goverrunent empowered to provide municipal services or the development of privately 
owned homes and businesses. 

In essence, the community and LANL evolv~d as "Siamese twins" with independent 
personalities but many common organs. For that reason, when the Los Alamos community was 
transferred from Federal ownership under the Community Act, the AEC made the decision to 
retain ownership and control of a number of functions and installations which served both 
entities. Those which today are still under the control of the Federal Government are water, 
gas pipelines, the tire department, and the airport, and to some degree electric power for which 
the County and DOE have a pooling agreement. 

The Community Act also provided authority for the AEC to make annual assistance payments 
to these communities to mitigate the burdens imposed by the Government's operations, as well 
as to sustain them for a limited time until they achieved financial self-sufficiency. Originally, 
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assistance payments were limited to a period of ten years, but the Community Act was 
amended to pennit payment beyond that period for some entities. For-the last 10 years, the 
County and the Los Alamos School Board have been the only two entities receiving assistance 
payments under the Conununity Act. The continued need for assistance at Los Alamos stems 
from a number of factors, in addition to those which have already been discussed, which 
contribute to its uniqueness. 

Los Alamos is greatly restricted in its ability to create an industrial or business economic base 
and is, after 50 years in existence, still effectively a one-company town. The employment 

generated by operations in support of the DOEJs missions accounts for more than 80 percent 
of total employment within the County. Topography, isolation, limited land availability, an 
expensive water supply, no ready labor market, and lack of nearby market for goods, all 
mitigate against industrial or natural business economic expansion. To elaborate on one of 
these factors, out of a total County land area of 71,700 acres, 88 percent is owned by the 
Federal Government and only 10,500 acres or 12 percent is owned by the private sector or the 
County. In addition, the lands owned by the County include canyon land which cannot be 
developed. This lack of privately owned land is not present at either Richland or Oak Ridge. 

In addition to the geographical isolation from markets and labor and the scarcity of privately 
owned land as causation factors, the County's slower achievement of self-sufficiency is 
partially the result of DOE continuing to control several critical municipal functions, identified 
above. which were not transferred along with other municipal installations in the 1960's. 

An agreement between the County and DOE to fashion a new relationship must necessarily 
recognize the unique past relationship between the County and DOE and the unique nature of 
the community and its geography. What is now needed is a rational separation of as many 
systems and services as possible in order for the County to manage its own affairs and control 
costs of providing services to the community, and in order for DOE to lower its costs of 
operation. 

B. History of Assistance aJ Richland, Oak Ridge, and Los Alamos 

Richland, Washington 

From 1955 until I 969, the city of Richland, the Richland School District, and other entities 
including police and fire departments and the local hospital, received assistance payments 
totaling approximately $1 million per year. In 1969, after extensive discussions among the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the city of Richland, the School District, and the AEC, it 
was agreed that the city and School District had achieved self sufficiency and, accordingly, a 
procedure was agreed upon to incorporate lump sum payments rather than annual assistance 
payments. These payments consisted of approximately $8.3 million for the schools and city of 
Richland, with the majority going to support the school construction programs. Subsequent to 
1970, the agency budgets did not include requests for any conununity assistance for Richland 
but, over the next eight years, Congress did add funds primarily for the school district and 
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additional payments to the city to fund past service liabilities for the police and frremerils 
pension funds. From the end of annual assistance payments in 1970 until 1978, approximately 
$10 million in additional assistance payments under the Community Act were paid to the local 
governments and entities in what can be described as a phased buy-out. 

Oak Ridge. Tennessee 

In 1985, the Congress authorized DOE under Pub.L. No. 99-145 to contract for a final 
financial settlement with Anderson County, Roane County, and the city of Oak Ridge, and to 
terminate all annual assistance payments to those entities pursuant to section 91 of the 
Community Act, as well as to provide for an advance payment of "payments in lieu of property 
taxes" under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 for fiscal years 1986 through 1996. 
Approximately $41 million was authorized to be obligated during fiscal year 1986 to pay for 
this fmal settlement. At the time DOE terminated assistance payments, the annual cost was 
approximately $5 million and constiblted 11, 7, and 6 percent respectively of the general 
revenues for the city of Oak Ridge and Roane and Anderson Counties and their school 
districts. It should be noted that the school districts comprised some 60 percent of the annual 
budget for these entities. Therefore, DOE assistance to local governments was only a small 
part (between 2 to 5 percent) of their annual operating funds at the time of termination. 

The foundation for agreement between DOE and the Oak Ridge entities was laid in 1979, when 
DOE required them to develop and implement 5-year self-sufficiency plans. Each was 
required to set aside lO percent of its estimated annual assistance payments- which would be 
matched by DOE- to fund self-sufficiency plans and projects. In essence, the set-asides were 
a mutually agreed upon incentive for the communities to develop and undertake projects to 
decrease costs and increase local revenues. Over a period of five years, approximately 
$5 million in self-sufficiency program funds was used to establish industrial parks, revolving 
loan funds, municipal productivity improvement programs, to acquire and improve industrial 
and commercial property, to make improvements to the infrastrucrure, and to recruit 
companies to relocate to the area. 

A precise defmition of self-sufficiency was never attempted for the Oak Ridge entities. The 
$41 million lump-sum payment was calculated using a formula which considered: 1) the sum of 
payments which would have been made over. ten years with the annual payment reduced by 12 
percent each year, and 2) an added factor which would constitute an advance payment of ten 
years of "payments in lieu of property taxes". These amounts, plus consideration given by 
DOE and the entities to their five years of self-sufficiency projects, were deemed adequate in 
settling annual assistance payments. 

Los Alamos. New Mexico 

Los Alamos County began to receive annual assistance payments in 1968, one year after the 
AEC removed itself from the direct financial responsibility and operation of community 
services. Over the past 28 years, the ratio of assistance payments to General Fund revenues 
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has declined from a high of 68 percent of County General Fund revenues in 1968 to the current 
level of about 13 percent. When the Community Act was amended in 1986 to extend assistance 
for Los Alamos County for an additionallO years, the payments provided about 19 percent of 
General Fund revenues. At the time of the extension, DOE and the County tried to achieve a 
buy-out of County assistance payments similar to that achieved at Oak Ridge, but were 
unsuccessful in reaching a settlement. Unlike the Oak Ridge situation, the DOE assistance 
payments were, as they are today, a major source of revenue for the County. In the course of 
negotiations, the County and DOE did reach an understanding that a buy-out of approximately 
$22 million was the minimum acceptable amount; however, the parties were unable to agree on 
the cost, and method, of separating so many entangled municipal interests. At the time, DOE 
did not offer to transfer to County ownership the remaining municipal installations and services 
as pan of the termination agreement, nor did DOE offer to convey undeveloped or improved 
lands as a means of increasing the potential property and gross receipts tax base. 

C. The County's Efforts in Achieving Self-Sufficiency 

The County has made significant efforts to maximize revenues received from gross receipts 
(including retail sales) and property taxes by raising the rate of such taxes within legal limits to 
the point beyond which a negative impact could be expected and by establishing county 
business practices to manage the collection of these revenues in the most productive maiUler. 

The revenue received from gross receipts taxes, however, is not predictable because a major 
portion of this revenue depends on the amount and sources of LANL procurements. The 
$1 billion contract between the University of California and DOE is not subject to gross 
receipts tax because of the University's tax-exempt status in New Mexico. As a result, only 
the Unviersity' s subcontractors performing work in Los Alamos are subject to gross receipts 
taxes that benefit Los Alamos directly. The amount spent by LANL on such subcontracts 
changes as LANL's mission changes. 

The scarcity of land and labor, among other things, bas created negative conditions for the 
retail community of Los Alamos. As a result, retail sales only account for about 20 percent of 
the taxable economy, compared with 40 to 50 percent in other New Mexico communities. 
This lack of a retail economy not only limits the amount of gross receipts tax revenues that can 
be expected from retail sales but also exerts pressure for a rate of gross receipts tax which will 
discourage new retailers from establishing in the County. 

In 1984, the United States Supreme Court issued a decision in a case filed by the state of New 
Mexico, holding that DOE contractors are subject to New Mexico gross receipts tax. This 
decision caused an immediate increase in the amount of gross receipts tax revenues available to 
the County, since as a result of the Supreme Court's decision, DOE's other major contractor at 
LANL, The Zia Company, became subject to this tax for the first time. The case also resulted 
in a one-time, lump-sum settlement for back taxes of $9 million. County voters approved an 
amendment to the home rule charter to establish a pennanent fund with these settlement 
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proceeds, and this permanent fund, after reinvestment to preserve present worth, provides a 
stable and predictable source of funds for large capital improvement projects. 
Tbe County has also taken steps to streamline County operations generally and has issued and 
refinanced bonds for the construction of two hydroelectric plants as part of becoming a partner 
with DOE in providing electric power for the County and LANL. 

Because of the limits and lack of reliability of gross receipts tax revenue, and the small amount 
of taxable real property, the County is now focusing on more long-term efforts to broaden the 
economic base and diversity of the County and to make the County less dependent on LANL. 
The County is encouraging, participating in, and facilitating a number of initiatives to 
revitalize the downtown shopping areas and to attract new retail and industrial businesses to the 
area. Part of DOE's goal in achieving a final termination settlement of assistance is to aid in 
this initiative by transferring available lands to the County to increase the property available 
for economic development, thus allowing the County to increase property tax revenue and 
provide a more stable source of gross receipts tax revenue. 

V. The Recommendation For Final Settlement Of Assistance 

A. The Proposed FinD/ Settlement 

In order to end annual fmancial assistance payments to the County on June 30, 1997, the date 
statutory authority for such payments expires, DOE proposes three measures: 

1. a one-time payment to the County of $22.6 million during fiscal year 1997 in 
addition to annual assistance at the current level for fiscal year 1997, and 
eligibility in fiscal year 1998 for payments in lieu of taxes under section 168 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; 

2. the transfer of land and improvements associated with the functions of 
community frre protection; water production for LANL and the community: and 
aviation services for the community provided suitable terms can be negotiated 
tor such transfers; and 

3. the transfer of other lands to the County lO the extent that transfer will not 
negatively impact LANL operations and will contribute to the goals of economic 
diversification through the attraction of new businesses and the construction of 
affordable housing. 

DOE strongly believes that there are two conditions for a buy-out which must be pan of the 
agreement to end annual payments. First, the buy-out payment should constitute a final 
fmancial settlement with the County to terminate all assistance payments pursuant to section 91 
of the Community Act. Secondly, DOE, LANL, or their contractors or subcontractors. should 
not be subject to a future levy, special fees, taxes, or assessments for municipal or utility 
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services and improvements by the County unless: (1) these special fees, taxes, or assessments 
are appropriately and reasonably applied to all entities within the County, or (2) the County 
frrst obtains approval from DOE. 

B. Basis for an Agreement on Termination of Annual Assistance Payments 

Termination of assistance payments is contemplated to be a negotiated process. The 
Community Act does not provide guidelines or formulas for calculating burdens imposed by 
the Government or methods for assessing self-sufficiency. The justification for termination of 
assistance payments that underlies the statutory and contractual language hinges on a judgment 
that DOE has fulfilled its financial obligations to the County pursuant to the Community Act. 
That is, the sum of the assistance payments, including in-kind payments for the transfer of 
municipal installations, utilities, and real property without charge, as well as direct cash 
outlays, is judged sufficient to compensate the County for the burdens imposed by the DOE 
presence. On the other hand, the County must justify the continuation of payments by 
demonstrating that it has exercised every reasonable means to become self-sufficient through 
taxes, fees, and assessments; that it has implemented plans to develop an economic base from 
which it can begin to minimize its dependence upon DOE for assistance; and that it continues 
to provide services and benefits essential to DOE in the fulfillment of its mission. 
Fundamental to the negotiation is an assumption that both parties can independently assess their 
ongoing and future needs and arrive at a mutually agreed upon process of "balancing the 
books". 

Negotiating a settlement on termination must begin with the factors specified in section 91 of 
the Community Act used in setting assistance payments. Rephrased in the context of 
termination of assistance, these factors are: 

1. the County is able to maintain municipal services at a level which will nor 
impede the recruitment and retention of personnel essential to DOE's missions 
at Los Alamos; 

2. the municipal services and other burdens imposed on the County by reason of 
DOE's operations in Los Alamos are adequately compensated for by gross 
receipts tax revenues and traditional payments in lieu of taxes under the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954; and 

3. adequate measures have been taken to eliminate the fiscal problems peculiar to 
the County by reason of the construction of the community as a single-purpose 
national defense installation under emergency conditions. 

In this context, an agreement on termination should include provisions which assure that these 
factors are achieved. Because of the limitations on and lack of predictability in revenues 
generated by taxes, the County currently depends on its annual assistance payment of 
approximately $2.7 million to supplement revenues which support maintaining municipal 
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services at a level which will not impede recruitment and retention at LANL and upgrading 
facilities constructed during the 1940's and 1950's for national defense purposes rather than for 
municipal purposes. 

DOE and the County have signed an Agreement in Principle setting forth the basis for 
negotiating a mutually acceptable solution for eliminating assistance payments as soon as 
practicable and completing the transfer of municipal facilities and services. The County has 
prepared a Self-Sufficiency Plan which is now under internal review and analysis. Some of the 
planning assumptions used by the County would result in a frrst ever reduction-in-force of 
County staff. As pan of the planning process, the County has evaluated its options for 
replacement of the annual assistance payments through increases in taxes and the reduction of 
services. The County is also actively seeking relief from the termination of assistance payments 
by encouraging the conversion of some ponion of the University of California work scope to a 
taxable entity. By the Countyfls own estimates, conversion of $100 million of University of 
California scope from a nonprofit to taxable entity would fully mitigate impacts from 
termination of assistance payments. Barring that, the County is preparing to reduce staff, and 
lhe County Council has openly discussed the need to increase taxes and reduce services to 
offset the loss of assistance payments. 

After extensive analysis, the County and DOE have concluded that the following steps are 
necessary in a termination settlement to avoid an unacceptable curtailment or reduction of 
community services: 

October 1999 

1. The only reasonable alternative to the continuation of annual assistance 
payments is through an increase in the Countyfls tax base. This can be 
achieved, in pan, by increasing the commercial and retail business base in the 
County through the development of propeny proposed for transfer to the 
County. The development of these propenies will eventually replace this 
revenue, but that will not happen immediately. DOE· estimates that it will take 
approximately 10 years before this property is producing revenues sufficient to 
make up for the absence of the current annual assistance payments. The final 
settlement amount includes $17.6 million to address this need. The $17.6-
million figure was calculated using the Oak Ridge model and reflects the sum of 
payments which would have been made for assistance over the next 10 years 
with the annual amount reduced by 10 percent each year. 

2. Transfer of municipal installations and services still under federal control is 
necessary for the County to achieve independence from DOE. In order for the 
County to maintain these municipal services at the current level, the 
establishment of reserve funds for systems maintenance and equipment 
replacement is required. These funds are normally built-up over several years 
and the County does not currently have assets available to fund these reserves, 
nor the taxing or bonding authority necessary to fully fund these reserves. 
Section 91 of the Community Act recognizes this need by tying assistance 
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payments to the transfer of municipal functions and installations. Accordingly, 
DOE proposes to provide a lump sum payment of $S million to fund reserve 
accounts for these systems. The amount of these funds, as set out below. was 
calculated by the current operators of these insttllation.c; based on projected 
systems maintenance, equipment needs, and potential liabilities: 

Water System 
Fire Stations and Equipment 
Airport 

Total 

$3.0 million 
$1.8 million 
$0.2 million 
$5.0 million 

DOE would transfer to the County the funds applicable to each reserve only upon, and at the 
time of, transfer of the pertinent municipal installation or service. 

C. Beneflls to DOE 

The future well-being of LANL lies in its ability to control costs and become more efficient. 
As has been presented in this report, the Los Alamos community is not yet economically 
diverse and has been hampered in its effort to become self-sufficient by the lack of available 
lands and workforce base. As a result, the cost of living in Los Alamos is some 23% above 
national average and only slightly less than the Washington, DC metropolitan area, and the 
cost of housing is over 60% higher than the national average. Therefore, the transfer of 
undeveloped property and the lump sum termination payment are intended to spur the County 
into an expedited process for achieving economic development and diversity and increasing 
affordable housing. This is a long-term process which neither the County nor DOE can 
guarantee will succeed; however, both parties are convinced the effort must be made and have 
agreed to cooperate in this endeavor. If this effort were to yield even a 1 percent reduction in 
LANL operating costs, the reduced cost of services and goods procured from local sources 
could save the Government nearly $10 million per year. 

In transferring the proposed municipal systems and services, DOE expects to see some 
immediate cost savings. For example, the County estimates that a water system operation 
unified under County control expects to reduce water production costs by at least 25 percent 
and DOE expects to see an immediate savings of nearly $500,000 per year in the cost of water 
for LANL. Having the County assume responsibility for its fire protection service needs will 
allow the DOE to reduce the current cost of the fire protection service contract by as much as 
$1 million per year. During fiscal year 1996, the cost for the Government to operate the Los 
Alamos airport will be over $300,000. By making this a public airport under County 
authority, DOE expects to continue having access to the airport while no Jonger bearing the 
sole cost of its operations. 

Based on this information, it is likely that the Government will recover the initial $22.6 million 
termination payment over the next 12 or 13 years through cost savings achieved from the 
transfer of municipal services to the County. Although the additional cost savings that could 
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ultimately be achieved from the strengthening of the local economy will not be realized in the 
short term, it appears that those cost savings have the potential to be sigpificant in the future. 

V. Summary and Conclusion 

As required by section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996, DOE has 
assessed the need for continued assistance to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos. DOE 
has determined that the historically paid annual assistance should not be continued indefinitely 
and that termination of financial assistance to the County could best be accomplished by: (1) a 
final settlement of $22.6 million to the county; (2) the transfer to the County of severllll 
municipal installations and functions owned and operated by the Federal Government; and (3) 
the transfer to the County of undeveloped land. DOE does not believe that any extensions of 
authorities under the Community Act are required to implement the proposed 
recommendations. 

10 
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I. Introduction 

This report, the "Los Alamos County Self-Sufficiency Strategy", from the Incorporated 
County of Los Alamos (LAC), is submitted to the U.S. Department ofEnergy (DOE) to 
assist them in compliance with Section 3161 ofthe National Defense Authorization Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104-1 06), which amended Section 91 of the Atomic Energy Community 
Act of 1955 (Public Law 84-122) to require the Secretary of Energy to present to the 
Congress by June 30, 1996, recommendations as to the need for further assistance 
payments from the DOE to the County of Los Alamos. If justification for further 
assistance payments is found, the Secretary will include a report and a plan describing the 
actions needed to eliminate the need for further assistance. If necessary, the report will 
include a proposal for legislative action required to implement the plan. 

The County and the DOE executed an" Agreement in Principle" (Appendix A) in 
December 1995 which, in general, provided for the DOE to eliminate assistance payments 
and transfer municipal installations (including vacant land) to the County. The County 
agreed to become independent of assistance payments, and to accept and operate the 
municipal installations. 

Los Alamos County is a unique municipality in many ways, including the situation that the 
vast majority of its properly and economic activity is exempt from taxation but generates 
significant demands for public services. In light of this serious constraint to revenue 
generation, the dilemma the County faces is how to continue to provide services while 
dealing simultaneously with: (a) declining revenues resulLing from Lhe loss of assistance 
payments, and (b) increasing costs resulting from accepting and operating the DOE 
facilities. This report, the "Los Alamos Self-Sufficiency Strategy", is a comprehensive, 
long-range approach for the County to achieve self-sufficiency. 

II. Outline of the Los Alamos County Self-Sufficiency Strategy 

What is self-sufficiency? The following definition is from the report, "Analysis of 
Department of Energy Impact and Support at Los Alamos New Mexico": 

"In practice, a govemment entity is financially self-sufficiency if its budget is 
balanced, i.e., ifthe revenues equal the expenditures. In the case of Los 
Alamos, self-sufficiency will exist if that balance is achieved without DOE 
assistance payments. Without lowering the current level of service, local 
government has limited flexibility in· reducing expenditures. Therefore, 
realistic self-sufficiency will be achieved in the County when the tax base 
expands sufficiently to provide the equivalent DOE assistance without the 
deterioration in the level of service." 

The Los Alamos County strategy for achieving self-sufficiency contains the following 
essential elements (outlined here and detailed in Section VII) and is dependent upon the 
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DOE successfully transferring to the County vacant land and municipal installations (to 
be discussed later}, and to provide financial a~sistance during this lr~sition. 

l. Budget and Organizational Restructuring Plan: The County will continue 
implementation of a comprehensive budget and organizational restructuring in order to 
prioritize services, reduce the cost of providing existing services, identify and evaluate 
for elimination non-essential services, identify and implement productivity 
improvements, and identify potential reorganization/consolidation opportunities in 
order to provide services more effectively and efficiently. . 

2. Economic Development and Dive1·sification: The County will attempt to expand its 
tax base and diversify its economy by aggressively developing the land obtained from 
the DOE and implementing an economic development program, including efforts to 
retain and expand existing businesses, and a possible reduction in the gross receipts tax 
(GRT) rate in order to become a more competitive location for businesses '''ithin ?'\ ew 
Mexico. 

3. DOE Contract Reform: The County will provide DOE with specific 
recommendations and performance measures for the new Los Alamos National 
Laboratory (LANL) management and operations (M&O) contract to be effective in 
late 1997 (Appendix B). The County's suggestions will include areas oflocal 
procurement preference, expanded outsourcing, increased local technology transfer 
initiatives, participation in economic development activities, improved educational 
asset utilization, and contractor corporate citizenship. 

The benefits to the County are (a) an expanded revenue base to pay for existing 
services accepted from DOE with the loss of assistance payments, (b) payment of 
services to support LANL's impact, and (c) economic diversification as directed by 
Congress and the DOE. While the County is not a party to the contract, County input 
into the contract is important because County finance.c; and services are significantly 
impacted by LANL operations, and the DOE has recognized local governments as 
stakeholders in such contracts at all DOE sites. 

4. Payments-In-Lieu-Of-Taxes (PILT): The County is requesting that DOE make 
payments-in-lieu-of-taxes and give assurances that the County is eligible for special 
burden payments in the future to appropriately compensate the County for the impact 
ofLANL on the community, for the cost of services received by LANL and its 
employees, and to support the LANUDOE in its national defense mission. 

5. Lump-Sum Payment: The County is requesting that DOE make a lump sum payment 
to the County in FY97 of $17.6 million. (This amount represents the sum of annual 
assistance payments which would have been made over the next ten years if the annual 
payment is reduced by l 0% each year to zero.) This payment would provide the basis 
of the County's transition to self-sufficiency. 

6. Facility Transition Fund: The County is requesting that DOE make a one-time $5 
million payment to the County in FY97 to fund reserve accounts for repairs to the 
aging and substandard infrastructure of the DOE facilities which will be transferred to 
the County that includes the water system, fire stations and equipment, and the airport. 
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Ill. Background on Efforts Towards Self-Sufficiency 

The dependence of the County's economy on one entity- LANL- has been a source of 
concern for many years. This concern is deepened by the fact that LANL generates major 
public service requirements, but LANL property and most of its spending are exempt from 
local taxation to pay for those services. Economic diversification activities have been 
underway with mixed and limited results in areas of Federal land release, economic 
development funding, and outside revenue generation through utility commodity sales. 
Each of these are summarized below. 

l. Federal Land Release: The goal for release of Federal land for private development 
has been a long-term continuing process. In the early 1980s three sites were 
identified: (a) the "Cemetery Tracts", (b) the "Western Perimeter" tracts, and (c) 
Rendija Canyon. To date, the Cemetery Tracts were released for residential 
development through a private trade with the Forest Service~ and parts of the \Vestern 
Perimeter tracts have been transferred to the County from the DOE, GSA, and the 
Park Service for recreational use. The parcel identified for private development in the 
Western Perimeter Tracts has not yet been released, and Rendija Canyon has been 
returned by the GSA to the DOE as unsellable because of conflicting claims. In the 
late 1980s the County government contracted with the Los Alamos Economic 
Development Corporation to attempt to gain the release of several small parcels of 
land from DOE for business purposes. No land has been transferred as a result of this 
effort. 

2. Economic Development: Organized governmental interest in economic development 
in Los Alamos began in 1983 with the creation of the Los Alamos Economic 
Development Corporation (LAEDC), a private non-profit organi?.ation. DOE, LANL. 
and the County were instrumental in providing startup funding for this organization. 
The company has been oriented towards technology transfer through a process of 
assisting LANL employees in becoming entrepreneurs and starting new businesses. 
LAEDC provides small business counseling, and offers business incubator space to 
small businesses. 

In 1979, the County levied a 5% tax on lodging, with the proceeds dedicated to 
marketing the County to attract visitors. To date that tax has generated over $1.6 
million. 

There was a shift to concern about the declining tax base of th~ retail sector in the 
community in the late 1980s, and the County responded by creating and funding the 
Community Development Committee (CDC). The CDC had a national economic 
consultant prepare a retail analysis which showed major retail leakage, in that about 
50% of the disposable income of Los Alamos residents. was being spent out of the 
County. The CDC prepared plans for the White Rock and Los Alamos retail areas and 
has been implementing those plans with a variety of funding sources to capture 
additional taxable retail spending. 

Then, in 1990 the County Administrator asked staff to prepare an economic 
development strategic plan to help coordinate and direct the several economic 
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development efforts underway. The County's Economic Development Strategic Plan 
(EDSP- Executive Summary included as Appendix C) was adopted in 1991 with the 
highest priorities being land development for business expansion and affordable 
housing for labor force expansion. 

3. Revenue Generation Through Utility Commodity Sales: The County has attempted 
to move towards self-sufficiency with increased revenues from utility sales. The 
County purchased the White Rock gas and electric systems from a private company 
and has generated additional general fund revenues. The County and the DOE agreed 
in 1983 to enter into an electric power resource pool, and in 1985 the County issued 
$11 0 million in revenue bonds to build two hydro power plants, purchase a portion of 
the San Juan Generating Plan, and purchase an interest in several other plants. This 
purchase has lowered electric rates for both LANL and County residents and 
businesses. However, the expected general fund revenues in excess of $1 million per 
year from power sales have not materialized. Both gas and electric profit transfers to 
the County's general fund are further threatened by "wheeling" authority which may 
undercut rates to major utility users. 

IV. Impediments to Diversification 

Los Alamos has been and continues to be greatly restricted in efforts towards 
diversification of its economy to reduce dependence upon LANL. Any discussion of self
sufficiency for Los Alamos needs to recognize the factors which have to date significantly 
hindered economic development, such as rugged topography, a location remote from 
materials or markets, Federal ownership of virtually all vacant land, limited and expensive 
water supplies, a high cost ofliving, revenue generation restrictions, and a limited 
workforce. A brief discussion of each follows. 

1. Topography: The topography that made Los Alamos attractive as the location of a 
secret national defense installation has been a detriment to its growth, added to the 
cost of providing services, and hindered development. Although Los Alamos County 
is small in horizontal area, it rises nearly a mile vertically from the Rio Grande River in 
the east to the Jemez Mountain peaks in the west. The "townsite" business and 
residential conmlUnity is located on the Pajarito Plateau which is a series of five mesas 
that radiate from the Jemez Mountains. These finger mesas are several miles in length, 
and are separated by deep canyons. The mesas are connected for access by a single 
arterial road that runs along the intersection of the mountain and the mesas. White 
Rock, which is the other part of the Los Alamos community, is located 1,000 feet 
lower on the edge of the Rio Grande gorge about 8 miles from the townsite. 

2. Remoteness: The remoteness which made Los Alamos desirable in its infancy has 
become a major obstacle in trying to compete with other communities for business 
locations. Access into the community is along one of two winding highways which at 
times can be covered with snow. There is no rail connection within 40 miles, and at 
the moment there is no commercial air service to the County. All persons and goods 
must arrive by highway, and, since the community is basically at the end of a cul-de-
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sac, traffic does not stop here on the way to somewhere else. The community is 
surrounded in all directions by Federal and Indian lands, and thus has no trade area on 
which to base a retail and personal service economy. Since most_ businesses need to 
locate on good transportation facilities near either raw materials or markets, Los 
Alamos is not attractive to most businesses. 

3. Federal Ownership of Vacant Land: Nearly 90% of the land in the County is owned 
by the Federal government, either as LANL, as the Bandelier National Monument, or 
as the Santa Fe National Forest. Not only are the townsite and White Rock 
communities surrounded by Federal property, but the County itself is completely 
bounded by Federal and Indian Pueblo property. Most privately-owned land has been 
developed, and vacant land owned by the County is mainly in undevelopable canyon 
bottoms. Most attempts to trade or release Federal land for private development has 
been time-consuming and difficult. And, in fact, because of the rugged topography, 
there is very little undeveloped land that is easily developable. 

4. \Vater Supplies: Water rights are a very important commodity in arid New Mexico. 
and Los Alamos County's location high in the mountains adds significantly to its ware1 
production cost. .. The Federal government acquired groundwater rights in the 1940~ 
for the Manhattan Project, and acquired an allocation ofwater from the San 
Juan/Chama Project in the I 960s. About 80% of the groundwater rights are now 
being used by the Federal government, either for its own use or to sell to the 
community. Los Alamos County buys water from the DOE and distributes it to 
residential and business customers. County users currently pay $4.32 per 1,000 
gallons of water, which is the highest price in New Mexico and among the highest in 
the country. 

5. High Cost of Living: The lack of developable land and high LANL salaries have 
contributed to the high cost ofliving in Los Alamos. The cost of vacant office space is 
near $10 per square foot, housing costs are over 60% above the national average. and 
the overall cost of living is over 20% above average (based on the most recent 
ACCRA quarterly cost of living survey). The release by DOE of a significant amou r,-c 
ofland for private development can potentially stabilize land price increases. But. the 
dumping of a large amount of land on the market could cause land prices to crater and 
seriously impact households, businesses and financial institutions with mortgages 
based on higher land values. 

6. Revenue Generation Restrictions: LANL recruitment and retention of quality 
personnel depends, in part, on the ability of the County and the School District to 
provide relatively high quality public services. However the capacity of the County to 
generate revenue to provide those services is limited by two main factors: (a) limited 
tax base, and (b) limited taxing authority. 

a) Limited Tax Base: New Mexico municipalities are dependent upon property and 
gross receipts taxes to pay for local services. Ninety-four percent of the land in 
the County is exempt from property taxes, and, based on the value ofLANL 
improvements (provided by DOE), only 7% of the improvements pay property 
taxes. Similarly, both the Federal government and its contractor, the University 
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of California, are exempt from gross receipts taxes. Yet LANL does utilize 
public services. In addition, the 18,000 population ofthe County is 
supplemented by over 10,000 daily commuters who also utilize public services 
but may work for a tax exempt employer. 

To illustrate the impact of this limited tax base on the County: 

LA.NL budget $ 1, 1 00 million 
Priva1c, non-LANL spending $ 150 million 
Total economic activity $ 1,250 million 

Taxable economic activity $ 400 million 

Percent taxable: $400 million I $1,250 million= 32% 

b) Limited Taxing Authority: The State ofNew Mexico limits the ability of its 
local governments to levy taxes and limits the amounts that can be levied. 

i) Property Taxes: While Los Alamos County has levied about 65% of the 
maximum allowable property taxes, it still has the highest per capita 
property tax in the state for combined county/municipal services. The 
growth of property taxes is limited by "yield control" restrictions imposed 
by the state. If the maximum property tax rate were imposed, the County 
could only realize an additional $1.5 million per year from property taxes.. 
Raising the property tax rate would further discourage economic 
diversification and business development, contribute to the high cost of 
housing, high cost of living, and limited work force. 

ii) Gr·oss Receipts Taxes: As a combined city/county, Los Alamos is able to 
levy both county and municipal gross receipts tax rates. With 1/4% of 
remaining authority for general purpose revenue, the County could raise 
about $1 million per year from this source. However, raising GRT rates 
would not be fiscally prudent in the short-term, since increased rates will 
make Los Alamos less competitive for businesses, resulting in decreased 
GRT revenues. 

iii) Other Tax/Income Sources: hnally, New Mexico local governments 
have no ability to impose income taxes, employee head taxes, or many 
other revenue generating methods successfully utilized across the 
country. 

Currently the New Mexico State Legislature is considering options which 
may remove the tax exemption of the University of California. The 
County is evaluating the potential impact of a tax on the LANL. 

7. Labor Force: Finally, Los Alamos County's efforts towards economic diversification 
are challenged by a lack of skilled, affordable, and available labor. Unemployment in 
the County hovers around 2%, largely because the high cost of living makes 
unemployment unaffordable to County residents. Lower paid jobs at LANL, at LANL 
contractors, and at non-LANL employers are generally filled with persons from 
outside of Los Alamos, primarily from Rio Arriba and Santa Fe Counties. A recent 
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regional labor market study identified transportation as the single largest barrier to 
participation in the Los Alamos job market by persons from surrounding communities. 
County efforts to overcome this barrier by providing affordable housing in the County 
and by developing a regional transit system are proceeding but will take years to 
produce significant results. 

V. DOE Transfer of Municipal Facilities and Operations 

The DOE's 1995 plan to reduce its budget by $19 billion over the next five years includes 
shedding those municipal facilities and services it has been providing to non-DOE 
customers. In Los Alamos those municipal operations include the water production and 
distribution system, fire department facilities and equipment, and the airport. Shedding 
these facilities and services will result in major recurring annual savings to the DOE- and 
increased costs to the County. Transferring these facilities and services to the County is a 
major component of the self-sufficiency strategy. A brief description of each follows. 

1. Wate•· l,roduction and J)istribution System: DOE and the County have agreed that 
the DOE will transfer to the County at no cost to the County a portion of the DOE's 
water rights, all water wells (including up to four new wells to maintain system 
capacity), and the water production system including pumps, tanks, lines, etc. 

The County will operate the system and will sell water back to the DOE at a projected 
savings of$500,000 per year to the Federal government. As part of this transfer, the 
County needs to capitalize a repair and replacement fund and a working capital fund, 
as well as a water rights defense and acquisition fund. 

2. Fire Department Facilities and Equipment: The County has had a contract since 
1989 with the DOE to provide fire protection to all LANL facilities, but DOE still 
owns the fire stations and fire equipment. The County has agreed to a formula to pay 
its "fair share" of fire protection costs, and to accept those stations and equipment that 
serve the community. The County's annual "fair share" of fire protection and annual 
equipment replacement and repair fund is estimated at $1.5 million. Tn addition, the 
County will need $2 million to capitahze the equipment replacement fund and provide 
vehicle maintenance facilities, as well as $2.5 million to cure deferred facility 
maintenance and code compliance problems. 

3. Ail-port: The County has agreed to accept the airport facility from the DOE, and to 
operate the airport for three years at a loss if there is scheduled commercial air service 
and ifLANL shares the operating loss. The County's share of operating losses is 
estimated to be $200,000, and about $1.2 million in immediate capital improvements 
arc necessary to correct substandard conditions. 
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VI. DOE Transfer of Land for Economic Diversification 
and Affordable Housing 

The DOE's commitment to transfer land for economic diversification and aliordable 
housing to the County, as outlined in the December 1995 Agreement in Principle, is a 
critical component of the County's self-sufficiency strategy, and is the difference between 
this self-sufficiency strategy and previous buyout proposals. However, while developable 
land may allow the community to recruit businesses from outside the area, it is only one of 
many obstacles to be overcome before self-sufficiency is achieved. The County will still · 
be dependent upon LANL operations to provide the marketing focus for economic 
development. In addition, land development is an expensive, time and resource consuming 
process, with significant results at least five years into the future. These points are 
discussed briefly, below. 

1. Several aspects ofLANL's operations will serve as the marketing focus for land 
development. The first component is businesses providing goods or services to LANL 
who could benefit from a more proximate location. This could include businesses in 
other locations that could relocate to Los Alamos, as well as existing local businesses 
that are now restricted in their size and could compete for LANL contracts if they had 
access to more space. 

2. A second area of opportunity is from business which could benefit from increased 
outsourcing which is expected to be required through DOE contract reform. LANL 
has suggested "teaming" with a corporate partner to be located in Los Alamos who 
would handle many non-science activities, and might include bringing a non-L.Al\TL 
corporate entity to Los Alamos. 

3. A third element is technology transfer activities where a company using LANL 
technology would see the benefits oflocating near the source of that technology. 

II Tourism is another area that can benefit from LANL's reputation. LANL's science 
museum brings over 125,000 annual visitors to the County, and LANL seminars and 
symposia attract thousands of visitors to other locations. The availability efland will 
provide the opportunity to develop facilities to allow the County to benefit from those 
activities. 

5. Also, the knowledge at LANL should be a resource for education-related activities for 
everything from a youth science camp to a four-year science and research university to 
a graduate center for research and technology. · 

To reiterate, none of these options are feasible without available land. There are two 
significant costs associated with development of this land. The first is the operational cost 
of staffing to manage, market, and sell land for development. The second is the capital 
cost related to otT-site and on-site infrastructure needs. In addition, land development will 
result in increased demand/requirements for County services. At some point land proceeds 
will co vee the operational costs and may be able to cover the carrying costs for the 
infrastructure. The County estimates a five-year capitalization of operational costs at $2.5 
million and initial infrastructure development costs of$4- $5 million. 
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VII. Los Alamos County Self-Sufficiency Strategy Details 

. 
The current proposal from the County to the DOE for self-sufficiency has six elements 
(outlined in Section fi): 

l. Budget and Organizational Restructuring Plan (BOR): Th.e County h.as 
undertaken a comprehensive budget and organizational restructuring which invoh·es 
both near-term and long-term plans. The near-term recommendations focused on 
identifying productivity measures that could be implemented quickly, beginning in 
FY97, while preserving all essential and most non-essential County services. These 
were identified by the Senior Management Team after a nine-month study and include 
elimination of numerous FTEs and other budget adjustments. Implementation has 
resulted in approval of an FY97 general fund budget which is nearly 10% less than 
FY96. 

The County is continuing with its long-term BOR plan which will focus on more 
intensive productivity and process improvements; identification and possible 
elimination of non-essential services that have outgrown their usefulness, become too 
expensive to continue, or have too small a user population to justify; and an extensiYe 
reorganization of County functions and staffing. Included will be a program for 
soliciting community input in order to identify service priorities and expectations .. -\ 
consultant will be h.ired to assist the Senior Management Teal with identifying and 
evaluation of major reorganization/consolidation scenarios. The resulting plan will be 
used to either reorient existing services if future budgets are stable, or to determine 
which services to reduce if the financial situation deteriorates. 

These BOR efforts follow a successful multi-year streamlining program begun in 1992 
in an effort to provide efficiency and cost-reduction measures to offset the 
consequences of reduced revenues and increased costs. 

2. li.:conomic Development nnd Diversification: The County's goal to broaden the tax 
base so that existing services can be maintained when DOE support is terminated is 
virtually impossible without available land for development. Therefore, the Agreement 
in Principle, signed by DOE and the C.ounty in December 1995, commits DOE to 
transfer up to 500 acres of developable land to the County for business development, 
affordable housing development, and educational facility development. These uses will 
diversify the County's tax base away from dependence upon LANL, while creating 
regional and state benefits in terms of job opportunities, workfor~e training facilities, 
and gross receipts revenues. 

October 1999 

Los Alamos County is starting to review and update the 1995 Economic Development 
Strategic Plan. The availability ofland for economic activity will remove one of the 
major obstacles, and will provide for the implementation of programs for retention and 
expansion of existing businesses and for recruitment of new targeted industries. 
Availability oflabor is a second obstacle which will continue to be pursued through 
continued County support of affordable housing and support for regional 
transportation options. The County will continue to administer DOE funds for 
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regional economic development, and expects that funded regional programs for 
business loans and in-plant training will benefit the County's economic base. 

The County continues to work to implement the Economic Development Strategic 
Plan. More recent Council retreats have prioritized and refined those goals and 
objectives. Specific County projects have been identified to strengthen the retail base 
through redevelopment of the County and Schools shops site on Trinity Drive, to 
develop a conference facility to attract hotel facilities and strengthen the visitor base, 
to develop a research park to attract private research and development firms, to 
develop business park facilities for existing business retention and expansion, to 
construct a new senior center facility to support the retirement sector of the economy, 
and to strengthen higher education by supporting the transfer of existing housing from 
DOE to the University ofNew Mexico and setting aside land for future educational 
facility development. The County is also active in supporting regional economic 
development through the creation of a community reuse organization and acting as 
fiscal agent for DOE community transition funds which include small business loan 
funds ·and on-the-job training programs. 

One aspect of the proposed economic development program is a possible reduction in 
gross receipts taxes to make Los Alamos a more attractive location for business. \Vith 
currently one ofthe highest GRT rates in the region, a 1/4% reduction in GRT rate 
would place the C~unty in a better competitive position for business, and could save 
LANL nearly $500,000 per year on taxes paid by its contractors. 

3. DOE Contract Reform: DOE contract reform initiatives have placed a high priority 
on outsourcing and privatization of some functions that have in the past been internal 
to DOE operations. The end to the Cold War has reduced the need to have all 
operations internalized for security reasons. In light of tighter budgets, the current 
peacetime philosophy is that the private sector may be able to perform some work less 
expensively, or at least distnl>ute overhead among many customers. Discussions with 
LANL management and University of California officials have indicated their general 
agreement with this philosophy. 

Very preliminary discussions have pia~ the extent of additional LANL outsourcing 
around I 0% to 20% of the LANL budget. How much of this can be captured in Los 
Alamos County is dependent upon such factors as what new local procurement 
preference requirements are implemented, whether a few major or many smaller 
private contracts are outsourced, and how quickly the land transfer occurs and the 
economic development program is implemented. 

LANL outsourcing will also have regional and statewide benefits as more jobs are 
created and more gross receipts taxes are paid. 

4. Payments-In-Lieu-Of-Taxes (PILT): Federal agencies are authorized to make Pll..T 
payments to local governments for major Federal land holdings within their 
jurisdictions. The County currently receives about $25,000 per year from the 
Department of Agriculture for Santa Fe National Forest lands and from the 
Department of the Interior for Bandelier National Monument property. The County 
has not received PIL T from the DOE due to the payment of annual assistance 
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payments. However, the cessation of annual assistance payments will make the 
County eligible for an estimated $40,000 per year in PIL T based on the use and value 
of the property when it was acquired for LANL. The County will join other DOE host 
communities in requesting modifications of that formula to more accurately reflect the 
impact of the present use on the local governments. Such PIT.. T reforms could also 
lead to payments to surrounding jurisdictions that are impacted by a major DOE 
facility such as LANL. 

5. Lump Sum Payment: The County is requesting a $17.6 million-lump sum payment 
for the assistance payments representing the present value of the assistance payments 
for the ten-year contract period from fiscal year 1997 to fiscal year 2006. While the 
buyout proposals discussed in 1985 and 1989 would have the money deposited for 
interest use, the current proposals would use the lump sum amount for two general 
purposes: 

a) First, approximately $10 million would be used over the ne>.."t five years to 
supplement general fund revenues while the revenue impacts from economic 
and land development, and LANL contract reform are starting to be realized. 

b) Second, it is anticipated that about $7.6 million is needed for economic 
development infrastructure investments to assist with economic diYersification. 
These infrastructure investments would include on-site and off-site streets and 
utilities for the land to be developed, as well as "pump priming" facilities for 
special uses, such as a conference center, research and technology center, etc. 
The payback for this investment is projected to begin about 2002 for ten years, 
and would be dependent on sufficient expansion of the tax base. 

6. F:1cility Ta·ansition Fund: The County is requesting an addition $5 million lump sum 
payment from DOE for the transition of municipal facilities and operations from the 
DOE to the County. Among the items expected to be capitalized from this transition 
fund are a water rights defense and acquisition fund, major water equipment 
replacement fund, a fire equipment replacement fund, and specific capital 
improvements to the airport and fire stations. It is anticipated that this $5 million fund 
would be supplemented from interested earnings from the S17.6 million payment, 
ongoing revenue from water rates or from equipme~t replacement fund charges, and 
outside funds such as the State Fire Marshal's Fund or the Federal Aviation 
Adrninistrati9n Airport Trust Fund. After the initial five year period, these facilities 
accepted from the DOE would become eligible as capital improvements projects under 
the regular County CIP process. 

VIII. Conclusions 

The Los Alamos County Self-Sufficiency Strategy will evolve and change when the new 
LANL management contract is complete, the new fire department contract is in place. and 
the proposed land transfer is hopefully complete. Uncertainties that have been identified 
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can serve as an action agenda for the County Council, County staff, and County residents. 
For example, having identified PILT as a potential revenue source, the community can 
work together with other communities to try to insure that this potential is reached. The 
same model can apply to all other factors in the self sufficiency plan and the assumptions 
that it is based on. 
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PRINCIPLES OF 
LAND TRANSFERS FROM DOE 

1. Developable lands to be transferred should be adjacent to 
already.developed land in order to minimize sprawl, gain 
economies in extending public utilities, and reduce the 
costs of providing public services. 

2. Preservation of the quality of life for County residents is 
a paramount concern, and self-sufficiency must be 
attained only through managed growth and development. 

3. Self-sufficiency can be obtained through the expansion of 
the tax base which will generate additional-property and 
gross receipts taxes sufficient to replace the annual 
assistance payments and pay the costs of maintaining the 
water, airport and fire facilities transferred from the 
DOE to the County. The County's goal for these purposes 
is at least 500 acres of land suitable for economic 
development and diversification. 

4. Self-sufficiency will also be obtained through the 
provision of land for housing. Additional housing land 
will reduce the steep upwards inflationary spiral of 
residential property values and will eventually bring 
Los Alamos housing prices more into line with o~her 
communities. The County's goal for these purposes is at 
least 1,500 acres of land suitable for residential 
development. 

5. Education is an important value to residents of Los Alamos, 
and land for expanded ·public and higher education and 
training facilities should be provided. 

6_ Self-sufficiency also requires that access be maincained to 
and within the community for residents and visitors, for 
commercial purposes, and for· emergency situations. Lands 
for access include the S.R. 4 and S.R. 502 
rights-of-way, the airport and emergency landing strip, 
and emergency access available through Los Alamos and 
Rendija Canyons. 

7. Self-sufficiency will also require adequate utilities, 
including water, sewer, gas, and electricity. Land is 
needed to preserve existing utility infrastructure, as 
well as to provide for additional water wells, a new 
sewage treatment plant, and more gas and electric 
transmission facilities. 

ATTACHMENT E 
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a. County assumption of the water production and transmission 
system, airport, and""f·ire stations will re_quire 
designated transfers of land, transfers o£ easements, 
and the establishment of easements on DOE land, other 
Federal land, and tribal land. 

9. The County supports the preservation of prehistoric and 
cultural resources. County government does not have the 
assets to assume these responsibilities and this 
responsibility must be left to others. 

10. Los Alamos county is blessed with an abundance of natural 
areas for hiking and outdoor recreation, and supports 
the provision of joint access agreements to permit 
public access wherever possible. The County government, 
however, does not have the resources to assume 
additional responsibilities for natural areas or trails, 

11. Los Alamos County has short-term, medium-term, and 
long-term needs for land. We assume that Los Alamos will 
always have a need for more land as the community 
continues to grow. Since self-sufficiency in the near 
future is critical for Los Alamos, substantial land 
transfers should be completed as soon as possible -
preferably within three years after the termination of 
assistance payments. The present need for prompt action, 
however, should not be construed as diminishing this 
atomic energy community's long-term need for 
self-sufficiency and its interest in future land that 
might be released by the Department of Energy and Los 
Alamos National Laboratory. 
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IMPACT ON LOS ALAMOS COUNTY SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF mE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Included below are three paragraphs from Los Alamos County documents. The fii'St two are from the 
Introduction to the FY 1999 County budget. and the third is from the Budget Guidance for preparation of 
the FY 2000 County budget. 

I INTRODUCTION 

Fiscal year 1998 was the County's first year of operating without the 
Department of Energy {DOE) assistance payments. In prior years this 
equaled 13% of the General Fund's revenues. Discontinuance of the 
assistance payments was not a surprise. We planned for this event and 
negotiated a lump sum buyout of future assistance payments. We also 
set aside a portion of the General Fund's fund balance - the Community 
Transition Designation - and built up Its balance to help us through this 
change. It is specifically these preparations which enabled us to develop 
a budget In fiscal year 1998 which did not include reductions in the 
services that the County provides to the community. 

Source: FY 1999 County Budget 

There are several new issues that have accelerated our need to make 
significant changes sooner than we had anticipated a year ago. 

1. The County's Self-sufficiency Strategy, In the form It was originally 
adopted and subsequently implemented, is now flawed. The 
likelihood that land will be transferred soon enough or in significant 
enough quantities to effectively improve the County's operating 
position Is very slim. In addition, our hopes for the positive effects of 
"outsourcing" have not been realized. 

Source: FY 1999 County Budget 

As part of the proposed FY 2000 budget that will be presented In March staff will 
rec~mmend a str~tegy to _balan~ the ~ounty's operating budget by FY 2oo3 The 
maJ~r challenge 1n so do1ng Will be to offset loss of $2.6 million annual fi · · 

1 ass•stance payments from the Department of Energy (DOE) Th" mancJa 
red ct' · · · JS represents a 13% 

u Jon 1n operating revenue. To achieve this formidable task will require th c ty 
over a shc;>rt period of tim~ to "~ghtslze and do the right things right.. Thi: wi~u~ll 
for a. multi-faceted effort 1nvolv1ng all our services, regulatory processes facirf d 
pra~tl.ces. The draft budget preparation guidance document present~d t~ •~so,uannc.11 envrsrons such an undertaking. 

Source: FY 2000 County Budget Guidance 
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omce of Oovemor 

51«9&-287 

Telephone 
(.505)4.5.5-2273 

FAX (.505)45.5-73.51 

October 1999 

9 Novelrber 1996 

Me. Eliz8>eth It MtMre 
c&T El5 Doa.ment M8na!l!'l' 
Departrrlmltof Energy 
Abuqlllll'que ()per~ Office 

Loe AIIII'IIO& /vea Offlc;e 

Loe AI-. NM 87544 

Route .5, Box 315-A 
SUlta Fe, New Mexico 17501 

In ou- T ewa Ia~. Po-who-gtJ-OW~ v.tJen: the Wilt«' Cute 'Jlrou;1, i5 the nane of 01r village. 'Mien the 
Spar~ieh .nved ill the 1500's, It was ren81111ld the Puelllo of 5an llt.fefoi'I!IO, In honor of et.lldt:f01161JfJ of Toledo. 
An arctblehop 11'1 T aledo, Spal11 a'ound 675/'D. Our people e~ll use w T ewa M'M. It would 1¥ tliUIIting if all 
w laM5 were retumed to 1te ri9¢ful oar~ As the c•etalcere of tHe l.nd. our Com Mothers have 
9Jided 1.16 to this p!«e of pe~ .,a have 8ll'l:tu5ted It to U6, the T tJWa People. We have l1een follo~Wtg w lfe 
plan that was illetruct&:l to 115 by the Com ~ elnce the emergence from the l.l'lderworltl tJorou91 w 
mountain springe from W north. 'Mth this. we coneider as true, that aU the land from the C8'dinal pointe of 
the Tewa Wortd !¥long to the TI!Wa People. 

We were and l5tlll •e at .., age of dlllcovery. Ever elnce the lnfa!ilol1 of Eu-opea11 peoples to 01r land&, we have 
lo!st most of wllat we have been t:r'117u5ted to. However, we .-e fortunate that we hllve had governrnmtl• that 
have col15idert:d our way of Rfe on these Iande. eut the lnvaelcm contii'IUel!l today. &cauet: of theinvaelon, our 
lsnd. waur, snd t11r haYe 1¥1111 contamlnatt:ei by all ecrts of ~e and lnta~ matter. 

Our 5tatmnent of concern it oyher! we recejye w lan4e lzad: from the D§J?Ktn!ellt of EM/Ni we wiD have clean 
and uncontaminate.;! lands. The No Action Altematlve !!hould not 1¥ "" i5eue to both the Pueblo of San 
fldefoi'I!IO BM/or the County of L06 Alllm05. It 15 TJv: duty of the Unit.t:d 5t«tes Dep.-tment of Energy that all 
land up for corweyance snd trllt1flfer 15 clellned to the utmost etsndardtl of reeullltiorl!l that have lleen !!let 

forth by both TJv: et.ate and fl!t.leral errtltle5. 1lie le the 9'e~t concern to the pueblo. Our people llvll off the 

lan~Zi that adpn eom~: of the 9'eateet; hllzlrd concem to the community of Loe AlamO&: thle dletmct pfi:Ce of 
land i&GSIIt:d T«irlcal/v~ (TA-54~ As you know, ourbotN.-ieetouchwitlin thi5 tii"U. Thee where ou
people lvtt; tJic and de6, ar1d where we gather wood and ptante for domeetlc and ceremonial use. 

Overall, the pueblo would lie~: 1:115 conveyance and tran5fer to 1¥ melrllngful for all parties. We hope the US 
Dep•tment of Energy will lie most he~l in fulfiling their commitment to both t;he Putblo of San lldefoneo and 
the Cclunt;y of 1.05 Alamos. WI$ have kept our otON Mth our Corn Mother6 since time immortal, now its time for 
t;he Urtited States to do the 5ame. 

Thie statement i& from my T roal Councll, trilal elder!>. myself and t;he people of the Pueblo of San lldefoi'I!IO. 
May ou- Great Spirit 9Jide U6 011 this poeit.ive path. !Cw-daa' - Thsrlc you. 

Sincerely. 
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Ualted States 
Departmeat of 
Agrlealture 

Elizabeth R. Withers 
C&T EIS Document Manager 
528 35th Street 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

Forest 
Servlee 

Santa Fe 
National Forest 
(505) 438-7840 

Flle Code: 1580 

1474 Rodeo Road 
P.O. Box Hi89 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

Date: November 6, 1998 

In your November 3, 1998, letter you indicated that a statement from cooperating agencies 
would be included within your Conveyance and Transfer Environmental Impact Statement. The 
following is the Santa Fe National Forest response to this request. 

It is estimated that nationally over I 7 million acres of National Forest lands do not have legal 
right of public access. It is the Forest Service objective to maintain or acquire legal right of 
public access to all National Forest lands. While the Conveyance and Transfer EIS is 
considering conveying a number ofland parcels, only one parcel, the Rendija Canyon Tract is of 
concern to us. Existing roads and trails which cross the Rendija Canyon tract provide public 
access to over 10,000 acres of National Forest lands. 

It is our understanding that one of the action alternatives proposes to elimmate public use of 
portions of forest roads #57, and #57 A and forest trails #279 and 286. Restncting use of these 
roads and trails will greatly hinder both public and administrative access to the above mentioned 
1 0,000 plus acres of National F orcst lands. Presently these lands afford not only recreation 
opportunities for the general pubhc, but serve as traditional firewood gathering and collection 
areas for other forest products by local Hispanic and Native Amcncan populations. Restncted 
access to this area could have a substantial negattve impact on the environmental jusuce interests 
of these individuals (Executive Order 12898). In addition, reduced Forest Serv1ce administrative 
access could hinder our ability to extinguish wildfires which could have negative effects on 
private properties located nearby. 

We request that prior to conveying the Rendija Canyon tract, permanent non-restrictive 
easements be granted to the United States of America for Forest trails #279, and 286, and for 
Forest Roads #57 and #57 A. 

Sincerely 

----?/ 
_/c-~~---=-

4 LEONARD ATENCIO 
7 l- Forest Supervisor 

cc: Espanola Ranger District 

October 1999 

Caring for the Land and Serving People Prtnted on ReC)'ded Paper 0 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

November 6, 1998 

EliZabeth R. W1thers 
C&T EIS Document Manager 
Department of Energy 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos. NM 87544 

Dear Ms Wrthers, 

Bandeher Nauonal Monument 
HCR 1, Box 1, Suite 15 

Los Alamos, New Mex1co 87544-9701 
(505) 672-3861 ext 502 

Parks and People, Our MISsiOn, TheiT Future 

Bandelier National Monument appreciates the opportunity to participate 1n the rev1ew of the draft 
Conveyance and Transfer EIS and further, the opportunity to provide comments and reg1ster concerns. 

The focus of our concern Is the potential effect on the Tsankawi unit of the Monument by the transfer of 
the TA-74 and the White RockY tracts. These parcels are directly across NM 4 from the Tsankawi umt of 
the Monument. More specifically, we are concernea mat potential uses of or acbvities taking place on the 
tracts Will cause uncontrollable threats to the cultural resources of Tsankawi and destroy its ambief'lce and 
character and therefore the reason people v1sit T sankaw1. 

Tsankawi is rich in the cultural resources of the puebloan peoples who lived there centunes ago. If 
development or any kind of use that permitts intense or overnight use were to occur on the adjacent 
tracts, the National Park Service would not be able to protect those irreplaceable resources from loss due 
to pot hunting and vandalism Under the status quo, overnight use Is not permitted and day time use IS 

restr1cted on the adjacent tracts making 1t eas1er. for the National Park Service (NPS) to momtor and 
control potentially threatening activ1bes in the Tsankaw1 area. TsankaWJ Itself 1s a day use only area but, if 
the adjacent lands are developed or overn•ght use permrtted, resident populations across NM 4 could 
easily access Tsankawl at night undetected and seriously threaten the resources. Furthermore, any 
attempt by the NPS to protect the Tsankawi from nightime vandal1sm and pothunting would place an 
insurmountable economic burden on park staffing and budget levels. 

Park vrsitors are attracted to Tsankawi because of its solitude, peace and tranquility and the opportunity to 
explore the archeological resources in such a setting. The vrew from Tsankawi mesa is breathtaking and 
encompasses most of the area slated for transfer. Should develppment or intense use occur on those two 
tracts, the unique character ofTsankawi and the associated v1s1tor experience would be rurned. 

Should development or intense use occur on those two tracts, the natural and cultural resources of 
Tsankawi would be at risk as well and the unique charactenstics which draw v1s1tors to Tsankaw1 would 
be destroyed. Under such a scenerio, the National Park Service, Bandelier National Monument would not 
be able to fullfil! its legislated mandate to protect the resources and provide for visitor enjoyment and 
education at Tsankaw1. 

We are the Keepers of the past, Caretakers of the present, and the Promise of the future 
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The proposed uses of the two tracts (resource preservabon or recreation) as descnbed in the Draft C&T 
EIS poses no known threats to the Tsankaw• umt of Bandelier Nat1ona1 Monument. We feel that even the 
development of addit.onal wells by Los Alamos County and related maintenance access can be done in a 
sel'lsrtlve way that does not rum the vls1tor expenence at Tsankawl. If given the choice, however, 
Bandelier National Monument much prefers the resource preservation alternative {with an added utility 
option) s1nce that promotes a greater degrae of resource protection. We feel that Increased and/or 
uncontrolled recreation in the two tracts would cause the loss of the cultural resources on those two tracts. 
Even so, the less preferred recreation option Is much better than any development use of the lands 

Bandelaer National Monument urges that transfer of either the TA-74 tract or the White RockY tract be 
executed in a way that requires NEPA complaance and review and approval by the Secretary of the 
Interior for any subsequent development or intense use of the two tracts 

~Cef~, 

( / ;;~~ --'--
~~~Ldent 
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18.2. Consultation Letters 

This section presents the letters associated with the DOE's regulatory compliance consultation 
proce:sses. The following letters have been exchanged with the listed representatives and 
agenc:ies. 

• lV[s. Jennifer Fowler-Propst, Field Supervisor, Ecological Services Field Office, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 

• Dr. Lynne Sebastian, State Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation Division 
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Ms. Jennifer Fowler-Propst 
Field Supervisor 

Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations Office 

Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Ecological Services Field Office 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
2105 Osuna NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87113-1001 

Dear Ms. Fowler-Propst: 

The Department of Energy (DOE) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the proposed conveyance and transfer of certain land tracts located at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory (LANL) within Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico. 
This action is required by Public Law 105-119, which was passed on November 26, 1997. 
The proposed conveyance and transfer action would encompass ten tracts totaling 4,646 
acres of land. The EIS will include discussion of potential direct impacts that would 
likely result from DOE's conveyance and transfer action for each tract, and indirect 
impacts that would likely result from the subsequent development and use of the tracts by 
the two recipients named in Public Law 105-119. These two recipients are the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos and the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

Existing site information is being used for the analysis of alternatives presented in the 
Draft C&T EIS. DOE expects to prepare a Biological Assessment and engage in 
consultation with the Service under the Section 7 requirements of the Endangered Species 
Act. In the initial stages of analysis, the species being considered for the tracts and their 
current legal status are as follows: 

Falco peregrinus anatum (American peregrine falcon) - endangered 
• Strix occidental is Iucida (Mexican spotted owl) - threatened 
• Empidonax traillii extimus (Southwestern willow flycatcher)- endangered 
• Haliaeetus leucocephalus (Bald eagle) - threatened 
• Falco peregrinus tundrius (Arctic peregrine falcon)- threatened 
• Muste/a nigripes (Black-footed ferret)- endangered 

The tracts include roosting and foraging habitats for the American peregrine falcon, the 
Mexican spotted owl and the bald eagle. There is nearby identified nesting habitat for 
two of these species near several of these tracts. 

October 1999 18-47 Final CT EIS 



18.0 CONSULTATIONS AND COORDINATION 

Jennifer Fowler-Propst 2 

We request that the Service review this list for completeness of species considered and 
the accuracy of legal status in light of any changes in listing under the Endangered 
Species Act that may have taken place during the last year. Please either then concur 
with this list or supply us with an updated list. 

We would like to thank the Service for its continued support and assistance in our LANL 
National Environmental Policy Act and Endangered Species Act compliance efforts. For 
your information and planning purposes, the current estimate for having a Draft 
Conveyance and Transfer EIS available for stakeholder review is the January 1999 time 
frame. It is expected that the Conveyance and Transfer Biological Assessment will likely 
be delivered to your office before that time to begin the compliance process in earnest. 

LAAME:6EW-333 

cc: 
C. Jarman 

Tetra Tech 
6121 Indian School NE 
Suite205 
Albuquerque, NM 871 10 

R. Hull, TetraTech, LAAO 
G. Gonzales, ESH-20, LANL, MS-M887 
M. Sifuentes, EPD, AL 

October 1999 

Sincerely. 

th R. Withers 
C&T EIS Document Manager 

18-48 Final CT EIS 



18.0 CONSULTATIONS AND COORDINATION 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND Wll..DLIFE SERVICE 
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office 

21 05 Osuna NE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113 

Phone: (505) 346-2525 Fax: (505) 346-2542 

December 10, 1998 

Cons. #2-22-98-1-311 

Ms. Elizabeth Withers 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Los Alamos Area Office 
35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

This responds to your letter dated November 3, 1998, requesting an updated species 
list for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) that 
is being prepared by the Department of Energy (DOE). The proposed conveyance and 
transfer action would encompass ten tracts of land (totaling 4,646 acres) within Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico. The EIS will include discussion of 
potential direct impacts tnat would likely result from DOE's conveyance and transfer 
action for each tract, and indirect impacts that would likely result from the subsequent 
development and use of the tracts by the two recipients named in Public Law 1 05-11 9. 
DOE expects to prepare a Biological Assessment and engage in consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
~Act). 

The list provided in your letter (American·peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted owl, 
southwestern willow flycatcher, bald eagle, arctic peregrine falcon, and black-footed 
ferret) is complete for the federally listed species found in the area; however, the status 
of one species, the arctic peregrine falcon, is noi.: correct. This species is listed as 
endangered by similarity of appearance, not threatened. Enclosed is an updated list of 
endangered, threatened and candidate species and species of special concern that may 
be found in Los Alamos and Santa Fe counties. These species should be considered in 
the analysis of environmental effects for the proposed action. We recommend that 
adequate species-specific surveys be conducted during the appropriate 
flowering/breeding season and within suitable habitat to address action-related impacts 
on these species. Although candidates are not protected under the Act, the Service is 
required to monitor their status. If any candidates or species of special concern decline 
precipitously, they could be listed as endangered or threatened species. Therefore, 
actions which may contribute to the decline of these species should be avoided. We 
recommend that candidates and species of special concern also be included in the site 
surveys and evaluated in the EIS. 
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Ms. Elizabeth Withers 

The EIS should also fully assess the impacts of the proposal and its alternatives on 
other fish and wildlife resources, with an emphasis on sensitive species habitat, 
wetlands, waters of the United States, and native wildlife and plant populations. We 
recommend that an adequate quantification of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
be completed for all wildlife resources in the planning area. Indirect effects are those 
caused by, or resulting from, the proposed action, and are later in time, but reasonably 
certain to occur. In addition, the EIS should address the impacts of all interrelated and 
interdependent actions that are likely to occur in the planning area. Interdependent 
actions have no independent utility apart from the action under consideration. 
Interrelated actions are part of a larger action, and are dependent on the larger action 
for their justification. The Service is particularly concerned about the potential adverse 
impacts of increased development, traffic, recreation, and other activities that result in 
disturbance and habitat Joss or degradation. The degree of impacts on threatened and 
endangered species and other natural resources depends on the resultant management 
and/or development of the lands proposed for transfer. The EIS should include 
discussions of ongoing management practices and protections provided under the 
control of DOE and the potential impacts expected to occur when these lands are 
transferred (and possibly developed) and are no longer controlled by DOE. 

In future communications regarding this proposal, refer to consultation #2-22-98-1-311. 
If we can be of further assistance, please contact Carol Torrez of my staff at 
(505) 346-2525, extension 115. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

ft~/~ 
.J: Jennifer Fowler-Propst 

Field Supervisor 

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico 
Director, New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department, Forestry 

and Resources Conservation Division, Santa Fe, New Mexico 

2 
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ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 
AND SPECIES OF CONCERN 

LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES, NEW MEXICO 
December 10, 1998 

Los Alamos 

Bi~J free-tailed bat, Nyctinomoos macrotjs ( = Tadarjda ID.£, L molossa), SC 
Black-footed ferret, Mustela nigripes, E 
Goat Peak pika, Ochotona prjnceps njgrescens, SC 
Long-legged myotis, Myotis volans, SC 
New Mexican meadow jumping mouse, ~ hudsonius luteus, SC 
Occult little brown bat, Myotis lucifugus occultus, SC 
Spotted bat, Euderma maculatum, SC 
American peregrine falcon, ~ oeregrjnus anatum, E 
Arctic peregrine falcon,~ peregrinus tundrius, E (S/A) 
Bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus, T 
Ferruginous hawk, ~ rega!is, SC 
Mexican spotted owl, ~ occidentalis Iucida, T 
Loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludoyicianus, SC 
Nctrthern goshawk, Accjojter genti!is, SC 
Southwestern willow flycatcher, Emojdonax traillii extimus, E 
White-faced ibis, Plegadis chihj, SC 
Whooping crane, !io.l1 amerjcana, XN 
Flathead chub, Platygobio ( = Hybopsis) gracilis, SC 
Jemez Mountains salamander, Plethodon neomexicanus, SC 
New Mexico silvers pot butterfly, Soeyerja nokomis nitocris, SC 

.s.£tnta Fe 

Black-footed ferret, Mustela nigrioes, E 
Fringed myotis, Myotjs thysanodes, SC 
Long-legged myotis, Myotis volans, SC 
New Mexican meadow jumping mouse, ~ hudsonius ~ SC 
Occult little brown bat, Myotis lucifugus oCcultus, SC 
Pale Townsend's (=western) big-eared bat, Plecotus townsendjj oallescens. SC 
Small-footed myotis, Myotis ciliolabrum, SC 
Spotted bat, Euderma maculatum, SC 
Yuma myotis, Myotjs yumanensjs, SC 
American peregrine falcon, Falco pereqrinus anatum, E 
Arctic peregrine falcon, &1£2. peregrinus tundrius, E (S/A) 
Baird's sparrow, Ammodramus ~Wmti, SC 
Bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus, T 
Ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis, SC 
Loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludoyjcjanus, SC 
Mexican spotted owl, ~ occjdentalis Iucida, T 
Mountain plover, Charadrius montanus, C 
Northern goshawk, Accipiter gentilis, SC 
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Southwestern willow flycatcher, Empjdonax 1Wllii. extjmus, E 
White.:faced ibis, Plegadis ~ SC 
Whooping crane, ~'americana, XN 
Flathead chub, Platygobio .( = Hyboosis) gracilis, SC 
Texas horned lizard, Phrynosoma cornutum, SC 
Chiricahua dock, Rumex orthoneurus, PT 
Santa Fe cholla, Qpuntia viridiflora, SC 

Index 

E 
PE 
PE w/CH 
T 
PT 
PT w/CH 
PCH 
c 

sc 

S/A 
* 
XN 

= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 

= 

= 

= 
= 

Endangered 
Proposed Endangered 
Proposed Endangered with critical habitat 
Threatened 
Proposed Threatened 
Proposed Threatened with critical habitat 
Proposed critical habitat 
Candidate Species (taxa for which the Service has 
sufficient information to propose that they be added to list 
of endangered and threatened species, but the listing 
action has been precluded by other higher priority listing 
activities). 
Species of Concern (taxa for which further biological 
research and field study are needed to resolve their 
conservation status) 
Similarity of Appearance 
Introduced population 
Nonessential experimental 

2 
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Department of Energy 
·Albuquerque Operations Office 

Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

MAR 231999 

Ms. Jennifer Fowler-Propst, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Department ofthe Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office 
2105 Osuna NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87113 

Dear Ms. Fowler-Propst: 

Subject: Conveyance and Transfer of Tracts of Land Required by Public Law 105-119 

This letter serves to document our meeting held on March 1, 1999 regarding the 
Department of Energy's (DOE) consultation requirements pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) for its upcoming conveyance and transfer ofland required 
by Public Law 105-119. Thank you for taking the time out of your busy schedule to meet 
with us. 

:Present at the March 1 meeting were yourself, Chris Nagano (of your staff), Tonianne 
Baca-Green (Counsel for the Department of the Interior), Hortense Haynes (Counsel for 
DOE), Mark Sifuentes (NEP A Specialist for the DOE Albuquerque Operations Office), 
and myself. During the meeting we discussed Congress' requirements under Public Law 
105-119 (the Act); DOE's discretion under the Act; the requirements under the Act over 
which DOE has no control; and the path (orward for DOE's consultation requirements 
per the ESA. 

'We agreed that conveyance and transfer of land by DOE, as required by the Act, does not 
constitute a major construction activity that would normally require the preparation of a 
Biological Assessment document. Nor would direct or indirect actions on the part of the 
DOE, undertaken to implement transfer or conveyance of the land, be expected to affect 
either threatened or endangered species or their potentially suitable habitats. However, 
potential cumulative effects (as defined at 50 CFR 404.02) resulting from actions 
undertaken by the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and the San lldefonso Pueblo 
could result in adverse modification to portions of potentially suitable habitat. We agreed 
in the meeting that the extent of potential cumulative impacts could range from "no 
effect" to .. is likely to adversely affect." This is because of the differences in the 
1:;ontemplated land uses identified by the two land recipients, which are currently 
tentative. In that regard we agreed in the meeting that DOE will await the recipients' 
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notification of their preferred allocation for each tract before proceeding further to satisfy 
our consultation requirements pursuant to Section 7 oftheESA. 

As soon as possible after receiving that infonnation, DOE will re-evaluate its need for 
consultation. As then deemed necessary, DOE will prepare a Biological Assessment and 
reinitiate consultation with your office. Some mitigation measures for possible adverse 
effects to potential habitat have been identified already and are included in the Draft 
Conveyance and Transfer EIS, a copy of which your office has already received. As 
stated in that document (Chapter 16.4.7, mitigation measures for ecological resources 
discussion), DOE proposes working with the land recipients to explore ways to mitigate 
the adverse effects that could result from changes in land use. While the mitigations that 
are undertaken by DOE must be ones that DOE has the legal authority and jurisdiction to 
engage in, we think that helping the land recipients develop mitigation actions and 
management plans for the land would serve the goal of meeting our mutual (albeit 
slightly different) obligations unQer the ESA. In light of the stated purpose of Public Law 
105-119, which is to encourage and further the ability ofthe land recipients in their goals 
of economic diversification and self-sufficiency, DOE feels constrained to place 
considerable emphasis on assisting the recipients to develop ways to mitigate any 
potential adverse effects that could result from their future development actions rather 
than pursuing the employment of any land use restrictions. 

The time frame within which DOE expects to receive the land allocation agreement from 
Los Alamos County and San lldefonso Pueblo is August to November 1999. DOE will 
make maps of sensitive resources available for review by the appropriate persons within 
each of the recipient organizations in late July or early August 1999. We expect that the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Environmental Restoration Report 
required by Public Law 105-119 will be completed and available to each of the recipients 
at about the same time. 

I appreciate being able to meet with you to discuss this issue as it is of considerable 
importance to DOE. If you have any questions regarding the land conveyance and 
transfer actions we are considering, please call me at (505) 667-8690. 

Sincerely, 

LAAME:6EW-490 

cc: 
Seepage 3 
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Jennifer Fowler-Propst 

cc: 
Fred Brueggeman 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 
P. O.Box 30 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Felicia Orth 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos 
P.O.Box30 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

The Honorable Teny Aguilar 
Governor 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
Route 5, Box 315-A 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Leon Roybal, Real Estate Specialist 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
Route 5, Box 315-A 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Stephen Martinez, Real Estate Specialist 
Pueblo of San lldefonso 
Route 5, Box 315-A 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Cliff Jarman 
6121 Indian School NE 
Suite 205 
Albuquerque, NM 87110 

Steven Ferguson, GC-51, HQ 
David Gurule, LAM, LAAO 
Dennis Martinez, AAMBOS, LAAO 
Hortense Haynes, Office of Counsel, LAAO 
Mai.k Sifuentes, ESHD, AL 

3 

Gilbert Gonzales, ESH-20, LANL. MS-M887 
Teralene Foxx, ESH-20, LANL, MS-M887 
Rebc~ Martinez, Tetra Tech, LAAO 
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Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations Office 

los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Dr. Lynne Sebastian 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Historic Preservation Division 
228 East Palace Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 

Dear Dr. Sebastian: 

SEP 0 2 1998 

Thank you for meeting with me and the cultural resource members of the Tetra Tech 
Project Team regarding studies being conducted for the Conveyance and Transfer 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Your thoughts on how the EIS and subsequent 
documents and studies should address impacts to cultural resources for compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act were very helpful. Below is my 
understanding of our discussion. 

Because the EIS will be completed before it is known which parcels of land will be 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for Pueblo of San Ddefonso, and which 
to Los Alamos County, we will not be able to meet or satisfy the requirements under 
Section 106 before the document is completed. The EIS will describe the potential for 
impacts under the various alternatives and will describe in general the process needed for 
compliance. We will attempt to acquire detenninations of eligibility for as many 
recorded archaeological sites as possible within the parcels so that discussions of impacts 
under the alternatives can be more precise. As you mentioned, the issue of possible 
human burials will also be addressed ill the EIS. 

Once the County and San Ildefonso have decided who will receive each parcel (scheduled 
for the end of November 1999), the Department of Energy (DOE) will prepare a plan for 
the transfer of the parcels. This plan will include a detailed description of the actions 
required prior to the transfer to mitigate any effects to eligible archaeological sites or 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP), per Section 106. Of course, you will be consulted 
in the determination of these actions. 

For those parcels being transferred to the Department of the Interior (DOl), in trust for 
San lldefonso Pueblo, the transfer is an undertaking that will have no effect on eligible 
properties because the land is going from federal agency to federal agency. Thus no 
mitigative actions would be required for the archaeological sites or TCPs in those parcels. 
However, the issue of access to religious or cultural sites by other tribes will have to be 
addressed, probably through agreements between the DOl, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 

October 1999 18-57 Final CT EIS 



18.0 CONSUL lATIONS AND COORDINATION 

Dr. Lynne Sebastian 2 .SEP 0 2 1998 

San Ddefonso, and any interested tribes. DOE will facilitate discussions for these 
agreements, but will not be directly involved. 

The parcels that are transferred to the County will be transferred out of federal control, 
thus the undertaking would have an effect only on eligible archaeological sites and TCPs 
pn:sent on the parcels the County receives. In this instance, you suggested that a 
programmatic agreement be developed addressing treatment of eligible properties. and 
also that the County include language addressing treatment of archaeological sites in their 
county ordinances. Depending on the cultural resources in the parcels and the reaction of 
the County, data recovery through excavation may also be included in the mitigative 
actions. As with the parcels transferred to DOl in trust for San Ddefonso, agreements 
would also need to be developed for parcels going to the County to address access to 
religious and cultural sites by tribes. This would be accomplished through agreements 
between the DOE, the County, and the interested tribes. 

Please correct me if I have misunderstood any of these points. Again. I appreciate you 
taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with us, and I look forward to working 
with you for this EIS. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to 
contact either me at (SOS) 667-8690 or Kathy Roxlau, Tetra Tech NUS Inc., at 
(SOS) 247-4933. 

Sincerely, 

~f!f!:-
Conveyaru:e and Transfer EIS 

Document Manager 
LAAME:6EW-224 Office of Environment 

cc: 
Kathy Roxlau, Tetra Tech NUS Inc., Cultural 

Resource Specialist 
2300 Buena Vista SE, Suite 110 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

Cliff Jarman, Tetra Tech Inc., Project Manager 
6121 Indian School NE, Suite 205 
Albuquerque. NM 87110 

Kevin Doyle, Tetra Tech Inc., Archaeologist 
6121 Indian School NE, Suite 205 
Albuquerque,NM 87110 

Bob Hull, LATA, Project Manager, LAAO 
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Personal Communication, 1999, from Tim Haarmann, Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, ESH-20, Ecology Group to Chuck Pergler, Tetra 
Tech, Inc., Senior Environmental Scientist, regarding the Rendija Canyon 
area of environmental interest. May 14, 1999. 

Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines. Raptor 
Research Foundation, Inc. 1996. 
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USFWS 1998 
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Correspondence and updated list of endangered, threatened, and candidate 
species and species of special concern for Los Alamos and Santa Fe 
Counties, New Mexico, from Jennifer Fowler-Propst, Field Supervisor, to 
Elizabeth Withers, U.S. Department ofEnergy. Cons.#2-22-98-I-311. 
December 10, 1998. 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Web Addresses 
Federal regulations may be accessed through http://www.nara.gov/. New Mexico regulations 
may be accessed through http://www.alllaw.com/NewMexico.html. 

10 CFR Part 1021 "National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Procedures;" 
Title 10, Energy; Chapter X, U.S. Department ofEnergy (General 
Provisions); Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and 
Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; January 1, 1998. 

10 CFR Part 1022 "Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review 
Requirements;" Title 10, Energy; Chapter X, Department ofEnergy 
(General Provisions); Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives 
and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; January 1, 1998. 

36 CFR Part 60 ''National Register ofHistoric Places;" Title 36, Parks, Forests, and 
Public Property; Chapter I, National Park Service, U.S. Department of 
Interior; Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

36 C:FR Part 79 "Curation of Federally Owned and Administered Archaeological 
Collections;" Title 36, Parks, Forests, and Public Property; Chapter I, 
National Park Service, U.S. Department oflnterior; Code of Federal 
Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

36 C:FR Part 800 "Protection of Historic ·and Cultural Properties;" Title 36, Parks, Forests, 
and Public Property; Chapter Vlll, Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation; Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and 
Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 C:FR Part 51 "Requirements for Preparation, Adoption, and Submittal of 
Implementation Plans;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter I, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Code of Federal Regulations; 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

40 C:FR Part 61 "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP);" 
Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter I, Environmental Protection 
Agency; Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 
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40 CFRPart 110 

40 CFR Part 112 

40 CFR Part 141 

40 CFR Part 355 

40 CFRPart 
370.21 

40 CFRPart 
370.28 

40 CFR Part 372 

40 CFR Part 503 

40 CFRPart 1500 

40 CFR Part 1501 

October 1999 

19.0 REFERENCES 

"Discharge of Oil;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironrnent; Chapter I, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Code of Federal Regulations; 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

"Oil Pollution Prevention;" Title 40, Protection of Environment, Chapter 
I, Environmental Protection Agency; Code of Federal Regulations, 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

''National Primary Drinking Water Regulations;" Title 40, Protection of 
Environment; Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of 
Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"Emergency Planning and Notification;" Title 40, Protection of 
Environment; Chapter I, Environmental Protection Agency; Code of 
Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"Material Safety Data Sheet Reporting;" Title 40, Protection of 
Environment; Chapter I, Environmental Protection Agency; Code of 
Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"Inventory Reporting;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter I, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Code of Federal Regulations; 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

"Toxic Chemical Release Reporting: Community Right-to-Know;" Title 
40, Protection of Environment; Chapter I, Environmental Protection 
Agency; Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"Standards for the Use or Disposal of Sewage Sludge;" Title 40, 
Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter I, Environmental Protection Agency; 
Code of Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"Purpose, Policy, and Mandate;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; 
Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal 
Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

"NEP A and Agency Planning;" Title 40, Protection of Environment; 
Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal 
Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

19-8 Final CT EIS 



19.0 REFERENCES 

40 CFR Part 1502 "Environmental Impact Statement;" Title 40, Protection of Environment; 
Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal 
Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1503 "Commenting;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter V, Council 
on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal Regulations; National 
Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1504 "Predecision Referrals to the Council ofProposed Federal Actions 
Determined to be Environmentally Unsatisfactory;" Title 40, Protection 
of Environment; Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of 
Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1505 "NEP A and Agency Decision-Making;" Title 40, Protection of 
Environment; Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of 
Federal Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1506 "Other Requirements ofNEP A;" Title 40, Protection of Environment; 
Chapter V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal 
Regulations; National Archives and Records Administration, 
Washington, D.C.; July 1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1507 "Agency Compliance;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter V, 
Council on Environmental Quality; Code ofF ederal Regulations; 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

40 CFR Part 1508 "Terminology and Index;" Title 40, Protection ofEnvironment; Chapter 
V, Council on Environmental Quality; Code of Federal Regulations; 
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.; July 
1, 1998. 

35 FR4247 

36 FR 8921 

42 FR26951 

42 FR26961 

October 1999 

Federal Register 
Executive Order 11514, "Protection and Enhancement ofEnvironmental 
Quality;" Federal Register, Volume 35, pp4247; Washington, D.C., 
March 7, 1970. 

Executive Order 11593, "Protection and Enhancement ofthe Cultural 
Environment;" Federal Register, Volume 36, pp. 8921; Washington, 
D.C., May 13, 1971. 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management;" Federal Register, 
Volume 42, pp. 26951, Washington, D.C., May 25, 1977. 

Executive Order 11990, "Protection ofWetlands;" Federal Register, 
Volume 42, pp. 26961; Washington, D.C., May 25, 1977. 
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43 FR47707 

58 FR41981 

59 FR 7629 

61 FR 26771 

63 FR25022 

PL 102-386, 106 
Stat. 1505 

PL 102-484 

PL 105-119 

PL 105-245 

Presidential 
Proclamation No. 
3539 

19.0 REFERENCES 

Executive Order 12088, "Federal Compliance with Pollution Control 
Standards~" Federal Register, Volume 43, pp. 47707~ Washington, D.C., 
October 13, 1978. 

Executive Order 12856, "Federal Compliance With Right-to-Know Laws 
and Pollution Prevention Requirements~" Federal Register, Volume 58, 
pp. 41981~ Washington, D.C.~ August 6, 1994. 

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations~" Federal 
Register, Volume 59, pp. 7629~ Washington, D.C.~ February 16, 1994. 

Executive Order 13007, "Indian Sacred Sites~" Federal Register, Volume 
61, pp. 26771~ Washington, D.C.~ May 29, 1996. 

"Notice oflntent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Located at 
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, 
NM, Federal Register, Volume 63, pp. 25022-25025, Washington, D.C.~ 
May 6,1998. 

Public Law 
Federal Facility Compliance Act, 1992 

The National Defense Authorization Act of 1993, 1992. 

Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act of 1998, November 26, 1997. 

Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1999, October 7, 
1998. 

Presidential Proclamation 
Bandelier National Monument, Subtitle: "Revising the Boundaries of the 
Bandelier National Monument," John F. Kennedy. New Mexico. June 1, 
1963, 28 F.R. 5407. 

United States Code 
7 U.S. C. § 136 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act~ "Definitions~" Title 

7, Agriculture~ Chapter 6, Insecticides and Environmental Pesticide 
Control~ Subchapter II, Environmental Pesticide Control~ United States 
Code, Washington, D.C.~ October 21, 1972, as amended. 

15 U.S. C. §2601 Toxic Substances Control Act~ "Findings, policy, and intent~" Title 15, 
Commerce and Trade, Chapter 53, Toxic Substances Control~ Subchapter 
I, Control of Toxic Substances~ United States Code~ Washington, D.C.~ 
January 1, 1977. 
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16 U.S.C. §470 

16 U.S.C. 
§470aa 

16 U.S.C. §668 

16 US.C. §703 

16 U.S.C. §1531 

25 U.S.C. §3001 

33 U.S.C. §1251 

40 U.S.C. §484 

42 U.S.C. §300f 

42 U.S.C. §1996 

October 1999 
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National Historic Preservation Act; "Congressional finding and 
declaration of policy;" Title 16, Conservation; Chapter 1A, Historic Sites, 
Buildings, Objects, and Antiquities; Subchapter II, National Historic 
Preservation; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; October 15, 1966, as 
amended. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act; "Congressional findings and 
declaration of purpose;" Title 16, Conservation; Chapter 1B, 
Archaeological Resource Protection; United States Code, Washington, 
D.C.; October 31, 1979, as amended. 

Bald Eagle Protection Act; "Bald and golden eagles;" Title 16, 
Conservation; Chapter 5A, Protection and Conservation of Wildlife; 
Subchapter II, Protection of Bald and Golden Eagles; United States Code, 
Washington, D.C.; June 8, 1940, as amended. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act; "Taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds 
unlawful;" Title 16, Conservation; Chapter 7, Protection ofMigratory 
Game and Insectivorous Birds; Subchapter II, Migratory Bird Treaty; 
United States Code, Washington, D.C.; February 7, 1936, as amended. 

Endangered Species Act; "Congressional findings and declaration of 
purposes and policy;" Title 16, Conservation; Chapter 35, Endangered 
Species Act; United States Code, Washington, D.C., December 28, 1973, 
as amended. 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act; "Definitions;" 
Title 25, Indians; Chapter 22, Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation; United States Code, Washington, D.C., November 16, 1990, 
as amended. 

Clean Water Act; "Congressional declaration of goals and policy;" Title 
33, Navigation and Navigable Waters; Chapter 26, Water Pollution 
Prevention and Control; Subchapter I, Research and Related Programs; 
United States Code, Washington, D.C.; June 30, 1948, as amended. 

Federal Property and Administrative Services Act; "Disposal of surplus 
property;" Title 40, Public Buildings, Property, and Works; Chapter 10, 
Management and Disposal of Government Property; Subchapter II, 
Property Management; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; June 30, 
1949, as amended. 

Safe Drinking Water Act; "Definitions;" Title 42, The Public Health and 
Welfare; Chapter 6A, Public Health Service; Subchapter XII, Safety of 
Public Water Systems; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; December 
16, 1974, as amended. 

American Indian Religious Freedoms Act; "Protection and Preservation of 
Traditional Religions ofNative Americans;" Title 42, Public Health and 
Welfare; Chapter 21, Civil Rights; Subchapter I, Generally; United States 
Code, Washington, D.C.; August 11, 1978. 
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42 U.S.C. 
§2000bb 

42 U.S.C. §2011 

42 U.S.C. §2301 

42 U.S.C. §2391 

42 U.S.C. §4321 

42 U.S.C. §4371 

42 U.S.C. §4901 

42 U.S.C. §6901 

42 U.S.C. §7401 

42 U.S.C. §9601 

October 1999 
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Religious Freedom Restoration Act; "Congressional findings and 
declaration of purposes;" Title 42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 
21b, Religious Freedom Restoration; United States Code, Washington, 
D.C., November 16, 1993. 

Atomic Energy Act; "Congressional declaration of policy;" Title 42, Public 
and Welfare; Chapter 23, Development and Control of Atomic Energy; 
Division A, Atomic Energy; Subchapter I, General Provisions; United 
States Code, Washington, DC; August 1, 1946, as amended. 

Atomic Energy Act; "Congressional declaration of policy;" Title 42, Public 
and Welfare; Chapter 24, Disposal of Atomic Energy Communities; 
Subchapter I, General Provisions; United States Code, Washington, DC; 
August 4, 1955, as amended. 

Educational Agencies Financial Aid Act; "Assistance to governmental 
entities;" Title 42, Public and Welfare; Chapter 24, Disposal of Atomic 
Energy Communities; Subchapter VTII, Local Assistance; United States 
Code, Washington, DC; September 30, 1950, as amended. 

National Environmental Policy Act; "Congressional declaration of 
purpose;" Title 42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 55, National 
Environmental Policy; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; January 1, 
1970, as amended. 

Environmental Quality Improvement Act; "Congressional findings, 
declarations, and purposes;" Title 42, Public and Welfare; Chapter 56, 
Environmental Quality Improvement; United States Code, Washington, 
DC; April 3, 1970. 

Noise Control Act; "Congressional findings and statement of policy;" Title 
42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 65, Noise Control; United States 
Code, Washington, D.C.; October 27, 1972, as amended. 

Resource Conservation a~d Recovery Act; "Congressional findings;" Title 
42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 82, Solid Waste Disposal; 
Subchapter I, General Provisions; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; 
November 8, 1978, as amended. 

Clean Air Act; "Congressional findings and declaration of purpose;" Title 
42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 85, Air Pollution Prevention and 
Control; Subchapter I, Programs and Activities; Part A, Air Quality and 
Emission Limitations; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; July 14, 
1955, as amended. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act; 
"Definitions;" Title 42, Public Health and Welfare; Chapter 103, 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability; 
Subchapter I, Hazardous Substances Releases, Liability, Compensation; 
United States Code, Washington, D.C.; December 22, 1980, as amended. 
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42 U.S.C. 
§11001 

42 U.S.C. 
§13101 

19.0 REFERENCES 

Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act; "Establishment 
of State commissions, planning districts, and local committees;" Title 42, 
Public Health and Welfare, Chapter 116, Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-To-Know; Subchapter I, Emergency Planning and 
Notification; United States Code, Washington, D.C.; October 17, 1986. 

Pollution Prevention Act; "Findings and policy;" Title 42, Public Health 
and Welfare; Chapter 33, Pollution Prevention; United States Code, 
Washington, D.C., November 5, 1990. 

New Mexico Administrative Code 
20 NMAC 2. 70 "Operating Permits;" Title 20, Environmental Protection; Chapter 2, Air 

Quality (Statewide); Subpart I, General Provisions; New Mexico 
Administrative Code; Environmental Improvement Board, Santa Fe, NM; 
November 30, 1995. 

20 NMAC 2. 72 "Construction Permits;" Title 20, Environmental Protection; Chapter 2, Air 
Quality (Statewide); Subpart II, Permit Processing and Requirements; New 
Mexico Administrative Code; Environmental Improvement Board, Santa 
Fe, NM; November 30, 1995, as amended. 

20 NMAC 2. 74 "Permits-Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD);" Title 20, 
Environmental Protection; Chapter 2, Air Quality (Statewide); Subpart I, 
General Provisions; New Mexico Administrative Code; Environmental 
Improvement Board, Santa Fe, NM; July 20, 1995. 

20 NMAC 2. 78 "Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants;" Title 20, 
Environmental Protection; Chapter 2, Air Quality (Statewide); New Mexico 
Administrative Code; Environmental Improvement Board, Santa Fe, NM; 
November 30, 1995. 

20 NMAC 5.1 "Underground Storage Tanks;" Title 20, Environmental Protection; 
Chapter 5, Underground Storage Tanks; Part I, General Provisions; New 
Mexico Administrative Code, Santa Fe, NM; November 5, 1995, as 
amended. 

New Mexico Statutes Annotated 
NMSA 17-2-37 "New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act;" Chapter 17, Game and Fish; 

Article 2, Hunting and Fishing Regulations, New Mexico Department of 
Environment, New Mexico Statutes Annotated, Santa Fe, NM; 1953, as 
amended. 

NMSA 74-2-1 "Air Quality Control Act;" Chapter 74, Environmental Improvement; 
Article 2, Air Pollution, New Mexico Department ofEnvironment, New 
Mexico Statutes Annotated, Santa Fe, NM; 1953, as amended. 
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NMSA 74-6-1 "New Mexico Water Quality Act;" Chapter 74, Environmental 
Improvement; Article 6, Water Quality, New Mexico Department of 
Environment, New Mexico Statutes Annotated, Santa Fe, NM; 1953, as 
amended. 

NMSA 74-6B-1 "New Mexico Ground Water Protection Act;" Chapter 74, Environmental 
Improvement; Article 6B, Ground Water Protection, New Mexico 
Department of Environment, New Mexico Statutes Annotated, Santa Fe, 
NM; 1990. 

U.S. Department of Energy 
DOE 5400.1 "General Environmental Protection Program," U.S. Department ofEnergy, 

Washington, D.C., November 9, 1988. 

DOE 5400.5 "Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment," U.S. 
Department ofEnergy, Washington, D.C., September 9, 1993. 

DOE 5820.2A "Radioactive Waste Management," U.S. Department ofEnergy, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1988. 

DOE 1230.2 "American Indian Tribal Government Policy," U.S. Department ofEnergy, 
Washington, D.C. 

DOE 0 451.1A "National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program," U.S. 

Ord. 85-70 

Ord. 1988-1 

Ord. 1996-1 

October 1999 

Department ofEnergy, Washington, D.C., June 5, 1998. 

Code Ordinances 
Los Alamos County: "An Ordinance Repealing Chapter 15.16 of the Los 
Alamos County Code Adopting a New Chapter 17.70 Pertaining to Flood 
Damage Prevention" 

Santa Fe County: "An Ordinance to Establish Regulations for Development 
in Flood Hazard Areas, Set Minimum Floor Elevations for Compliance, 
Define Flood Plains, Address Required Building Improvements, and 
Establish Variance Regulations for Cases Where There Isn't an Ability to 
Comply with Adopted Standards" 

Santa Fe County: "Flood Hazards" 
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James P. Bartosch 
Tetra Tech NUS 
B.S. Chemical Engineering, Syracuse University 
13 years of experience in waste management, infrastructure, 
regulatory compliance, and environmental analysis 
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Melanie N. Briseno 
MDM Services Corporation 
TVI and University ofNew Mexico 
11 years of word processing experience, including environmental and 
regulatory documentation 
Document Production, Lead Word Processing and Formatting 

Bonne L. Cleveland 
MDM Services Corporation 
B.A. English (Technical Writing}, University ofNew Mexico 
14 years of experience as a technical writer-editor, including 
environmental and regulatory documentation 
Document Production Lead and Senior Technical Editor 

Patricia Coffin 
Systematic Management Services, Inc. 
B.A. History, State University ofNew York at Binghamton 
10 years of experience, including over 5 years in NEP A compliance 
Reviewer, Technical Advisor 

Catherine E. Coghill 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. Political Science & Sociology, St. Lawrence University 
M.S. Environmental Policy & Management, University ofDenver 
4 years of experience with DOE NEP A projects, including public 
affairs 
Public Relations 
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Casey Cook 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Mechanical Engineering, University ofNew Mexico 
Master's Candidate, Water Resources, University ofNew Mexico 
Experience in DoD Clean Air Act compliance and DoD/DOE Order 
compliance 
Regulatory Compliance/Utilities 

Chris Del Signore 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Chemical Engineering, The Pennsylvania State University 
MBA, University ofPittsburgh 
M.S. Hazardous Waste Management, Idaho State University 
15 years of experience in environmental issues, including permitting, 
waste management, and NEP A documents 
Air Quality/Global Warming/Noise 

Kevin Doyle 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. Sociology, University of California, Santa Barbara 
14 years of experience in archaeology, cultural resources 
management, and NEP A documentation 
Cultural Resources, Document Manager, and Deputy Project Manager 
forCTEIS 

David Flynn 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.S. Geology, Southern Illinois University 
19 years of experience in geology and 10 years in New Mexico 
geology and environmental investigations 
Geology and Soils 

Steven Fong 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.S. Mechanical Engineering, University ofNew Mexico 
9 years of oversight of environmental compliance and monitoring 
Technical Advisor for Air Quality 
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Steve Gorin 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.A. Geology, Hamilton College 
M.S. Earth and Environmental Science, Wesleyan University 
10 years of experience managing and implementing environmental 
investigations, including hydrogeologic investigations, preliminary 
site assessments, environmental baseline surveys, and geophysical 
studies 
Water Resources 

Robert W. Hull 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Geology, Florida State University 
M.S. Geochemistry and Environmental Geology, Florida State 
University 
M.S. Environmental Engineering, Stanford University 
30 years ofDOE, DoD and DOl technical and managerial experience 
in environmental impact studies, environmental assessments, site 
characterizations, remedial investigations/feasibility studies, risk 
assessments and resource appraisals 
Human Health, Technical Director for CT EIS 

Clifford J. Jarman 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.S. Geology, University of New Mexico 
M.S. Geophysics, New Mexico Institute ofMining and Technology 
13 years of experience in preparation ofNEP A documents, NEP A 
compliance, management of environmental programs, and seismic 
risk assessments 
Project Manager for CT EIS 

William Johns 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. College of Geosciences, Texas A&M University 
Planning Certificate, University ofPoitiers 
20 years of experience with environmental investigations and 
planning studies 
Land Use 
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Alan Karnovitz 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.S. Biology ofNatural Resources, University of California, Berkeley 
M.P.P. (Master ofPublic Policy), University ofPennsylvania, 
Wharton School 
15 years of experience in environmental and economic analysis 
Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice 

Kenneth J. Martinez 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Environmental Economics 
Experience with DOE NEP A projects, including environmental 
restoration issues 
Environmental Restoration 

Rebecca Martinez 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
Business courses, New Mexico State University 
4 years of business and office administration experience, including 
NEP A administrative experience 
Administrative Record Coordinator 

Sara McQueen 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. Economics, Wittenberg University 
4 years of experience with socioeconomic impacts and environmental 
justice analysis for NEP A documentation 
Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice 

Sue Mortier 
Consensus Planning 
B.S. Architecture, University ofWisconsin 
M. Arch. Architecture, University ofNew Mexico 
3 years of experience in visual resource analysis and inventory, 
8 years of landscape architecture 
Visual Resources 
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John Nash 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. Political Science, LaSalle University 
5 years of experience in technical editing, including NEP A regulatory 
compliance 
Technical Editor 

Donna L. Navarrete 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. English (Professional Writing), University ofNew 
Mexico 
15 years of experience in technical writing and editing, including 
environmental documentation and NEP A regulatory compliance 
NEP A Regulatory Compliance Assistant 

John Ordaz 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.S. Chemical Engineering, New Jersey Institute of Technology 
20 years of experience, including over 8 years in DOE program 
management and NEP A compliance 
DOE Headquarters Program Manager 

Charles C. Pergler 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.S. Range and Wildlands Science, University of California, Davis 
M.S. Range Management, University of California, Davis 
14 years developing and implementing natural resource range plans, 
biological assessments, NEP A manager, and technical author 
Ecological Resources 

Karen B. Pulliam 
MDM Services Corporation 
International Business College 
13 years of word processing experience, including environmental and 
regulatory documentation 
Document Production, Word Processing and Formatting 
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Katherine Roxlau 
Tetra Tech NUS 
B.A. Anthropology, Colorado College 
M.A. Anthropology, Northern Arizona University 
12 years of experience in cultural resource management, archaeology, 
ethnography, and NEP A documentation 
Cultural Resources 

Mark Sifuentes 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.S. Biology 
M.S. Microbiology 
28 years in NEP A compliance and biological sciences 
Technical Advisor for Ecological and Cultural Resources Analysis 

Constance L. Soden 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.A. Radiation Biophysics 
23 years of experience in areas of occupational health and 
environmental protection 
Technical Advisor 

Ada Suzanne Swanton 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Geology, University of Texas El Paso 
M.S. Geology, University of Texas El Paso 
6 years of experience in environmental issues, including hydrology 
Water Resources 

Theodore Taylor 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.A. Political Science, Economics, Mathematics, Wichita State 
University 
M.A. Political Science, University ofKansas 
Ph.D. Economics, University ofKansas 
19 years of environmental compliance with 9 years of Environmental 
Restoration Project oversight 
Technical Advisor for Environmental Restoration 

20-6 Final CT EIS 



Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 
Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 
Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 

Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 

Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 

Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

Octobe·r 1999 

20.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

Albert Thomas 
Bohannan-Huston 
B.S. Civil Engineering, New Mexico State University 
7 years of experience in highway and roadway design, including 
interstate interchange reconstruction, urban arterial, intersection 
reconstruction, and multiple lane rural highways 
Transportation 

Scott Truesdale, P.G. 
Tetra Tech, Inc. 
B.A. Environmental Science, University ofVirginia 
12 years of experience in site characterization, environmental 
programs, and NEP A analysis 
Technical Reviewer 

Joseph Vozella 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
B.S. Civil Engineering (MSCE), University ofLowell 
M.S. Business Administration, Florida Institute of Technology 
20 years of project management; quality assurance; 
weapons/protective equipment design and production; and 
environmental, safety, and health management 
Technical Advisor 

Julia Whitworth 
Los Alamos Technical Associates 
B.S. Chemistry," Transylvania University 
B.A. Math, Transylvania University 
M.S. Hydrogeology, New Mexico Institute ofMining and Technology 
10 years experience in site-investigation, including authority ground 
water remediation projects 
Water Resources 

Elizabeth Withers 
DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
B.S. Botany, Louisiana Tech University 
M.S. Life Sciences, Louisiana Tech University 
16 years of experience in environmental investigations and regulatory 
compliance, including 7 years of direct NEP A compliance 
DOE Document Manager for CT EIS 

20-7 Final CT EIS 



Name: 
Affiliation: 
Education: 

Technical Experience: 

CT EIS Responsibility: 

October 1999 

20.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

Eric Wrage 
Bohannan-Huston 
B.S. Engineering, Northern Arizona University 
M.S. Civil Engineering/Traffic and Transportation Engineering, 
University ofNew Mexico 
Experience with traffic impact and corridor studies and alignment 
analyses 
Transportation 

20-8 Final CT EIS 



21.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
TO WHOM COPIES OF THIS EIS HAVE BEEN SENT 

United States Senate 
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces 
Committee on Armed Services 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development 
Committee on Appropriations 

The Honorable Harry Reid 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development 
Committee on Appropriations 

The Honorable Robert Smith 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces 
Committee on Armed Services 

U.S. House Of Representatives 
The Honorable Pete Visclosky 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development 
Committee on Appropriations 

The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Military Procurement 
Committee on National Security 

The Honorable Ron Packard 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development 
Committee on Appropriations 

The Honorable Tom Udall 

The Honorable Heather Wilson 

The Honorable Joe Skeen 

October 1999 21-1 

The Honorable Norman Sisisky 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Military Procurement 
Committee on National Security 

Federal Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of Agriculture 
Department ofDefense 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Justice 
Office ofManagement and Budget 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Agency 

Federally Recognized Native 
American Tribes 

Hopi Tribe 
Pueblo of Acoma 
Pueblo of Cochiti 
Pueblo oflsleta 
Pueblo of Jemez 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe 
Pueblo ofLaguna 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Pueblo ofNambe 
Navajo Nation 
Pueblo ofPicuris 
Pueblo ofPojoaque 
Pueblo of Sandia 
Pueblo of San Felipe 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
Pueblo of San Juan 
Pueblo of Santa Ana 
Pueblo of Santa Clara 
Pueblo of Santo Domingo 
Pueblo ofTaos 
Pueblo ofTesuque 
Pueblo of Zia 
Pueblo of Zuni 

Final CT EIS 



21.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS TO 
WHOM COPIES OF THIS EIS HAVE BEEN SENT 

Tribal Organizations 
All Indian Pueblo Council 
Eight Northern Indian Pueblo Council 
Five Sandoval Indian Pueblo, Inc. 
Hopi Tribe Cultural Preservation Office 
LAAP 
Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Dept. 
Northern Pueblos Agency, BIA 

New Mexico State Government 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
New Mexico Environment Department 
Office of the Governor 
State Historic Preservation Office(r) 

Cooperating Agencies 
Bandelier National Monument 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau ofLand Management 
Incorporated County ofLos Alamos 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
Santa Fe National Forest 

Local Government 
Incorporated County ofLos Alamos 
Rio Arriba County 

Companies and Organizations 
Albuquerque Center for Peace and Justice 
Albuquerque Journal North 
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 
American Friends Service Committee 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Citizen Alert 
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive 

Dumping 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 
Defense Nuclear Safety Board 
Government Accountability Project 
Greenpeace 
Idaho National Engineering and 

Environmental Laboratory Citizens 
Advisory Board 

October 1999 21-2 

Institute for Energy and Environmental 
Research 

Institute for Science and International 
Security 

La Communidad 
LANL Outreach Center & Reading Room 
League ofWomen Voters 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Los Alamos Study Group 
Mesa Public Library 
National Audubon Society 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
The Nature Conservancy 
The New Mexican 
New Mexico Alliance 
New Mexico Environmental Law Center 
New Mexico Green Party 
Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory 

Board 
People for Peace 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Plutonium Challenge 
Responsible Environmental Action League 
Rural Alliance for Military Accountability 
The Sanctuary Foundation 
The Sierra Club 
Southwest Research and Information Center 
Tribal Environmental Watch Alliance 
Zimmerman Library, University ofNew 

Mexico 

Individuals 

New Mexico 
Tom Alexander 
JodyBenson 
Ralph Barr 
Bonnie Bonneau 
David Bouquin 
Jim Brannon 
Harry Clifford 
Jane S. Cooper 
Lisa Fox 
Dolores Garcia 
John Geddie 

Final CT EIS 



21.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS TO 
WHOM COPIES OF THIS EIS HAVE BEEN SENT 

Gregg Giesler 
Terry Johnson 
Steve Koch 
Donald A. McClure 
Carmen Rodriguez 
Mario Schillaci 
Michael Smith 
Steve and Barbara Stoddard 
Catherine Thayer 
Rebecca Trujillo 
Bob Vocke 

October 1999 21-3 

Others 
Steve Craig, CA 
Paul Dunigan, W A 
H. Paul Friesema, IL 
Glenn Hanson, NV 
Joe Masco, OR 
Candida Neal, CA 
Richard H. Powell, NY 
Trish Powell, CO 
Carol Sykes, CO 
Celeste Werner, AZ 

Final CT EIS 



22.0 GLOSSARY 

Accident. An unexpected or undesirable 
event. In this context, accidents may lead to 
the release of hazardous material within a 
facility or into the environment, exposing 
worh:rs or the public to hazardous materials 
or radiation. 

Accord Pueblos. Four Pueblos that have each 
executed formal accord documents with the 
DOE setting forth the government-to
government relationship between each of the 
Pueblos and the DOE. The four Pueblos are 
Cochiti, San Ildefonso, Santa Clara, and 
Jemez. 

Advisory Council of Historic Preservation 
(Council). An independent 19-member 
Federal council created by the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1996, Title II 
(16 United States Code [U.S.C.] §470 et seq.). 
Under Section 106, the Council must be 
afforded the opportunity to comment on 
undertakings that affect National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible properties. 

Air pollutant. Any substance in air that 
could, if in high enough concentration, harm 
humans, other animals, or vegetation. 

Air quality standards. The level of "criteria" 
pollutants in the air prescribed by regulations 
that may not be exceeded during a specified 
time in a defined area. 

Ambient air. That portion of the atmosphere, 
external to buildings, to which the general 
public is exposed. 

Aquif4~r. Rock or sediment in a formation, 
group of formations, or part of a formation 
that is saturated and sufficiently permeable to 
conduct groundwater. 

Archaeological sites (resources). Any 
location where humans have altered the 
terrain or left material remains (artifacts) 
during prehistoric or historic times. 
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Artifact. An object of archaeological or 
historical interest produced or shaped by 
human workmanship. 

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 its functions vested 
by law in the Administrator were transferred 
to the Secretary of Energy. 

Background radiation. Radiation from 
(1) naturally occurring radioactive materials 
that have not been technologically enhanced, 
(2) cosmic sources, (3) global fallout as it 
exists in the environment (such as from the 
testing of nuclear explosive devices), 
( 4) radon and its progeny in concentrations or 
levels existing in buildings or the 
environment that have not been elevated as a 
result of current or past human activities, and 
( 5) consumer products containing nominal 
amounts of radioactive material or producing 
nominal levels of radiation ( 10 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CPR] 835.2). 

Baseline. A quantitative expression of 
conditions, costs, schedule, or technical 
progress to serve as a base or standard for 
measurement during the performance of an 
effort; the established plan against which the 
status of resources and the progress of a 
project can be measured. For the CT EIS, the 
environmental baseline is the site 
environmental conditions that are considered 
representative for the purpose of projecting 
future impacts. 
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Beryllium. An extremely lightweight and 
strong metal used in weapons systems. 

Biota. Living organisms, including plants and 
animals. 

Bounding. A credible upper limit to 
consequences or impacts. 

Bounding analysis. An analysis designed to 
overestimate or determine an upper limit to 
potential impacts or risks. 

"Bound the impacts." The use of 
assumptions and analytical methods in an 
analysis of impacts or risks such that the 
result overestimates or describes an upper 
limit on ("bounds") potential impacts or risks. 

Caldera. A large crater formed by the 
collapse of the central part of a volcano. 

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. 

Capability. The combination of equipment, 
facilities, infrastructure, and expertise 
required to undertake types or groups of 
activities and implement mission element 
assignments. 

Capacity. The maximum hourly rate at which 
vehicles can reasonably be expected to 
traverse a point or uniform section of a lane or 
roadway during a given time period under 
prevailing roadway, traffic, and control 
conditions. 

Cavate Pueblo. Structure making use of 
natural rock to form the sides of a single 
structure or group ofbuildings, frequently by 
hollowing out the interior space. 

Cesium. A silver-white alkali metal. A 
radioactive isotope of cesium, cesium-137, is 
a common fission product. 

Climatology. The characteristics of the 
weather over a period of time. The science of 
climatology addresses the causes, distribution, 
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and effects of weather on the environment and 
humans. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). All 
Federal regulations in force are published in 
codified form in the Code ofFederal 
Regulations. 

Cold War period. The historic period from 
1949 to 1989, characterized by international 
tensions and nuclear armament buildup, 
especially between the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. The era began approximately at the 
end of World War II when the Atomic Energy 
Act was passed, establishing the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and ended with the 
dissolution of the U.S.S.R. into separate 
republics and the ending of large-scale 
nuclear weapons production in the United 
States. 

Collective dose. The sum of the total 
effective dose equivalent (TEDE) values of 
all individuals in a specified population. 
Collective dose is expressed in units of 
person-rem (or person-sievert) (10 CFR 835). 

Collector street. The collector street system 
provides both land access service and traffic 
circulation within residential neighborhoods 
and commercial and industrial areas 

Community (biotic). All plants and animals 
occupying a specific area and their 
relationships. 

Consideration. A contract term in real estate 
defined as that which is received by the 
grantor in exchange for his or her deed; 
something of value that induces a person to 
enter into a contract. Consideration is most 
commonly given in the form of currency. 

Contamination. The deposition or discharge 
of chemicals, radionuclides, or particulate 
matter above a given threshold, usually 
associated with an effects level onto or into 
environmental media, structures areas 

' ' objects, personnel, or nonhuman organisms. 
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Convey. As used in this CT EIS, refers to the 
disposition of land parcels away from Federal 
Government Ownership. 

Cooperating Agency. As defined by the 
Counc:il on Environmental Quality regulations 
for implementing the NEP A, any Federal 
agency other than a lead agency that has 
jurisdiction by law of special expertise with 
respect to any environmental impact involved 
in a proposal (or a reasonable alternative) for 
legislation or other major Federal action. The 
selection and responsibilities of a Cooperating 
Agency are described in 40 CFR §1501.6. 
A State or local agency of similar 
qualifications or, when the effects are on a 
reservation, a Native American tribe, may by 
agreement with the lead agency become a 
Cooperating Agency (40 CFR 1508.5). 

Credible accident. An accident that has a 
probability of occurrence greater than or 
equal to once in a million years. 

Criteria of adverse effect. Regulations in 
36 CFR Parts 800.5(a)(1) and 800.9(b) and 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S. C. §470 et seq.) that 
provide guidelines for determining the kind 
and intensity of effect to an NRHP-eligible 
cultural resource. 

Criteria pollutant. Six air pollutants for 
which National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards are established by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency: sulfur 
dioxide, nitric oxides, carbon monoxide, 
ozone, particulate matter-10 (smaller than 
10 microns in diameter), and lead. 

Cultural resource site. The specific place or 
location of regular human occupation or use. 

Cultural resources survey. A systematic 
inventory of an area to identify cultural 
resources. 

Cultural resources. Cultural resources are 
those aspects of the physical environment that 
relate to human culture and society, and those 
cultural institutions that hold communities 
togeth(~r and link them to their surroundings. 
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Cultural resources include expressions of 
human culture and history in the physical 
environment such as prehistoric or historic 
sites, buildings, structures, objects, districts, 
or other places including natural features and 
biota which are considered to be important to 
a culture, subculture, or community. Cultural 
resources also include traditionallifeways and 
practices, and community values and 
institutions. 

Cumulative impacts. The impact on the 
environment that results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal), private industry, or individuals 
undertake such other actions. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor, 
but collectively significant, actions taking 
place over a period oftime (40 CFR 1508.7). 

Debitage. The refuse flakes created when 
stone tools are manufactured. 

Decay (radioactive). The decrease in the 
amount of any radioactive material with the 
passage of time, due to the spontaneous 
transformation of an unstable nuclide into a 
different nuclide or into a different energy 
state of the same nuclide; the emission of 
nuclear radiation (alpha, beta, or gamma 
radiation) is part of the process. 

Decibel, A-weighted ( dBA). A unit of 
weighted sound pressure level measured 
by the use of a metering characteristic 
and the "A" weighting specified by the 
American National Standards Institute 
(S1.4-1971[R176]). 

Decibel (dB). A unit of sound measurement. 
In general, a sound doubles in loudness for 
every increase of 10 decibels. 

Decommissioning. As used in the CT EIS, 
the process of decontamination, disassembly, 
and storage or disposal in a manner and state 
that assures future exposure of humans and 
the environment would be at acceptable 
levels. 
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Decontamination. The removal or reduction 
of radioactive or chemical contamination 
from facilities, equipment, or soils by 
washing, heating, chemical or electrochemical 
action, mechanical cleaning, or other 
techniques. 

Deposition. In geology, the laying down of 
potential rock-forming materials 
(sedimentation). In atmospheric sciences, the 
collection and retention of airborne 
particulates of gases on any solid or liquid 
surface (called dry deposition), or their 
removal from the air by precipitation (called 
wet deposition or precipitation scavenging). 

Dispersion. The downwind spreading of a 
plume by turbulence and meander in wind 
direction, resulting in a plume of lower 
concentration over a larger area. 

Disposal. The process of placing waste in a 
final repository. 

Distance zones. The relative visibility from 
travel routes or observation points. 

DOE orders. DOE directives that promulgate 
requirements and policies to DOE employees 
and contractors, including requirements to 
comply with other laws and regulations. 

Dose (or radiation dose). The amount of 
energy deposited in body tissue as a result of 
radiation exposure. Various technical terms, 
such as absorbed dose, collective dose, dose 
equivalent, and effective dose equivalent, are 
used to evaluate the amount of radiation an 
exposed person receives. Each of these terms 
is defined in this glossary. 

Dose equivalent. The product of absorbed 
dose in rad (or gray) in tissue, a quality factor, 
and other modifying factors. Dose equivalent 
is expressed in units of rem (or sievert) 
(1 rem= 0.01 sievert) (10 CFR 835.2). 

Dosimeter. A device, instrument, or system 
that measures radiation dose (for example, 
film badge or ionization chamber). 

Drawdown. The height difference between 
the natural water level in a formation and the 
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reduced water level in the formation caused 
by the withdrawal of groundwater. 

Drinking-water standards. The prescribed 
level of constituents or characteristics in a 
drinking water supply that cannot be 
exceeded legally. 

Ecosystem. Living organisms and their 
nonliving (abiotic) environment functioning 
together as a community. 

Ecotone. Transition zone between two 
adjacent distinct plant or animal communities. 

Effective dose equivalent (EDE). The 
summation of the products of the dose 
equivalent received by specified tissues or 
organs of the body and the appropriate 
weighting factor. It includes the dose from 
radiation sources internal and/ or external to 
the body. The effective dose equivalent is 
expressed in units of rem (or sievert) 
(10 CFR 835.2). 

Effluent. Liquid or gaseous waste streams 
discharged into the environment. 

Eligible cultural resource. A cultural 
resource that has been evaluated and reviewed 
by an agency and the State Historic 
Preservation Office(r) and recommended as 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
ofHistoric Places, based on the criteria of 
significance. 

Eligible properties. Eligible properties (or 
historic properties) are cultural resources that 
meet the requirements for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
The effects ofFederal actions on eligible 
properties must be assessed by agencies, and 
consultation is required to avoid, reduce, or 
minimize adverse effects. 

Emission standards. Legally enforceable 
limits on the quantities and/or kinds of air 
contaminants that can be emitted into the 
atmosphere. 

Endangered species. Plants and animals or 
other living organisms in danger of extinction 
by human-produced or natural changes in 
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their environment. Requirements for declaring 
a species endangered are contained in the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

Envir'Onmental assessment (EA). A written 
environmental analysis that is prepared 
pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act to determine whether a major 
Federal action could significantly affect the 
environment and thus require preparation of 
an environmental impact statement. Ifthe 
action would not significantly affect the 
environment, then a finding of no significant 
impact is issued. 

Environmental impact statement (EIS). A 
document required of Federal agencies by the 
National Environmental Policy Act for 
proposals for legislation or major Federal 
actions significantly affecting the quality of 
the human environment. A tool for decision 
making, it describes the positive and negative 
environmental impacts of the proposed action 
and alternative actions. 

Environmental justice. A requirement of 
Executive Order 12898 for Federal agencies 
to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts ofFederal 
programs, policies, and activities on minority 
or low-income populations. 

Environmental monitoring. The process of 
sampling and analysis of environmental 
media in and around a facility being 
monitored for the purpose of ( 1) confirming 
compliance with performance objectives and 
(2) early detection of any contamination 
enterilng the environment to facilitate timely 
remedial action. 

Ephemeral stream. A stream that flows only 
after a period ofheavy precipitation. 

Epicenter. The point on the Earth's surface 
directly above the focus of an earthquake. 

Epidemiology. The science concerned with 
the study of events that determine and 
influence the frequency and distribution of 
disease, injury, and other health-related events 
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and their causes in defined human 
populations. 

Ethnographic. Information about cultural 
beliefs and practices. 

Exposure limit. The legal limit of 
accumulated exposure (to ionizing radiation, 
nonionizing radiation, noise, chemicals, or 
other hazardous substances). 

Fault. A fracture or a zone of fractures within 
a rock formation along which vertical, 
horizontal, or transverse slippage has 
occurred. 

Fee title. A contract term in real estate that 
means the holder is entitled to all rights 
incident to the property. There are no time 
limitations on its existence (it is said to run 
forever). The ownership ofthe land by a fee 
holder is complete and free of State 
domination (except the rights of the State of 
taxation, police power, and eminent domain). 

Finding of no significant impact (FONSI). 
A document by a Federal agency briefly 
presenting the reasons why an action, not 
otherwise excluded, will not have a 
significant effect on the human environment 
and will not require an environmental impact 
statement. 

Formation. In geology, the primary unit of 
formal stratigraphic mapping or description. 
Most formations possess certain distinctive 
features. 

Fugitive emissions. Emissions to the 
atmosphere from pumps, valves, flanges, 
seals, and other process points not vented 
through a stack. Also includes emissions from 
area sources such as ponds, lagoons, landfills, 
and piles of stored material. 

Geology. The science that deals with the 
Earth, the materials, processes, environments, 
and history of the planet, including the rocks 
and their formation and structure. 

Groundwater. Water below the ground 
surface in a zone of saturation. 
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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 waste. A solid waste that, 
because of its quantity, concentration, or 
physical chemical or infectious 
characteristics, may significantly contribute to 
an increase in mortality; or may pose a 
potential hazard to human health or the 
environment when improperly treated, stored, 
or disposed. The Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) defines a "solid" waste 
as including solid, liquid, semisolid, or 
contained gaseous material (42 U.S.C. 6901 
et seq.). By definition, hazardous waste has 
no radioactive components. 

Historic context. A planning unit that is 
based on a shared theme, specific time period, 
and/or geographical area. Historical contexts 
are developed for predicting the types of 
cultural resources that may be present, the 
activities that may have taken place in the 
area, and determining the role individual 
cultural resources played in expressing or 
demonstrating the shared theme, time period, 
and/or geographic area. The evaluation 
process uses the historic context to identify 
data deficits and to determine the relative 
significance of particular cultural resources. 

Historic district. A significant concentration, 
linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, 
structures, or objects historically or 
aesthetically united by plan or physical 
development and eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places because 
of cultural significance. 

Historic properties. Historic properties (or 
eligible properties) are cultural resources that 
meet specific criteria for eligibility for 
inclusion in the National Register ofHistoric 
Places (NRHP). The effects ofFederal actions 
on historic properties must be assessed by 
agencies and consultation is required to avoid, 
reduce or minimize adverse effects. 
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Historic resources. Historic resources 
include the material remains and landscape 
alterations that have occurred since the arrival 
ofEuropeans in the region. 

Homesteaders. A person or people who settle 
in an area of wilderness; an individual who 
settles on U.S. public land by filing a record 
and living on and cultivating the land under 
the homestead law; a person who establishes a 
colony or settles as a colonist in a new area. 

Hunter-gatherers. A nomadic way of life 
where small bands of people exploit plant and 
animal resources sequentially, following 
seasonal availability. 

Hydrology. The science dealing with the 
properties, distribution, and circulation of 
water on and below the Earth's surface and in 
the atmosphere. 

Infrastructure. The basic services, facilities, 
and equipment needed for the functioning and 
growth of an area. 

Integrity. Integrity is an assessment of the 
authenticity and survival of physical 
characteristics that existed during the 
property's period of significance. In order for 
a property to be eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, the 
resource must retain most, if not all, aspects 
of integrity: location, design, setting, 
workmanship, material, and association. 

Interim (permit) status. Period during which 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities 
coming under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1980 are temporarily 
permitted to operate while awaiting denial or 
issuance of a permanent permit. 

Ionizing radiation. Radiation with sufficient 
energy to displace electrons from atoms or 
molecules, thereby producing ions. 

Isotope. Nuclei of the same element with 
different numbers of neutrons are isotopes of 
the element. Isotopes have the same chemical 
properties but may have different radioactive 
properties. 
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Latent cancer fatality (LCF). Death from 
cancer resulting from, and occurring some 
years after, exposure to excess ionizing 
radiation or other carcinogens. 

Level of service (LOS). A qualitative 
measure that characterizes operational 
conditions within a traffic stream and the 
perception by motorists and passengers of 
conditions. Six levels of service are defined, 
from LOS A, representing the best operating 
conditions to LOS F, the worst. 

Lithic scatter. Concentrations of stones 
showing evidence of human manufacturing of 
stone tools, including finished artifacts, 
roughly formed artifacts, the cores of stone 
from which they were made, and the waste 
flakes from the tool manufacturing process. 

Lithic:. Stone, rock. 

Local street. A local street primarily permits 
direct access to abutting lands and 
connections to higher order systems 
( colleGtors and arterials). 

Low-income population. Community in 
which 25 percent or more of the population is 
characterized as living in poverty. The 
CT EIS uses the U.S. Bureau of the Census 
1990 data to establish poverty thresholds; the 
1990 poverty threshold for unrelated 
individuals was a 1989 income of$6,451 for 
those under age 65; $5,947 for those age 65 
and older; and $12,674 for a family of four. 

Low-level radioactive mixed waste 
(LLMW). Waste that contains both 
hazardous and low-level radioactive 
components. The hazardous component in 
LLMW is subject to regulation under the 
RCRA. 

Low-level radioactive waste (LL W). All 
radioactive waste that is not classified as 
high-level radioactive waste, transuranic 
waste, spent nuclear fuel, or "11e(2) by
product material" as defined by DOE Order 
5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management. 
By-product material includes tailings or waste 
produced by the extraction or concentration of 
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uranium or thorium from any ore processed 
primarily for its source material content. Test 
specimens of fissionable material irradiated 
for research and development only, and not 
for the production of power or plutonium, 
may be classified as low-level radioactive 
waste, provided that the concentration of 
transuranic waste is less than 100 nanocuries 
per gram. 

Major arterial. Major arterials are roads that 
serve the major centers of activity, the highest 
traffic volume corridors, and the longest trips. 

Maximally exposed individual (MEl). A 
hypothetical person whose location and habits 
result in the highest concentration or exposure 
and who takes no protective actions to lessen 
his or her exposure. 

Meteorology. The science dealing with the 
atmosphere and its phenomena, especially as 
relating to weather. 

Migration. The natural movement of a 
material through the air, soil, or groundwater; 
also, seasonal movement of animals from one 
area to another. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This act states 
that it is unlawful to pursue, take, attempt to 
take, capture, possess, or kill any migratory 
bird, or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird 
other than permitted activities. 

Minority population. Area where minority 
individuals comprise 25 percent or more of 
the population. Minority refers to people who 
classified themselves in the 1990 U.S. Census 
as African Americans, Asian or Pacific 
Islanders, Native Americans (American 
Indians), Hispanics of any race or origin, or 
other non-White races. 

Mitigation. The alleviation of adverse 
impacts on resources by avoidance; by 
limiting the degree or magnitude of an action, 
by repair or restoration, by preservation and 
maintenance that reduces or eliminates the 
impact, or by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments. 
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Mixed waste. See low-level radioactive 
mixed waste. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). Air quality standards established 
by the Clean Air Act, as amended. The 
primary NAAQS are intended to protect the 
public health with an adequate margin of 
safety, and the secondary NAAQS are 
intended to protect the public from any known 
or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

National Environmental Research Park. 
An outdoor laboratory set aside for ecological 
research to study the environmental impacts 
of energy developments. National 
environmental research parks were 
established by the DOE to provide protected 
land areas for research and education in the 
environmental sciences and to demonstrate 
the environmental compatibility of energy 
technology development and use. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES). Federal permitting system 
required for hazardous effluents regulated 
through the Clean Water Act, as amended. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit. Federal regulation (40 CFR 
Parts 122 and 125) requires permits for the 
discharge of pollutants from any point source 
into the waters of the United States regulated 
through the Clean Water Act, as amended. 

National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). A list of districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects of prehistoric or 
historic local, state, or national significance 
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. 
The list is expanded as authorized by 
Section 2(b) of the Historic Sites Act of 193 5 
(16 U.S.C. §462) and Section 101(a)(1)(A) of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended. 

NRHP eligibility. The criteria of significance 
in American history, architecture, archeology, 
engineering, and culture. The criteria require 
integrity and association with lives or events, 
distinctiveness for any of a variety of reasons, 

October 1999 22-8 

or importance because of information the 
property does or could hold. 

Native American. A tribe, people, or culture 
that is indigenous to the United States. Also 
referred to as American Indians. 

Natural event accidents. Accidents that are 
initiated by events such as earthquakes, 
tornadoes, floods, etc. 

Noise. Unwanted or undesirable sound, 
usually characterized as being so loud as to 
interfere with, or be inappropriate to, normal 
activities such as communication, sleep, 
study, or recreation. 

Nonattainment area. An air quality control 
region (or portion thereof) in which the EPA 
has determined that ambient air 
concentrations exceed National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for one or more 
criteria pollutants. 

Noncriteria pollutant. A pollutant with an 
effects screening level guideline. Some 
noncriteria pollutants have a state standard as 
well. 

Offsite. As used in the CT EIS, the term 
denotes a location, facility, or activity 
occurring outside of the boundary of the 
entire LANL site. 

Onsite. As used in the CT EIS, the term 
denotes a location or activity occurring 
somewhere within the boundary of the LANL 
site. 

Outfall. The discharge point of a drain, 
sewer, or pipe as it empties into a body of 
water. 

Paleontological resources. Fossils, including 
those of microbial, plant, or animal origin. 

Paleontology. A science dealing with life of 
past geological periods as known from fossil 
remams. 

Perched aquifer. Groundwater separated 
from the underlying main body of 
groundwater, or aquifer, by unsaturated rock. 
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Perched groundwater. A body of 
groundwater of small lateral dimensions lying 
above a more extensive aquifer. 

Perennial. Acting or lasting throughout the 
year or through many years (perpetual). 

Perm•~ability. The degree to which or rate at 
which a fluid or gas can pass through a 
substance. 

Person-rem. A redundancy meaning a dose 
of 1 rem. When used with a collective dose or 
population dose, it is a unit for expressing the 
dose when integrated across all people in the 
population. 

Physical setting. The land and water form, 
vegetation, and structures that compose the 
landscape. 

Plume. The elongated pattern of 
contaminated air or water originating at a 
point source, such as a smokestack or a 
hazardous waste disposal site. 

Plutonium. A heavy, radioactive, metallic 
element with the atomic number 94. It is 
produced artificially in a reactor by 
bombardment of uranium with neutrons and is 
used in the production of nuclear weapons. 

Pollution prevention. Involves recycling or 
reduction of any hazardous substance, 
pollutant, or contaminate before generation, 
along with practices that protect natural 
resources through conservation or more 
efficient use. 

Population dose. See "collective dose." 

Potable. Suitable for drinking. 

Potential release site (PRS). Areas that have 
been designated by the LANL Environmental 
Restoration Project as having actual, 
suspe1cted, or potential releases of 
contamination. 

Prehistoric resources. Prehistoric cultural 
resources refer to any material remains, 
structures, and items used or modified by 
peopl,e before the establishment of a European 
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presence in the upper Rio Grande Valley in 
the early 17th Century. 

Programmatic environmental impact 
statement (PElS). A broad-scope EIS 
prepared in accordance with the requirements 
of 102(2)(C) of the NEPA that analyzes the 
environmental impacts of proposed Federal 
policies or programs that involve multiple 
decisions potentially affecting the 
environment at one or more sites. 

Project-specific environmental impact 
statement. An EIS prepared in accordance 
with the requirements of 102(2)(C) of the 
NEP A that evaluates the environmental 
impacts of a single proposed action. See 
"Environmental impact statement." 

Protected area. An area encompassed by 
physical barriers, subject to access controls, 
surrounding material access areas, and 
meeting the standards of DOE Order 
5632.1C, Protection and Control of 
Safeguards and Security Interests. 

Pueblo. The communal dwelling of a Native 
American village of Arizona, New Mexico, or 
adjacent areas, consisting of contiguous flat
roofed stone. or adobe houses in groups, 
sometimes several stories high; a Native 
American village of the southwestern United 
States; a member of a group ofNative 
American people of the southwestern United 
States. 

Rad. See "Radiation absorbed dose." 

Radiation absorbed dose (rad). The basic 
unit of absorbed dose equal to the absorption 
ofO.Ol joule per kilogram of absorbing 
material. 

Radiation. As used in the CT EIS, means 
ionizing radiation. The emitted particles or 
photons from the nuclei of radioactive atoms. 

Radioactive waste. Materials from nuclear 
operations that are radioactive or are 
contaminated with radioactive materials, and 
for which use, reuse, or recovery are 
impractical. 
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Radioactive. The state of emitting radiation 
energy in forms of waves (rays) or particles. 

Radioactivity. The spontaneous decay or 
disintegration ofunstable atomic nuclei 
accompanied by the emission of radiation. 

Radioisotopes. See "Isotope." 

Radionuclide. Any radioactive element. 

Radon. A heavy gaseous, radioactive element 
with a half life of about 4 days from the decay 
of radium. 

Raptor. Birds of prey including various types 
ofhawks, falcons, eagles, vultures, and owls. 

Recharge. Replenishment of water to an 
aquifer. 

Record of decision (ROD). A document 
prepared in accordance with the requirements 
of 40 CPR 1505.2 that provides a concise 
public record ofthe DOE's decision on a 
proposed action for which an EIS was 
prepared. A ROD identifies the alternatives 
considered in reaching the decision, the 
environmentally preferable alternative(s), 
factors balanced by the DOE in making the 
decision, whether all practicable means to 
avoid or minimize environmental harm have 
been adopted, and if not, why they were not. 

Region of influence (ROI). Region in which 
the principal direct and indirect 
socioeconomic effects of actions are likely to 
occur and are expected to be of consequence 
for local jurisdictions. 

Reliability. The ability of a nuclear weapon, 
weapon system, or weapon component to 
perform its required function under stated 
conditions for a specified period of time 
(essentially equivalent to performance). 

Rem (Roentgen equivalent man). The 
conventional unit or radiation dose 
equivalent. A unit of individual dose of 
absorbed ionizing radiation used to measure 
the effect on human tissue. The dosage of an 
ionizing radiation that will cause the same 
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biological effect as one roentgen ofx-ray or 
gamma-ray exposure. 

Remediation. Remediation is defined as the 
process of remedying a site where a 
hazardous substance release has occurred. 
Remedial actions (most often concerned with 
contaminated soil and groundwater, and 
decontamination and decommissioning) are 
responsibilities of the LANL Environmental 
Restoration Project. 

Restoration. Restoration is defined as the 
assessment and cleanup ofboth contaminated 
(radioactive and/or hazardous substances) 
DOE-owned facilities in use and ofDOE sites 
that are no longer a part of active operations. 

Risk assessment (chemical or radiological). 
The qualitative and quantitative evaluation 
performed in an effort to define the risk posed 
to human health and/or the environment by 
the presence or potential presence and/or use 
of specific chemical or radiological materials. 

Risk. A quantitative or qualitative expression 
of possible loss that considers both the 
probability that a hazard will cause harm and 
the consequences of that event. 

Roentgen equivalent man (rem). See 
"Rem." 

Roentgen. A unit of exposure to ionizing 
x-ray or gamma radiation equal to 2.58 x 104 

coulomb per kilogram. (A coulomb is a unit 
of electrical charge.) A roentgen is 
approximately equal to 1 rad. 

Run ofT. The portion of rainfall, melted snow, 
or irrigation water that flows across the 
ground surface and may eventually enter 
streams. 

Sanitary wastes. Liquid or solid (includes 
sludge) wastes that are not hazardous or 
radioactive and that are generated by 
industrial, commercial, mining, or agricultural 
operations or from community activities. 

Scenic class. A scenic class represents the 
relative value of visual resources and provides 
a basis for considering visual values during 
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the site planning process. Class I represents 
very high public value. Class II represents 
high public value. Class ill represents a 
moderate public value. Class IV is considered 
to be of low public value. 

Scenic quality. The measure of the visual 
appeal of a tract of land. Scenic quality is the 
measure of the visual appeal of a tract of land, 
which is determined using seven key factors: 
landforms, vegetation, water, color, adjacent 
scenery, scarcity, and cultural modifications. 

Scope. In a document prepared pursuant to 
the NEP A, the range of actions, alternatives, 
and impacts to be considered. 

Scoping. Involves the solicitation of 
comments from interested people, groups, and 
agencies at public meetings, public 
workshops, in writing, electronically, or via 
fax to assist the DOE in defining the proposed 
action, identifying alternatives, and 
developing preliminary issues to be addressed 
in an environmental impact statement. 

Section 106 process. A National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S. C. §470 et seq.) 
review process used to identify, evaluate, and 
protect cultural resources eligible for 
nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places that may be affected by 
Federal actions or undertakings. 

Sedimentation. The settling out of soil and 
mineral solids from suspensions under the 
force of gravity. 

Seismic zone. Geographic region that is 
assumed to possess uniform earthquake 
potential throughout. 

Seismic. Pertaining to any earth vibration, 
especially an earthquake. 

Seismicity. Occurrence of earthquakes in 
space and time. 

Sensitivity levels. The measure of public 
concern for scenic quality. 

Setting. The physical environment of a 
property. 
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Settlement patterns. The distribution of 
archaeological sites within a given 
geographical region, arranged by cultural 
conditions or environmental necessity. 

Severe accident. An accident with a 
frequency rate of less then 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. 

Sewage. The total of organic waste and 
wastewater generated by an industrial 
establishment or a community. 

Site-wide environmental impact statement 
(SWEIS). A type of programmatic EIS that 
analyzes the environmental impacts of all or 
selected functions at a DOE site. As part of its 
regulations for implementation of the NEP A, 
the DOE prepares site-wide EISs for certain 
large, multiple-facility DOE sites; it may 
prepare EISs or EAs for other sites to assess 
the impacts of all or selected functions at 
those sites (10 CFR 1021.330[c]). 

Socioeconomics. The social and economic 
condition in the study area. 

Solid waste management unit (SWMU). 
Any unit from which hazardous constituents 
may migrate, as defined by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act. A designated 
area that is or is suspected to be the source of 
a release of hazardous material into the 
environment that will require investigation 
and/or corrective action. 

Source term. The quantity of material 
released and parameters (such as exhaust 
temperature) that determine the downwind 
concentration, given a specific meteorological 
dispersion condition. 

Species of concern. Includes species that are 
considered to be potential candidates for 
addition to the List of Endangered Species 
{50 CFR 17) by the Federal agency 
responsible for Endangered Species Act 
compliance oversight, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. These are primarily species 
for which there is insufficient information on 
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biological vulnerability and threat to warrant 
legal protection. 

State Historic Preservation Office(r) 
(SHPO). A position in each U.S. state that 
coordinates state participation in the 
implementation of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S. C. §470 et seq.). 
The SHPO is a key participant in the Section 
106 process, reviewing the identification of 
eligible resources and evaluation of effects of 
undertakings, and assisting in the 
development of mitigation measures or 
management plans to reduce any adverse 
effects to eligible cultural resources. 

Strike. The direction or trend that a structural 
surface (for example, a bedding or fault 
plane) takes as it intersects the horizontal. 

Surface water. Water on the Earth's surface, 
as distinguished from water in the ground 
(groundwater). 

Threatened species. Animals, plants, or other 
living organisms threatened with extinction, 
serious depletion, or destruction of critical 
habitat by human-produced or natural changes 
in their environment. Requirements for 
declaring species threatened are contained in 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

Total effective dose equivalent (TEDE). 
The sum of the effective dose equivalent from 
external exposures and the committed 
effective dose equivalent from internal 
exposures (10 CFR 835). 

Toxic waste. Individual chemical wastes 
(liquid or solid), such as polychlorinated 
biphenyls or asbestos, that are regulated by 
the Toxic Substances Control Act. 

Traditional cultural properties (TCPs). 
Traditional cultural properties are places 
associated with the cultural practices or 
beliefs of a living community. These sites are 
rooted in the community's history and are 
important in maintaining cultural identity. 

Traditionallifeways. The religious, social, 
economic, or institutional aspects of a group's 
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life that have been passed on and continued 
through time. 

Transfer. As used in this CT EIS, refers to 
the disposition of land parcels to another 
Federal Government agency, with the 
retention of ownership by the Federal 
Government. 

Tritium. A radioactive isotope of the element 
hydrogen with two neutrons and one proton. 
Common symbols for the isotope are H-3 
and T. 

Undetermined resources. Undetermined 
resources are those for which eligibility for 
listing on the NRHP cannot be determined 
based on current knowledge of the resource 
and where further work is needed to make an 
evaluation. Resources that may be present in 
an area but that have not been identified, 
including buried archaeological sites, 
buildings or structures, and TCPs also are 
undetermined resources. Undetermined 
resources are treated as eligible until a formal 
evaluation is completed. 

Visual Resource Inventory Class. Scenic 
quality, distance zones, and sensitivity levels 
combine to establish Visual Resource 
Inventory Classes, which in tum provide the 
basis for considering visual values and 
objectives in the planning or management 
process. 

Waste management. The planning, 
coordination, and direction of those functions 
related to generation, handling, treatment, 
storage, transportation, and disposal of waste, 
as well as associated pollution prevention, 
surveillance, and maintenance activities. 

Weapons laboratories. Colloquial term for 
the three DOE national laboratories-Los 
Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and Sandia
that are responsible for the design, 
development, and stewardship ofU.S. nuclear 
weapons. 
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Wetland. Land or area exhibiting hydric 
(requiring considerable moisture) soil 
concentrations, saturated or inundated soil 
during some portion of the year, and plant 
species tolerant of such conditions. 
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Wind rose. A depiction of wind speed and 
direction frequency for a given period of time. 
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A 

Airport Tract, S-5, S-16, S-17, S-18, S-19, 
S-20, S-38, S-46, S-66, 1-12, 1-20, 1-21, 
1-32, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-16, 2-24, 2-44, 
4-2,4-15,4-17, 10-9, 10-21, 10-24, 11-1, 
11-3, 11-8, 11-9, 11-10, 11-12, 11-13, 
11-14, 11-15, 11-16, 11-17, 11-19, ll-20, 
11-21, 11-22, 11-23, 11-24, 11-25, 11-26, 
ll-27, 11-28, 13-1, 15-2, 15-7, 15-10, B-2, 
B-12, B-13, C-4, D-3, D-6, D-7, D-23 

Area G, 5-11, 6-11, 7-9, 9-14, 10-15, 11-12, 
12-10, 13-11, 14-10, 14-14, 14-28, 15-5, 
B-3, C-6 

Atomic Energy Act, 1-8, 17-6, 22-1, 22-2 

B 

bald eagle, S-64, S-67, S-79, 2-42, 2-45, 2-57, 
3-25, 5-7, 5-22, 6-23, 7-5, 9-9, 9-25, 10-9, 
10-24, 11-8, 11-22, 12-8, 12-18, 13-8, 13-
18, 14-7, 14-23 

beryllium, 22-2, 3-35 

c 
ceramic, E-9 
Clean Air Act (CAA), 3-39, 17-8, 22-8 
Clean Water Act (CWA), 3-37, 17-8, 22-8, 

D-8, D-32 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), 1-15, 17-2, 17-3, 17-9 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 
S-9, S-28, S-29, 1-25, 1-27, 1-40, 4-1, 4-19, 
15-1, 16-1, 17-9, 22-3, C-5, C-6, C-9 

D 

decommissioning, S-15, S-33, S-40, 1-9, 
1-13, 2-2, 2-11, 2-18, 3-5, 3-6, 4-13, 5-12, 
6-4, 6-13, 6-16, 7-10, 8-3, 9-14, 10-1, 10-3, 
10-9, 10-15, 10-16, 11-3, 11-14, 12-12, 
13-12, 14-12, 15-9, 16-6, 22-10, B-2, B-3, 
B-4, B-9, B-16 

decontamination and decommissioning 
(D&D), S-18, S-40, 1-9, 2-6, 2-18, 3-5, 3-6, 
4-13, 6-16, 10-1, 15-9, 22-10, B-5, B-6, 
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B-7, B-8, B-9, B-10, B-11, B-12, B-13, B-14, 
B-15, B-16, B-17, B-18, B-19 

deed restriction, S-23, S-38, 1-35,2-17, 16-2, 
17-3, D-4 

DOELAAO Tract, S-13, S-16, S-17, S-18, 
1-10, 1-16, 1-20, 1-21, 2-4, 2-5, 4-2, 4-15, 
6-1, 6-4, 6-7, 6-8, 6-9, 6-11, 6-12, 6-13, 
6-14, 6-15,6-16, 6-17, 6-19,6-20,6-21, 
6-22, 6-23, 6-24, 6-25, 6-26, 6-27, 6-28, 
6-29, 6-30, 15-2, B-7, B-8 

DP Road Tract, S-5, S-11, S-13, S-16, S-17, 
S-18, S-19, S-20, S-33, S-34, S-38, S-41, 
S-46, 1-12, 1-17, 1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 2-3,2-4, 
2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-12, 2-16, 2-19, 2-24, 4-3, 
9-1, 9-3, 9-8, 9-9, 9-10, 9-11, 9-13, 9-14, 
9-15, 9-16, 9-17, 9-18, 9-21, 9-22,9-23, 
9-24, 9-25, 9-26, 9-27, 9-28, 9-29, 9-30, 
9-31, 9-32, 9-33, 10-6, 10-9, 15-7, B-2, 
B-4, B-9, B-10, B-11, C-6, D-10, D-19, 
D-33 

E 

earthquake, 3-32, 3-34, 4-19, 5-11, 5-14, 
5-27, 5-28, 6-11, 6-16, 6-27, 7-8, 7-9, 7-12, 
7-16, 9-13, 9-14, 9-17, 9-30, 10-15, 10-18, 
10-27, 10-28, 11-12, 11-16, 11-25, 11-26, 
12-10, 12-14, 12-20, 13-10, 13-11, 13-14, 
13-21, 14-10, 14-14, 14-27, 14-28, 16-7, 
22-5, 22-11 

Emergency Planning and Community Right
to-Know Act, 17-10 

emergency preparedness, S-29, 1-41, 3-41 
Endangered Species Act, S-8, 1-15, 2-8, 3-19, 

17-2, 17-7,22-5,22-11,22-12, D-2 
Environmental Restoration (ER), S-3, S-4, 

S-7, S-10, S-14, S-15, S-17, S-18, S-20, 
S-21, S-27, S-28, S-40, 1-9, 1-11, 1-13, 
1-14, 1-17, 1-20, 1-21, 1-26, 1-28, 1-29, 
1-32, 1-33, 1-39, 1-40, 2-2, 2-4, 2-18, 3-5, 
3-6, 3-42,4-6, 4-13, 5-3, 5-12, 5-18, 6-1, 
6-12, 6-13,6-17,7-1,7-10,7-13, 9-3,9-14, 
9-21, 10-3, 10-15, 10-16, 10-19, 11-3, 
11-14, 11-19, 12-1, 12-12, 12-16, 13-3, 
13-10, 13-12, 13-16, 14-4, 14-12, 14-18, 

Final CT EIS 



23.0 INDEX 

15-9, 16-4, 17-2, 17-3, 17-9, 17-10,22-9, 
22-10, B-1, B-2, B-3, B-4, B-7, B-8, B-9, 
B-11, B-12, B-13, B-14, B-15, B-16, B-17, 
B-18, B-19, C-10, D-33 

Executive Order, S-28, S-30, S-34, 1-40, 
1-42, 2-12, 3-30, 4-11, 4-19, 4-20, 5-24, 
6-24, 9-26, 10-24, 11-23, 12-18, 13-19, 
14-24, 16-2, 16-3, 17-4, 17-5, 17-7, 17-8, 
17-10, 22-5, D-1 

F 

Federal Facility Compliance Act, 17-9 
floodplain, S-14, S-15, S-18, S-19, S-27, 

1-18, 1-26, 1-39, 2-2, 2-6, 3-27, 4-12, 5-7, 
5-9, 5-23, 7-5, 9-8, 10-11, 11-9, 13-9, 14-4, 
14-7, 14-8, 14-23, 16-2, B-2, B-14, B-15, 
D-2, D-3, D-4, D-5, D-6, D-8, D-10, D-11, 
D-12, D-14, D-17, D-21, D-22, D-23, 
D-24, D-26, D-27, D-28, D-29, D-31, D-32 

G 

groundwater resources, S-11, S-32, 1-22, 2-10 

H 

hazardous air pollutant (HAP), S-37, S-45, 
2-16, 2-23, 3-39, 15-6 

hazardous waste, 3-5, 15-9, 17-3, 22-6, 22-9, 
B-3, B-17, B-18, B-19 

high explosives (HE), 3-13, 3-38, 15-13 
historic resource, S-19, S-30, 1-42, 2-7, 2-8, 

3-28, 4-10, C-6, E-2, E-9, E-10 
homesteader, S-10, S-21, S-30, S-31, 1-28, 

1-30 
Hydrogeologic Workplan, 3-37 

I 

infrastructure, S-3, S-28, S-33, S-36, S-41, 
S-42, S-47, S-48, S-53, S-58, S-63, S-66, 
S-69, S-73, S-74, S-77, 1-23, 1-40,2-3, 
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12-15, 12-16, 12-17, 13-13, 13-17, 13-18, 

October 1999 23-2 
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16-4, 16-5, 22-2, C-4, D-3 

L 
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S-46, S-51, S-56, S-62, S-65, S-68, S-72, 
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11-13, 11-17, 11-27, 12-11, 12-14, 12-21, 
13-12, 13-14, 13-21, 14-10, 14-14, 14-30, 
15-7, 15-19,22-5, C-6 
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22-7, 22-8 

low-level radioactive waste (LLW), 14-1, 22-
7, B-3, B-6, B-8, B-10, B-11, B-12, B-13, 
B-14, B-15, B-16 

M 

main aquifer, S-37, S-44, 2-15, 2-22, 3-37, 
15-6, 15-17 

maximally exposed individual (MEl), S-29, 
S-38, S-46, 1-41, 2-16, 2-24, 3-42, 4-16, 
4-18, 4-19, 5-9, 5-10, 5-14, 5-27, 5-28, 6-9, 
6-11, 6-12, 6-15, 6-16, 6-27, 7-8, 7-9, 7-12, 
7-15, 7-16,9-10, 9-11, 9-13,9-17, 9-30, 
9-33, 10-12, 10-14, 11-10, 11-12, 11-13, 
11-16, 11-25, 11-26, 11-28, 12-9, 12-10, 
12-11, 12-14, 12-20, 13-10, 13-11, 13-14, 
13-21, 14-9, 14-10, 14-11, 14-14, 14-27, 
14-28, 22-7 

Melcor Accident Consequence Code System 
(MACCS), 4-18 

Mexican spotted owl, S-36, S-43, S-49, S-60, 
S-64, S-67, 2-15, 2-21, 2-27, 2-38, 2-42, 
2-45, 3-19,3-25, 3-26, 5-7, 5-22, 5-23, 6-7, 
6-23, 7-5,7-7, 7-14, 9-8,9-9, 9-25, 10-9, 
10-24, 11-8, 11-22, 13-8, 13-18, 15-5, 
15-15, D-8 

Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract, 
S-5, S-13, S-16, S-18, S-32, 1-12, 1-17, 
1-20, 2-3,2-5,2-10, 3-1,3-5, 4-17, 8-1, 
8-3, B-2, B-9 
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Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract, S-5, S-16, S-18, 
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7-10, 7-11, 7-12, 7-13, 7-14, 7-15, B-2, 
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N 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS), 3-39, 5-9, 6-8, 7-7, 9-10, 10-11, 
11-9, 12-9, 13-9, 14-9, 22-8 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES), 3-36, 3-37, 4-12, 5-8, 
6-8, 7-7,9-10, 10-10, 12-9, 13-9, 8, 22-8, 
D-14, D-17, D-21, D-23, D-24, D-27, 
D-29, D-32 

National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP), 
S-34, S-54, 2-12, 2-32, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 
3-32, 4-10, 4-11, 5-8, 6-7, 6-24, 7-14, 8-3, 
9-9, 10-10, 11-9, 12-8, 13-8, 14-8, 15-5, 
15-15, 16-2, 17-4, 22-1, 22-3, 22-4, 22-6, 
22-8, 22-11, 22-12, E-7, E-9 

New Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED), 1-13, 3-5, 5-14, 9-11, 16-3, 17-3, 
D-11 

Notice oflntent (NOI), S-9, 1-27, C-2, D-1, 
D-3 

p 

peregrine falcon, S-36, S-43, S-49, S-60, 
S-64, S-67, S-79, 2-15, 2-21,2-27,2-38, 
2-42, 2-45, 2-57, 3-19, 3-25, 5-7, 5-22, 
5-23, 6-7,6-23, 7-5, 9-9,9-25, 10-9, 10-24, 
11-8 11-22 13-8 13-18 14-7 14-23 15-5' 

' ' ' ' ' ' ' 15-15, D-8 
Pollution Prevention Act, 17-9 
prehistoric resource, 3-28, 3-29, 10-10, 15-5, 

E-2 

R 

radiological exposure, 10-12 
radiological impacts, 4-15, 9-29, 10-27 
Record ofDecision (ROD), S-8, S-9, S-11, 

S-13, 1-14, 1-17, 1-21, 16-1, 17-3,22-10 
region ofinfluence (ROI), S-36, S-43, S-48, 

S-51 S-54 S-56 S-59 S-62 S-64 S-65 
''' '''' S-67, S-68, S-78, S-81, 2-14,2-15,2-21, 

2-26, 2-29, 2-32, 2-34, 2-37, 2-40, 2-42, 
2-43, 2-45, 2-46, 2-57, 2-61, 3-13, 3-14, 
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3-15, 3-16,4-9,4-10, 5-7, 5-8, 5-21,6-7, 
6-22, 7-5, 7-7, 9-8, 9-9, 9-24, 10-9, 10-23, 
11-8, 11-9, 11-22, 12-7, 12-8, 13-8, 14-7, 
14-8, 14-22, 15-3, 15-4, 15-5, 15-6, 15-7, 
15-14, 22-10, E-2, E-3, E-5 

Rendija Canyon Tract, S-5, S-16, S-18, S-19, 
S-20, S-31, 1-10, 1-21, 1-29, 1-31, 1-32, 
1-43, 2-3, 2-5, 2-6, 3-6, 3-31, 4-2, 5-1, 5-3, 
5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 
5-15, 5-16, 5-18, 5-19, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-
24, 5-25, 5-27, 5-28, 5-29, 5-30, 5-31, 15-
15, B-5, B-6, D-3, D-5, D-12 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), S-7, S-28, 1-13, 1-40, 3-5, 3-6, 
4-13, 9-11, 15-9, 17-3, 17-9,22-6, 22-7, 
22-11, B-17, B-18, B-19 

s 
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 17-8 
San lldefonso, S-1, S-3, S-4, S-8, S-9, S-10, 

S-13, S-14, S-15, S-16, S-20, S-22, S-23, 
S-24, S-25, S-26, S-28, S-29, S-30, S-31, 
S-37, S-38, S-46, S-51, S-72, S-76, S-82, 
1-4, 1-6, 1-8, 1-9, 1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 1-16, 
1-17, 1-19, 1-22, 1-25, 1-26, 1-27, 1-30, 
1-31, 1-32, 1-33, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 1-37, 
1-38, 1-40, 1-41, 1-42, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-7, 
2-15, 2-16, 2-24, 2-29, 2-50, 2-54, 2-61, 
3-3, 3-17,3-27, 3-32, 4-2,4-6, 1, 5-l, 5-3, 
5-5, 5-8, 5-12, 5-19, 5-23, 5-29, 9-26, 
10-24, 11-23, 12-1, 12-8, 12-13, 12-17, 
13-1, 13-8, 13-9, 13-18, 13-22, 1, 14-7, 
14-8, 14-13, 14-23, 14-30, 14-31, 14-32, 
15-2, 15-19, 17-2, 17-5, 17-7,22-1, A-1, 
A-2, C-2, C-4, C-8, C-9, D-2, D-3, D-8, 
D-29, D-33, E-2, E-3, E-ll 

seismic activity, 3-32, 3-34 
solid waste management unit (SWMU), 22-11 
sources, S-37, S-41, S-45, S-61, S-65, S-81, 

1-4, 2-16, 2-19, 2-23, 2-39, 2-43, 2-60, 3-8, 
3-11, 3-13, 3-15, 3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 
3-39, 3-41, 3-42, 4-13, 4-14,4-15, 4-16, 
4-19, 5-7, 5-9, 6-7, 6-8, 6-9, 6-14, 7-7, 7-8, 
7-11, 9-10, 9-11, 9-16, 9-29, 10-12, 10-25, 
11-10, 11-12, 11-24, 12-10, 13-9, 13-10, 
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13-20, 14-9, 14-27, 15-6, 15-13, 15-17, 
15-18, 22-1, 22-4, 22-5, D-2, E-2 

State Historic Preservation Office(r) (SHPO), 
S-38, 2-17,4-11, 16-1, 16-2, 17-4,22-4, 
22-12 

State ofNew Mexico, 3-1, 3-3, 3-26, 3-39, 
3-44, 6-14, 7-11, 9-16, 9-28, 16-3, 17-7, 
C-9, C-10, C-11 
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TA21 Tract, S-7, S-13, S-16, S-17, S-18, 
S-20, S-32, 1-12, 1-13, 1-16, 1-20, 1-21, 
1-32, 2-4,2-5, 2-7, 2-9,2-10, 3-5,4-15, 
10-3, 10-6, 10-9, 10-10, 10-11, 10-12, 
10-14, 10-15, 10-16, 10-17, 10-19, 10-21, 
10-22, 10-23, 10-24, 10-25, 10-26, 10-27, 
10-28, 10-29, 10-30, 11-8, 11-20, B-2, 
B-11, B-12, B-13 

TA 74 Tract, S-5, S-16, S-18, S-19, S-76, 
1-12, 1-21, 2-3, 2-5, 2-6, 2-54, 3-6, 3-19, 
4-17, 13-1, 13-3, 6, 13-8, 13-9, 13-10, 
13-11, 13-13, 13-14, 13-15, 13-18, 13-19, 
13-22, B-2, B-14, B-15, D-5 

traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), S-8, 
S-20, S-28, S-29, S-30, S-38, S-46, S-49, 
S-51, S-60, S-64, S-72, S-76, S-80, S-82, 
1-15, 1-32, 1-40, 1-41, 1-42, 2-16, 2-24, 
2-29, 2-38, 2-42, 2-50, 2-54, 2-59, 2-61, 
3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-32, 4-10, 4-11, 4-20, 
5-8, 5-13, 5-16, 5-24, 5-25, 5-29, 6-7, 6-29, 
7-7, 7-14, 9-9, 9-32, 10-10, 10-29, 11-9, 
11-27, 13-9, 13-13, 13-19, 13-22, 14-8, 
14-25, 14-30, 15-15, 15-19, 16-3, 16-7, 
17-2, 17-4,22-12, E-1, E-2, E-3, E-7, E-10, 
E-ll 

trails, S-51, 1-29, 1-31, 2-29, 3-3, 3-28, 3-30, 
5-3, 5-5, 5-1, 5-15, 5-24, 5-29, 8-1, 10-3, 
10-24, 13-3, 6, 13-18, 1, E-8, E-10, E-ll 

transportation, S-5, S-28, S-33, S-35, S-36, 
S-41, S-42, S-47, S-50, S-58, S-63, S-66, 
S-69, S-70, S-72, S-77, 1-12, 1-28, 1-40, 
2-3, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-19, 2-20, 
2-25, 2-28, 2-36, 2-41, 2-44, 2-47, 2-48, 
2-50, 2-56, 3-7, 3-8, 3-41, 4-2, 4-7, 4-8, 
4-11, 5-3, 5-18, 5-19, 5-25, 6-19, 6-30, 
7-13, 8-1, 9-21, 10-19, 10-21, 12-1, 12-7, 
12-12, 12-15, 12-16, 12-17, 12-19, 12-20, 
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12-21, 13-16, 13-22, 14-20, 14-25, 15-1, 
15-2, 15-4, 15-8, 15-10, 15-13, 16-4, 22-12, 
C-5, D-3, D-23, D-26 

transuranic (TRU), 4-16, 5-10, 5-11, 6-11, 
6-12, 7-9, 9-13, 9-14, 10-15, 11-12, 11-13, 
12-10, 12-11, 13-11, 14-10, 14-11, 14-14, 
14-28, 22-7, B-3 

tritium, S-65, 2-43, 3-35, 3-38, 3-40, 10-1, 
10-3, 10-9, 10-12, 10-17, 10-18, 10-26 

u 
U.S. Department ofTransportation (DOT), 

4-5 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA), 1-30, 3-5, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 4-14, 
5-9, 5-14, 6-8, 6-9, 6-14, 6-15, 7-8, 7-11, 
7-12, 9-10, 9-16, 9-28, 10-11, 10-12, 10-17, 
10-26, 11-10, 11-16, 11-24, 12-9, 12-13, 
12-20, 13-9, 13-14, 14-9, 14-13, 14-26, 
15-17, 15-18, 17-3, 22-8, B-3, D-14, D-17, 
D-21, D-23, D-24, D-27, D-29, D-32 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
S-38, 2-17, 3-19, 3-25,4-10, 5-8,9-9, 10-9, 
10-10, 12-8, 13-9, 14-8, 16-1, 16-6, 17-3, 
17-4, 22-11, D-6, D-8, D-19, D-22, D-23, 
D-24, D-31, D-33, D-34 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 
4-7,4-7,4-14, 22-1 

v 
volatile organic compound (VOC), 3-38 
volcanism, 3-32 

w 
water use, 1-24, 1-31,3-9,4-12, 15-12, 15-16 
wetlands, S-19, S-38, 1-28,2-7, 2-8,2-17, 

3-19, 3-26, 5-7, 5-8, 6-7, 6-8, 7-5, 7-7,9-9, 
10-9, 10-10, 10-24, 11-8, 12-1, 12-8, 12-16, 
13-8, 13-9, 14-7, 14-8, 16-2, D-1, D-2, D-3, 
D-4, D-6, D-7, D-8, D-10, D-12, D-14, 
D-15, D-17, D-19, D-21, D-22, D-23, 
D-24, D-26, D-27, D-28, D-29, D-31, 
D-32, D-33 

White Rock Tract, S-7, S-16, S-18, S-36, 
S-38 S-46 S-82 1-12 1-21 2-3 2-5 2-6 
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APPENDIX A PUBLIC LAW 105-119 

This appendix contains the text of Public Law 105-119, which was passed by 
Congress on November 26, 1997. Public Law 105-119, the "Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act," 1998 (section 632, 42 United States Code [U.S. C.] §§2391; "the Act''), directs 
the DOE to convey or transfer parcels of DOE land in the vicinity of LANL to the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico, and the Secretary of the Interior, 
in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. The Act sets forth the criteria, processes and 
dates by which the tracts will be selected, titles to the tracts reviewed, environmental 
issues evaluated, and decisions made as to the allocation of the tracts between the 
two recipients defined in the Act. 
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H.R.2267 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 

Appropriations Act, 1998 (Enrolled Bill [Sent to President]) 

SEC. 632. (a) IN GENERAL- The Secretary ofEnergy shall--

(1) convey, without consideration, to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico 
(in this section referred to as the 'County'), or to the designee of the County, fee title to the 
parcels of land that are allocated for conveyance to the County in the agreement under 
subsection (e); and 

(2) transfer to the Secretary ofthe Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (in this 
section referred to as the 'Pueblo'), administrative jurisdiction over the parcels that are 
allocated for transfer to the Secretary of the Interior in such agreement. 

(b) PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF PARCELS OF LAND FOR CONVEYANCE 
OR TRANSFER- (1) Not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary ofEnergy shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report 
identifying the parcels of land under the jurisdiction or administrative control of the 
Secretary at or in the vicinity ofLos Alamos National Laboratory that are suitable for 
conveyance or transfer under this section. 

(2) A parcel is suitable for conveyance or transfer for purposes of paragraph (1) if the 
parcel--

(A) is not required to meet the national security mission of the Department of Energy or will 
not be required for that purpose before the end of the 10-year period beginning on the date 
of enactment of this Act; 

(B) is likely to be conveyable or transferable, as the case may be, under this section not later 
than the end of such period; and 

(C) is suitable for use for a purpose specified in sub-section (h). 

(c) REVIEW OF TITLE- (1) Not later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report setting forth the 
results of a title search on each parcel of land identified as suitable for conveyance or 
transfer under subsection (b), including an analysis of any claims against or other 
impairments to the fee title to each such parcel. 

(2) In the period beginning on the date of the completion of the title search with respect to a 
parcel under paragraph (1) and ending on the date of the submittal of the report under that 
paragraph, the Secretary shall take appropriate actions to resolve the claims against or other 
impairments, if any, to fee title that are identified with respect to the parcel in the title 
search. 
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(d) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION- (1) Not later than 21 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall--

(A) identify the environmental restoration or remediation, if any, that is required with 
respect to each parcel of land identified under subsection (b) to which the United States has 
fee title; 

(B) carry out any review of the environmental impact of the conveyance or transfer of each 
such parcel that is required under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and 

(C) submit to Congress a report setting forth the results of the activities under subparagraphs 
(A) and (B). 

(2) Ifthe Secretary determines under paragraph (1) that a parcel described in paragraph 
(1)(A) requires environmental restoration or remediation, the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, complete the environmental restoration or remediation of the 
parcel not later than 10 years after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(e) AGREEMENT FOR ALLOCATION OF PARCELS- As soon as practicable after 
completing the review oftitles to parcels ofland under subsection (c), but not later than 
90 days after the submittal of the report under subsection (d)(1)(C), the County and the 
Pueblo shall submit to the Secretary an agreement between the County and the Pueblo which 
allocates between the County and the Pueblo the parcels identified for conveyance or 
transfer under subsection (b). 

(f) PLAN FOR CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER- (1) Not later than 90 days after the 
date ofthe submittal to the Secretary ofEnergy ofthe agreement under subsection (e), the 
Secretary shall submit to the congressional defense committees a plan for conveying or 
transferring parcels of land under this section in accordance with the allocation specified in 
the agreement. 

(2) The plan under paragraph (1) shall provide for the completion of the conveyance or 
transfer of parcels under this section not later than 9 months after the date of the submittal of 
the plan under that paragraph. 

(g) CONVEYANCE OR TRANSFER- (1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Secretary 
shall convey or transfer parcels of land in accordance with the allocation specified in the 
agreement submitted to the Secretary under subsection (e). 

(2) In the case of a parcel allocated under the agreement that is not available for conveyance 
or transfer in accordance with the requirement in subsection (f)(2) by reason of its 
requirement to meet the national security mission of the Department, the Secretary shall 
convey or transfer the parcel, as the case may be, when the parcel is no longer required for 
that purpose. 
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{3)(A) In the case of a parcel allocated under the agreement that is not available for 
conveyance or transfer in accordance with such requirement by reason of requirements for 
environmental restoration or remediation, the Secretary shall convey or transfer the parcel, 
as the case may be, upon the completion of the environmental restoration or remediation that 
is required with respect to the parcel. 

(B) If the Secretary determines that environmental restoration or remediation cannot 
reasonably be expected to be completed with respect to a parcel by the end of the 1 0-year 
period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall not convey or 
transfer the parcel under this section. 

(h) USE OF CONVEYED OR TRANSFERRED LAND- The parcels of land conveyed or 
transferred under this section shall be used for historic, cultural, or environmental 
preservation purposes, economic diversification purposes, or community self-sufficiency 
purposes. 

(i) TREATMENT OF CONVEYANCES AND TRANSFERS- {1) The purpose ofthe 
conveyances and transfers under this section is to fulfill the obligations of the United States 
with respect to Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico, under sections 91 and 94 of 
the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 {42 U.S.C. 2391, 2394). 

(2) Upon the completion of the conveyance or transfer of the parcels ofland available for 
conveyance or transfer under this section, the Secretary shall make no further payments with 
respect to Los Alamos National Laboratory under section 91 or section 94 of the Atomic 
Energy Community Act of 1955. 

G) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISION- In the event of the enactment of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 by reason of the approval of the President of 
the conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 1119) of the 1 05th Congress, section 3165 
of such Act is repealed. 
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This appendix contains a brief summary of the "Environmental Restoration Report 
to Support Land Conveyance and Transfer Under Public Law 105-119, "Public 
Information (Environmental Restoration Report) (DOE 1999b). This report is 
intended to give Congress and DOE decisionmakers information about the potential 
environmental restoration and remediation activities that may be undertaken for the 
subject land tracts. The Environmental Restoration Report contains the best 
information available at this time regarding any contamination that may be present 
on these tracts, anticipated cleanup activities and predictions of costs, duration, and 
waste volumes. 
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In parallel with the completion of the Final CT EIS, the DOE is completing the Environmental 
Restoration Report to Support Land Conveyance and Transfer Under Public Law 105-119, Public 
Information (Environmental Restoration Report) (DOE 1999b ). The mandated completion time for 
both documents is August 26, 1999. This appendix briefly summarizes the Environmental 
Restoration Report. A greater level of detail is presented in the actual Report, which may be 
reviewed at the LANL Outreach Center and Reading Room, 1350 Central Avenue, Suite 101, MS
C314, Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544; and the Technical Vocational Institute, Montoya Campus 
Library, 4700 Morris NE, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87111. A copy of the Environmental 
Restoration Report may be obtained by contacting Mr. Ted Taylor in writing at 528 35th Street, Los 
Alamos, New Mexico 87544, or by telephone at (505) 665-7203. 

The Environmental Restoration Report is intended to give Congress and DOE decisionmakers 
information about the potential environmental restoration and remediation activities (including 
decontamination and decommissioning [D&D], and demolition of site structures1

) that may be 
undertaken for 9 of the 10 subject tracts. (Note: one ofthe 10 subject tracts, the Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Monument Tract, is not known to require any environmental restoration or remediation.) 
Information presented in the Environmental Restoration Report is based upon current knowledge of 
actual, suspected, or potential contamination on the subject tracts. Some of the tracts have not yet 
undergone field investigation and characterization for site contamination or may have been only 
partially investigated and characterized; thus, no information or only very limited information may 
be known at this time about a particular tract's actual contaminant condition. Additionally, the 
DOE's preliminary set of recommended cleanup activities will undergo public input and a review 
and approval process by the administrative authority, namely, the New Mexico Environment 
Department (NMED), the DOE, or both. As such, the information contained in the Environmental 
Restoration Report and in this appendix has a great level of uncertainty associated with it. However, 
it is the best information available at this time and, together with the information contained with the 
CT EIS, will serve the DOE decisionmakers in their decisionmaking efforts regarding the 
conveyance and transfer ofthe 10 subject tracts. Additionally, this information will serve to help 
with determining funding allocations and in making various other auxiliary decisions. 

More site information will be generated as sampling and characterization progress and will 
result in refinements to current estimates of, for example, cleanup costs, cleanup techniques, and 
waste volumes. Some tracts already have undergone extensive site investigation and remediation; 
other tracts are in the beginning stages of the process, and little site investigation or work has 
occurred. The administrative authority review and approval process may result in changes to final 
plans and the actual amount ofwastes generated by the cleanup activities. Ultimate costs of the 
cleanup would be adjusted accordingly. Site cleanup of the entire LANL facility is necessary as part 
of the DOE's national environmental remediation strategy for DOE facilities; however, the 
environmental restoration activities required on these subject tracts may be expedited in order for 
them to be considered suitable for conveyance or transfer by the end of the 1 0-year schedule 
required by Public Law (PL) 105-119 (the Act), which concludes November 26, 2007. In general, 
the projected environmental restoration and remediation activities are the same as those discussed in 
the DOE's plan, Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE 1998c). Changes to this plan or the 

1 The term "structures" is used in the Envirorunental Restoration Report to denote all manmade construction items, including such 
items as permanent buildings, portable storage units, water supply wells, manholes, etc., that have at some time been assigned.a 
LANL structure number. No attempt to verify actual structure ownership has been made. In this sense, the term is used much more 
broadly in the Envirorunental Restoration Report than in the CT EIS. The CT EIS refers to "structures" to mean a more selective set 
of manmade construction items such as permanent buildings or other constructed items using concrete pads for their footings. 
Where knowledge is readily available, an attempt to identify only DOE-owned site buildings also has been made in the CT EIS. 
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development of other, similar plans may be necessary to address the final site environmental 
restoration actions decided upon for the subject tracts. 

The Environmental Restoration Report states that there are approximately 200 potential release 
sites (PRSs), approximately 152 structures, and 7 individual canyons within the 10 subject tracts. 
Some of the canyons have reaches that cross more than one of the tracts. The numbers ofPRSs per 
tract range from none (for the Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract) to 154 (for the Technical 
Area [TA] 21 Tract), and the numbers of structures range from one (Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract) to 
125 (theTA 21 Tract). The Rendija Canyon, White Rock, DP Road, and Airport Tracts each have a 
single canyon floodplain within their borders; three other tracts have dual canyon floodplains within 
their boundaries: theTA 21, White RockY, and TA 74 Tracts. There are two tracts that have no 
PRSs recommended for remediation, no canyon systems recommended for restoration, and no 
structure for which decommissioning is projected: the Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract 
and the White Rock Tract (as considered for cultural preservation and commercial development as 
the contemplated land use). The remaining tracts all require some level of cleanup activities, 
including the White Rock Tract, should residential and commercial development subsequently be 
considered as land uses. 

Three PRS cleanup techniques are considered in Environmental Restoration Report: removal, in 
situ treatment, and in situ containment. Two decommissioning techniques are projected: removal of 
hazardous materials and complete demolition. Canyon system cleanups are all removal of 
contaminated soils. It is estimated that for seven of the nine tracts requiring cleanup, the necessary 
cleanup activities are fairly straightforward and can be completed in a few years, assuming the 
administrative authorities approve the recommended cleanup activities. Cleanup of the Airport 
Tract, DP Road Tract, and the T A 21 Tract may require a far longer period oftime due to the 
complexity ofthe cleanup activities required of those sites, and in some cases, a degree of 
uncertainty regarding the technical feasibility of recommended cleanup activities. Costs for cleanup 
are expected to be greatest for these two tracts as well. 

The Environmental Restoration Report bases most of its cleanup information projections upon 
the cleanup ofPRSs. Six types ofPRSs are identified in the report: 

• Surface Unit: Areas having known or potential releases that are confined primarily to 
surface soils. 

• Subsurface Unit: Areas having known or potential releases that reach deeper than surface 
soils. These units include underground seepage pits, dry wells, acid pits, etc. 

• Material Disposal Areas (MD As): Areas for the disposal of radioactive and/or other types 
ofwastes. Area GatTA 54, for the disposal oflow-level radioactive wastes, is an example 
of an active MDA. 

• Outfall: An area whose contamination resulted from discharges from an existing or former 
wastewater outfall. 

• Construction Debris: Rubble from standard construction activities, such as bricks, mortar, 
concrete blocks, drywall, ceiling tiles, etc. 

• Incinerators: Areas of potential contamination resulting from stack emissions. These PRSs 
include incinerators and filter houses that will require the assessment of soils for elevated 
contamination levels. 

The Environmental Restoration Report also discusses canyon systems within each tract. Canyon 
systems represent the channel created or followed by storm waters and outfall effluents, either now 
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or in the past. Additionally, the Environmental Restoration Report discusses the decommissioning, 
including demolition or razing, of site structures that have been associated with LANL operations. 
Structures are not limited to just buildings but include items such as electric substations, 
underground liquid storage tanks, cooling towers, etc. These have been categorized in the 
Environmental Restoration Report as one of six structure types (Types I through VI), based on the 
estimated cost per unit area anticipated for their decommissioning. The greater costs are typically 
associated with such things as the complexity of contaminant removal and/or difficulty of 
demolition. 

The Environmental Restoration Report provides estimates of waste volumes for the cleanup of 
PRSs; some estimates for waste volumes to be generated by the decommissioning, including 
demolition of structures; and some estimates for waste generation resulting from cleanup of canyon 
systems. Projected waste volumes are provided with subtotals ofvolumes given by type of waste to 
be generated. Eight waste types are discussed: solid wastes (noncontaminated with either hazardous 
or radioactive wastes); hazardous wastes; low-level radioactive wastes (LLW); transuranic (TRU) 
wastes; mixed wastes (having both hazardous waste and radioactive waste components); asbestos 
wastes; polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) wastes; and mixed PCB wastes (having both PCB and 
hazardous waste components). Definitions for these wastes can be found in either EPA regulations 
in Title 40 of the Code ofFederal Regulations (CFR) (for example, solid waste and hazardous 
waste) or in DOE Order 5820.2A. Some of these terms also are included in Chapter 22, the glossary 
for this CT EIS. 

Finally, the Environmental Restoration Report presents information and data that have been 
developed to date and provides estimates for all tracts. In the case of more than one potential 
contemplated use for a particular tract, the Environmental Restoration Report has taken a 
"bounding" approach that may, in some cases, be more conservative than the future site condition 
assumptions contemplated by the recipients and used in the CT EIS analysis of impacts. For 
example, where the contemplated use of a tract is a mixture of both residential and commercial 
purposes, the Environmental Restoration Report analysis used the bounding assumption that the 
entire tract would be cleaned up to accommodate future residential use based on human health and 
ecological risk analyses2

, rather than assuming that only a portion of the tract would need to meet 
the cleanup levels for residential future use as envisioned by the recipients. In other instances, 
differing assumptions were made in the Environmental Restoration Report with regard to structures 

2 The Envirorunental Restoration Report states that the LANL Envirorunental Restoration (ER) Project makes its decisions about site 
remediation based on the risks to human health, the envirorunent, and ecological systems posed by residual site contamination. There 
are several references within the report to "No Action" (that is, No Further [Remediation] Action) being required based on [risks to] 
"human health." In these instances, the Envirorunental Restoration Report refers to human health risk analysis for an industrial future 
use scenario, namely, the continuation ofLANL activities for a tract, as was assumed to be the future use before the enacted of 
PL I 05-119. This type of use scenario assumes site occupants are present on the site for a portion of each day, 5 days a week during 
the year, for a small number of years. The residential future use scenario assumes a more intense site use, where the site occupants 
reside on the tract for 24 hours a day, 350 days a year for a large number of years. Similarly, ecological risk analysis considers the 
risk to animals and plants from residual site contamination and the wildlife's ability to bioaccumulate certain chemicals and heavy 
metals, up through the food chain. In the past, the ER Project did not consider the ecological risks that may be associated with site 
cleanups, although they do now so. It should be noted that both human health risk analysis and, especially, ecological risk analysis 
are relatively new tools that have been developed to aid the envirorunental restoration practicians and regulators. Both analytical 
methods are very conservative in the assumptions employed in their mathematical formulas due to the high degree(s) of uncertainties 
that underpin those assumptions. These uncertainties may result from unknown length of substance exposures, questionable 
contaminant pathways assumptions for exposures, inability to accurately predict ultimate doses to various body parts, limited 
scientific study of a chemical's effects to the human body (assumptions are frequently based on extremely limited animal studies that 
may not themselves be statistically adequate for the species studied and for which the subsequent extrapolation and application to the 
human body may result in very dubious consequences), unknown synergistic effects of chemicals and substances in the human body, 
etc. 
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being demolished than were made in the CT EIS analysis. For example, the Environmental 
Restoration Report analysis calculated the bounding waste produced from demolition of buildings 
associated with records center operations at the DP Road Tract based on possible cost savings that 
could result from the demolition of the buildings rather than the remodeling necessary for building 
reuse after decommissioning. These buildings were assumed to remain standing under the CT EIS 
analysis, however, due to stated intended reuse by the recipients. While these and other similar 
assumptions are inconsistent with the approach used for the CT EIS, which was to make as much 
use oftract planning documents, site drawings, and information from the recipients as reasonable 
(for analyzing the indirect impacts subsequent to the conveyance or transfer), the approach is 
consistent with the use of the bounding analysis approach employed where precise information is 
unknown or uncertain. The bounding approach allows the DOE to take uncertainties into account in 
its analysis with results that usually overestimate the final realities. In the case of the environmental 
restoration activities projected for these tracts, the bounding approach should result in an 
overestimate of the degree of site cleanup actually undertaken and the resulting waste volumes 
generated. Costs and cleanup durations should be overestimated as well. The CT EIS discusses the 
upper bounding estimates of waste volumes, etc. in its description ofLANL Environmental 
Restoration (ER) Project activities under the existing environment at LANL. 

8.1 Tract Summaries 
The following sections summarize information from the Environmental Restoration Report for 

each of the 10 land tracts. The presentation sequence has been reordered from the Environmental 
Restoration Report to match the tract sequence presented elsewhere in this CT EIS, which proceeds 
from the northern-most tract to the southern-most tract, and is grouped by mesa top and canyon 
bottom locations. 

8.1.1 Rendija Canyon 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 7 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Tables B.l.l-1 and B.l.l-2. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided 
in Appendix A of the Environmental Restoration Report and is summarized in Table B.l.l-3 and 
B.1.1--4. The estimated waste volumes are based on specific assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste 
removal and the D&D of certain structures and may represent a subset of the total information 
presented in the Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A. Footnotes stating the specific 
assumptions are provided in Tables B.1.1-3 and B.l.l-4 as appropriate. Cleanup of the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club is included in both cleanup estimates. Cost estimates for remediation range from 
$19,053,000 to $20,462,000. 
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Table 8.1.1-1. Proposed Remedies for Rendija Canyon Tract 
Land Use: Cultural Preservation 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 1 3 30 

Structures -- -- --
Canyon Systems 0 1 16 

Table 8.1.1-2. Proposed Remedies for Rendija Canyon Tract 
Land Use: Natural Areas and Residential Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 4 0 30 

Structures -- -- --
Canyon Systems 0 1 16 

Table 8.1.1-3. Waste Volume Estimates for Rendija Canyon Tract 
Land Use: Cultural Preservation 

WASTE TYPE CLEANUP D&DOF CLEANUP OF 
TOTALS OF PRSs STRUCTURESa CANYONS 

Solid 0 -- 0 0 

Hazardous 7,500 -- 0 7,500 

LLW 0 -- 0 0 

Mixed 0 -- 0 0 

PCB 0 -- 0 0 

Mixed PCB 0 -- 0 0 

Transuranic 0 -- 0 0 

Asbestos 0 -- 0 0 

Totals 7,500 -- 0 7,500 

• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of no buildings and the cleanup of 3 PRSs (00-015, 
00-0ll(c), and 00-ll(e)) 

I 
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Table 8.1.1-4. Waste Volume Estimates for Rendija Canyon Tract 
Land Use: Natural Areas and Residential Development 

EASTETYPE 
CLEANUP D&DOF CLEANUP OF TOTALS 
OF PRSs STRUCTURES CANYONS 

Solid 1 -- 0 1 

Hazardous 7,500 -- 0 7,500 

LLW 0 -- 0 0 

Mixed 0 -- 0 0 

PCB 0 -- 0 0 

Mixed PCB 0 -- 0 0 

T:ransuranic 0 -- 0 0 

Asbestos 0 -- 0 0 

Totals 7,501 -- 0 7,501 

Note: These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of no buildings and the cleanup of 4 PRSs 
(00-0ll(a), 00-015, 00-0ll(c), and 00-ll(e)) 

8.1.2 DOE LAAO Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 4 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table B.l.2-1 and Table B.l.2-2. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is 
provided in Appendix A of the Environmental Restoration Report and is summarized in Table 
B.1.2-3 and Table B.l.2-4. The estimated waste volumes are based on specific assumptions ofPRS 
cleanup waste removal and the D&D of certain structures and may represent a subset of the total 
information presented in the Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A. Footnotes stating 
the specific assumptions are provided in Tables B.l.2-3 and B.l.2-4 as appropriate. Cost estimates 
for remediation range from $4,253,000 to $9,680,000. 

Table 8.1.2-1. Proposed Remedies for the DOE LAAO Tract 
Land Use: Commercial Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 3 0 18 

Structures 1 2 18 

Canyon Systems -- -- --
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Table 8.1.2-2. Proposed Remedies for the DOE LAAO Tract 
Land Use: Residential Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 3 0 18 

Structures 2 1 18 

Canyon Systems -- -- --

Table 8.1.2-3. Waste Volume Estimates for the DOE LAAO Tract 
Land Use: Commercial Development 

CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP 
WASTE TYPE 

PRSs STRUCTURESa OF TOTALS 
CANYONS 

Solid 94 256 -- 350 

Hazardous 0 0 -- 0 

LLW 0 0 -- 0 

Mixed 0 0 -- 0 

PCB 0 0 -- 0 

Mixed PCB 0 0 -- 0 
Transuranic 0 0 -- 0 

Asbestos 0 46 -- 46 

Totals 94 302 -- 396 
• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of Building 43-41 only. 
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Table 8.1.2-4. Waste Volume Estimates for the DOE LAAO Tract 
Land Use: Residential Development 

CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP 
WASTE TYPE PRSs STRUCTURESa OF TOTALS 

CANYONS 

Solid 231 2,700 -- 2,931 

Hazardous 0 0 -- 0 

LLW 0 0 -- 0 

Mixed 0 0 -- 0 

PCB 0 0 -- 0 

Mixed PCB 0 0 -- 0 

Transuranic 0 0 -- 0 

Asbestos 0 486 -- 486 

Totals 231 3,186 -- 3,417 

• Tbese waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of Building 43-41 and 43-39. 

8.1.3 Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 
Information about this tract begins appears in Chapter 9 ofthe Environmental Restoration 

Report. The number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized 
in Table B.l.3-l. Waste volumes for the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract are estimated to total 10 cubic 
yards of solid wastes. The cost estimation for remediation of this tract is about $91,000. 

Table 8.1.3-1. Proposed Remedies for the Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract 
Land Use: Commercial Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

Construction Debris I 0 9 

8.1.4 Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract 
The Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract contains no PRSs within its boundaries and 

contains no structures other than the monument itself. Neither environmental restoration nor 
decommissioning activities are anticipated. 
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8.1.5 DP Road Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 3 of the Environmental Restoration Report The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table B.1.5-1 and B.1.5-2. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided 
in Appendix A of the Environmental Restoration Report and is summarized in Table B.l.S-3 and 
B.l.S-4. The estimated waste volumes are based on specific assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste 
removal and the D&D of certain structures and may represent a subset of the total information 
presented in the Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A. Footnotes stating the specific 
assumptions are provided in Tables B.1.5-3 and B.1.5-4 as appropriate. Cost estimates for 
remediation range from $26,986,000 to $29,070,000. 

Table 8.1.5-1. Proposed Remedies for the DP Road Tract 
Land Use: Industrial and Commercial Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 6 4 70 

Structures 10 0 13 

Canyon Systems 0 l 8 

Table 8.1.5-2. Proposed Remedies for the DP Road Tract 
Land Use: Commercial and Residential Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 6 4 84 

Structures 10 0 13 

Canyon Systems 0 l 8 

October 1999 B-10 Final CT EIS 



APPENDIX 8 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION DATA 

Table 8.1.5-3. Waste Volume Estimates for the DP Road Tract 
Land Use: Industrial and Commercial Development 

tASTE TYPE 
CLEANUP OF D&DOF 

CLEANUP 

PRSsa STRUCTURESa OF TOTALS 
CANYONS 

Solid 10 1,883 0 1,893 

Hazardous 750 4 0 754 

LLW 0 0 0 0 

Mixed 0 0 0 0 

PCB 0 0 0 0 

Mixed PCB 0 0 0 0 

Transuranic 0 0 0 0 

Asbestos 50 330 0 380 

Totals 810 2,217 0 3,027 

--

a These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of all site structures and from the removal of waste from 
3 PRSs (00-004, 00-027 and 00-033(a)). 

Table 8.1.5-4. Waste Volume Estimates for the DP Road Tract 
Land Use: Commercial and Residential Development 

CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP 
WASTE TYPE PRSsa STRUCTURESa OF TOTALS 

CANYONS 

Solid 10 1,883 0 1,893 

Hazardous 740 4 0 744 

LLW 0 0 0 0 

Mixed 0 0 0 0 

PCB 0 0 0 0 

Mixed PCB 0 0 0 0 

Transuranic 0 0 0 0 

Asbestos 0 330 0 330 

Totals 750 2,217 0 2,967 

a These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of all site structures and from the removal of waste from 
2 PRSs (000-027 and 0-033(a)). 

8.1.6 TA 21 Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 2 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table B.1.6-1. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided in 
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Appendix A of the Environmental Restoration Report and is summarized in Table B.l.6-2. The 
estimated waste volumes are based on specific assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste removal and the 
D&D of certain structures and may represent a subset of the total information presented in the 
Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A A footnote stating the specific assumptions is 
provided in Table B.1.6-2 as appropriate. The cost estimation for remediation of this tract is about 
$400,184,000. 

Table 8.1.6-1. Proposed Remedies for theTA 21 Tract 
Land Use: Commercial and Industrial Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 104 50 84 

Structures 125 0 12 

Canyon Systems 0 2 12 

Table 8.1.6-2. Waste Volume Estimates for the TA 21 Tract 

CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP 
WASTE TYPE PRSsa STRUCTURESa OF TOTALS 

CANYONS 

Solid 598 46,440 0 47,038 

Hazardous 121 266 0 387 

LLW 7,826 7,265 0 15,091 

Mixed 479 629 0 1,108 

PCB 169 27 0 196 

Mixed PCB 40 0 0 40 

Transuranic 54 0 0 54 

Asbestos 0 1,929 0 1,929 

Totals 9,287 56,556 0 65,843 

• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of all site structures and from the removal of waste from 
104 PRSs. 

8.1. 7 Airport Tract 

Information about this tract appears in Chapter 5 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 
number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table B.l.7-1. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided in Appendix 
A of the Environmental Restoration Report and is summarized in Table B.1.7-2. The estimated 
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waste volumes are based on specific assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste removal and the D&D of 
certain structures and may represent a subset of the total information presented in the 
Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A. Footnotes stating the specific assumptions are 
provided in Table B.l.7-2 as appropriate. The cost estimation for remediation ofthis tract is 
$28,217,000. 

Table 8.1. 7-1. Proposed Remedies for the Airport Tract 
Land Use: Commercial and Industrial Development 

I ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 19 6 75 

Structures 0 4 0 

Canyon Systems -- -- --

Table 8.1.7-2. Waste Volume Estimates for the Airport Tract 

WASTE TYPE 
CLEANUP D&DOF CLEANUP OF 

TOTALS OF PRSsa STRUCTURESa CANYONSb 

Solid 24,056 0 -- 24,056 

Hazardous 0 0 -- 0 

LLW 400 0 -- 400 

Mixed 0 0 -- 0 

PCB 0 0 -- 0 

Mixed PCB 0 0 -- 0 

Transuranic 0 0 -- 0 

Asbestos 0 0 -- 0 

Totals 24,456 0 -- 24,456 

• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of none of the site structures and from the removal of 
waste from the cleanup of 5 PRSs (73-00 1 (a), 73-002, 73-004( a), c-73-00 1, and C-73-00 5( a)). 

b DP Canyon, which lies within the boundaries of both theTA 21 and Airport Tracts, has been addressed in the section 
above for theTA 21 Tract. 

8.1.8 White Rock Y Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Restoration Report. 

Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided in Appendix A of the 
Environmental Restoration Report. The number of cleanup actions and time required to complete 
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the cleanup are summarized in Table B.l. 8-1 and B.l. 8-2. The estimated waste volumes are based 
on specific assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste removal and the D&D of certain structures and may 
represent a subset of the total information presented in the Environmental Restoration Report· s 
Appendix A A footnote stating the specific assumptions is provided in Table B.l.8-2 as 
appropriate. Cost estimates for remediation range from $1,880,000 to $10,424,000. 

Table 8.1.8-1. Proposed Remedies for the White Rock Y Tract 
Land Use: Cultural and Environmental Preservation 

MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D 

Structures 0 

Canyon Systems 0 

NO ACTION 

6 

2 

ESTIMATED 
DURATION 
(months) 

0 

24 

Table 8.1.8-2. Waste Volume Estimates for the White Rock Y Tract 

CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP 
WASTE TYPE PRSs3 STRUCTURES3 OF TOTALS 

CANYONS 

Solid -- 0 0 0 

Hazardous -- 0 0 0 

LLW -- 0 3,767 3,767 

Mixed -- 0 0 0 

PCB -- 0 0 0 

Mixed PCB -- 0 0 0 

Transuranic -- 0 0 0 

Asbestos -- 0 0 0 

Totals -- 0 3,767 3,767 

• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of none of the site structures, but, rather, from the 
selective removal of sediments within the floodplain area of the canyons. 

8.1.9 TA 74 Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 11 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table B.1. 9-1. Information about estimated waste volumes (in cubic yards) is provided in Appendix 
A of the Environmental Restoration Report. The estimated waste volumes are based on specific 
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assumptions ofPRS cleanup waste removal and the D&D of certain structures and may represent a 
subset of the total information presented in the Environmental Restoration Report's Appendix A A 
footnote stating the specific assumptions is provided in Table B.l. 9-2 as appropriate. Cost estimates 
for remediation range from $3,683,000 to $215,666,000. 

Table 8.1.9-1. Proposed Remedies for theTA 74 Tract 
Land Use: Cultural and Environmental Preservation 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

PRSs 0 4 18 

Structures 0 3 0 

Canyon Systems 0 2 22 

Table 8.1.9-2. Waste Volume Estimates for theTA 74 Tract 

WASTE TYPE 
CLEANUP OF D&DOF CLEANUP OF TOTALS PRSsa STRUCTURESa CANYONS 

Solid 2 0 0 2 

Hazardous 2 0 0 2 

LLW 1 0 98,881 98,882 

Mixed 2 0 0 2 

PCB 0 0 0 0 

Miixed PCB 0 0 0 0 

Transuranic 0 0 0 0 

Asbestos 0 0 0 0 

Totals 7 0 98,881 98,888 

• These waste volume totals are derived from assuming the D&D of none of the site structures and from the removal of no 
waste from the cleanup of any PRSs, but, rather, from the selective removal of sediments within the floodplain area of tht: 
cartyons. 

8.1.10 White Rock Tract 
Information about this tract appears in Chapter 6 of the Environmental Restoration Report. The 

number of cleanup actions and time required to complete the cleanup are summarized in 
Table 8.1.10-1 and B.l.l0-2. 

October 1999 B-15 Final CT EIS 



APPENDIX 8 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION DATA 

Table 8.1.1 0-1. Proposed Remedies for the White Rock Tract 
Land Use: Cultural Preservation and Commercial Development 

ESTIMATED 
MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D NO ACTION DURATION 

(months) 

-- -- --I PRSs 
: Structures I 0 I 1 I 0 

Canyon Systems 0 1 16 

Table 8.1.1 0-2. Proposed Remedies for the White Rock Tract 
Land Use: Commercial and Residential Development 

MEDIA CLEANUP/D&D 

I PRSs 
Structures 0 

Canyon Systems 1 

NO ACTION 

0 

ESTIMATED 
DURATION 
(months) 

0 

16 

I 

Because plans call for no cleanup or decommissioning under cultural preservation and 
commercial development, this land use scenario would generate no wastes. Under the commercial 
and residential development land use scenario, selective removal of sediments from the canyon 
system would generate an estimated 942 cubic yards ofLL W wastes. Cost estimates for remediation 
range from $954,000 to $3,374,000. 

8.2 Data Summary 
Individual tract estimates are summarized in the following three tables. Table B.2-1 summarizes 

the total number ofPRSs, structures, and canyon systems reported in the Environmental Restoration 
Report, as well as the number of cleanup actions planned for each tract and each contemplated land 
use. For example, one of four PRSs would be cleaned up in Rendija Canyon if cultural preservation 
is the contemplated land use subsequent to transfer ofthe tract; however, four of four PRSs would 
be cleaned up under the residential development land use scenario. The table enables a quick 
overview of planned cleanup actions, although details are not presented. 

Table B .2-2 summarizes the estimated times required to perform cleanup of the 10 tracts. For 
example, cleanup ofPRSs at T A 74 is estimated to require 18 months; decontamination of 
structures is estimated to require 2 months; and 22 months are estimated for removal of 
contaminated sediments from the canyons. Durations in the table are those estimated for the longest 
cleanup segment. Multiple sites within a tract can be restored simultaneously so that cleanup 
duration is determined by that PRS or structure or canyon that requires the most time. 
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Table B.2-3 summarizes estimated waste volumes resulting from cleanup ofPRSs, D&D of 
structures, and remediation of canyons. The table also indicates the waste type that comprises the 
majority of expected wastes. 
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Table 8.2-1. Summary of Estimated Environmental Restoration Actions 

TRACT CONTEMPLATED CLEANUP D&DbOF REMEDIATION 
MAJOR WASTE TYPE LAND USE OF PRSsa STRUCTURES OF CANYONS c 

Cultural Preservation 1/4 -- 0/1 Hazardous wastes from munitions 
Rendija Canyon 

Residential 4/4 011 Hazardous wastes from munitions --
Commercial 3/3 1/3 -- Construction debris 

DOELAAO 
Residential 3/3 2/3 -- Construction debris 

Miscellaneous 
Commercial 1/1 Construction debris 

Site 22 -- --

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Cultural Preservation -- -- -- No cleanup required 
Monument 

Comm.llnd. 6/10 10/10 0/1 Solid wastes and RCRA 
hazardous wastes 

DP Road 
Res./Comm. 6/10 10110 0/1 Solid wastes and RCRA 

hazardous wastes 

TA21 Comm./ Ind. 1041154 1251125 0/2 
Radioactive and RCRA hazardous 

waste from historic operations 

Airport Comm./ Ind. 19/25 0/4 -- Solid waste from former landfill 

White RockY Preservation -- 0/6 012 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

TA 74 Preservation 0/4 0/3 012 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

Pres./Comm. -- 0/1 0/1 No cleanup required 
White Rock 

Res./Comm. 
Low-level radioactive canyon -- 0/1 Ill 

sediments 

Note: Dash ( --) indicates there are no PRSs or structures or canyons. 
a For example, 113 indicates cleanup of one PRS with a total of 3 PRSs within the tract 
b For example, 1/3 indicates D&D of one structure with a total of three structures within the tract 
c For example, 2/2 indicates cleanup of sediments in two canyons with a total of two canyons within the tract 
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Table 8.2-2. Estimated Duration of Environmental Restoration Actionsa,b 

CONTEMPLATED CLEANUP D&DOF REMEDIATION 
TRACT MAJOR WASTE TYPE LAND USE OF PRSs STRUCTURES OF CANYONS 

Cultural Preservation 30 -- 16 Hazardous wastes from munitions 
Rendija Canyon 

Residential 30 16 Hazardous wastes from munitions --
Commercial 18 18 -- Construction debris 

DOELAAO 
Residential Construction debris 18 18 --

Miscellaneous 
Commercial 9 Construction debris 

Site 22 -- --

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Cultural Preservation -- -- -- No cleanup required 
Monument 

Comm./ Ind. 70 13 8 
Solid wastes and RCRA 

hazardous wastes 
DP Road 

Res./ Comm. 84 13 8 
Solid wastes and RCRA 

hazardous wastes 

TA21 Comm./ Ind. 84 12 12 Construction debris 

Airport Comm./ Ind. 75 -- -- Solid waste from former landfill 

White RockY Cultural Preservation -- 0 24 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

TA 74 Cultural Preservation 18 0 22 
Low-level radioactive canyon 

sediments 

Pres./ Comm. -- 0 16 No cleanup required 

White Rock 
Res./ Comm. 

Low-level radioactive canyon -- 0 16 
sediments 

---~ -----·-- - - ---- -- - -- --- ------ --

Note: Dash (--)indicates there are no PRSs or structures or canyons. 

a In months 

b Longest cleanup segment Multiple sites can be restored simultaneously, so cleanup duration is determined by that PRS or structure or canyon which requires the most time_ 
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Table 8.2-3. Estimated Environmental Restoration Waste Volumesa 

CONTEMPLATED CLEANUP OF TRACT 
LAND USE PRSs 

Cultural Preservation 7,500 (5,700) 
Rendija 
Canyon 

Residential 7,500 (5,700) 

Commercial 90 (70) 
DOELAAO 

Residential 230 (176) 

Miscellaneous 
Commercial 10 (8) 

Site 22 

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan Cultural Preservation --
Monument 

Comm./Ind. 810 (620) 
DP Road 

Res./Comm. 750 (570) 

TA21 Comm./Ind. 9,290 (7,090) 

Airport Comm./Ind. 24,460 (18,690) 

White RockY Cultural Preservation --

TA 74 Cultural Preservation 0 

Pres./Comm. --
White Rock 

Res./Comm. --
Notes: 
Dash ( --) indicates there are no PRSs or structures, or canyons. 
Zero indicates that no wastes are expected to be generated. 

D&DOF 
STRUCTURES 

--

300 (230) 

3,190 (2,440) 

--

--

2,220 (1,690) 

2,220 (1,690) 

56,560 (43,220) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'All volumes are cubic yards (approximate), followed by cubic meters (rounded). 

REMEDIATION MAJOR WASTE 
OF CANYONS TYPE 

0 
Hazardous wastes from 

munitions 

Hazardous wastes from 
0 

munitions 

-- Construction debris 

-- Construction debris 

-- Construction debris 

-- No cleanup required 

0 RCRA hazardous wastes 

0 RCRA hazardous wastes 

0 Construction debris 

Solid waste from former --
landfill 

3,770 (2,880) 
Low-level radioactive 

canyon sediments 

98,880 (74,910) 
Low-level radioactive 

canyon sediments 

0 No cleanup required 

Low-level radioactive 
940 (720) 

canyon sediments 

COST ESTIMATE 
RANGES 

($K) TO $(K) 

19,053 20,462 

4,253 9,680 

91 --

0 0 

26,986 29,070 

400,184 --

28,217 --

1,880 10,424 

3,683 215,666 

954 3,374 
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APPENDIX C FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES 

This appendix contains copies of the notices to the public, published in the "Federal 
Register, " regarding the Conveyance and Transfer EIS. 
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C.1 Notice of Intent 

[Federal Register: May 6, 1998 (Volume 63, Number 87)] 
[Page 25022-25025] 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa 
Fe Counties, NM 

AGENCY: U.S. Department ofEnergy. 

ACTION: Notice oflntent. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announces its intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts of conveying 
and transferring certain land tracts located within the Incorporated Counties ofLos Alamos and 
Santa Fe and at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in north central New Mexico. 

This EIS for the proposed Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts (Conveyance and 
Transfer EIS) will evaluate the action mandated by Congress to convey fee title to lands allocated 
for conveyance to Los Alamos County (County) and transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in trust 
for the San Ildefonso Pueblo (Pueblo), administrative jurisdiction of parcels of land to be 
determined by agreement pursuant to Section 632 of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998, Public Law 105-119. The EIS 
will analyze the potential impacts of up to three uses ofland for the individual tracts: (1) Historic, 
cultural, or environmental preservation purposes, (2) economic diversification purposes, or 
(3) community self-sufficiency purposes. The EIS will also analyze any connected actions regarding 
the relocation of existing site tenants and the No Action Alternative of retaining the land tracts in 
their current state with the continuance of the existing uses of land. 

DOE invites individuals, organizations, and agencies to present oral or written comments 
concerning the scope of the EIS, including the environmental issues and alternatives that the EIS 
should address. 

DATES: The public scoping period starts with the publication of this Notice in the Federal Register 
and will continue until June 30, 1998. DOE will consider all comments received or postmarked by 
that date in defining the scope of this EIS. Comments received or postmarked after that date will be 
considered to the extent practicable. Public scoping meetings are scheduled to be held as follows: 
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• May 19, 1998, 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 6:00-8:00 p.m., U.S. Department ofEnergy, Los Alamos 
Area Office, 528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico. 

• May 20, 1998, 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 6:00-8:00 p.m., Double Tree Hotel, 3347 Cerrillos Road; 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

• May 21, 1998, 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 6:00-8:00 p.m., Northern New Mexico Community Center, 
921 Paseo de Onate; Espanola, New Mexico. 

The DOE will publish additional notices on the date, times, and location of the scoping meetings in 
local newspapers in advance of the scheduled meetings. Any necessary changes will be announced 
in the local media. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments or suggestions concerning the scope ofthe Conveyance and 
Transfer EIS or requests for more information on the EIS and public scoping process should be 
directed to: Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager, U.S. Department ofEnergy, Los 
Alamos Area Office, 528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544, facsimile at 
(505) 667-4872, or E-mail at ewithers@doe.lanl.gov. 

In addition to providing oral 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 EIS Hotline at (toll free) 
1-800-791-2280. The Hotline will have instructions on how to record comments and requests. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For information on DOE's NEPA process, please 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office ofNEP A Policy and Assistance (EH-42), 
U.S. Department ofEnergy, 1000 Independence Avenue SW, Washington, DC 20585, 
(202) 586-4600, or leave a message at 1-800-472-2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Los Alamos National Laboratory (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 Espanola 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 approximately 
27,832 acres or approximately 43 square miles and is operated for DOE by a contractor, the 
University of California. It is a multidisciplinary, multipurpose institution engaged in theoretical 
and experimental research and development. LANL has mission responsibilities in national security, 
energy resources, environmental quality, and science. 

Section 632 of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998, Public Law (P.L.) 105-119, enacted November 26, 1997, 
established certain actions and reports to be completed by the DOE. It requires that the Secretary of 
Energy (Secretary) take certain actions with respect to the conveyance of certain suitable tracts of 
land at or in the vicinity ofLANL, which are under the jurisdiction or administrative control of the 
Secretary, to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, or their designee in fee title, and that 
administrative jurisdiction over certain other of these tracts be transferred to the Secretary of the 
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Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. The legislation provides that the purpose of these 
conveyances and transfers is to fulfill the obligations of the United States with respect to LANL 
under sections 91 and 94 of the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 (42 U.S.C. 2391, 2394). 
Upon completion of these conveyances and transfers, the legislation also directs that the Secretary 
shall make no further payments with respect to LANL under sections 91 or 94 of the Atomic Energy 
Community Act of 1955. 

The Secretary is required to undertake the preliminary identification of parcels of land under the 
jurisdiction or administrative control of the Secretary or in the vicinity ofLANL for conveyance or 
transfer. The criteria established in Public Law 105-119 for land to be considered as being suitable 
for conveyance or transfer is that it is: (I) not required to meet the national security mission ofthe 
DOE or will not be required for that purpose before the end of a 1 0-year period beginning on the 
date of enactment of the law; (2) likely to be conveyable or transferable, as the case may be, not 
later than the end of such period; and (3) suitable for use either for historic, cultural, or 
environmental preservation purposes, for economic diversification purposes, or for community self
sufficiency purposes. 

The Secretary ofEnergy has completed the preliminary identification of such parcels of land 
considered to be suitable and a report to Congress on this action was submitted in Aprill998. The 
report, entitled Land Transfer, A Preliminary Identification of Parcels of Land in Los Alamos, New 
Mexico for Conveyance or Transfer, summarizes, for each of nine parcels identified for potential 
conveyance or transfer, the tract's location, size, boundaries, historical DOE use, existing use, 
functional support ofLANL's mission, urban infrastructure present, known environmental and 
cultural issues associated with the tracts, economic potential, and estimated DOE preparation costs 
prior to transfer. The report includes maps of parcels with pertinent physical features (such as roads, 
topography, buildings, fences and major utility corridors). The total acreage of the tracts being 
considered for transfer is about 4,646 acres (roughly equal to about 16 percent of the DOE
controlled land in the LANL area). 

About 3,000 acres are located within Santa Fe County and about 1,646 acres are located within Los 
Alamos County. The nine parcels identified in the report are as follows: 

1. The Technical Area (TA) 21 Tract consists of approximately 243.8 acres and is located east of 
the Los Alamos Townsite. This occupied site is remote from the main LANL area. Relocation of 
operations and site workers would need to take place. 

2. The DP Road (North, South and West) Tract consists of 49.8 acres. It is generally undeveloped 
except for the West section where the LANL Archives are currently located. 

3. The DOE Los Alamos Area Office Site Tract consists of 12.9 acres. It is also within the Los 
Alamos Townsite and is readily usable. Relocation of site employees would need to take place. 

4. The Airport Tract consists of 198 acres. Located east of the Los Alamos Townsite, it is close to 
the East Gate Business park. 

5. The White Rock Site Tract consists of98.7 acres. It is undeveloped except for utility lines and a 
water pump station. 
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6. Rendija Canyon Site Tract consists of 908.7 acres. The canyon is undeveloped except for the 
shooting range that serves the local community and is currently under lease from the DOE to the 
community. 

7. The White RockY Site Tract consists of 435.1 acres. It is undeveloped and is associated with 
the major transportation routes connecting Los Alamos with northern New Mexico. 

8. Two miscellaneous sites, Site 22 and the Manhattan Monument Site, consist of0.27 acres. 
Site 22 is a small, Townsite parcel located on the edge ofthe mesa overlooking Los Alamos 
Canyon. The Manhattan site is a small, rectangular site located within Los Alamos County land 
and adjacent to Ashley Pond where most of the first Laboratory work was conducted. 

9. The TA-74 Site Tract consists of2,698.4 acres. It is a large, remote site located east of the Los 
Alamos Townsite. This parcel was restored to the public domain by Presidential Proclamation 
3539 on May 27, 1963. Because it is public domain land, additional legislative action may be 
required to transfer it out ofFederal government control. 

A copy of the report may be obtained from Mr. Dennis Martinez, U.S. Department of Energy, Los 
Alamos Area Office, 528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544, telephone (505) 667-6146, 
or E-mail at dmartinez@doe.lanl.gov. 

The Role of the Conveyance and Transfer EIS in the DOE NEPA Compliance Strategy 

The Conveyance and Transfer EIS will be prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969, {42 U.S. C. 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
NEPA regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and the DOE NEPA regulations {10 CFR Part 1021). 
The purpose of this EIS is to provide DOE decisionmakers and stakeholders with information on the 
projected environmental impacts that would result from the proposed conveyance and transfer of 
certain land tracts to the County and to the Pueblo respectively, as prescribed by Congress in 
P.L. 105-119, for the following future uses: {1) historic, cultural, or environmental preservation, 
(2) economic diversification, or (3) community self-sufficiency. Specific future land uses associated 
with e:ach broad use category will be established through consultation with the recipient parties. 

The EIS will provide an analysis of any reasonable alternatives identified through public scoping. 
The EIS will provide a baseline for DOE to use as a basis of comparison for environmental effects 
of proposed future changes in programs and activities, and could be a tiering (reference) document 
for future NEP A analysis of agency plans, functions, programs, and resource utilization. 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The proposed action is to convey and transfer land that is not required to meet the national security 
mission of DOE or will not be required for that purpose within the next 10 years. An alternative 
under consideration is the Conveyance and Transfer of All Tracts Alternative, which would be to 
convey and transfer to the County and/or the Pueblo all of the land identified. Another alternative, 
the Partial Conveyance and Transfer of Tracts Alternative, would involve the conveyance and 
transfer of most of the tracts with the retention by DOE of any land that cannot be cleaned up within 
the next 10 years. As information is obtained through the analysis process, the Partial Conveyance 
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and Transfer of Tracts Alternative may be refined and analyzed thoroughly or it may be eliminated 
from detailed analysis. 

Each alternative would analyze the impacts of up to three potential uses ofland depending on 
information on the intended use provided by the County and Pueblo. The following future uses 
could be analyzed for each land tract: (1) historic, cultural, or environmental preservation purposes, 
(2) economic diversification purposes, or (3) community self-sufficiency purposes. Follow-on 
actions involving the relocation of current tenants will be analyzed to the extent that the information 
is available. As required by the CEQ NEP A regulations, a No Action alternative will also be 
evaluated. The No Action alternative would be to continue the current use of the land tracts without 
the conveyance or transfer of any of the tracts to the identified parties. 

Potential Issues for Analysis 

Issues tentatively identified for analysis in this EIS include the socioeconomic impacts of 
development of the land tracts and their subsequent use; potential impacts to protected threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species of animal or plants, or their critical habitat; potential impacts to 
cultural or historic resources; potential human health impacts to site occupants and the general 
public; potential effects on air, soil, and water quality from development and cleanup of the subject 
parcels and subsequent anticipated uses; potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources, including the ultimate loss ofLANL lands and land occupied and used as a result of 
conveyance and transfer actions; potential effects on members of the public, including minority and 
low-income populations from the development of the subject parcels and subsequent anticipated 
uses; and cumulative environmental impacts related to past, present and future development of the 
land and actions anticipated by neighboring land managers. 

Related NEPA Reviews 

Following is a summary of recent NEPA documents that may be considered in the preparation of 
this EIS and from which this EIS may be tiered. The Conveyance and Transfer EIS will include 
relevant information from each of these documents. 

The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement 
(SWEIS) (DOE/EIS-0238) (in preparation). The Draft SWEIS analyzes four levels of operations 
alternatives for LANL to meet its existing and potential future program assignments: the No Action 
Alternative, the Expanded Operations Alternative, the Reduced Operations Alternative, and the 
Greener Alternative. The SWEIS also provides project specific analysis for two proposed projects: 
the Expansion ofT A-54/Area GLow Level Waste Disposal Area; and Enhancement ofPlutonium 
Pit Manufacturing. The SWEIS does not analyze changing the size or configuration of the LANL 
reserve through land conveyance or transfer. 

The DP Road Tract EA (DOE/EA-1184) analyzed the proposed transfer of28 acres ofland located 
along the south side ofDP Road next to the Los Alamos Townsite. The property is currently part of 
LANL's TA-21 and has been used most recently as a vacant buffer area. Previous uses of the tract 
include use of part of the tract as a mobile home park and playground. Portions of the tract are now 
wooded with mixed saplings and mature trees; the portion of the tract contiguous with DP Road is 
covered with native grasses and broadleaf plants. Should this land tract be transferred to the County, 
the County has indicated that its preferred use of the land tract would be to develop the property 
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within 5 to 10 years for its own use with the construction of a new office building to house County 
employees, paved parking areas, and new warehouses, garages, and support buildings for the 
transfer of the school bus yard, equipment maintenance, and school supply warehousing activities to 
the site. A maximum of about 800 employees would be expected to occupy the site. A Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on January 23, 1997, although no action has yet taken 
place. 

The Research Park EA (DOE/EA-1212) analyzed the proposed lease of about 60 acres of land 
located next to the main administration portion ofLANL, at the edges ofTA-3 and TA-62. The 
property is currently a combination ofwooded land and land used for parking lots. This tract is 
bounded in general by Diamond Drive on the east, West Jemez Road on the south, West Road on 
the W€~st, and Los Alamos Canyon on the north. The land would be leased to the County to establish 
a research park. The term of the lease is expected to be 55 years with options for renewal depending 
upon final agreements between the County and DOE. The tract ofland would be developed by the 
County or third parties within 5 to 10 years of the date of the lease. Research parks are professional 
developments that allow a wide range of companies to work within the same geographic location 
and to benefit from a well-planned environment suited to business needs. The County recommended 
that the type of research park best suited for Los Alamos would include :freestanding buildings with 
landscaping and a possible atrium arrangement between related structures. About 10 buildings are 
planned for the research park and about 1,500 employees would be expected to occupy the site. A 
FONSI was issued on October 8, 1997, although no action has yet taken place. 

Scoping Process 

The scoping process is an opportunity for the public to assist the DOE in determining the 
alternatives and issues for analysis. 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 
DOE and the public and will be an opportunity for individuals to provide written or oral statements. 
DOE welcomes specific comments or suggestions on the content of these alternatives, or on other 
alternatives that could be considered. The above list of issues to be considered in the EIS analysis is 
tentative and is intended to facilitate public comment on the scope of this EIS. It is not intended to 
be all-inclusive, nor does it imply any predetermination of potential impacts. The Conveyance and 
Transfer EIS 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 at the following locations: Los Alamos Outreach 
Center, 1350 Central Avenue, Suite 101, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544~ and the Albuquerque 
Technical-Vocational Institute (fVI), Montoya Campus Library, 4700 Morris NE, Albuquerque, 
New :tvlexico 87111. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., this 30th day of April1998. 
Peter N. Brush, 
Acting Assistant Secretary Environment, Safety and Health. 
[FR Doc. 98-11990 Filed 5-5-98~ 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 
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C.2 Notice of Availability 

[Federal Register: February 26, 1999 (Volume 64, Number 38)] 

[Notices] 

[Page 9483-9484] 

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] 

[DOCID :fr26fe99-3 9] 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of 
Certain Land Tracts Administered by the Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico 

AGENCY: Department ofEnergy. 

ACTION: Notice of availability and public hearings. 

SUMMARY: The Department ofEnergy (DOE) announces the availability of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Conveyance and Transfer (CT) of Certain Land 
Tracts Administered by the Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (CT EIS), DOE/EIS-0293, for public review 
and comment. The CT EIS provides DOE and its stakeholders an analysis of the environmental 
impacts that could result from DOE's conveyance or transfer of up to approximately 4,800 acres of 
land located in north-central New Mexico to either the Incorporated County of Los Alamos or to the 
Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the San Ildefonso Pueblo. 

DATES: Written comments on the Draft CT EIS are invited from the public and may be submitted 
through the end of the comment period, which is April12, 1999 (see ADDRESSES section for 
more details). Comments must be postmarked by April12, 1999, to ensure consideration; late 
comments will be considered to the extent practicable. The DOE will use the comments received to 
help prepare the Final CT EIS. Public hearings on the Draft CT EIS will be held as follows: 

March 24, 1999 (Wednesday), 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 6:00-9:00 p.m., Cities of Gold Hotel, Pojoaque, 
New Mexico. 

March 25, 1999 (Thursday), 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 6:00-9:00 p.m., Fuller Lodge, Los Alamos, New 
Mexico. 
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[Page 9484]] 

The hearings will provide opportunities for information exchange and discussion among DOE and 
the public, as well as opportunities for the public to present oral or written comments. For more 
information on the public hearing call (800) 791-2280. 

ADDRESSES: Comments may be submitted in writing or orally to DOE by contacting: Ms. 
Elizabeth Withers, CT EIS Document Manager, U.S. DOE, Los Alamos Area Office, 528 35th 
Street, Los Alamos, NM 87544; by leaving a message at (800) 791-2280; by faxing (505) 665-4872; 
or by electronic mail at cteis@doeal.gov. Oral and written comments may also be submitted at the 
public hearings described above in the DATES section. Requests for copies of the Draft CT EIS or 
other matters regarding this environmental review should be addressed to Ms. Withers at the 
address above. The Draft CT EIS will be available under the NEPA Analysis Module ofthe DOE 
NEPA Web Site at http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For general information on the DOE NEPA 
process, please contact Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office ofNEP A Policy and Assistance, 
EH-42, Department ofEnergy, 1000 Independence Ave., SW, Washington, DC 20585. Ms. 
Borgstrom may be contacted by calling (202) 586-4600 or by leaving a message at (800) 472-2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Draft CT EIS was prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental 
Quality NEPA regulations (40 CFR part 1500) and the DOE NEPA regulations (10 CFR part 1021). · 

DOE proposes to dispose of land that is not needed to support DOE's national security mission and 
that can be environmentally remediated or restored before November 26, 2007, by either 
conveyance to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, or by transfer to the Secretary of the 
Interior, in trust for the San Ildefonso Pueblo, in accordance with section 632 of Public Law 105-
119, enacted on November 26, 1997. Criteria established by Public Law 105-119 for determining if 
land is suitable for conveyance or transfer includes the requirement that the land be suitable for use 
by the named recipients for the purposes of environmental, historic or cultural preservation, 
economic diversification purposes, or community self-sufficiency purposes. 

The DOE has analyzed two alternatives: (I) The No Action Alternative and (2) the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Each Tract Alternative (the Proposed Action). Under the No Action Alternative, DOE 
would continue its historical use of each of the land tracts identified as potentially being suitable for 
conveyance and transfer. Under the Conveyance and Transfer of Each Tract Alternative, the 
conveyance or transfer of each tract identified as suitable is considered, either in whole or in part, to 
either Los Alamos County or their designee, or the Secretary of the Interior in trust for the San 
Ildefonso Pueblo. DOE's Preferred Alternative is a subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, 
namely to convey or transfer several of the tracts of land entirely and several tracts in part (portions 
without potential contamination issues or mission support concerns). Environmental restoration 
activities would continue under current or future plans for the tracts that require such action and will 
include coordination with the State ofNew Mexico and public involvement. 
The Draft CT EIS compares the environmental impacts that could be expected to occur from 
continuing to use the subject tracts of land as currently planned for the next 10 years with the direct 
consequences expected from conveying or transferring suitable tracts, in whole or in part, to the 
recipients named in Public Law 105-119, together with the indirect consequences expected from the 
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subsequent development and use of the tracts by the receiving parties. A wetland/floodplains 
assessment is included as an appendix to the EIS. A range of cost estimates for clean up of each 
tract is provided in a separate Environmental Restoration Report prepared to support the CT EIS 
and can be obtained by contacting Ms. Elizabeth Withers as indicated in the ADDRESSES section 
above. 

DOE has distributed copies of the Draft CT EIS to appropriate Congressional members and 
committees, the State ofNew Mexico, American Indian tribal and pueblo governments, local 
county governments, other Federal agencies, and other interested parties. After the public comment 
period, which ends April12, 1999, DOE will consider the comments received, revise the Draft 
CT EIS, and issue a Final CT EIS. DOE will consider the Final CT EIS, along with other 
considerations such as economic and technical considerations, in deciding the action it will take 
regarding the conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on February 22, 1999. 
John C. Ordaz, 
Program Manager, CT EIS, Defense Programs. 
[FR Doc. 99-4844 Filed 2-25-99; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 
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C.3 Notice of Involvement 

34794 Federal ReJister/Vol. 64, No. 124/Tuesday, June 29, 1999/Notices 

protocol. and other Information 
associated with attendants at functions. 
Locator records of personnel attached to 
the organization. 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301. Departmental 
Regulations and E.O. 9397 (SSN). 

PURPOSE(&): 

To notify personnel of arrival of 
visitors; recall personnel to duty station 
when required: locate individuals on 
routine matters; provide mail 
distribution and forwarding addresses: 
compile a social roster for official and 
non-official functions: send personal 
greetings and invitations: and locate 
individuals during medical 
emergencies, facility evacuations. and 
similar threat situations. 

ROUTINE USES OF RECOIIDI MAIITAINED IN THE 
SYITIM, IICLUDING CATEGDIIIEI OF USEIII AND 
TilE PUIIPDIEI OF SUCH USES: 

In addition to those disclosures 
generally permitted under 5 U.S. C. 
55Za (b) of the Privacy Act, these records 
or Information contained therein may 
specifically be disclosed outside the 
DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5 
U.S. C. 552a(b)(3) as follows: 

The 'Blanket Routine Uses' that 
appear at the beginning of the Navy's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices apply to this system. 

POLICIES AND I'IIACTICEI FOil STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCII!UING, RE1'AINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

STORAGE: 

Manual and automated records. 

IIETRIEYAIILIT': 

Name, Social Security Number. and/ 
or organization code. 

SAFEGUARDS: 

Documents are marked 'FOR 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY-PRIVACY 
SENSITIVE' and are only distributed to 
those persons having an official need to 
know. Computerized records as 
password protected and only accessible 
by those persons with an official need 
to know. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Records are destroyed upon update of 
roster to add/delete individuals who 
have arrived/departed the organization. 

SYSTEII MANAGER(S) AND ADDRII!II: 

Commanding officer of the activity in 
question. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to the Navy's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether Information about themselves 
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Is contained in this system should 
address written inquiries to the 
Commanding officer of the activity in 
question. Official malllng addresses are 
published as an appendix to the Navy's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURE&: 

Individuals seeking access to 
information about themselves contained 
In this system should address written 
Inquiries to the Commanding officer of 
the activity In question. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to the Navy's compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The Navy's rules for accessing 
records, and for contesting contents and 
appealing initial agency detenninations 
are published in Secretary of the Navy 
Instruction 5211.5; 32 CFR part 701; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 

RECORD IOU liCE CATEGDR.I: 

Individual and records of the activity. 

IXIIIPTIONI CLA.ED FOR THE SUTEII: 

None. 
[FR Doc. 99-16441 Filed 6-28-99; 8:45am] 
BII.IJNG CODE _,_,_ 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Floodplain and Wetlands 
Involvement for the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Certain Lend Tracts 
Administered by the Department of 
Energy, Loa Alamaa NaUonal 
Laboratory, New Mexico 

AGENCY: Los Alamos Area Office, 
Departme!lt of Energy (DOE). 
ACTION: Notice of floodplain and 
wetlands involvement. 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
requirements of Public Law 105-119, 
DOE proposes to convey to the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos. and 
transfer to the Secretary of the 
Department of the Interior in aust for 
San lldefonso Pueblo, ten (10) tracts of 
land located at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory in Los Alamos, New Mexico. 
The conveyance and transfer involves 
about 4.800 acres located within various 
canyon systems and over several mesa 
tops. Some of these tracts encompass 
floodplains and wetlands located in Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties. New 
Mexico. 

In accordance with 10 CFR part 1022, 
DOE has prepared a floodplain and 
wetlands assessment. This assessment is 
included as part (Appendix D) ofthe 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Conveyance and Transfer of 
Certain Land Tracts Administered by 
the Department of Energy and Located 
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New 
Mexico, prepared for the proposed 
project in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
DATE: Comments are due to the address 
below no later than July 15, 1999. 
ADDRESS: Comments should be 
addressed to: Elizabeth Withers. CT EIS 
Document Manager, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Los Alamos Area Office 528 
35th Street. Los Alamos. New Mexico 
87544, PHONE: (505) 667-8690: FAX: 
(505) 665-4872. 

The Draft Envlronmentallmpact 
Statement Is available for review at the 
Los Alamos Outreach Center. 1619 
Central Avenue, Los Alamos, New 
Mexico 87544: and the Government 
Information Department. Zimmerman 
Library. University of New Mexico, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87131. The 
Draft CT EIS is also available under the 
NEPA Analysis Module of the DOE 
NEPA Web Site at http://tis.eh.doe.gov/ 
nepal. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THIS 
PROPOSED ACTION, CONTACT: Elizabeth 
Withers. CT EIS Document Manager. at 
the above listed address. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON GENERAL 
DOE FLOODPLAIN/WETLANDS 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, 
CONTACT: Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEP A Policy and Assistance. 
EH-42, U. S. Department of Energy. 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Washington. DC. 20585. (202) 586-4600 
or (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
compliance with the requirements of 
Pub. L. 105-119, DOE is proposing to 
convey and transfer ten (1 0) tracts of 
land, totaling about 4,800 acres, to the 
Incorporated County of Los Alamos. and 
to the Secretary of the Interior in trust 
for San lldefonso Pueblo. Six (6) of the 
ten tracts encompass wetlands and 
floodplains within their boundaries: the 
Rendija Canyon Tract, T A-21 Tract, 
Airport Tract. White Rock "Y" Tract, 
TA-74 Tract and the White Rock Tract. 
These tracts are located within or 
contain portions of Rendija Canyon, DP 
Canyon, Los Alamos Canyon. Bayo/ 
Pueblo Canyons confluence, and in 
Canada del Buey. Future use of the 
tracts as established by Pub. L. 105-ll9 
is limited to historic, cultural. or 
environmental preservation, economic 
diversification, and community self
sufficiency purposes. The two named 
recipients identified their contemplated 
uses of the tracts as follows: 
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Rendlja Canyon Tract (about 910 
acres)-envlronmental preservation 
(including recreational use) and 
residential development or cultural 
preservation. 

TA-21 Tract (about 260 acres)
commercial and industrial 
development. 

Alrport Tract (about 205 acres)
commercial and industrial development 
or commercial development. 

White Rock "Y" Tract (about 540 
acres)-environmental preservation or 
cultural preservation. 

TA-74 Tract (about 2715 acres)
cultural preservation or environmental 
preservation. 

White Rock Tract (about 100 acres)
cultural preservation and commercial 
development or commercial and 
residential development. 

Each of these tracts may have existing 
or future infrastructure uses that include 
utility lines, utlllty support structures, 
water supply wells, storage tanks or 
structures. water or effluent treatment 
structures and transportation routes. 

The proposed action encompasses 
floodplains and wetlands because Pub. 
L. 105-119 requires DOE to identify 
land that may meet the criteria 
establtshed by the Law. The suitability 
criteria does not exclude land 
containing wetland and floodplain 
areas; therefore, potentlally suttable 
land in wetland and floodplain areas 
was included In the tracts DOE 
identified for possible conveyance and 
transfer. The conveyance or transfer of 
each tract, In whole or in part, 
constitutes DOE's Proposed Action 
Alternative. The only alternative to the 
proposed action considered is the No 
Action Alternative. The proposed action 
of conveying or transferring each of the 
tracts, either In whole or in part. 
conforms to applicable State or local 
floodplain protection standards. 
Contemplated use of the tracts as 
articulated to DOE by the named 
recipients would also conform to 
applicable State or local floodplain 
protection standards. Both Los Alamos 
and Santa Fe Counties have protective 
ordinances pertaining to flood damage 
prevention that Is inclusive of language 
requiring new construction to be placed 
outside of floodplains. The pertinent 
Los Alamos County Code Ordinance is: 
85-70 "An Ordinance Repealing 
Chapter 15.16 of the Los Alamos County 
Code Adopting a New Chapter 17.70 
Pertaining to Flood Damage 
prevention." The pertinent Santa Fe 
County Code Ordinances are: 1988-1 
"An Ordinance to Establish Regulations 
for Development in Flood Hazard Areas, 
Set Minimum Floor Elevations for 
Compliance, Define Flood Plains. 
Address Required Building 
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Improvements, and Establish Variance 
Regulations for Cases Where There Isn't 
an Ability to Comply with Adopted 
Standards," and 1996-1 "Flood 
Hazards." 

A floodplain statement of findings 
will be published in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Conveyance and Transfer of Certain 
Land Tracts Adm1nistered by the 
Department of Energy and Located at 
Los Alamos NaUonal Laboratory, Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties. New 
Mexico in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The 
antlclpated issuance date for the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is 
August 1999. Notice of its availability 
will be announced in the Federal 
Register. 

Issued In Los Alamos, NM on june 16, 
1999. 
David A. Gurule, 
Area Manager. U.S. Deparrment of Energy, 
Los Alamos Area Office. 
[FR Doc. 99-16517 Filed 6-28-99:8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE _ _, 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Environmental Management Sit• 
Specific Advisory Board, Paducah 
Gaaeoua Diffusion Plant 

AGENCY: Department of Energy (DOE). 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces a 
meeting of the Environmental 
Management Site-Specific Advisory 
Board (EM SSAB). Paducah Gaseous 
Diffusion Plant. The 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: Thursday. July 15, 1999: 5:30 
p.m.-8:30p.m. 
ADDRESSES: Paducah information Age 
Park Resource Center. 2000 McCracken 
Boulevard Paducah. Kentucky 
OTHER INFORIIATION CONTACT: John D. 
Sheppard, Site Specific Advisory Board 
Coordinator. Department of Energy 
Paducah Site Office, Post Office Box 
1410.MS-103,Paducah.Kentucky 
42001. (502) 441-6804. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Purpose of 
the Board: The purpose of the Board is 
to make recommendations to DOE and 
its regulators in the areas of 
environmental restoration and waste 
management activities. 

Tentative ARenda: 
5:30 p.m. Call to order/Discussion 
6:00 p.m. ApJ>rove Meeting Minutes 
6:05 p.m. PUblic Comment/Questions 
6:30 p.m. Presentations 
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7:15p.m. Sub Committee Reports 
8:15p.m. Administrative Issues 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 

Copies of the final agenda will be 
available at the meeting. 

Public Participation: The meeting is 
open to the public. Written statements 
may be filed with the Committee either 
before or after the meeting. Individuals 
who wish to make oral statements 
pertaining to agenda items should 
contact John D. Sheppard at the address 
or telephone number listed above. 
Requests must be received 5 days prior 
to the meeting and reasonable provision 
will be made to include the presentation 
in the agenda. The Deputy Designated 
Federal Official is empowered to 
conduct the meeting ln a fashion that 
will facilitate the orderly conduct of 
business. Each individual wishing to 
make public comment will be provided 
a maximum of 5 minutes to present 
their comments as the first item of the 
meeting agenda. 

Minutes: The minutes of this meeting 
will be available for public review and 
copying 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-Friday. except 
Federal holidays. Minutes will also be 
available at the Department of Energy's 
Environmental Information Center and 
Reading Room at 175 Freedom 
Boulevard. Highway 60. Kevil. 
Kentucky between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. on Monday thru Friday or by 
writing to John D. Sheppard, 
Department of Energy Paducah Site 
Office, Post Office Box 1410, MS-l03, 
Paducah. Kentucky 42001 or by calling 
him at (502) 441-6804. 

Issued at Washington. DC on june 21. 1999 
Rachel M. Samuel, 
Deputy Advisory Committee Management 
omcer. 
[FR Doc. 99-16516 Filed 6-28-99; 8:45 ami 
IIILUIIG COOE .,.__,. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. CP99-557-GOO] 

Columbia Gas Transmission 
Corporation; Notice of Application 

june 23. 1999. 
Take notice that on June 15. 1999, 

Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation 
(Columbia). 1700 MacCorkle Ave. SE. 
Charleston, WV 25314. tendered for 
filing in Docket No. CP99-557-000 an 
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This appendix contains wetlands and floodplains documentation for the 10 subject 
tracts. Section D. I is the Floodplain Statement of Finding. Section D. 2 is an 
Addendum to the Floodplain and Wetland Assessments that contains recently 
modeled information on changes to stormwater flood flows estimated to result from 
the contemplated land uses. Section D. 3 contains the Floodplain and Wetland 
Assessments that was produced as a stand-alone report by LANL and thus has its 
own format, page numbering, and references. 
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D.1 Statement of Findings 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Floodplain Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Tracts 
Administered by the Department ofEnergy and Located at Los Alamos National 

Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico 

AGENCY: Department ofEnergy (DOE) 

ACTION: Floodplain Statement ofFindings 

SUMMARY: This is a Floodplain Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and Transfer of 
Certain Tracts Administered by the Department ofEnergy and Located at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico, prepared in accordance with 10 CFR 
Part 1022. DOE proposes to convey to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and transfer to the 
Secretary of the Department ofthe Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, ten (10) tracts ofland 
located at Los Alamos National Laboratory in compliance with the requirements established by 
Public Law 105-119. The acreage involved is about 4,800 acres; tracts are located within various 
canyon systems and over several mesa tops. Some of these tracts encompass floodplains and 
wetlands located in Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico. The land shall be used by the 
named recipients for the purposes of historic, cultural, or environmental preservation purposes; 
economic diversification purposes; or community self-sufficiency purposes. DOE prepared 
floodplain and wetlands assessments (published in the Draft EIS and attached, together with a short 
addendum of newly developed clarifying information) describing the effects, alternatives, and 
measures designed to avoid or minimize potential harm to or within the affected floodplain. DOE 
will allow 30 days of public review after publication ofthe statement of :findings before 
implementing the proposed action. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: 

Elizabeth Withers, CT EIS Document Manager 
Los Alamos Area Office 
528 35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 
PHONE: (505) 667-8690; FAX: (505) 665-4872 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON GENERAL DOE FLOODPLAIN/WETLANDS 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, CONTACT: 

Carol M. Borgstrom, Director 
Office ofNEPA Policy and Assistance, EH-42 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 586-4600 or (800) 472-2756 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

This Floodplain Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Tracts 
Administered by the Department ofEnergy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico, was prepared in accordance with 10 CFR Part 1022. 
A Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement was published in the Federal 
Register on May 6, 1998 (63 FR 25022), followed by a Notice of Availability for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement published in the Federal Register on February 26, 1999 
(164 FR 9483); a floodplain and wetlands assessment was incorporated in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. DOE is proposing to convey and transfer ten (10) tracts efland, totaling about 
4,800 acres, to the Incorporated County ofLos Alamos and the Secretary of the Interior, in trust 
for San Ildefonso Pueblo, in compliance with the requirements of Public Law 105-119. Six ( 6) of 
the ten tracts encompass wetlands and floodplains within their boundaries: the Rendija Canyon 
Tract, T A-21 Tract, Airport Tract, White Rock "Y'' Tract, TA-7 4 Tract and the White Rock Tract. 
These tracts are located within or contain portions ofRendija Canyon, DP Canyon, Los Alamos 

Canyon, Bayo/Pueblo Canyons confluence, and in Canada del Buey (see individual tract maps 
within the attached Floodplain/Wetlands Assessments). Future use of the tracts is established in 
Public Law 105-119 as for: historic, cultural, or environmental preservation purposes; economic 
diversification purposes; or community self-sufficiency purposes. The two named recipients 
identified their contemplated uses of the tract as follows: 

• Rendija Canyon Tract (about 910 acres) -environmental preservation (including recreational use) 
and residential development or cultural preservation. 

• TA-21 Tract (about 260 acres)- commercial and industrial development. 
• Airport Tract (about 205 acres)- commercial and industrial development or commercial 

development. 
• White Rock "Y'' Tract (about 540 acres)- environmental preservation or cultural preservation. 
• TA-74 Tract (about 2715 acres)- cultural preservation or environmental preservation. 
• White Rock Tract (about 100 acres)- cultural preservation and commercial development or 

commercial and residential development. 

Each of these tracts may have existing or future infrastructure uses that include utility lines, utility 
support structures, water supply wells, storage tans or structures, water or eflluent treatment 
structures and transportation routes. 
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The action is proposed to be located within the floodplains and wetlands due to the requirements of 
Public Law I 05-119 that states that DOE should identify land that is suitable per the criteria 
established by the Law; the suitability criteria do not exclude lands lying within wetland and 
floodplain areas. Therefore, such potentially suitable lands were included in the tracts identified for 
possible conveyance and transfer action by the DOE. The conveyance and transfer of each tract, in 
whole or in part, constitutes DOE's Proposed Action Alternative. The only alternative to the 
proposed action considered is the No Action Alternative. The proposed action of conveying and 
transferring each of the tracts, either in whole or in part, does conform to applicable State or local 
floodplain protection standards. Subsequent use of the tracts by the named recipients would also 
conform to applicable State or local floodplain protection standards. Both Los Alamos and Santa 
Fe Counties have protective ordinances pertaining to flood damage prevention that is inclusive of 
language requiring new construction to be placed outside of floodplains. The pertinent Los Alamos 
County Code Ordinance is: 85-70 "An Ordinance Repealing Chapter 15.16 ofthe Los Alamos 
County Code Adopting a New Chapter 17.70 Pertaining to Flood Damage prevention". The 
pertinent Santa Fe County Code Ordinances are: 1988-1, "An Ordinance to Establish Regulations 
for Development in Flood Hazard Areas, Set Minimum Floor Elevations for Compliance, Define 
Flood Plains, Address Required Building Improvements, and Establish Variance Regulations for 
Cases Where There Isn't an Ability to Comply with Adopted Standards"; and 1996-1, "Flood 
Hazards". 

DOE may include deed restrictions in the conveyance documents requiring the placement of new 
construction outside of the areas occupied by 100- and 500-year floodplains or wetlands in order to 
further minimize the possibility of potential harm to or within the affected floodplain consistent with 
the provisions ofPublic Law 105-119. DOE will also recommend to the potential recipients ways 
to reduce or eliminate surface water runoff and protect surface water quality degradation for those 
tracts where development may take place. 

DOE will allow 30 days of public review after publication ofthe statement of findings prior to 
implementing the proposed action. 

Issued in _ _,Lo=s"-'Al'-==am=o=s"-'. N"-=ew..!..!..-.OM=ext=·=co=-- on ----"J.,..ul~y-=2=0.._. "'"'19::...::9'""9 __ 

Program Office Official 
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APPENDIX D FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 

D.2 Addendum 
Quantitative information on stormwater flood flows from the 10 individual tracts was not 

available when the Floodplain and Wetland Assessment was prepared in December 1998 for 
inclusion in the Draft CT EIS. In February 1999, University of California employees developed 
computer modeled estimations for the 6-hour, 100-year storm event for each of the 10 subject land 
tracts and combinations of tracts for affected watersheds in which the tracts are located 
(McLin 1999). The analyses were completed to provide estimates of quantitative information on the 
potential changes to stormwater flood flows as a result of urbanization at the proposed conveyance 
and transfer tracts. Although these numbers and figures provide insight to the changes anticipated 
under the modeled scenarios, quantification of the corresponding potential effects is still 
unavailable. Data on the determination of the relationship between peak flow (flood flow height), 
width of canyon floodplains, and the potential for modeled flows to scour streambed material and 
impact structures would be needed to provide this type of predictive information. 

The 10 individual land tracts were assigned to one or more of the established watersheds at 
LANL (McLin 1992). Each of these groups was then used in Hydrologic Engineering Center 
(HEC)-1 model (Dodson 1995) simulations using the 6-hour, 1 00-year design storm event for Los 
Alamos County (McLin 1999). Baseline hydrographs were developed for each watershed to 
simulate pre-existing (current) conditions. These baseline hydro graphs were then compared to 
modeled hydro graphs. Only areas with a slope of less than 20 percent were considered as available 
for urbanization. Consideration was given to the fact that several tracts are located in the Los 
Alamos Canyon watershed. 

Bayo Canyon above Los Alamos Canyon and Barrancas Canyon above Guaje Canyon were 
identified as experiencing the highest percent change in peak flow (149.5 percent) and volume 
(117.5 percent). Although these values are significant, neither Bayo Canyon above Los Alamos 
Canyon nor Barrancas Canyon above Guaje Canyon would be developed (urbanized) as a result of· 
the conveyance and transfer process. Under this assumption, impacts are nonexistent for theTA 74 
Tract. Increases in the stormwater runoff from Rendija Canyon modeled for the Guaje Canyon 
confluence approximate 20 percent in both peak flow and volume within the canyon itself, and in 
increased flows in Guaje Canyon. These changes could be significant with respect to utility 
locations in Guaje Canyon just downstream ofthe Rendija Canyon confluence. The increased 
stormwater runoff from Rendija Canyon could result in flow changes predicted over a distance of 
several miles downstream to within Los Alamos Canyon. However, the Los Alamos Canyon 
floodplain is probably broad enough to dampen the increased runoff Thus, based on the proposed 
development scenarios for each tract, urbanization in the Rendija Canyon Tract is of greatest 
concern with regard to stormwater runoff effects. 
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Summary 

Ten land tracts are proposed for conveyance or transfer from Department of Energy 
(DOE) administrative control under mandates of Public Law (P.L.) 105-119 (1997). 
Floodplains as defined in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1022 are present in 
six of the ten tracts: Rendija Canyon Land Tract; TA-21 Land Tract; Airport Land 
Tract; White Rock ''Y'' Land Tract; TA-74 Land Tract; and White Rock Land Tract. 
Wetlands as defined in 10 CFR 1022 are present in six of the ten tracts: Rendija, TA-
21, Airport, White Rock "Y," TA-74, and White Rock. Floodplain and wetland values 
for each land tract are evaluated against the guidance in 10 CFR 1022 and the DOE 
"Guidance on Environmental Requirements for DOE Real Property Transfers." 
hnpacts are reported for each land tract. Issues associated with increases in stonnwater 
flows from mesa top areas into canyon areas are identified with respect to suggested 
mitigations for protecting floodplain values, wetland values and potential contaminant 
migration. 

1.0 Project Description 

1.1 Department of Energy Notice of Intent 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced its intent (FR May 6, 1998, Volume 63, Number 87) to 
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts of conveying 
and transferring certain land tracts located within the Incorporated Counties of Los Alamos and Santa Fe at 
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in north-central New Mexico. This Notice of Intent to prepare an 
EIS was issued in response to Section 632 ofthe Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1997, P .L. 105-119. 

1.2 Purpose and Scope of This Document 

This document provides an analysis of potential impacts to floodplains and wetlands associated with the 
proposed conveyance and transfer action as required by 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1022. The No 
Action Alternative for this proposed action is to not convey and transfer the subject parcels ofland. 
Individual tracts would continue to be used as they are currently. Two primary mandates from 10 CFR 1022 
drive floodplain and wetland review and analysis requirements for real property transfers: Executive Order 
(£.0.)11988, "Floodplain Management," and E.O. 11990 "Protection ofWetlands." Both E.O.s dictate that 
Federal agencies take action to minimize loss and to preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains 
and wetlands in carrying out their responsibilities for acquiring, managing, and disposing ofFederalland and 
facilities. Section 3(d) ofE.O. 11988 and Section 4 ofE.O. 11990 direct that when Federal property in a 
floodplain or wetland is proposed for lease, easement, right-of-way, or disposal to a non-Federal party, the 
Federal agency shall: 

(I) Reference in the conveyance (e.g., lease, property deed, etc.) those uses that are restricted under 
identified Federal, State, or local floodplain/wetland regulations; 
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(2) Attach other appropriate restrictions to the uses of properties by the grantee or purchaser and 
any successor, except where prohibited by law; or 

(3) Withhold such properties from conveyance. 

This document addresses regulatory issues associated with floodplain and wetland resources. Other issues 
such as Endangered Species Act consideraltions within the boundaries of the land tracts proposed for 
conveyance or transfer are addressed in a separate Biological Assessment currently under preparation. 
Analysis of potential impacts to floodplains and wetlands is conservative in that the highest anticipated 
impact is evaluated based on proposed uses noted in Table 1. 

or Commercial/Industrial 

or Commercial/Residential 
Information is from two sources: (1) Letter from Joseph C. King, Los Alamos County Administrator to Dennis 
Martinez, Assistant Area Manager, DOE LAAO dated June 30, 1998, regarding Land Use Information for the Land 
Transfer EIS; and (2) Letter from Governor H;;1rvey A. Martinez, Pueblo of San lldefonso to DOE LAAO dated June 8, 
1998, regarding DOE/Laboratory Land Parcel Use Determination. 

1.3 U.S. Congressional Mandate 

Congress mandated that DOE convey fee title to lands allocated for conveyance to the Incorporated County 
of Los Alamos (County) and transfer to tht~ Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the San Ildefonso Pueblo 
(Pueblo). Parcels ofland for conveyance and transfer were determined by DOE pursuant to Section 632 of 
the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State; the Judiciary; and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1998, P.L. 105-119. 

This proposed action, conveyance and transfer of federal lands, requires an EIS per 10 CFR 1021, DOE's 
National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures. This Conveyance and Transfer EIS, in 
response to the Congressional mandate, will analyze potential direct impacts regarding the relocation of 
existing site tenants and indirect impacts of up to three uses ofland for the individual tracts: (l) historic, 
cultural, or environmental preservation purposes; (2) economic diversification purposes; or (3) community 
self-sufficiency purposes. A No Action Alternative, retaining the land tracts in their current state with 
continuance of the existing uses of land, is also analyzed in the EIS. 

Only parcels of land presently under the administrative control of DOE are considered in the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action. DOE administratively controls 28,654 acres (ac) (11,596 hectares [ha]) of 
the approximately 70,400 ac (28,489 ha) of Los Alamos County. Total area of the tracts being considered for 
conveyance or transfer is about 4,646 ac ( 1,918 ha), of which approximately 3,000 ac (1,214 ha) is within 
Santa Fe County and the remainder is within the boundaries of Los Alamos County (Figures 1 and 2). 
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1.4 Project Setting 

LANL and the communities of Los Alamos and White Rock are situated primarily in Los Alamos County in 
north-central New Mexico (Figures 1 and 2). Portions ofLANL and portions of the tracts proposed for 
conveyance and transfer are in Santa Fe County. LANL is located approximately 60 miles (mi) (100 
kilometer [km]) north-northwest of Albuquerque and 25 mi (40 km) northwest of Santa Fe. Los Alamos 
County is located on the Pajarito Plateau on the eastern slope of the Jemez Mountains. 

The Pajarito Plateau is composed of numerous narrow mesas defined by canyons. From the base ofthe Jemez 
Mountains, the Plateau slopes gently downward to the east-southeast for more than 15 mi (24 km) to end in a 
scarp that drops to the Rio Grande. The upper reaches of the Plateau are approximately 7,800 feet (ft) (2,380 
meters [m]) above sea level, and its lower edge, on the rim ofWhite Rock Canyon, is at 6,200 ft (1,890 m). 
Plateau canyons are 150-300 ft (46-91 m) deep and 300-1150 ft (91-350 m) wide. 

Pajarito Plateau and the Los Alamos area are biologically diverse. This diversity is due partly to the dramatic 
5,000-ft (1,500-m) elevation gradient from the Rio Grande on the east to the Jemez Mountains 12 mi (20 km) 
to the west, and partly to the many steep canyons that dissect the area. Five major vegetative community 
types are found in Los Alamos County: juniper-grassland; pinon-juniper; ponderosa pine; mixed conifer; and 
spruce-fir. Juniper-grassland communities predominate along the Rio Grande on the eastern border of the 
plateau and extend upward on the south-facing sides of canyons, at elevations between 5,600 to 6,200 ft 
(1,700 and 1,900 m). The pinon-juniper community, generally in the 6,200- to 6,900-ft (1,900- to 2,100-m) 
elevation range, covers large portions of the mesa tops and north-facing slopes at the lower elevations. 
Ponderosa pines are found in the western portion of the plateau in the 6,900- to 7,500-ft (2,100- to 2,300-m) 
elevation range. These three communities predominate, each occupying roughly one-third of the LANL site. 
The mixed conifer community, at an elevation of7,500 to 9,500 ft (2,300 to 2,900 m), overlaps the 
ponderosa pine community in the deeper canyons and on north slopes and extends from the higher mesas onto 
the slopes of the Jemez Mountains. The subalpine grassland community is mixed with the spruce-fir 
communities at higher elevations of9,500 to 10,500 ft (2,900 to 3,200 m). Wetlands and several riparian 
areas enrich the diversity of plant and animals found on LANL lands. Diversity of species on LANL is 
reflected in the Final LANL Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement as_ follows: 

" ... diversity is illustrated by the presence of over 900 species of vascular plants; 57 species of 
mammals; 200 species of birds, including 112 species known to breed in Los Alamos County 28 
species of reptiles; 9 species of amphibians; over 1,200 species of arthropods; and 12 species offish 
(primarily found in the Rio Grande, Cochiti Lake and the Rito de los Frijoles). No fish species have 
been found within LANL boundaries" (DOE 1999c). 

Partially as a result of this diversity, significant use of these resources is made by both residents and visitors. 
Biking, hiking, skiing, photography, and other unstructured, outdoor recreation activities are common 
throughout the mesas and canyons of the Pajarito Plateau, including portions of those areas presented for 
conveyance and transfer. 

Each of the canyon areas of the individual tracts includes stream courses, areas where the long-term effects of 
runoff water are apparent. 
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Floodplains are present in the Rendija, TA-21, Airport, White Rock 'CV," TA-74, and White Rock tracts. 
Well-defined wetlands occur in the TA-21, Airport, and TA-74 tracts. These wetlands, although mapped, 
have not been delineated using the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. Wetlands 
identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) exist in 
Rendija Canyon, White Rock 'CV," and White Rock tracts. Additionally, the NWI reflects wetlands in Los 
Alamos Canyon near the DOE Los Alamm; Area Office(LAAO), DP Road, TA-21 tracts, part ofthe Airport 
tract, and in Pueblo Canyon near the Airport tract. These NWI wetland features are described using the 
methodology of Cowardin et al. (1979). w,etlands features cataloged in the NWI may not be consistent with 
the wetland delineation process in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. Table 2 
includes information for each tract regarding floodplain and wetland areas. Table 3 includes information for 
each tract regarding NWI features both within the tract and in nearby canyons. No floodplain or wetland 
resources are present in the DOE LAAO, Site 22, Manhattan Monument, or DP Road land tracts. 

1. Floodplain and Wetland areas calculated ·from GIS ARC/INFO and ArcView software using multiple UC data sets 
(Koch 1998). These figures are preliminary in nature. Final area calculations will be based upon surveyed 
boundaries for each land tract. 

I 2. This tract includes wetlands identified on the NWI database in "line feature" format. These NWI wetlands are 
described in Table 3. Methods used to identify these areas may not be consistent with the wetland delineation 
process in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation manual. 

I 3. Wetlands in TA-21. These mesa top wetlands were associated with industrial outfalls. At some time in the past, 
these outfalls resulted in the creation of srnall (<1 ac, <1 ha) wetlands. These industrial outfalls have since been 
decommissioned and closed (DOE 1996). Eventually, these wetlands will disappear. This finding was confirmed 
by on-site evaluation during the 1998 field season. 

4. A small (<1 ac, <1 ha) wetland exists in the bottom of DP Canyon, near the head of the canyon. With presently 
designated conveyance and transfer tract boundaries, portions of this wetland exist in both the Airport Tract (Ill) 
and the TA-21 Tract (1). 

5. A non-delineated floodplain is present in DP Canyon. Location with respect to land tract has not been established. 
This floodplain may occur entirely in the T A-21 land tract or be partially in the Airport land tract. 
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Table 3. Conveyance and Transfer Tracts and Adjacent Canyons: National Wetlands 
Inventory Features 1 (Bennett 1993) 

7.4/3.0 

NA 

DP-Road None 
LA Canyon 

NA NA 
R4SBA/PSS1A 

TA-21 None 
LA Canyon 

NA NA 
R4SBA/PSS1A 

Airport None 24,346n,421 5.6/2.3 

1. Based on electronic versions of the NWI and classification terminology of Cowardin et al. (1979). 
2. Area of the NWI wetlands was calculated by multiplying the total length by a mean width of 10ft (3m) and 

converting to acres and hectares. 
3. R4SBA- Riverine (associated with a river or stream course, wetland not dominated by trees, shrubs, etc.), 

intermittent (flowing only part of each annual cycle), streambed (located in a streambed), and temporarily flooded 
(surface or subsurface water is present some portion of the year). 

4. Length of Rendija Canyon NWI below transfer tract measured from tract to New Mexico (NM) State Route 502. 
Length of Guaje NWI measured from Guaje/Rendija confluence to NM State Route 502. 

5. PEM1A- palustrine, (all nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs), emergent (plant tissue above the water 
surface), persistent (consistently present), temporarily flooded. 

6. Length of Los Alamos Canyon NWI measured from Diamond Drive (Otowi Bridge) to NM State Route 4. 
7. PSS1A- palustrine, scrub-shrub, broad-leaved deciduous plant species, temporarily flooded. 

8. Length of Pueblo Canyon NWI measured from the West Airport Tract Boundary to NM State Route 502. 
9. R4SBJ - riverine, intermittent, streambed, intermittently flooded. 
10. PEM1KF- palustrine, emergent, persistent, artificially and intermittently flooded. 
11. R4SBKC - riverine, intermittent, streambed, artificially and seasonally flooded. 
12. R4SBC- riverine, intermittent, streambed, seasonally flooded 

2.0 Description and Effects on Floodplains and Wetlands 

Floodplains and wetlands are defined in 10 CFR 1022. Wetland functions are naturally occurring 
characteristics of wetlands such as food web production; general, nesting, resting, or spawning habitat; 
sediment retention; erosion prevention; flood and runoff storage; retention and future release; ground water 
discharge, or recharge; land nutrient retention and removal. Wetland values are ascribed by society based on 
perception of significance and include water quality improvement, aesthetic or scenic value, 
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experiential value, and educational or training value. These values often reflect concerns regarding economic 
values; strategic locations; and in arid regions, location relative to other landscape features. Thus, two 
wetlands with similar size and shape could serve the same function but have different values to society. For 
example, a wetland that retains or changes flood flow timing of a flood high in the mountains might not be 
considered as valuable as one of similar size that retains or changes flood flow timing of a flood near a 
developed community. Wetlands were addn~ssed in the DRAFT LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact 
Statement as follows: 

''Wetlands in the general LANL region provide habitat for reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates 
and potentially contribute to the overall habitat requirements of the peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted 
owl, southwestern willow flycatche:r, and spotted bat. Wetlands also provide habitat, food, and water 
for many common species such as deer, elk, small mammals, and many migratory birds and bats. 
The majority of the wetlands in the LANL region are associated with canyon stream channels or are 
present on mountains or mesas as isolated meadows containing ponds or marshes, often in 
association with springs (DOE 1998)." 

Presence or absence of floodplains and wetlands on each of the ten land tracts proposed for conveyance or 
transfer has been assessed using Flood Haz:ard Boundary Maps for Los Alamos County (DHUD 1987), 
geographic information system (GIS) data sets, including the USFWS NWI, University of California (UC) 
internal data sets, on-site surveys, and previously developed floodplain modeling (McLin 1992). Proposed 
uses for each of the ten tracts being evaluated for conveyance or transfer are discussed, and specific 
information on floodplains, tract wetlands, and adjoining or nearby wetlands is provided. Land tract 
boundaries presented in this report are approximate. All land tracts will be surveyed and boundary lines 
defined prior to conveyance and transfer. These changes, if relevant to floodplain or wetlands concerns, will 
be addressed in revisions to the information presented in this report, as appropriate. 

Each of the ten subject tracts is discussed below in the context of land uses proposed by the future recipients: 
the Los Alamos County (County), or the S1x:retary of Interior in trust for the San Ildefonso Pueblo (Pueblo). 
Only a "bounding" use is analyzed for each tract with respect to floodplains and wetlands. Floodplain and 
wetland considerations are presented as mandated in 10 CFR 1022 and the DOE Guidance on Environmental 
Requirements for DOE Real Property Tra11tsfers (1997). 

Locations of floodplains and wetlands associated with, or in close proximity to, land tracts proposed for 
conveyance or transfer appear with the dis<;ussion of the individual tracts, in sections 2.1 through 2.1 0, 
below. McLin (1992) modeled all major 100-year floodplains for LANL using U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Hydrologic Engineering Center Hee-l and Hec-2 computer based models. Figure 3 represents those 
floodplains on LANL. Wetlands within LANL have been broadly mapped by the USFWS. This information 
is available in the NWI in a GIS-based fonnat. This hierarchical system follows Cowardin et al., 1979, and is 
based entirely on aerial photography. Small wetlands, or those in steep canyons, may not be detected using 
this method. Additional on-site surveys and internal UC databases were also used to gather information 
regarding these resources. 

Sections 2.1 through 2.10 discuss the direct and indirect (both primary and secondary) effects of the 
Proposed Conveyance and Transfer Actiol1l on floodplain and wetlands resources located in the tracts or 
located within adjoining or nearby tracts not proposed for conveyance or transfer. Effect of proposed 
floodplain actions on lives and property, and on natural and beneficial floodplain values is evaluated. Los 
Alamos County Code NO. 85-70 (1987) identifies and addresses floodplain issues with respect to Los 
Alamos County lands. Provisions ofthe Los Alamos County Code No. 85-70 (1987) limit development in 
floodplains, eliminating or reducing the potential for loss of life or property. Similar provisions are provided 
by Santa Fe County Building Codes for construction within floodplain areas. Clean Water Act 
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404 permit process requirements would limit development in wetlands without regulatory review and 
consensus from the Corps of Engineers. 

In the preparation of this report, a qualitative evaluation of potential development on mesa tops identified 
increased stormwater flows off mesas into canyons as a concern. These concerns include a potential for 
impacts to floodplain and wetland values, cmd contaminant-plume-movement. Potential effects are based on 
areas of impervious surface during and following development of mesa top areas. 

Previous studies have quantified stormwatt:r runoff for areas similar to the TA-21, DP Road, Airport, and 
DOE LAAO land tracts. In the "Environmental Assessment for the Transfer of the DP Road Tract to the 
County of Los Alamos, Los Alamos New Mexico," DOE (1997a), an analysis of the effect of changes to the 
DP Road Tract stormwater run-off is prest:nted, noting: 

'The Los Alamos Canyon watershed upstream from the DP Road Tract comprises about 24.6 sq km 
(9.5 sq mi) (based on McLin 1995). The DP Road Tract contributes about 12 hectares (28 acres) to 
the Los Alamos Canyon watershed. An individual six-hour storm event with a probability of 
reoccurring once every two years, would produce a total runoff volume in Los Alamos Canyon in the 
vicinity of the DP Road tract of about 8 acre-feet, with a peak flow of about 19 cubic feet per 
second.' 

DOE concluded that the effects of this chalr1ge were minimal, stating: 

'Because stormwater runoff from ;the DP Road tract would constitute a very small fraction ofthe 
runoff from the upstream watersht:d, surface water quality would not be appreciably affected by the 
Proposed Action. BMPs (Best Management Practices) to control soil and sediment erosion would be 
implemented during construction. 

Development ofthe DP Road tract would probably increase stormwater runoff into Los Alamos 
Canyon. If the County discharges stormwater from a point source then LANL may implement 
erosion controls, such as the use of hay bales, riprap, and splash pads. Since the DP Road tract is 
approximately 0.1 percent of the Los Alamos Canyon watershed, the amount of additional runoff 
from development of the tract wolllld be small compared to that derived from the total upstream 
watershed area. Therefore, any in<:rease in mobilization of contaminated sediments due to increased 
runoff is expected to be negligible ' 

Additional analysis was performed in the e:nvironmental assessment for the Research Park land lease (DOE 
1997b). In this instance, DOE noted: 

'Surface water discharge and soil erosion from annual and 100-year storm events are primary water 
quality issues associated with the .;;onstruction and operation of new facilities at LANL. The 
proposed Research Park tract is situated in an area that is partially developed for use as parking lots 
and includes vacant land covered by native vegetation and undisturbed rock and soil. The 30 ac (12 
ha) proposed for development has a less than 20 percent slope and is divided by a natural drainage 
channel which flows from the west to the east and northward into Los Alamos Canyon (See Figure 2-
2). Los Alamos Canyon contains ;m established perennial stream, which flows from the west down 
stream to the east. Currently, it is estimated that the site proposed for development generates 14 acre
feet of runoff per year and could generate 58 cubic feet per second ( cfs) during a 1 00-year flood 
event (Lemke 1997). Surface watl~r generated during storm events is directly absorbed by soil and 
vegetation, collected from over a small portion of the site into a small existing retention pond, or 
flows off the site into Los Alamos Canyon via natural drainage channels.' 
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In this instance, DOE (1997b) presented two conclusions, one addressing responsibilities of the parties to the 
lease agreement: 

'As a provision of the DOE lease on the proposed Research Park tract, the County would be required 
to apply for, and attain, an NPDES [sic National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System] permit 
through the State ofNew Mexico or EPA. As part ofthe NPDES construction permit application, 
the County would prepare and submit an NPDES SWPP [sic Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
(SWPP)] Plan. The NPDES SWPP Plan would formally identify all site surface water drainage plans 
and the BMPs that would be implemented to avoid unnecessary soil erosion during the construction 
and operation of the proposed Research Park. The BMPs would include designs for constructing and 
maintaining all necessary surface water flow check dams, stormwater retention ponds, and other 
erosion control measures. Specific measures would be implemented to avoid disturbance, stormwater 
run-on and run-off from existing PRSs as deemed necessary by the NMED and EPA under the 
NPDES permit.' 

and a second, concerning potential impacts: 

'A maximum of about 30 ac (12 ha) would be disturbed during construction ofthe proposed 
Research Park, and after construction, the developed area would consist of an estimated 14.2 ac (5.6 
ha) of rooftops, asphalt, and concrete surfaces. Based on this and other site-specific information, 
LANL analyzed the potential stormwater discharge that could be generated during and after the 
construction of the proposed Research Park. During construction, the site under development could 
generate a peak surface water discharge of 58 cfs [sic cubic feet per second] during a single 1 00-year 
flood event. Once constructed, the developed area of the proposed Research Park would generate 27 
ac-ft [sic acre-feet] of stormwater runoff annually, and could generate as much as 118 cfs during a 
single 100-year flood event (Lemke 1997). 

The EPA has established regulations and guidelines for the development of a SWPP Plan for 
construction sites. The EPA regulations state that for a common drainage serving an area with 10 or 
more disturbed ac (4 or more ha), a stormwater retention pond providing 3,600 ft3 (100m3

) of 
storage capacity must be provided to sufficiently control erosion from surface water discharges. 
During both construction and operation of the proposed Research Park, surface water discharges off 
the site would be controlled using the BMPs specified in the NPDES permit and SWPP Plan. Under 
these conditions, the proposed action is not expected to adversely affect water quality.' 

Quantitative information with respect to stormwater flood flows from the ten individual land tracts has not 
been developed. Stormwater flood flows for the White Rock land tract were assessed (McLin 1998) using 
current commercial versions of the U.S. Army Hee-l and Hec-2 hydrology models. Soils, slope, and 
vegetation on the White Rock land tract are similar to conditions existing on other land tracts, but a direct 
correlation between all tracts has not been established. McLin's (1998) model evaluation of the White Rock 
land tract indicates current runoff from the White Rock land tract, with no human-made impervious services 
is 26 cubic feet per second (cfs) (0.7 cubic meters per second [ems]). That flow would increase to 74 cfs (2.1 
ems) if one-half of the White Rock land tract were paved. Additional information for other flows is presented 
in Section 2.10 on the White Rock land tract. 

Although this information is not specific to all areas being considered for conveyance or transfer, it reflects 
the nature and scope of the anticipated effects on floodplain values, wetland values, and potential movement 
of contaminant plumes in canyon areas. Existing human-made structures designed to collect and convey 
stormwater flows may be insufficient to control increased stormwater flows. Also, current "end-of-pipe" 
velocity diffusing devices (such as "rip/rap") and erosion control devices (such as silt fence) 
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may be overwhelmed by increased flows, potentially impacting downstream floodplain or wetland values on 
lands not associated with the conveyance and transfer process. 

2.1 Rendija Cany~m Tract 

2. 1. 1 Description 

The Rendija Canyon tract consists of approximately 910 ac (368 ha) (Figure 4). Rendija Canyon lies at the 
extreme north edge of the Los Alamos townsite and extends north and east into open land without facilities or 
structures. This tract includes a significant portion ofRendija Canyon. The tract is adjacent to Forest Service 
property in Guaje Canyon to the north and Barrancas Canyon to the south. 

Rendija Canyon is mostly undeveloped. Titere is a shooting range on land leased from DOE and a single 
residence near the shooting range. A portion of this tract was previously used as a firing site for military 
ordnance by LANL's management and opt~rations contractor. Water well pumping stations exist in the 
bottom of the canyon just off the tract. 

2.1.2 Proposed Use 

Rendija Canyon tract may be used for cultural preservation or natural areas and residential use. Residential 
use is the bounding use for the purposes of this analysis. The bounding use assumes all land area with less 
than a 20 percent slope will be incorporatf:d in that use, if the use is commercial, industrial, or residential. 
Uses for cultural preservation or natural areas assume no development will occur. 

2.1.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

Rendija Canyon has an ephemeral stream with a moderately broad floodplain occupying 30 to 50 percent of 
the canyon bottom. Flow and seasonality information are not available. It is apparent from a reconnaissance 
of the area that flood waters have occurred in the past. Floodplain information is depicted in DHUD (1987), 
and was confirmed by on-site evaluation during the 1998 field season (April to October 1998). 

Tract Wetlands 

Wetlands in Rendija Canyon consist primarily of disjointed segments separated by non-wetland vegetation 
and exposed rock. These linear wetlands range in width from a few feet (<1m) to perhaps 10ft (3m). 
Individual segments of wetland plant species range from sparse to moderately dense. These wetlands are 
primarily riparian (stream associated), and vegetation is dominated by willow (Salix sp.). Other species that 
may occur include cottonwood (Populus sp.), Rocky Mountain maple, or box elder (Acer sp.) and water 
birch (Betula sp.). Species of wet grasses may also be present. These riparian wetlands function primarily as 
sediment traps and also provide valuable habitat diversity for resident animals and migratory birds. Small 
quantities of water, sufficient for requirements of resident or 
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migratory species, may be present during dry portions of the year, depending upon precipitation, evaporation, 
and other natural processes. 

These wetlands were identified as a "line feature" and categorized by the NWI process as "riverine," or 
"R4SBA," where R-riverine is associated with a river or stream course, wetland not dominated by trees, 
shrubs, etc., 4-intermittent is flowing only part of each annual cycle, SB-streambed is located in a streambed, 
and A-temporarily flooded is surface or subsurface water is present some portion of the year. A total of 
approximately 5,597 ft (1,706 m) ofR4SBA category of wetlands exists in the Rendija Canyon land tract. 
Methods used to identify these areas may not be consistent with the wetland delineation process in the 1987 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. An explanation of the types and extent of these NWI 
wetlands is presented in Table 3 in Section 1.4 ofthis assessment. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts or effects on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the Rendija Canyon 
land tract. No potential for loss oflife or property have been identified with respect to floodplains in this 
tract. 

Primary indirect impacts (on tract lands) resulting from future development of this tract for residential use 
could result in complete or partial loss of wetlands and their associated values as a direct result of 
construction activities (removal of wetland areas or impact from vehicle activity) or by indirect effects (such 
as runoff). Wetland values are described in the first paragraph of Section 2.0 ofthis assessment. Wetland 
values potentially impacted by residential development in the Rendija Canyon land tract include food 
production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention, water quality improvement, and experiential or 
educational. Development in the floodplain portion of the tract could result in a potential for loss of human 
life and/or property. Mitigations could be installed to reduce or eliminate these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the Rendija Canyon land 
tract for residential use could result in effi~cts to floodplain and wetland resources in canyon bottoms not 
associated with the subject tract. These secondary indirect effects are anticipated to come from both changes 
in timing of storm water runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased impermeable surfaces 
within the tract. Floodplain values potentially impacted by residential development in the Rendija Canyon 
land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of sediments, and stream channel 
migration. Wetland values potentially impacted by residential development in the Rendija Canyon Land Tract 
include alteration of downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention time 
changes, and loss of experiential or educational opportunities. Mitigations could be installed to reduce or 
eliminate these off-site impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runc,ff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations of the NPDES permit program and Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be 
disturbed. A stormwater retention pond p:roviding 3,600 ft3 

( 100 m3
) of storage capacity is the EPA standard 

for NPDES permits for a common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). 
Following construction, stormwater runoiffrom developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions 
and requirements. 
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2.2 DOE Los Alamos Area Office Tract 

2.2.1 Description 

The DOE LAAO tract consists of approximately 15 ac ( 6 ha) within the Los Alamos townsite. It is located in 
the urban portion of the Los Alamos townsite (Figure 5) and is accessible from Trinity Drive, a major vehicle 
artery. The site is separated from Trinity Drive by private property. This tract is above and to the north of 
Los Alamos Canyon. All utilities (gas, water, sewer, and electric) are present at the site. 

2.2.2 Proposed Use 

The DOE LAAO tract has been identified for future commercial or residential use; commercial use 
constitutes the bounding future use for this analysis. The bounding use assumes all land area with less than a 
20 percent slope will be incorporated in that use if the use is commercial, industrial, or residential. Uses for 
cultural preservation or natural areas assume no development will occur. 

2.2.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Summary of Impacts from Conveyance 
and Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

The DOE LAAO land tract has no floodplains within its boundaries. Floodplains have been defined in 
adjacent Los Alamos Canyon. 

Tract Wetlands 

The DOE LAAO tract has no wetlands within its boundaries. Wetlands have been defined in adjacent Los 
Alamos Canyon. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Wetlands are present in Los Alamos Canyon which adjoins the DOE LAAO land tract, the DP Road land 
tract, the TA-21land tract, and the Airport land tract (through DP Canyon). These Los Alamos Canyon 
wetlands consist of lengthy but disjointed segments with non-wetland vegetation or rock areas intermixed. 
These linear wetland features range in width from one to several feet (<1m to-3m) and individual segments 
of vegetation may be sparse, consisting of only a few plants, or moderately dense. A "riverine" element, or 
"R4SBA," has been identified by the NWI, where R-riverine is associated with a river or stream course, 
wetland not dominated by trees, shrubs, etc., 4-intermittent is flowing only part of each annual cycle, SB
streambed is located in a streambed, and A-temporarily flooded is surface or subsurface water and is present 
some portion of the year. Vegetation in these stretches is dominated by willow. Other species that may occur 
include cottonwood, Rocky Mountain maple or box elder, and water birch. Species of wet grasses may also 
be present. 

"Palustrine" reaches of wetlands, or "PSS 1A," have also been identified by the NWI for this tract, where P
palustrine is all non-tidal wetlands dominated by trees and shrubs, SS-scrub-shrub is 1-broad-leaved 
deciduous plant species, and A-temporarily flooded. These wetlands are primarily riparian (stream 
associated) in nature, and the understory vegetation is dominated by cattails (Typha sp.) or sedges (Carex 
sp.) and rushes (Juncus sp.), generally occurring in the stream channel. Overstory species include 
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cottonwood and willow with other species such as Rocky Mountain maple or box elder present in some 
locations. 

These riparian wetlands function primarily as sediment traps and also provide valuable diversity of habitat 
for resident animals and migratory birds. Small quantities of water, sufficient for requirements of resident or 
migratory species may be present during dry portions of the year, depending upon precipitation, evaporation 
and other natural processes. Hydrology for these wetlands is surface water and potentially subsurface alluvial 
flow from the stream in Los Alamos Canyon. A total of32,369 ft (13,100 m) ofRS4BA and PSS1A 
wetlands are present in Los Alamos Canyon between the Otowi Bridge and New Mexico State Route 4. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts or effects on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the DOE LAAO land 
tract. No potential for loss oflife or property have been identified with respect to floodplains in this tract. 

Primary indirect impacts (on tract lands) to floodplains or wetlands resulting from future development of the 
DOE LAAO land tract for commercial or industrial use have not been identified. No on tract floodplain or 
wetland values would be impacted by commercial development on the DOE LAAO land tract. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the DOE LAAO land tract 
for commercial or industrial use could result in minimum impacts to floodplain and wetland values in canyon 
bottoms not associated with the subject tract. Off tract floodplain values potentially impacted by commercial 
development in the DOE LAAO land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of 
sediments, and stream channel migration. 

Wetland values are described in the first paragraph of Section 2. 0 of this assessment. Off tract wetland 
values potentially impacted by commercial development in the DOE LAAO land tract include alteration of 
downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention time changes, and loss of 
experiential or educational opportunities. These minor secondary indirect impacts are anticipated to come 
from both changes in timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased 
impermeable surfaces within the tract. Mitigation could be installed to eliniinate or minimize these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations of the NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3, 600 ft3 (1 00 m3

) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for 
common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following construction, 
stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and requirements. 

2.3 Site 22 Tract 

The Site 22land tract consists of a location west of Trinity Drive and surrounded by commercial 
development (Figure 6) that totals less than 0.25 ac (0.10 ha) in the center of the Los Alamos townsite on the 
Los Alamos mesa top. Site 22 is immediately adjacent to Los Alamos Canyon and behind commercial 
developments on Trinity Drive. No floodplains or wetlands are associated with this land tract. Commercial 
use is the bounding use for this analysis. 
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2.4 Manhattan Monument Tract 

The Manhattan Monument (Figure 6) consists of a small timber and roof building in the center of the Los 
Alamos commercial district. A plaque is displayed. Total area ofthis site is less than 0.25 ac (0.10 ha). No 
floodplains or wetlands are associated with this land tract. Future use is expected to remain unchanged. 

2.5 DP Road Tract 

2.5.1 Description 

The DP Road tract consists of approximately 50 ac (20 ha) of generally undeveloped lands on the eastern 
edge of the Los Alamos townsite (Figure 7). The DP Road segments, north, south and west, are west of the 
TA-21 Tract and adjacent to it. The south DP Road area is adjacent to Los Alamos Canyon. A portion of the 
extreme upper end ofDP Canyon may be included in the DP Road land tract. 

The land proposed for conveyance or transfer is on the mesa top above Los Alamos Canyon on the south and 
DP Canyon on the north at elevations of approximately 7,200 ft (2,195 m). This tract is bisected by DP Road 
which terminates at a LANL complex (TA-21) at the end of South Mesa. 

2.5.2 Proposed Use 

DP Road tract has been identified as an area for commercial and industrial use. DP Road South has been 
identified for possible residential use. The bounding use for the tract is commercial/industrial. The bounding 
use assumes all land area with less than a 20 percent slope will be incorporated in that use, ifthe use is 
commercial, industrial, or residential. Uses for cultural preservation or natural areas assume no development 
will occur. 

2.5.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

At this time, no floodplains have been identified on the DP Road land tract. 

Tract Wetlands 

A review of the USFWS NWI revealed no wetlands in the DP Road land tract. An on-site evaluation 
performed during the 1998 field season confirmed that there are no wetlands within the tract boundaries. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Wetlands are present in Los Alamos Canyon which adjoins the DP Road land tract. These wetland features 
are presented in Section 2.2.3 ''Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands" for the DOE LAAO land tract. 
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Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts or effects on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the DP Road land tract. 
No potential for loss of life or property have been identified with respect to floodplains in this tract. 

No floodplains or wetlands are present on the DP Road land tract. No primary indirect impacts (on tract 
lands) resulting from future development of the DP Road land tract for commercial or industrial would occur. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the DP Road land tract for 
commercial or industrial use could result in minimum effects to floodplain and wetland resources in canyon 
bottoms not associated with the subject tract. Off tract floodplain values potentially impacted by commercial 
development in the DP Road land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of 
sediments, and stream channel migration. Wetland values are described in the first paragraph of Section 2.0 
of this assessment. Offtract wetland values potentially impacted by commercial development in the DP Road 
land tract include alteration of downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment 
retention time changes, and loss of experiential or educational opportunities. These secondary indirect effects 
are anticipated to come from both changes in timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff 
from increased impermeable surfaces within the tract. Mitigations could be installed to eliminate or minimize 
these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3,600 ft3 (100m

3
) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for 

common drainage areas serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following 
construction, stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and 
requirements. 

2.6 TA-21 Tract 

2.6.1 Description 

Technical Area (TA) 21 (Figure 7) consists of approximately 260 ac (105 ha) ofland on the eastern edge of 
the Los Alamos townsite. TA-21 tract is located primarily on a mesa top above Los Alamos Canyon on the 
south and DP Canyon on the north at elevations of approximately 7,200 ft (2,195 m). A portion ofthe DP 
Canyon is included in the TA-21land tract. TA-21 is among the oldest technical areas at LANL. It is the site 
of the former radioactive materials (plutonium) processing facility. 

2.6.2 Proposed Use 

The TA-21land tract has been identified for commercial and industrial use. Commercial or industrial use 
constitutes the bounding use. The bounding use assumes all land area with less than a 20 percent slope will 
be incorporated in that use. 
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2.6.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Of!Scription and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

The TA-211and tract mesa top lands include no floodplain areas. Boundary lines for the TA-21land tract 
extend to the canyon bottoms in Los Alam:>s Canyon and DP Canyon where floodplains exist. Land tract 
boundaries presented in Figure 7 indicate that a portion of the upper end ofDP Canyon is included in theTA-
2lland tract. This DP Canyon floodplain lllas not been evaluated for size or extent. 

Tract Wetlands 

TA-21 has two types of wetlands present within its boundaries. A review of the USFWS NWI and wetland 
mapping data ofLANL indicated the prescmce of wetlands in TA-21. At some time in the past, industrial 
outfalls resulted in the creation of these small, mesa top (<1 ac [<0.4 ha]) wetlands. These industrial outfalls 
have since been decommissioned and close:d. Eventually, these associated wetlands will be depleted and 
disappear. Additionally, a small section of non-delineated riverine wetland and wetland dominated by willows 
exists in the bottom ofDP Canyon, near the upper end of the canyon. The apparent water source for this 
wetland is surface runoff from the top and sides ofthe canyon. This wetland is in the floodplain for DP 
Canyon. This wetland is located between the Airport land tract on the north and the TA-21land tract on the 
south. Final surveys for land tract boundaries may result in this wetland being incorporated in one or the 
other of these tracts. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Wetlands are present in Los Alamos Canyon which adjoins the TA-21land tract. These wetland features are 
presented in Section 2.2.3 ''Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands" for the DOE LAAO land tract. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts or effects on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the TA-21 land tract. 
No potential for loss of life or property ha.ve been identified with respect to floodplains in this tract. 

Primary indirect impacts (on tract lands) resulting from future development ofthe TA-21land tract for 
commercial or industrial use could result in complete or partial loss ofwetlands and their associated values as 
a direct result of construction activities (n::moval or wetland areas or impact from vehicle activity) or by 
indirect effects (such as runoff). 

Wetland values are described in the first paragraph of Section 2.0 of this assessment. Wetland values 
potentially impacted by commercial or industrial development in the TA-2lland tract include food 
production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention, water quality improvement, and experiential or 
education. Mitigations could be installed to eliminate or minimize these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (offtract landls) resulting from future development of the TA-21land tract for 
commercial or industrial use could result in slight impacts to floodplain and wetland resources in canyon 
bottoms not associated with the subject tract. These secondary indirect impacts are anticipated to come from 
both changes in timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased impermeable 
surfaces within the tract. Mitigation could be installed to minimize or eliminate these impacts. Off tract 
floodplain values potentially impacted by commercial development in the TA-21land tract include alteration 
of flood flow retention times, redistribution of sediments, and stream channel migration. Off tract wetland 
values potentially impacted by commercial development in the TA-2lland tract include alteration of 
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downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention time changes, and loss of 
experiential or educational opportunities. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3,600 ft3 

(1 00 m3
) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for a 

common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). 
Following construction, stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions 
and requirements. 

2.7 Airport Tract 

2.7.1 Description 

The Los Alamos Airport tract consists of approximately 205 ac (83 ha) located east of the Los Alamos 
townsite (Figure 7). The Airport Tract is immediately adjacent to New Mexico State Route 502 (East Road) 
near the old "East Gate" location. 

The Airport tract occupies the mesa top above Pueblo Canyon on the south and Bayo Canyon on the north. 
To the south approximately 0.4 km (0.25 mi), is Los Alamos Canyon. Single-family residential development 
borders the western side of this tract and commercial development and East Gate Park are to the east on New 
Mexico State Route 502. Airport features include a single runway, taxi-ways, a terminal building, private 
hangars, parking and other associated facilities. All utilities are available: water, sewer, gas, and electric. 
Commercial air transportation has been present at this site since 1948. Prior to use as an airport, the area was 
used as a landfill. Other areas of the tract are currently undeveloped. 

2. 7.2 Proposed Use 

The Airport tract has been identified as an area for commercial use or commercial and industrial use. The 
bounding use assumes all land area with less than a 20 percent slope will be incorporated in that use, ifthe 
use is commercial, industrial, or residential. Uses for cultural preservation or natural areas assume no 
development will occur. 

2.7.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

The Airport land tract contains primarily mesa top lands and includes no floodplains on the mesa top. Land 
tract boundaries presented in Figure 7 indicate that a portion of the upper end ofDP Canyon is included in 
the Airport land tract. This DP Canyon floodplain has not been evaluated for size or extent. 

Tract Wetlands 

The Airport land tract has no USFWS NWI wetlands. However, a small willow-dominated wetland exists in 
the bottom ofDP Canyon near the top of the drainage. With the designated tract boundaries, portions of this 
wetland exist in both the Airport tract and the TA-21 tract. This wetland and potential impacts to wetland 
values are discussed in Section 2.6, TA-21 Land Tract. 
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Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Adjoining the Airport land tract is Pueblo Canyon (Figures 3 and 8) where stretches of riverine (R4SBA) and 
palustrine (PEMlA) wetlands are identified by the USFWS NWI. These wetlands are discussed in the TA-74 
Land Tract, Section 2.9.3. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the Airport land tract. No 
potential for loss of life or property has bec::n identified with respect to floodplains in the tract. 

Primary indirect impacts (on tract lands) n:sulting from future development of the Airport land tract for 
commercial or industrial use could result in complete or partial or complete loss of wetlands and their 
associated values as a direct result of construction activities (removal or wetland areas or impact from vehicle 
activity) or by indirect effects (such as runofl). 

These losses of floodplain and wetland values are discussed in the TA-74 and TA-21 sections. Mitigations 
could be installed to eliminate or minimize these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the Airport land tract for 
commercial or industrial use could result in minor impacts to floodplain and wetland resources in canyon 
bottoms not associated with the subject tf3J:;t. These secondary indirect impacts are anticipated to come from 
both changes in timing of stormwater runo:ff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased impermeable 
surfaces within the tract. Mitigations could! be installed to minimize or mitigate these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate <:onsiderations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3,600 ft? (100m3

) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for a 
common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following construction, 
stormwater runoff from developed sites would be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and requirements. 

2.8 White Rock "Y" Tract 

2.8.1 Description 

The White Rock "Y" tract (Figure 8) consists of approximately 540 ac (219 ha) of undeveloped land. It is 
adjacent to New Mexico State Route 4 and a portion of Bandelier National Monument. It is located at the 
extreme southern end ofLANL property. ]be White Rock ''Y" tract area is adjacent to Los Alamos Canyon 
to the east, and Mortandad, and Sandia canyons to the west. 
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2.8.2 Proposed Use 

The White Rock ''Y" tract has been identified for cultural preservation use or as an area for natural areas, 
transportation, and utility use. The boundilllg land use is natural areas, transportation, and utility use for the 
purposes of this analysis. The bounding ust~ for the White Rock ''Y'' land tract includes no development. 

2.8.3 Floodplains and Wetlands DEtscription and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

Los Alamos Canyon and its perennial stream and floodplain cross the White Rock ''Y" land tract. 
Additionally, the ephemeral Sandia Canyon stream and portions of its floodplain are present in the White 
Rock ''Y" land tract. 

Tract Wetlands 

Wetlands in the White Rock ''Y" land tract consist primarily of severely disjointed segments separated by 
non-wetland vegetation and exposed rock. 'These linear wetlands range in width from a few feet to perhaps 10 
ft (3 rn). Individual segments of wetland plant species range from sparse to moderately dense. White Rock 
''Y" wetlands are categorized by the NWI process as riverine (R4SBA) in "line feature" format. A total of 
approximately 19,373 ft (5,905 m) ofthis •category of wetlands exists the White Rock ''Y" land tract. These 
wetlands are primarily riparian (stream associated) in nature and the vegetation is dominated by willow. 
These riparian wetlands function primarily as sediment traps and also provide valuable diversity of habitat 
for resident animals and migratory birds. Small quantities of water, sufficient for requirements of resident or 
migratory species may be present during dJry portions of the year, depending upon precipitation, evaporation, 
and other natural processes. Methods used to identify these areas may not be consistent with the wetland 
delineation process in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Wetlands are present in both Sandia Canyon, to the west of the White Rock ''Y" land tract and upstream in 
Los Alamos Canyon. As these wetlands are upstream of the White Rock ''Y'' land tract, no impacts to these 
resources are anticipated as a result of conveyance and transfer activities. Wetlands present in Los Alamos 
Canyon are described in Section 2.2.3 addressing the DOE LAAO land tract. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the White Rock ''Y'' tract. No 
potential for loss of life or property has been identified with respect to floodplain in the tract. Floodplain 
values in the White Rock ''Y" have been impacted by previous actions such as highway and utility corridors. 
Any additional construction actions taken in this floodplain could further erode floodplain values. 
Development actions taken in the White Rock ''Y'' floodplain for transportation and utility use could result in 
loss of floodplain values from land disturbance. These impacts would be expected to be minor and short term. 
Mitigations could be installed to eliminate or minimize these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the White Rock ''Y'' tract 
for installation of utilities or roadways could result in impacts to floodplains and wetland resources in 
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canyon bottoms not associated with the subject tract. These minor secondary indirect impacts are anticipated 
to come from both changes in timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased 
impermeable surfaces within the tract. Floodplain values potentially impacted by future utility development in 
the White Rock "Y" land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of sediments, 
and stream channel migration. Wetland values potentially impacted by future utility development in the White 
Rock ''Y" land tract include alteration of downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, 
sediment retention time changes, and loss of experiential or educational opportunities. Mitigations could be 
installed to eliminate or minimize these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3, 600 ft? (100m3

) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for a 
common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following construction, 
stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and requirements. 

2.9 TA-74 Tract 

2.9.1 Description 

The TA-74 tract (Figure 8) is approximately 2,715 ac (1,099 ha) north and east of the Los Alamos townsite 
partially within Bayo/Pueblo Canyon confluence and extends into remote locations. TA-74 is adjacent to New 
Mexico State Route 4. It is mostly undeveloped and covered with natural vegetation, including ponderosa 
pines and shrubs. 

2.9.2 Proposed Use 

The TA-74 tract has been identified for cultural preservation or natural areas and utility use. For the 
purposes of this analysis, the natural area and utility use is the bounding use. 

2.9.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

Floodplains exist for both Bayo and Pueblo Canyons in the TA-74 tract. McLin (1992) reports a floodplain 
in the northeast portion of the TA-74 tract in addition to the centrally located floodplain below the Los 
Alamos County Waste Water Treatment Facility. 

Tract Wetlands 

Extensive stretches ofNWI riverine and palustrine wetlands are a dominant visual feature ofthe TA-74 area, 
occupying up to 30 percent of the canyon bottom. This finding was confirmed by field observation in the 
1998 field season. The riverine element of these wetlands has vegetation dominated by willow. Other species 
that may occur include cottonwood, Rocky Mountain maple or box elder, and water birch. Species of wet 
grasses may also be present. 
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More extensive global positioning system mapping of the wetlands in TA-74 has been completed. 
Approximately 10.7 ac (4.3 ha) of wetlands were identified within the TA-74 tract. Plant species in the 
wetland understory confirmed during this process included those noted in Table 4, including wetland indicator 
status for each species. It is important to note that the hydrology supporting this wetland receives a major 
contribution from the Los Alamos County "Waste Water Treatment Facility located off the tract at the base of 
the mesa separating Bayo and Pueblo canyons (Figure 8). Palustrine (PSS 1A) wetlands are present. As 
described in Section 2.2.3, these wetlands are dominated by wetland grasses and rushes with small areas of 
cattails present. 

These riparian wetlands function primarily as sediment traps and also provide valuable diversity of habitat 
for resident animals and migratory birds. Small quantities of water, sufficient for requirements of resident or 
migratory species may be present during dlry portions of the year, depending upon precipitation, evaporation, 
and other natural processes A total of approximately 13,518 ft (4,120 m) of this category of wetlands exists 
in the T A-7 4 land tract. Methods used to identify these areas may not be consistent with the wetland 
delineation process in the 1987 Corps ofEngineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. 

Table 41
• Understory Plant Species Confirmed in the TA-74 Wetland 

AGAL (AGG12) Agrostis alba auct.non L. Argostis 
gigantea Roth 

ECCU Echinochioa cus-galli (L.) Beauv. 

JUIN (JUIN2) Juncus interior Wieg. 

RUCR 

URTI (URDIG) 

TYLA 

XAST 

1. Species list composed during the 1998 field season. 

2. Wetland Plant Indicator Status (Reed, 1988) 

redtop Occasional 

barnyard grass Predominant 
vegetation 

inland rush Occasional 

curlyleaf dock Abundant 

stinging nettle Abundant 

cattail Rare 

cocklebur Rare 

FAC = Facultative plants are equally likely to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands. 
ECO = Economic 
FACU = Facultative upland plants usually occur in nonwetlands. 
NW = Non-weedy 
COL = Colonizing 
FACW = Facultative wetland plants usually occur in wetlands. 
OBL = Obligate wetland plants occur almost always in wetlands. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

No wetlands have been identified in land tracts nearby the TA-7 4 land tract. 

Summary of Impacts 

FacW+ 

FacW 

FacW 

FacW 

FacW 

Obligate 

Fac +to Fac-

Direct impacts or effects on floodplain or wetland values have not been identified for the TA-74land tract. 
No potential forms of life on property has been identified with respect to floodplains on the tract. 
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Primary indirect impacts (on tract lands) resulting from future development of this tract for utility use could 
result in partial or complete loss of wetlands and their associated values as a direct result of construction 
activities (removal of wetland areas or impact from vehicle activity) or by indirect effects (such as runoff). 

Development in this tract could result in a potential for loss of property if within the floodplain area. Actions 
taken in the TA-74 wetlands could adversely impact survival, quality, and natural and beneficial values of the 
wetlands. Wetland values are described in the first paragraph of Section 2.0 of this assessment. Wetland 
values potentially impacted by future utility development in the TA-74land tract include food production, 
nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention, water quality improvement, and experiential or education use. 
Mitigations could be installed to minimize or eliminate these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (offtract lands) resulting from future development ofthe TA-74land tract for 
utility use could result in minor impacts to floodplain and wetland values in canyon bottoms not associated 
with the subject tract. These minor secondary indirect impacts are anticipated to come from both changes in 
timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased impermeable surfaces within 
the tract, and from increases in sewage treatment eftluents. Floodplain values potentially impacted by future 
utility development in the TA -7 4 land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of 
sediments, and stream channel migration. Wetland values potentially impacted by future utility development 
in the TA-74 land tract include alteration of downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, 
sediment retention time changes, and loss of experiential or educational opportunities. Mitigations could be 
installed to minimize or eliminate these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3,600 :te (1 00 m3

) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for a 
common drainage area serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following 
construction, stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and 
requirements; sewage plant eftluents would similarly require permitting, as appropriate. 

2.10 White Rock Tract 

2.1 0.1 Description 

The White Rock tract consists of approximately 100 ac ( 40 ha) of undeveloped lands immediately adjacent to 
New Mexico State Route 4. State Route 4 separates the tract from the City ofWhite Rock (Figure 9). It 
borders a portion of the San Ildefonso Indian Reservation Sacred Area. LANL's current low-level waste 
landfill facility (TA-54) is adjacent to this tract. Cedro Canyon to the east and Pajarito Canyon to the west 
are adjacent to this tract. Canada del Buey passes through this tract and continues into the town of White 
Rock. The floodplain in this area is conveyed under State Route 4 via a culvert. A water pump station is 
located near the eastern terminus of the tract and the Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce operates a small 
visitor center on the south side adjacent to New Mexico State Route 4. 

2.1 0.2 Proposed Use 

The White Rock tract has been identified for cultural preservation and commercial development or 
commercial and residential use. The use of the tract for commercial and residential use is the bounding 
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use for this analysis. The bounding use assumes all land area with less than a 20 percent slope will be 
incorporated in that use, if the use is commercial, industrial, or residential. Uses for cultural preservation or 
natural areas assume no development will occur. 

2.1 0.3 Floodplains and Wetlands Description and Impacts from Proposed Conveyance and 
Transfer Action 

Floodplains 

Canada del Buey and its associated floodplain pass through the White Rock land tract. Potential for effects 
on off-tract resources and values exists. McLin (1998) modeled stormwater flows for the White Rock tract. 
Values for existing conditions (no human-made impervious surfaces) and for several potential impervious 
surface levels (percentages of the tract) are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5. Surface Water Flow from White Rock Land Tract Assuming Various Levels of 
Impervious Surface. 

24-hr runoff volume 
(ac-ft) 

Tract Wetlands 

26/0.7 

1.98 

3511.0 45/1.3 

3.97 5.95 

74/2.1 94/2.7 123/3.5 

7.93 9.92 11.90 

Wetlands segments in the White Rock land tract consist primarily of extremely disjointed segments separated 
by expanses of non-wetland vegetation and exposed rock. These linear wetlands range in width from a few 
feet to perhaps 10ft (3m). Individual segments of wetland plant species range from sparse to moderately 
dense. These riparian wetlands function primarily as sediment traps and also provide valuable diversity of 
habitat for resident animals and migratory birds. Small quantities of water, sufficient for requirements of 
resident or migratory species may be present during dry portions of the year, depending upon precipitation, 
evaporation, and other natural processes Wetlands _identified from the USFWS NWI were in "line feature" 
format and categorized as riverine (R4SBA). A total of approximately 957ft (292m) of this category of 
wetlands exist in the White Rock tract. Methods used to identify these areas may not be consistent with the 
wetland delineation process in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. 

Nearby or Adjoining Wetlands 

Pajarito Canyon, located south and west of the tract, contains wetlands within the stream channel (Figure 9). 
These adjoining wetlands should not be subjected to direct or indirect impacts as a result of development 
activities in the White Rock land tract due to their upstream location and associated spatial separation from 
the tract.. 

Summary of Impacts 

Direct impacts on floodplain and wetland resources have not been identified for the White Rock tract. No 
potential for loss of life or property have been identified with respect to floodplain in this tract. 
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Primary indirect impacts (on tract) resulting from commercial development in the White Rock land tract 
could eliminate floodplain values in the ponion of the floodplain within the tract. Development on this site 
may require changes to the culvert under State Route 4 that conveys the Canada del Buey floodplain under 
the highway. A potential exists for adverse 1effects on lives and property subsequent to development of this 
land tract. Mitigations could be installed to eliminate these impacts. 

Secondary indirect impacts (off tract lands) resulting from future development of the White Rock land tract 
for commercial use could result in impacts to floodplain and wetland resources in canyon bottoms not 
associated with the conveyance and transfer tracts. These secondary indirect impacts are anticipated to come 
from both changes in timing of stormwater runoff and increases in stormwater runoff from increased 
impermeable surfaces within the tract. Floodplain values potentially impacted by commercial development in 
the White Rock land tract include alteration of flood flow retention times, redistribution of sediments, and 
stream channel migration. Wetland values potentially impacted by development in the White Rock land tract 
include alteration of downstream wetland food production, nesting or resting habitat, sediment retention time 
changes, and loss of experiential or educational opportunities. Mitigations could be installed to minimize or 
eliminate these impacts. 

At a minimum, best management practices for runoff control, such as silt barriers and stormwater retention 
ponds, should be in place to mitigate runoff effects during construction or development efforts. These best 
management practices should incorporate considerations ofthe NPDES permit program and EPA 
requirements for a SWPP Plan on projects where more than 5 ac (2 ha) will be disturbed. A stormwater 
retention pond providing 3,600 ft3 

(100m
3

) of storage capacity is the EPA standard for NPDES permits for a 
common drainage serving an area with 10 or more disturbed acres (4 ha or more). Following construction, 
stormwater runoff from developed sites may be subject to NPDES permit restrictions and requirements. 

3.0 Mitigations to the Propclsed Conveyance and Transfer Action 

Floodplains are present in six of the ten trac;ts proposed for conveyance or transfer: Rendija Canyon, TA-21, 
Airport, White Rock ''Y," TA-74, and White Rock land tracts. Impacts to floodplains are not expected for 
proposed uses such as cultural preservation or natural areas which do not involve significant development. 
Mitigation actions associated with activities in floodplains could be evaluated against requirements of the Los 
Alamos Code Ordinance NO. 85-70 "An Ordinance Repealing Chapter 15.16 ofthe Los Alamos County 
Code Adopting a New Chapter 17.70 Pertaining to Flood Damage Prevention." This statute addresses 
development in floodplains on County lands. Similar county code ordinances are applicable to land within 
Santa Fe County. Mitigation to impacts associated"with commercial, industrial, and residential development 
will require on-site efforts during and after development. These mitigation actions may include avoiding 
construction in all areas of floodplains or developing buffer areas around floodplains. Specific terms in the 
conveyance and transfer documents could establish the legal requirements for these mitigation actions. 

Wetlands are present in Rendija Canyon, TA-21, Airport, White Rock ''Y," TA-74, and White Rock land 
tracts. Potential wetland impacts could be e:valuated against requirements of the Clean Water Act 404 permit 
process, implementation of SWPP measur1~s and NPDES permitting requirements. 

Impacts to off-site resources could be mitigated by appropriate management of stormwater runoff during 
construction and operation of new facilities or activities. These mitigation actions could include elimination of 
construction activities in wetland areas or e:stablishing buffer areas around wetlands to reduce or eliminate 
impacts. Specific terms in the conveyance <md transfer documents could establish the legal requirements for 
these mitigation actions. 
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APPENDIX E CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 

This appendix contains detailed information on the cultural resources that may be 
impacted by the conveyance or transfer of these tracts and the contemplated land 
uses. It provides a discussion of the studies that have been conducted to identify 
cultural resources, a description of the recorded cultural resources on each tract, 
background information on cultural resource types, an overview of the past and 
continued human use of the area, and a discussion of the traditional cultural 
property {TCP) consultation process. 
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E.1 Introduction 
This appendix provides additional information used in assessing the potential impacts to cultural 

resources occurring as a result of the transfer or conveyance ofland parcels at LANL. It provides 
background on cultural resource studies that have been conducted in the LANL area and the 
methods used to identify cultural resources. A more detailed cultural chronology is provided to 
supplement the discussion in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.8 of the CT EIS. This chronology, in table 
form, summarizes the long history of human use of the LANL area. In addition, the types of 
resources that have been recorded in the n::gion of influence (ROI) are described in greater detail. 

E.2 Previous Cultural Resource Studies 
Cultural resource studies of the LANL area include prehistoric resource studies, historic 

resource studies, and studies of TCPs. Prehistoric resource studies include reconnaissance, survey, 
and excavation of archaeological resource:s. Historic resource studies also include inventories of 
archaeological resources, as well as research into buildings and structures that are associated with 
historic people or events or are architecturally important. TCP studies include research and 
consultation to identify places of ongoing traditional use or of cultural or religious significance to 
contemporary groups. A more detailed review of previous studies is presented in Appendix E of the 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 

A number of previous cultural resource inventories have been conducted at LANL that include 
all or portions of the tracts considered for conveyance or transfer. Most of these studies have been 
conducted in the past 10 years in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHP A) for specific undertakings related to construction, decontamination and 
demolition, environmental studies, and environmental restoration. To provide information for the 
CT EIS, all 10 proposed tracts have now been completely inventoried for prehistoric and historic 
resources. 

As part of the LANL SWEIS study, a TCP study was conducted that involved consultations 
with 19 Native American tribes and two Hispanic communities to identify cultural resources in the 
LANL region important to them. Contacts were made initially with 23 Native American tribes; 
however, four chose not to participate in the consultations. All ofthe consulting groups stated that 
they had at least some TCPs present on or near LANL; however, specific locations were not 
identified. Legal counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo has indicated that TCPs are present on four of the 
tracts. Consultation with potentially inten:sted tribes is not included in the results of this CT EIS. 
However, extensive consultations will be completed prior to conveyance and transfer of any 
proposed tracts (see Chapters 16 and 17). 

E.3 Research Methods: Identification of Cultural Resources 

E.3. 1 Prehistoric and Historic Resc)urces 

Information for this CT EIS regarding known prehistoric and historic resources on tracts 
considered for transfer or conveyance wa:; obtained from several sources. The principal source of 
information was the LANL Cultural Resource Management Team (CRMT), which maintains 
comprehensive hardcopy records and elec:tronic databases of cultural resources located on LANL 
lands. Results of CRMT surveys of the tracts were reviewed and utilized for impact analyses 
(DOE 1998d). 
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E.3.2 Traditional Cultural Properties 
The LANL CRMT also was able to provide some information on TCPs located within or near 

the 10 land tracts. This information was obtained by them during previous environmental studies 
through consultations with nearby tribes. Records of the LANL SWEIS ethnographic research and 
consultations were reviewed for this CT EIS to determine any previously recorded concerns for 
TCPs located in or near the land tracts. 

As stated earlier, consultations with Native American tribes were not completed for the CT EIS; 
however, consultations will be completed prior to conveyance and transfer of any proposed tracts 
(see Chapters 16 and 17). These consultations will be conducted to identify the presence and 
locations ofTCPs within the ROI, to assess potential direct and indirect impacts to these TCPs, and 
to provide recommendations for avoiding or mitigating any potential adverse impacts. As with the 
LANL SWEIS, 23 tribes are identified for consultation. These tribes included: 

• Hopi Tribe • Pueblo of Sandia 

• Jicarilla Apache Tribe • Pueblo of San Felipe 

• Mescalero Apache Tribe • Pueblo of San Ildefonso 

• Navajo Nation • Pueblo of San Juan 

• Pueblo of Acoma • Pueblo of Santa Ana 

• Pueblo of Cochiti • Pueblo of Santa Clara 

• Pueblo of Isleta • Pueblo of Santo Domingo 

• Pueblo of Jemez • Pueblo of Taos 

• Pueblo ofLaguna • Pueblo ofTesuque 

• Pueblo ofNambe • Pueblo of Zia 

• Pueblo ofPicuris • Pueblo of Zuni 

• Pueblo ofPojoaque 

The consultation process involves one to three stages, dependent upon the response of the 
individual tribes. 

E.3.2.1 Stage 1: Initial Consultation with Potentially Interested Tribes 

This stage has been completed. It involves identifying the appropriate contact, usually the 
director of the tribal environmental or cultural resources department, at each of the 23 tribes. Two 
letters have been sent to this contact, as well as to the governor/chairman/president of each tribe. 
The letters describe the CT EIS and the effort underway to identify TCPs, asks if the tribe has 
concerns for TCPs in the 10 land tracts, and offers to provide the tribe with a project briefing and a 
tour of the land tracts at their convenience. 

E.3.2.2 Stage 2: Continued Consultation with Interested Tribes 

Consultation will continue with those tribes who express a concern for TCPs potentially located 
within the 10 land tracts. Each interested tribe will design the culturally appropriate methods used to 
continue the consultation with them. These methods will include review of archaeological and 
environmental information pertaining to the 10 land tracts; field visits to the land tracts; and 
interviews and meetings with tribal representatives, leaders, knowledgeable individuals, and 
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resource specialists. Efforts will be made to locate and identify TCPs, document concerns for 
potential impacts to these resources, and document suggestions for measures to mitigate any 
potential adverse impacts. Some tribes may conduct interviews with tribal members themselves or 
prepare reports of their findings for submission to the DOE. All information received from the 
tribes will be protected with strict confidentiality. Official procedures to protect the information will 
be developed and followed throughout the consultation process. 

E.3.2.3 Stage 3: Review of Consultation Results 
Upon completion of consultation with each tribe, the tribe will be given the opportunity to 

review the results of the consultation. This review process will be limited to only the reference 
materials pertaining to that particular tribe. Review comments will be addressed and the results 
revised to reflect relevant comments. 

E.4 Cultural Overview 
Archaeological investigations in the vicinity ofLANL indicate human use of the area for 

thousands of years. A variety of chronological schemes have been proposed as a framework to 
discuss the cultural history ofthe region. 1n 1954, Fred Wendorf defined five major periods for the 
northern Rio Grande Valley: Preceramic, Developmental, Coalition, Classic, and Historic. These 
period classifications, with some modifications, are still in use. The Preceramic period has been 
subdivided into Paleo-Indian and Archaic, based upon changes in settlement patterns and 
subsistence over time as reflected by mate:rial culture. The Historic period includes both Native 
American sites where people abandoned their homelands and changed their ways of life in response 
to Euro-American and other influences, and sites that reflect the European and American settlement 
of the Rio Grande Valley. This chronology is summarized in Table E.4-1. The number of known 
sites assigned to each cultural period by tract is presented in Table E.4-2. A detailed description of 
the chronology and culture periods is available in Appendix E of the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). 
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Table E.4-1. Chronological Framework Used for the LANL Cultural ROI 

TIME DATES CHARACTERISTICS OF PERIOD LANL CULTURAL 
PERIOD RESOURCES 

Paleo-Indian 10,000 to Hunter/gatherers with an emphasis on large game; Occasional surface finds 
4000B.C. use of lance-shaped projectile points. of projectile points 

Archaic 4000 B.C. to Hunter/gatherers with more diverse subsistence Lithic scatters, rock 
A.D. 600 strategy; increased plant collection, smaller (dart) features. Possible buried 

projectile points, wide range of stone tools and sites. 
debris and hearths found on sites. Cave and rock 
shelters also used. 

Developmental A.D. 600to Increased sedentism and reliance on agriculture; Some pithouse, adobe 
1100 shift in dwelling size and complexity from pithouses and crude masonry 

to multiple rooms and adobe and masonry structures; structures close to the 
ceramics and milling tools common, smaller (arrow) Rio Grande in the 
points used. vicinity of Chaquihui 

Mesa and Lower Water 
Canyon. 

Coalition A.D. llOO Increased agricultural focus, larger communities- Increased site density. 
to 1325 typically 30 rooms but later sites larger with plazas, Most pueblo ruins 

increased use of adobe; refinement of ceramics. recorded at LANL date 
to this period. Sites are 
distributed widely, 
primarily on the mesa 
tops. 

Classic A.D. 1325 Increased agricultural focus with ditch irrigation Consolidation of 
to 1600 systems, multiple story masonry dwellings and populations at Navawi, 

associated one- or -two-room isolated structures. Otowi,Tsankawi,and 
Droughts during the Late Classic led to Tsirege (Tsirege and 
abandonment of many Pueblos. Otowi are located on 

DOE lands). 
Abandonment of 
settlements on the 
plateau by A.D.l600. 

Spanish A.D. 1600 Population loss among Native groups; Spanish and Seasonal use probable, 
Colonial to 1849 (later) Mexican rule; Pueblo groups given land but not documented. 

grants. Spanish and American goods traded in. 

Early U.S. A.D. 1849 U.S. takes control, railroad arrives, increase in Structural remains, 
Territorial/ to 1942 population and in mining, homesteading, and agricultural and 
Statehood ranching activities. ranching features. 

Nuclear Energy A.D. 1943 Los Alamos Science Laboratory established for Historic structures. 
to Present research and development of nuclear weaponry 

during WW II; continuing through the Cold War. 
Considerable new construction and population 
increase in Los Alamos area. 
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Table E.4-2. Cultural Site:s Dating to the Cultural Periods By Tract 

C:UL TURAL PERIODS 

C.) 
'i: c;; C.) 

c;; 0 a >. 'i: 
c - '2 c;; C) 0 - Cl) ca c :2 0 ·c , ... -=s C.) CD c C.) 0 0 0 CD .!! 0 CD c 
c ·ca E E ·u; ... 0 ~0 w J: 

Land Tract "'i" .c Q. Cl) ll.. '-.C c TOTAL 'iii ._ CD ... 
0 ~ 0 ca c .c CD- ca ~ CD <C "i 0 0 ~ 

Cl) l-ea CD 0 c;; 0 '2 . -> 0 ~(I) C.) c 
ll.. CD c ca ::::1 ~ c ~ 

Q. :::l z c 
c (I) :::l 

:::l 

Rendija Canyon 2 7 23 18 3 2 55 

DOELAAO 2 2 

Miscellaneous 
0 

Site 22 

Miscellaneous 
Manhattan 1 1 
Monument 

DPRoad 1 2 3 

Technical Area 21 I 1 1 1 40 1 44 

Airport 1 2 3 6 

White RockY 1 5 21 15 9 3 1 1 56 

Technical Area 74 4 54 22 29 2 1 112 

White Rock 4 1 5 

TOTAL 1 12 0 90 60 57 0 9 51 4 284 

Note: Some cultural sites were used during multiple cultural periods. The totals show the number of cultural periods 
represented, not the number of sites. The numbt:r of sites by tract can be found in the individual tract discussions, 
Chapters 5 through 14 ofthis CTEIS. 
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E.5 Description of Resources in the Region of Influence 
This section describes the kinds of resources recorded in the tracts considered for transfer or 

conveyance. Certain resource types, such as buried archaeological sites or unidentified TCPs, are 
not likely to be identified during survey, so there is a potential for undiscovered resources on these 
tracts. 

E.5.1 Prehistoric Resources 
A total of 190 prehistoric archaeological sites have been recorded within the tracts considered 

for transfer. Preliminary eligibility evaluations have been made for all of these sites, with 140 sites 
evaluated as eligible for inclusion in the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). There are 32 
sites that are considered potentially eligible, and 18 have been evaluated as not eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP. Table E.5.1-1 summarizes the types of resources found on prehistoric 
sites located in each tract. These resource types are defined further in the following paragraphs. 

Table E.5.1-1. Prehistoric Archaeological Resources by Tract 

PREHISTORIC RESOURCE TYPES 

Cl) 
Cl) ur e 0 ur a e 0 ::c ocn Cl) Cl) 

::c ... - ::I G) Cl) 
G) .!en t:: llo.Q. c. 0 - :::a 

G) ::I -as G) a: as a> ns c -a> <( c ... - G)-::I u·-c. G)- Ot- UJ 
Land Tract c. .ens ~ c u..C UJa:: TOTAL >< Oa> .Q UJ> (,) !i G) -~ G) ~::I G) ~ns 0 ;e 'E (,) (,) c. c. uO a:: 'i cO:: as o -as as E E ~(!) 

... 0 ~a:: 0 1- (!) Cl) 
(i) 0 a:: as t:: 

0 :e <( 

Rendija Canyon 37 1 5 5 48 

DOELAAO 0 

Miscellaneous Site 22 0 

Miscellaneous 
0 

Manhattan Monument 

DPRoad 1 1 

Technical Area 21 1 1 2 

Airport 1 1 2 

White RockY 8 1 7 2 2 18 38 

Technical Area 74 51 4 11 2 1 3 8 4 17 101 

White Rock 4 2 1 7 

TOTAL 102 5 20 4 4 3 10 9 42 199 

Note: An archaeological site may have multiple types of resources present on it. The totals represent the number of resource types, not the 
number of sites. The number of sites by tract can be found in the individual tract discussions, Chapters 5 through 14 of the CT EIS. 
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E.5.1.1 Simple Pueblos 

One hundred two simple Pueblos were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or 
conveyance. Simple Pueblos include single-resident or small-scale multiple-resident units, 
associated features, and artifact scatters. 

E.5.1.2 Complex Pueblos 

Five complex Pueblos were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or conveyance. 
Complex Pueblos include multiple residential structures or units with public areas or structures such 
as plazas, towers, or kivas. 

E.5.1.3 Rock Shelters and Cavates 

Twenty rock shelters and cavates wen: identified on the tracts considered for transfer or 
conveyance. Rock shelters are naturally formed overhangs or indentations in a rockface that have 
been used for human shelter. Rock shelters may be modified with structural elements. Cavates are 
habitation rooms carved out of volcanic tuff or other soft material. 

E.5.1.4 Rock Art 

Four rock art sites were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or conveyance. Rock art 
includes petroglyphs, which are designs seratched, pecked, or scraped into a rock surface and 
pictographs, which are designs drawn in pigment on a rock surface. 

E.5.1.5 Water Control Features and Game Traps 

Four water control features and game traps were identified on the tracts considered for transfer 
or conveyance. Water control sites include small prehistoric features for the control or collection of 
water, such as irrigation ditches, cisterns, and retention dams. Game traps include a variety of 
features related to hunting by driving game over a cliff or into an enclosed area. 

E.5.1.6 Trails or Steps 

Three trails or stair-step resources were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or 
conveyance. Trails and steps show evidence of human use or modification for passage across the 
land or access to different levels. 

E.5.1. 7 Garden Plots 

Ten garden plots were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or conveyance. Garden 
plots are indicated by evidence of terracing or boundaries. 

E.5.1.8 Masonry Features and Rubble 

Nine masonry features or rubble sites were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or 
conveyance. Masonry features and rubble sites are poorly defined or undefined rock alignments or 
concentrations of material that may represent prehistoric structural or feature remains. 
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E.5.1.9 Artifact Scatters and Rock Rings 
Forty-two artifact scatters and rock rings were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or 

conveyance. Artifact scatters contain no formal habitation structures and include lithic debris from 
chipped stone manufacture or use, groundstone tools, or ceramic sherds. Rock ring sites contain 
simple rock rings, hearths, or concentrations of fire-cracked rock. 

E.5.2 Historic Resources 
A total of 64 historic sites have been recorded within the tracts considered for transfer or 

conveyance. Preliminary eligibility evaluations have been made for all, with 5 sites evaluated as 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. There are 55 sites that are considered potentially eligible, and 4 
have been evaluated as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. Table E.5.2-1 summarizes the 
types of resources found on historic sites located in each tract. These resources are described further 
in the following paragraphs. 

Table E.5.2-1. Historic Resources by Tract 

HISTORIC RESOURCE TYPES 

Homestead, 
Historic 

Historic LANL 

Land Tract Ranching, Artifact 
Historic Native Buildings, TOTAL 

Agriculture Scatters Trails American Structures, 
Features Resources Objects 

Rendija Canyon 2 1 2 5 

DOELAAO 2 2 

Miscellaneous Site 0 
22 
Miscellaneous 
Manhattan 1 1 
Monument 

DPRoad 2 2 

Technical Area 21 1 1 40 42 

Airport 3 3 

White RockY 3 1 1 5 

Technical Area 74 1 1 1 3 

White Rock 1 1 

TOTAL 7 0 4 2 51 64 

Note: A historic site may have multiple types of resources present. The totals represent the number of resource types, not the number of 
sites. The number of sites by tract can be found in the individual tract discussions, Chapters 5 through 14 of the CT EIS. 
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E.5.2.1 Homestead, Ranching, and Agricultural Features 
Seven homestead, ranching, and agricultural resources were identified on the tracts considered 

for transfer or conveyance. Homestead, ranching, and agricultural resources include historic era 
homestead and ranch structural remains and associated outbuildings, fences, roads, equipment, 
agricultural fields, and other features and refuse scatters. 

E.5.2.2 Artifact Scatters 
No historic artifact scatters were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or conveyance. 

Historic artifact scatters are sites that are not directly associated with ranches or homesteads that 
contain historic era refuse such as cans, bottles, or other objects. 

E.5.2.3 Historic Trails 
Four historic trails were identified on the tracts considered for transfer or conveyance. These 

trails often are still used for recreational purposes. 

E.5.2.4 Historic Native American Resources 
Two historic resources used by Nativf~ Americans were identified on the tracts considered for 

transfer or conveyance. Both of these resources are rock rings used in the construction of tip is or 
wickiups. 

E.5.2.5 Buildings, Structures, and Objects 
Fifty-one LANL buildings, structures,. and objects were identified on the tracts considered for 

transfer or conveyance. LANL buildings, structures, and objects may be architecturally distinctive 
or associated with historic events such as the Manhattan Project, World War II, the development of 
nuclear energy, and the Cold War. 

E.5.3 Traditional Cultural Properties 
A TCP is a place or object that is significant to a particular living community. This significance 

is "derived from the role the TCP plays in the community's historically rooted beliefs, customs, and 
practices" (Parker and King 1990). TCPs are associated with the cultural practices and beliefs that 
are based in a community's history or important in maintaining the cultural identity ofthe 
community. TCPs are used within social, spiritual, political, and economical contexts, and thus, are 
essential to the preservation and viability of a culture. TCPs are not limited to ethnic minority 
groups; rather, Americans of every ethnic origin have properties to which they ascribe traditional 
cultural value. In northern New Mexico, Hispanic culture and Native American groups in particular 
have maintained traditional communities, practices, beliefs, and subsistence patterns. 

Several general types of TCPs have been identified by Native American and Hispanic cultures 
in northern New Mexico. These traditional cultures have had many generations of interaction with 
each other and often have overlapping subsistence, artistic, and religious practices with unique 
cultural importance attached to similar kind of sites. TCPs located in and near LANL are divided 
into five general categories. Each of these: categories represents specific cultural and physical 
sensitivity and susceptibility to adverse impacts. A detailed description of the categories can be 
found in Appendix E of the LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999c). These categories include: 
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• Ceremonial and Archaeological Sites: Ceremonial and archaeological sites include Native 
American shrines, ancestral villages, petroglyphs, places where religious ceremonies are 
conducted, and Hispanic shrines and moradas. All prehistoric archaeological sites are also 
considered sacred according to certain Pueblo groups. 

• Natural Features: A variety of natural features in the landscape such as mountain peaks, 
lakes, springs, or distinctive rock formations are considered TCPs by traditional cultures in 
the LANL area. 

• Ethnobotanical Gathering Sites: Native Americans and traditional Hispanic communities 
use a variety of wild plants for food and medicine. Certain plants are also used in traditional 
ceremomes. 

• Artisan Material Gathering Sites: The gathering of various raw materials used in the 
production of artistic and utilitarian items is important in the continuation of traditional arts 
among Native American and Hispanic communities. These materials include a variety of 
dye plants and minerals; plant fibers for weaving; woods for carving, construction, and 
drummaking; and clay for adobe construction and pottery making. 

• Traditional Subsistence Features: Traditional subsistence features include community
maintained irrigation system ( acequias ), traditional trails, gathering and hunting areas, 
traditionally used fields, grazing areas, and firewood-gathering sites. Land grants by the 
Spanish and Mexican governments may be considered TCPs in that all of the parts (for 
example, individual holdings, commons, acequias, and village) are interrelated. 

During the LANL SWEIS TCP study, 19 of the 23 Native ·American groups and two Hispanic 
groups indicated the presence ofTCPs from all five categories within the LANL region. However, 
no specific locations or features were identified. The number of consultations indicating TCPs are 
summarized in Table E.5.3-l. No consultations were conducted for the CT EIS; however, 
consultations will be completed prior to conveyance and transfer of any of the proposed tracts. This 
decision was made based on the limited amount oftime to prepare the CT EIS and the DOE's 
concern to conduct a thorough consultation. The Pueblo of San Ildefonso has indicated, in general 
terms, that TCPs are present on the Rendija Canyon, White RockY, TA 74, and White Rock Tracts. 

Table E.5.3-1. Number of Consultations During the LANL SWEIS TCP Study 
Indicating TCPs on or near LANL Property 

CEREMONIAL 
ETHNO- ARTISAN AND NATURAL BOTANICAL MATERIAL 

SUBSISTENCE 
ARCHAEOLOGY FEATURES FEATURES 

SITES SITES SITES 

Number of 
15 14 10 7 8 Consultations 

Source: OOE 1999c 
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This appendix contains disclosure statements, pursuant to 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1506.5(c), provided by Tetra Tech, Inc., its subcontractors, and 
by DOE support contractors who prepared or reviewed the CT EIS. These 
disclosure statements specify that the contractors have no financial interest or other 
interest in the outcome of the project. 
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Contract No.: DE-AM04-97AL77612 
Task Order No.: DE-AT32-98AL78588 

OUALIFJCATION CRITERION N0.1 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PKEPARAUON OF THE 
ENYJRON1\1ENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR mE 

CQNYEXANCE AND TBANSFER OF CERTAIN LANQ TRACTS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND 

LOCATED AI LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 
LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES. NEW MEXICO 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1 506.5( c), which have been adopted 
by the Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require contractors who will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The term "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined for 
the purposes of this disclosure in Question 17 of the CEQ guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," ( 46 FR 18026 - 1803 8). 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "Any financial benefit 
such as promise of future construction or design work in the project, as welt as indirect 
benefits the contractor is aware of(e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by 
the firm's other clients)." 

In accordance with these requirements the offer and any proposed subcontractors hereby certifY as follows: 
(check either (a) or (b) and list financial or other interest if (b) is checked). 

(a) 

(b) 

[!] 

D 

Contractor has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

Offeror or any subcontractor have the following fmancial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to 
award of this contract. 

Financial or Other Interest 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Thomas E. Magette 
Name 

Yice fresident. Tetra Tech 
Title 

July 14. 1999 
Date 
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APPENDIX F CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

Contract No.: DE-AM04-97 AL 77612 
Task Order No.: DE-AT3l-98AL78588 

QUALIFICATION CRITERION NO.I 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND 

LOCATED AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LADORA TORY, 
WS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES. NEW MEXICO 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at40 CFR l506.5(c), which have been adopted 
by the Department of Energy (1 0 CFR I 021), require contractors who will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project The term "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined for 
the purposes of this disclosure in Question 17 ofthe CEQ guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," (46 FR 18026- 18038). 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "Any financial benefit 
such as promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect 
benefits the contractor is aware of(e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by 
the fmn's other clients)." 

In accordance with these requirements the offer and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as follows: 
(check either (a) or (b) and list financial or other interest if (b) is checked). 

(a) 

(b) 

IT! 
D 

Contractor has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

Offeror or any subcontractor have the following fmancial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to 
award of this contract. 

Financial or Other Interest 

I. 

2. 

3. 

::?: _/) 
f..1l!::!:!!::. tVt. ~-

Signature 

Albert M. Thomas, P.E. 
Name 

Vice President, Bohannan Huston, Inc. 
Title 

July 13, 1999 
Date 
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APPENDIX F CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

Contract No.: DE-AM04-97 AL 77612 
Task Order No.: DE-AT3l-98AL78588 

OUALIFICATION CRITERION NO.I 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENJAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

CONVEYANCE AND TBANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND 

LOCATED AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 
LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES. NEW MEXICO 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR l506.S{c), which have been adopted 
by the Department of Energy ( l 0 CFR l 021 ), require contractors who will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The term "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined for 
the purposes of this disclosure in Question 17 of the CEQ guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," ( 46 FR 18026 - 1803 8). 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "Any financial benefit 
such as promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect 
benefits the contractor is aware of(e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by 
the firm's other clients)." 

In accordance with these requirements the offer and any proposed subcontractors hereby certiJY as follows: 
(check either (a) or (b) and list financial or other interest if (b) is checked). 

(a) ~ Contractor has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project 

(b) D Offeror or any subcontractor have the following fmancial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to 
award of this contract. 

Financial or Other Interest 

I. 

2. 

3. 
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APPENDIX F CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

Contract No.: DE-AM04-97AL77612 
Task Order No.: DE-AT32-98AL78588 

QUALIFICATION CRITERION NO.I 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR TilE PREPARATION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND 

LOCATED AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 
LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES. NEW MEXICO 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR. 1506.5(c), which have been adopted 
by the Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require contractors who will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no fmancial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The tenn "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project'' is defmed for 
the purposes of this disclosure in Question 17 ofthe CEQ guidance "Forty Most Aslced Questions 
Concerning CEQ's NalioMI Environmental Policy Act Regulations," (46 FR. 18026- 18038). 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "Any financial benefit 
such as promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect 
benefits the contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by 
the fnm's other clients)." 

In accordance with these requirements the offer and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as follows: 
(check either (a) or (b) and list financial or other interest if (b) is checked). 

(a) [iJ 

(b> D 
Contractor has no fmancial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

Offeror or any subcontractor have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to 
award of this contract. 

Financial or Other Interest 

I. 

2. 

3. 

Certified by: £? ~ . f ~ 

~-J./~~/ 
Signature 

Steven B. Treibel 
los Alamos V~nical Associates, Inc. 
Contracts Manager 

Title 

7/14/99 
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APPENDIX F CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

Contract No.: DE-AM04-97 AL 77612 
Task Order No.: DE-AT3l-98AL78588 

QUALIFICATION CRITERION NO.I 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND 

LOCATED AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 
LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES, NEW MEXICO 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5( c), which have been adopted 
by the Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require contractors who will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no fmancial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The term "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined for 
the purposes of this disclosure in Question 17 of the CEQ guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," (46 FR 18026- 18038). 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project'' includes "Any fmancial benefit 
such as promise of future construction or design work in the project, as weU as indirect 
benefits the contractor is aware of(e.g., ifthe project would aid proposals sponsored by 
the frrm's other clients)." 

In accordance with these requirements the offer and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as follows: 
(check either (a) or (b) and list financial or other interest if(b) is checked). 

(a) 

(b) 

Contractor has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

Offeror or any subcontractor have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to 
award of this contract. 

Financial or Other Interest 

l. 
NA 

2. 

3. 

Mark J. 

Vice President, MDM Services Corp. 
Title 

July 28,1999 
Date 
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APPENDIX G HUMAN HEALTH 

This appendix contains a primer on the human health effects of radioactive and 
chemical exposures. It is provided to supplement the discussion of human health in 
the CT E!Smain text with general information and the findings of recent public 
health studies. The material in this appendix was taken directly from Appendix D of 
the 1999 LANL SWEIS. Only the section and table numbering was changed 
References cited and sections and chapters discussed in this appendix refer to the 
Final LANL SWEIS and not this CT EIS. 
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G.l PUBLIC HEALTH 

CONSEQUENCES: PRIMER AND 

RECENT STUDIES NEAR LANL 

In this appendix, supplemental information is 
presented on the effects on human health of 
radioactive and chemical exposures. The 
information is presented in two sections: that 
addressing our general knowledge and 
understanding (section G.1.1) and that 
presenting in more detail the findings of the 
recent studies of public health in the community 
of Los Alamos, and New Mexico and U.S. 
studies (including Native Americans in New 
Mexico, Hispanic white and nonhispanic white 
populations throughout the U.S. (section G.1.2). 
The presentation in section G.1.1 is useful to the 
reader as a primer on human health effects of 
exposures to radioactivity or to chemicals. The 
summaries presented in section G.1.2 are the 
results of descriptive epidemiology studies. 
That is, they are analyses of disease incidence 
rates and causes of death using statistical 
analytical methodologies. 

Exposure to toxic chemicals is regulated by 
other agencies, and DOE subscribes to and 
applies those regulations without change to its 
own activities. The Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) promulgates 
and enforces regulations for the protection of 
workers, · and EPA regulates exposures to the 
public. Chapter 7 provides a detailed review of 
the regulatory requirements for the operation of 
LANL. 

G.l.l Primer on Human Health 
Consequences of Radiological 
and Chemical Exposures 

Table G.l.l-1 summarizes the differences in 
consequences between exposures to radioactive 
materials and exposures to chemicals. More 
detailed information on the modes of exposure 
and potential effects of these exposures are 
given in the sections below. 

G-2 

G.l.l.l About Radiation and 
Radioactivity 

In the simplest sense, radiation is defined as 
energy propagated through space (NBS 1952). 
This definition covers a broad range, including 
visible light, radio and television transmissions, 
microwaves, and emissions from atomic and 
nuclear reactions and interactions. The method 
by which radiation interacts with matter is by 
transferring its energy to the atoms of the 
matter. The amount of energy transferred 
determines the effect that it will have on matter. 
The broad spectrum of radiation can be 
subdivided into two groups, ionizing and 
nonionizing. Ionization occurs when the 
radiation transfers enough energy to strip one or 
more electrons from the interacting atom. When 
ionization takes place in the body, it can cause 
chemical and physical changes that are of 
concern to human health. Radiation that does 
not have enough energy to strip electrons is 
called "nonionizing." 

Ionizing radiation is used in a variety of ways, 
many of which are familiar to us in our everyday 
lives. The machines used by doctors to 
diagnose and treat medical patients typically use 
x-rays, which is one form of ionizing radiation. 
The process by which a television displays a · 
picture is by ionizing coatings on the inside of 
the screen with electrons. Most home smoke 
detectors use a small source of ionizing 
radiation to detect smoke particles in the room's 
air. 

Ionizing radiation is generated through many 
mechanisms. The two most common 
mechanisms are the electrical acceleration of 
atomic particles such as electrons, as in x-ray 
machines, and the emission of energy from 
nuclear reactions in atoms. This second process 
is termed "radioactive decay." Atoms are made 
up of various combinations of particles called 
protons, neutrons, and electrons. In most cases, 
the numbers of neutrons and protons are 
balanced such that the atom will stay together 
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TABLE G.l.l-1.-Comparison of Consequences of Radioactivity and Toxic Chemicals 

RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS TOXIC CHEMICALS 

Threshold for effects? Asswne no threshold (stochastic Yes, and different thresholds for different 
effects). effects. 

Accumulative effects? Asswned exposures accumulate over Typically, the body repairs itself between 
a lifetime, with no repair. exposures; may build sensitive allergic reaction 

or interact with cells. 

Sensory perception? We do not feel, smell, or otherwise Very low concentrations not sensed. Often an 
sense ionizing radiation. annoying odor and irritating effects at low 

concentrations. Some gases are visible when in 
high concentrations. 

Carcinogenic? All ionizing radiation is regulated as Only some chemicals are confirmed human 
carcinogenic. carcinogens. Some others are suspected, and 

some are animal (mammal, or closer to human, 
primate) carcinogens. 

Effects-exposure Usually treated as linear at low doses, Typically nonlinear and nonadditive. 
relationship? although this is a conservative Thresholds exist. For some chemicals, effects 

simplification (BEIR V 1990). can be treated as linear with exposures, but only 
over small ranges. Synergisms among 
chemicals are not understood. 

Acute effects? Acute deterministic effects are soon Effects may be immediately observed for levels 
observed, but occur only above a of exposures above the thresholds. 
threshold of about 50 rem (less for 
the eye). 

Entry paths of particulates Radionuclides enter through Same routes, except a greater percentage of 
into the body? inhalation, ingestion, and wounds. A chemicals than of radionuclides are absorbed 

few are absorbed through the skin. through the skin. 

Target organs? The chemistry of the radionuclide Same as for radionuclides. Except, the body 
determines its residence time and also metabolizes chemicals, sometimes into 
location in the body. more toxic chemicals. 

Penetrating? Alpha and beta radiation do not About 20% of OSHA-regulated chemicals have 
penetrate skin. In contrast, dense skin as an import route of entry. Only corrosive 
materials are needed to shield against chemicals penetrate protective gear rapidly. 
gamma and x-ray radiation. 
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forever. An atom formed with too many of 
either the neutrons or protons will attempt to 
change itself into a more stable form. To do 
this, the atom will emit an atomic particle, such 
as an electron, normally called a beta particle, or 
a "packet" of energy called a photon. This is the 
process of radioactive decay. The time that it 
takes for the atom to decay is characterized by a 
value called the half-life. This is the time it 
takes for a quantity of radioactive material to 
decay to one-half its original amount. In 
general, radioactive materials are identified by 
their half-lives and the type and energy of their 
emissions. In some cases, atoms may emit a 
highly energetic, ionized, helium atom, called 
an alpha particle. The energy carried away by 
these emissions is normally capable of creating 
a large number of ionizations in matter. 

Besides ionization, other particles can often be 
emitted during interactions between radiation 
and matter, depending upon the type and energy 
of the interaction. Neutrons, protons, and some 
other more exotic particles are often emitted 
during various processes. Nuclear reactors use 
neutrons to break apart, or fission, particular 
isotopes of uranium and plutonium in order to 
release heat and more neutrons to continue the 
reaction. Large machines, often called "atom 
smashers," cause atoms at high energies to 
collide and break apart, releasing particles in 
order to study their nuclear structure. However, 
due to the design and operation of these types of 
facilities, it would be highly unlikely for these 
types of radiations to reach the public outside 
the boundaries of the facility. 

When an individual is in the presence of an 
unshielded radiation source, this is referred to as 
being exposed. The amount of ionizing 
radiation that the individual receives during the 
exposure is referred to as dose. The 
measurement of radiation dose is called 
radiation dosimetry, and is done by a variety of 
methods depending upon the characteristics of 
the incident radiation. The units of measure for 
radiation doses are normally rads and rem. 
(Note that the term millirem [ mrem] is also used 
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often. A millirem is one one-thousandth of a 
rem.) The rad is a measure of the energy 
deposited in the body by the radiation, 
regardless of the type of emission. The rem is a 
measure of the biological effect, by including 
the effectiveness of the particular type and 
energy of the incident radiation for causing 
biological effects. This is due to the fact that 
some heavier or higher energy radiations, such 
as alpha particles or neutrons, can deposit their 
energy into much smaller volumes, and 
consequently, cause more intense damage 
through localized, chemical changes. 

When an individual is exposed to an unshielded 
radiation source, this is called external 
radiation. If radioactive material is incorporated 
into the body and consequently decays, it is 
called internal radiation. The external radiation 
is measured as a value called the deep dose 
equivalent (DDE). Internal radiation is 
measured in terms of the committed effective 
dose equivalent (CEDE). More information 
about the CEDE is presented in the discussion 
about the processes by which radioactive 
material enters the body. The sum of the two 
contributions (DDE and CEDE) provides the 
total dose to the individual, called the total 
effective dose· equivalent (TED E). Often the 
radiation dose to a selected group or population 
is of interest, and is referred to as the collective 
dose equivalent, with the measurement units of 
person-rem. 

G.1.1.2 About Radiation and the 
Human Body 

Ionizing radiation affects the body through two 
basic mechanisms. The ionization of atoms can 
generate chemical changes in body fluids and 
cellular material. Also, in some cases the 
amount of energy transferred can be sufficient 
to actually knock an atom out of its chemical 
bonds, again resulting in chemical changes. 
These chemical changes can lead to alteration or 
disruption of the normal function of the affected 
area. At low levels of exposure, such as the 
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levels experienced in occupational or 
environmental settings, these chemical changes 
are very small and ineffective. The body has a 
wide variety of mechanisms that repair the 
damage induced. However, occasionally, these 
changes can cause irreparable damage that 
could ultimately lead to initiation of a cancer, or 
changes to genetic material that could be passed 
to the next generation. The probability for the 
occurrence of health effects of this nature 
depends upon the type and amount of radiation 
received, and the sensitivity of the part of the 
body receiving the dose. 

At much higher levels of exposure, at least 10 to 
20 times higher than the legal limits for 
occupational exposures, the body is unable to 
recover from the large amount of chemical 
changes occurring during the exposure. At 
these levels, damage is much more immediate, 
direct, and observable. Health effects range 
from reversible changes in the blood to 
vomiting, loss of hair, temporary or permanent 
sterility, and other changes leading ultimately to 
death at exposures above about 100 times the 
regulatory limits. In these cases, the severity of 
the health effect is dependent upon the amount 
and type of radiation received. Exposures to 
radiation at these levels are quite rare, and, 
outside of intentional medical procedures for 
cancer therapy, are always due to accidental 
circumstances. 

For low levels of radiation exposure, the 
probabilities for induction of various cancers or 
genetic effects have been extensively studied by 
both national and international expert groups. 
The problem is that the potential for health 
effects at low levels is extremely difficult to 
determine without extremely large, well
characterized exposed populations. Therefore, 
only particular groups with fairly high 
exposures, such as atomic bomb survivors, 
radiation accident victims, and some groups 
receiving large medical exposures, can be 
studied to evaluate the probabilities. 
Unfortunately, the levels and rates of exposures, 
and the conditions under which they occurred, 
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are very different from those in which the 
normal population is exposed to background 
radiation or to normal operational releases from 
nuclear operations. Therefore, expert groups 
must make significant approximations and 
assumptions in order to apply the study results 
to the lower levels of exposure. This is done in 
a manner that attempts to ensure that the 
resulting risk factors are conservative estimates 
of the actual probabilities. In other words, it is 
unlikely that the actual risks are greater than the 
estimates, while it is fairly likely that the actual 
risk is smaller than the estimate. 

There is another type of study, referred to as an 
epidemiology study, that attempts to estimate 
the risk factors in populations with much lower 
doses than mentioned above. These studies are 
even more difficult to perform. There are two 
types of epidemiology studies: descriptive 
(based on statistical analyses of death and 
disease incidences) and analytical (case studies 
and observational analysis within a community 
or work force). The studies summarized in 
section G.l.2, are descriptive. The risk factors 
for radiation-induced cancer at low levels of 
exposure are very small, and it is extremely 
important to account for the many nonradiation 
related mechanisms for cancer induction, such 
as smoking, diet, lifestyle, and chemical 
exposures. These multiple factors also make it 
difficult to establish cause-and-effect 
relationships that could attribute high or low 
cancer rates to specific initiators. As a 
consequence, the results of such studies have 
not been generally accepted within the scientific 
community and are not currently used as the 
primary basis for establishing the risk factors. 

Risk factors are estimated for a large number of 
fatal and nonfatal cancers, for hereditary effects, 
and a few other identified radiation-induced 
health effects. Table G.l.l.2-l lists the fatal 
cancer risk factors used in this SWEIS, which 
are based upon the recommendations of a 
recognized authoritative international expert 
group, the International Commission on 
Radiological Protection (ICRP). The other, 
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smaller risk factor in the table for nonfatal 
cancer and hereditary effects may be similarly 
applied by interested readers. 

In keeping with the previous discussion of the 
difficulties in determining the risk factors used 
in this document, it is worthwhile to discuss the 
level of confidence that is associated with those 
factors. The ICRP, in the recommendation that 
established the risk factors used here, stated 
that, "The nominal values of fatal cancer risk, 
which form the basis of the detriment following 
radiation exposure, are not to be regarded as 
precise and immutable. They are, 
unfortunately, at this time still subject to many 
uncertamttes and to many assumptions 
involving factors which may be subject to 
change. . . .It is hoped, and indeed expected, that 
these uncertainties will diminish in the future as 
the accumulated experience in exposed 
populations such as the Japanese survivors 
increases and as more information develops 
from a broader variety of human experiences" 
(ICRP 1991 ). The Committee on the Biological 
Effects of Ionizing Radiations (BEIR), which 
developed the risk factors that the ICRP 
recommends, also discussed the uncertainty of 
the factors: "Finally, it must be recognized that 
derivation of risk estimates for low doses and 
dose rates through the use of any type of model 
involves assumptions that remain to be 
validated. . .. Moreover, epidemiologic data 

cannot rigorously exclude the existence of a 
threshold in the millisievert (1 millisievert = 100 
millirem) dose range. Thus the background 
radiation cannot be ruled out. At such low doses 
and dose rates, it must be acknowledged that the 
lower limit of the range of uncertainty in the risk 
estimates extends to zero" (BEIR V 1990). 

Given these concerns, the reader should 
recognize that these risk factors are intended to 
provide a conservative estimate of the potential 
impacts to be used in the decision-making 
process, and are not necessarily an accurate 
representation of actual anticipated fatalities. In 
other words, one could expect that the stated 
impacts from an activity or accident form an 
envelope around the situation, and that actual 
consequences could be less, but probably would 
not be worse. 

When considering the risks from exposure to 
ionizing radiation, it is important to remember 
that we are always being exposed to the 
radiation in the environment around us. Natural 
background radiation is the collective term for 
all of the sources that occur naturally, such as 
cosmic radiation and naturally occurring 
radioactive materials, such as potassium, 
uranium, thorium, radium, and others. These 
sources contribute an average of 0.3 rem per 
year to each individual. Manufactured radiation 
sources contribute another 0.06 rem per year on 

TABLE G.l.l.2-l.-Risk Factors for Cancer Induction and Heritable Genetic Effects from 
Exposure to Ionizing Radiation 

EXPOSED FATAL NONFATAL HEREDITARY TOTAL 
POPULATIO~ CANCERb CANCER EFFECTS (SEVERE)d DETRIMENT 

Adult Workers 0.0004c 0.00008 0.00008 0.00056 

Whole Population o.ooosc 0.0001 0.00013 0.00073 

a The distinction between the worker risk and the general public risk is attributable to the fact that sensitivities vary with age, 
general health, and other factors that contribute more to the general population than to the worker population. 

b When applied to an individual, units are lifetime probability of excess cancer fatalities per rem of radiation dose. When applied to 
a population of individuals, units are excess numbers of fatal cancers per person-rem of radiation dose. 

c This is the source ofthe 4 x 10-4 worker and 5 x 10-4 public risk factors used in this SWEIS. 
d Heritable genetic effects as used here apply to populations, not individuals. For the other columns, the units would change 

accordingly, in terms of number of effects per unit dose. 
Source: ICRP 1991 
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the average, with the majority coming from 
medical procedures. Fallout from the 
atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons 
currently contributes less than 0.001 rem per 
year to our doses (NCRP 1987). 

G.1.1.3 About Radioactive Material 
Within the Body 

Typically, radioactive material that is released 
into the environment is in the form of very fine 
particulates, gases, or liquids. That is usually 
because these forms are the hardest to contain in 
a facility. This material is easily carried into and 
spread around the air, soil, and water. As these 
materials move through the environment, it is 
possible for them to be taken into the body, 
through breathing, eating, or drinking. During 
normal operations of a facility, every effort is 
made to minimize these releases to levels well 
below natural background. During accidents, it 
is possible that higher levels may be released; 
but, the facilities are designed and operated to 
control these releases as much as possible. 

Radioactive material normally enters the body 
through one of three mechanisms. When the 
material is in the air, it is inhaled into the lungs, 
where a fraction will be trapped, depending 
upon the size of the particles. When it is 
ingested by eating or drinking, or by clearing of 
the respiratory tract, it passes through the 
stomach and into the gastrointestinal tract. 
Under the right conditions, it can also be 
absorbed through the skin or enter through open 
wounds. 

Once in the body, the fate of the material is 
determined by its chemical behavior. Some 
material will be dissolved into bodily fluids and 
transferred into various organs of the body. 
Remaining material may either be retained at its 
point of entry, such as in the lungs, or pass 
through the body rapidly, as in the 
gastrointestinal tract. The effect of material in 
the body is characterized by the type of radiation 
it delivers and the organs in which it tends to 
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collect. The rate at which the material is 
removed from the body is represented by a value 
called effective biological half-life (the time it 
takes for the activity in the body to be reduced 
to one-half as a consequence of radioactive 
decay and biological turnover of the 
radionuclide ). 

When radioactive material is in the body, it 
irradiates the living tissue around it. Some 
radiation types, like beta and alpha particles, are 
much more effective at causing changes when 
inside the body than when outside. This is 
because these types of radiation cannot 
effectively penetrate the dead layer of the skin 
from an external source. As mentioned above, 
the radiation dose from material inside the body 
is called the CEDE. Remember that the dose 
from an external source stops when you walk 
away or are shielded from it. But you cannot 
walk away from an internal source. Therefore, 
the CEDE is designed to determine the risk 
commitment from the intake. It is the dose that. 
will be received over the next 50 years from the 
material in the body. Because of the 
assumptions that doses are cumulative and their 
effects are not repaired, this means that the 
lifetime risk from an internal source in rem 
CEDE can be directly compared to the risk from 
an external source in rem DDE. 

G.1.1.4 About the Material of 
Interest at LANL 

LANL has a large involvement in nuclear 
science and applications. Therefore, there are 
many types of radioactive material and radiation 
sources in use. However, many of the uses 
require only very small amounts of material. 
Note that all radioactive materials are 
considered in this SWEIS; but, there are three 
types that tend to dominate the human health 
effects and DOE accident scenarios. This is due 
to either their particular radioactive and 
biological characteristics, the quantities of 
material being used, or the potential for 
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dispersion in an accident. These materials are 
plutonium, uranium, and tritium. 

Plutonium is a man-made element that has 
several applications in weapons, nuclear 
reactors, and space exploration. There are 
several types of plutonium atoms, called 
isotopes, which are distinguished by the 
different numbers of neutrons in their nucleus. 
(Note that isotopes of a particular atom all 
behave the same chemically.) In most cases, the 
isotopes of plutonium of interest here decay by 
alpha particle emission with radioactive half
lives ranging from tens to thousands of years. 
There is nothing unique about plutonium as a 
health risk compared to other radioactive 
materials. It is only that once incorporated into 
the body, it tends to stay for a very long time and 
deposits a lot oflocalized energy due to its alpha 
particles. 

Uranium is a naturally occurring radioactive 
element. The discovery that an atom of uranium 
could be fissioned with neutrons was the 
starting point of the Nuclear Age. Uranium-235 
is one of several fissile materials that fission 
with the release of energy. 

Various applications require the use of different 
isotopes of uranium. Because isotopes cannot 
be chemically separated, processes have been 
developed to enrich uranium to various isotopic 
ratios. Enriched uranium is uranium that is 
enhanced in the isotope uranium-235 above its 
natural ratio of 0. 72 percent. Highly enriched 
uranium (HEU) is where the uranium-235 
content is 20 percent or greater. Depleted 
uranium (DU) is where the content ofuranium-
235 is below its natural value. Obviously, 
natural uranium is where the material is in its 
natural isotopic ratios. 

Most uranium isotopes of interest here have 
very long half-lives and are alpha emitters. 
Their half-lives are much longer than the 
plutonium isotopes, and as a result uranium is 
generally of lower radiological concern than 
plutonium. However, its actual radiological 
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concern varies with its enrichment. As a heavy 
metal, uranium also can be chemically toxic to 
the kidneys. Depending upon the enrichment 
and chemical form, either chemical or 
radiological considerations will dominate. 

Tritium is a radioactive isotope of hydrogen. It 
is generated at low levels in the environment by 
interactions of cosmic radiation with the upper 
atmosphere, but for practical applications it is 
normally produced in a nuclear reactor. Tritium 
has a half-life of around 12 years and decays by 
emitting a low energy beta particle. Because 
tritium is an isotope of hydrogen, it can be 
incorporated into the water molecule, forming 
tritiated water. In the environment, tritium is 
most often found either in its elementary form as 
a gas, or as water. Tritiated water is a significant 
concern to the human body because the body is 
composed mostly of water. This actually is a 
mixed blessing. Tritiated water will easily and 
rapidly enter the body and irradiate it rather 
uniformly; however, it also is removed from the 
body rather quickly, being easily displaced with 
regular water and with a biological half-life of 
about 12 days under normal conditions. 

G.1.1.5 How DOE Regulates 
Radiation and Radioactive 
Material 

Radiation doses to workers and the public and 
the release of radioactive materials are regulated 
by DOE for its contractor facilities. Under the 
conditions of the Atomic Energy Act (as 
amended by the Price-Anderson Amendments 
Act of 1988), DOE is authorized to establish 
federal rules controlling radiological activities 
at DOE sites. The act also authorizes DOE to 
impose civil and criminal penalties for 
violations of these requirements. Some 
activities are also regulated through a DOE 
Directives System that uses contractual means 
to regulate the contractor activities. 

Occupational radiation protection is regulated 
by the Occupational Radiation Protection Rule, 
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Title 10 of the Code ofFederal Regulations, Part 
835 (10 CFR 835). Environmental radiation 
protection is currently regulated contractually 
with DOE Order 5400.5, which is in the process 
of being converted to a rule. There is a process 
by which these regulations are developed. The 
EPA, working with other agencies such as DOE 
and the NRC, develops a federal guidance 
document that is signed by the President 
(52 Federal Register [FR] 2822-2834). This 
document is based upon the recommendations 
of the National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements (NCRP), and considers 
recommendations of international expert groups 
such as the ICRP. This federal guidance then 
becomes the basis for all federal regulations for 
radiation protection, including DOE's and also 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
rules. This process ensures a common, 
scientifically based approach to all radiation 
protection in the U.S. 

G.l.l.6 About Chemicals and 
Human Health 

The characteristics and consequences of 
exposures to chemicals are quite different from 
those of exposure to ionizing radiation. 
Table G.1.1-1 summarizes the differences. 

For noncarcinogens, there are threshold 
concentrations that must be exceeded for 
observable adverse effects to happen; whereas, 
for ionizing radiation it is assumed that the 
integrated (accumulated) exposure determines 
the likelihood of observable effects. 

The threshold values for effects from toxic 
chemicals vary somewhat among individuals, 
but values can be determined that represent 
most of the more vulnerable people among the 
general population. The several different 
effects from a chemical each have different 
thresholds. For instance, there may be different 
concentrations that produce odor, irritation, 
effects that last only a short time, permanent 
effects, and death. Older and ill people, and 
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those with a particular sensitivity such as 
respiratory problems, are more vulnerable and 
will have lower thresholds for effects. 

Using human inhalation of chlorine in 
illustration, 0.2 to 0.4 parts per million (parts of 
chlorine per million parts of air) is the odor 
threshold; 1 to 3 parts per million for periods 
less than an hour produce burning eyes, scratchy 
or irritated throat, and headache; 15 parts per 
million is the lowest concentration observed to 
cause respiratory distress; no deaths were 
observed in any animals exposed to 50 parts per 
million for 30 minutes; and 210 parts per 
million has been estimated to be the 30-minute 
LC50 for humans, although 50 parts per million 
might cause death in some vulnerable 
individuals. (The 30-minute LC50 is defined as 
the concentration that produces 50 percent 
fatalities among individuals exposed for 
30 minutes.) 

The ability to resist a potential effect and to 
recover from that effect clearly depends upon a 
person's health and age. For the population of 
workers, presumed to have few individuals who 
are especially vulnerable, regulatory agencies 
set permissible exposure limits and average 
concentrations for the 8-hour and 1 0-hour work 
day. Lower values than these would be 
appropriate to public exposures; whereas, 
higher values are deemed acceptable for 
military personnel under military exigencies. 

Again using inhalation of chlorine gas in 
illustration, the OSHA permissible exposure 
limit is a time-weighted average (TWA) over 
the 8-hour work day of 0.5 parts per million 1. 

There also is an OSHA short-term exposure 
limit of a 1-part-per-million 15-minute TWA 
that should not be exceeded at any time during 
the work day. The immediately dangerous to 
life and health (IDLH) value is 30 parts per 
million; this is the concentration from which a 

1. The defmition of the TWA is the sum of all the 
instantaneous air concentrations over the 8 hours, 
averaged by dividing by the 8 hours. 
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worker could escape within 30 minutes without 
a respirator and without escape-impairing or 
irreversible effects. 

This SWEIS analysis uses the TWA as a 
convenient measure for screening the chemical 
inventory at LANL, and then uses Emergency 
Response Planning Guidelines (ERPGs) or their 
surrogate Temporary Emergency Exposure 
Limits (TEELs) for bounding the consequences 
to persons exposed to a release to the 
atmosphere. ERPGs are provided by the 
American Industrial Hygiene Association 
(AIHA) for planning for emergencies, rather 
than for determining consequences. ERPG-1, 
ERPG-2, and ERPG-3 are defined and 
described in detail in appendix G, Accident 
Analysis. They are intended to provide 
protection for most members of the public, and 
so their exposure time (up to one hour) and their 
concentrations are directly related to effects (no 
safety factor of ten was applied). 

Again using chlorine in illustration, the 
ERPG-2 is 3 parts per million, the 
concentration at which nearly all individuals 
could be exposed without irreversible or other 
serious health effects or impairment of ability to 
take protective actions. The ERPG-3 is 20 parts 
per million, below which nearly all individuals 
could be exposed without life-threatening 
effects. 

Only for some chemicals and only for a limited 
extent, effects are directly related to the product 
of the concentration and length of exposure 
("Haber's Law"). Chlorine is not such a 
chemical. When attempting to apply an 
existing guideline to a different exposure period 
than for which the guideline applies, 
toxicologists must be consulted, and they will 
consider actual effects data. 
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G.1.1.7 How Toxic Chemicals Affect 
the Body 

Some toxic chemicals can have direct effects 
upon the eyes and the skin through contact and 
can enter the body by absorption through the 
skin. These are considered in the derivation of 
guides and limits for airborne concentration. 
Toxic chemicals also can enter the body via 
ingestion (eating and drinking). All the LANL 
accidents considered in the SWEIS that pose 
significant risk to the public produce their 
exposure through airborne releases, and so 
airborne concentrations guides and limits are 
used in the screening and consequence analyses. 

After intake, the chemical may follow primarily 
one or more routes within the body, involving 
the respiratory system and digestive system, the 
blood circulatory system, and the urinary tract. 
The route and residence time before excretion 
is strongly determined by the chemical's 
solubility, and if particulate, by its particle size. 
The chemical may be metabolized, usually in 
the liver, into other chemicals that are either 
more or less toxic. For carcinogens, the 
principal target organs (i.e., where the effects 
primarily occur) are the respiratory tract, 
urinary bladder, and to a lesser extent the bone 
marrow, gastrointestinal tract, and liver. 

G.1.1.8 About Chemical 
Carcinogens 

Some chemicals are regulated as carcinogens 
because they or their metabolites may cause 
cancer. There are limited data on chemical 
carcinogens for humans, and there are problems 
with applying the results of animal studies to 
humans. Therefore, these chemicals are 
classified as known human carcinogens, 
potential or suspected carcinogens, and 
chemicals that cause cancer in animals. 
Exposure to chemical carcinogens is treated in 
the same manner as cumulative exposure to 
ionizing radiation; that is, exposures are 
assumed to be additive in producing cancer. 

October 1999 



Some chemicals are carcinogenic at 
concentrations that do not produce observable 
effects from acute (short-term) exposures. For 
these, the airborne exposure limits and 
guidelines are based on their carcinogenicity. 
Some chemicals may produce an irreversible 
change to cells (tumor initiation), which then 
may be submitted to chemicals that are 
promoters of cancer. Such promoters must be 
given repeatedly to be effective. For this reason, 
chemical carcinogens are regarded as additive 
to one another, and individual chemicals are 
regulated at 1/100 of the exposure level 
regarded as hazardous, perhaps to account for 
the conservative possibility of having 100 such 
chemicals in one's environment. 

The carcinogenic effects of certain chemicals 
are similar to those of ionizing radiation and 
have been noted in virtually every organ, 
depending on the chemical, the species, and 
conditions of exposure. The cancers induced by 
chemicals and by ionizing radiation cannot be 
distinguished from cancers induced by other 
causes. Therefore, the effects of chemicals and 
ionizing radiation are inferred only on a 
statistical basis, and must inferred from 
exposures at higher doses and dose rates. The 
choice of model has a large influence on the 
estimated excess cancer risk. The extrapolation 
is made by assuming an uncertain and 
controversial no-threshold, linear mathematical 
relationship between dose and resultant effects. 
This model is usually thought likely to 
overestimate the risk at low doses, and so is 
often said to estimate the "upper limit" of risk 
(NCRP 1989). 

Chemicals vary widely in their capacity to 
induce cancer. There are even fewer data on the 
carcinogenic effects for chemicals than for 
radiation. With most chemicals, assessment of 
risks for humans must be based on extrapolation 
from laboratory animals or other experimental 
systems. Hence, the risk assessment for 
chemicals has even more uncertainty than risk 
assessment for ionizing radiation (NCRP 1989). 
Ultimately, the desired certainty in risk 
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assessment at low-level exposures to chemicals 
and radiation will require better understanding 
of their effects at all stages of carcinogenesis. 

The EPA, in setting standards for compliance 
with the Clean Air Act, is required by judicial 
decision and the Clean Air Act to determine a 
"safe" level with an "ample margin of safety to 
protect public health" without consideration as 
to cost or technology feasibility (Bork 1987). 
After that level is determined, costs and 
feasibility can be considered in setting the 
standard. Although this decision applied 
specifically to vinyl chloride and the Clean Air 
Act, it aids in understanding the EPA challenge 
faced in determining what is "safe," "adequate," 
or "acceptable" when setting standards for 
protection ofworkers, public, and environment. 
In the attempt to provide an objective context 
for evaluating the risks posed by LANL 
operations, the SWEIS authors have searched 
for authoritative statement on acceptable risk 
levels. A few such statements and inferences 
can be found in ICRP, NCRP, EPA, and OSHA 
documents. 

EPA regulations provide goals for 
environmental remediation (cleanup). The EPA 
goals "for acceptable exposure levels to known 
or suspected carcinogens are generally 
concentration levels that represent an excess 
upper bound lifetime cancer risk between 1 o-4 
and 1 o-6. The 1 o-6 risk level shall be used as the 
point of departure for determining remediation 
goals" when existing and relevant requirements 
are not available or sufficiently protective 
because there are multiple contaminants or 
pathways. When the combined risk from 
multiple contaminants exceed 10-4, then factors 
such as detection limits and uncertainties may 
be considered in determining the cleanup level 
to be attained ( 40 CFR 300.430). Note that this 
is the lifetime risk to an undetermined public 
population group. 

OSHA (OSHA 1997) expressed that its 
proposed worker permissible exposure limit for 
methylene chloride of 25 parts per million 

G-11 



LANLSWEIS 

(average for 8 hours per day) would entail an 
employment lifetime risk of3 .62 x 1 o-3, and that 
this was "clearly weil above any plausible upper 
boundary of the significant risk range defined 
by the Supreme Court and used by OSHA in its 
prior rulemaking." OSHA noted that typical 
lifetime occupational risk for all manufacturing 
industries is 1.98 X 10-3, and that the risk in 
occupations of relatively low risk, like retail 
trade, is 8.2 x 10-4. Note that worker risk is 
generally accepted at a higher level than public 
dose because it is an accepted risk of 
employment. This is compatible with the EPA 
upper bound lifetime public cancer risk of 
between 1 o-4 and 1 o-6. 

G.1.1.9 Radionuclides and 
Chemicals of Interest at 
LANL 

LANL has used, uses, and will use a wide 
variety of chemicals because of its research 
mission. LANL has a chemical database that 
tracks the quantity and location of chemicals on 
site. About 51 of the chemicals tracked in the 
database are carcinogenic. A large number of 
the chemicals tracked in the database are toxic' , 
that is, they are able to produce harm to humans. 
The analysis of the consequences to the public 
from chemical emissions under normal 
operations of LANL is provided in chapter 5, 
sections 5.2.4 and 5.2.6 of the LANL SWEIS. 
Methodology is provided in section 5.1.4 and 
5 .1. 6 of the LANL SWEIS. Those of risk to the 
public, should they be accidentally released to 
the atmosphere, were determined by screening 
the entire database. Details on the accidental 
release screening and its results are presented in 
appendix G, Accident Analysis of the LANL 
SWEIS. 
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G.1.2 Supplemental Information on 
Public Health: U.S., New 
Mexico, and the Local LANL 
Community 

The information presented below is 
supplemental to the information presented in 
chapter 4, section 4.6. It is presented to provide 
the context of the human health analysis 
provided in chapter 5, which estimates potential 
consequence to public health. 

The population of Los Alamos County has 
grown primarily by immigration. The average 
annual fertility rate has remained at 
approximately 48/1,000 women across all races 
(DOC 1990 and Athas and Key 1993), which 
would produce annual growth of only 
2.4 percent if there were no deaths. However, 
the growth rate has been approximately 25 
percent between 1950 and 1960, more than 16 
percent between 1960 and 1970 as well as 
between 1970 and 1980, and approximately 
3 percent between 1980 and 1990. 

Several studies have been conducted in the 
community due to concerns expressed within 
the community concerning the rates of some 
cancers. While these are summarized in section 
4.6 of the SWEIS, additional information is 
presented here in order to meet the request of 
many during the scoping meetings for 
presentation of these results in the SWEIS. 

These studies are largely descriptive; that is, 
they use statistical analyses to identify patterns 
of disease or death in a community. The thyroid 
cancer study (Athas 1996) reported below is a 
mixture of descriptive and analytical 
approaches (based on case studies and 
observational analyses). All epidemiological 
studies are subject to limitations in attempting to 
determine cause and effect relationships. Some 
of these limitations are: 

• Small population sizes in the community to 
be studied 

October 1999 



• Relatively few total numbers of cases of the 
specific disease or cancer to be studied 

• High mobility in the population to be 
studied (if a large portion of the community 
has been in the community for shorter 
periods of time than that necessary to detect 
chronic disease, results are inconclusive) 

• Disease etiology-one may have received 
the causative exposure decades before its 
diagnosis; households in the U.S. move on 
average every 3 years; in Los Alamos 
County in 1980, 45 percent of residents had 
been in the same home for 5 years; earlier 
census data showed lesser periods of time 
in the same residence 

• Comparability-for instance, the makeup 
ofLos Alamos County is quite dissimilar 
from its surrounding counties in ethnic 
distribution and in socioeconomic and 
occupational conditions 

• Natural variability in disease incidence 
within the human population from any and 
all sources 

• Increased technology efficiency used in 
disease detection, therefore, causing 
apparent increases in rates of incidence of 
the better-detected disease 

• More than one causal agent suspected or 
known to cause the disease being studied, 
including lifestyle choices such as smoking 
and dietary patterns 

• Disease cause from multiple sources in the 
same community 

• Methodology limitations such as multiple 
comparison across differing time periods, 
across studies made for different purposes, 
consideration of all combinations across the 
study time frame, etc. 
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G.1.2.1 Public Health: United 
States 

Heart disease remains the leading cause of death 
in the U.S. (Table G.l.2.1-l). There has been a 
significant decrease in mortality in the U.S. 
attributable to heart disease and cerebrovascular 
disease over the last 20 years. Cancer remains 
the second leading cause of death. 

Table G.l.2.1-2 identifies the lifetime risk of 
dying from cancer for men and women by 
cancer type. Over all cancer types, the lifetime 
risk of dying from cancer is approximately 
24 percent for men and 21 percent for women. 

Cancer incidence and mortality trends have 
changed over the last 20 years (Table 
G.l.2.1-3). Melanoma of the skin, for example, 
has increased in both incidence and mortality 
rate, as has brain and other nervous system 

TABLE G.1.2.1-1.-Leading Causes of Death 
in U.S.: Percent of All Causes of Death 

(1973 Versus 1993) 

PERCENT PERCENT 

CAUSE OF DEATH 
OF ALL OF ALL 
CAUSES CAUSES 

(1973) (1993) 

Heart Disease 38.4 32.8 

Cerebrovascular 10.9 6.6 

Cancer 17.1 23.4 

Pneumonia and 3.2 3.7 
Influenza 

Chronic Lung Disease 1.5 1.2 

Accidents 5.9 4.0 

All Other Causes 22.5 28.4 

Source: Ries et al. 1996 
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TABLE G.l.2.l-2.-Lifetime Risk (Expressed as Percent) ofDyingfrom Cancer: SEEU' Areas 
(1973 Through 1993), All Races 

lYPE OF CANCER MEN 

All Types 23.77 

Oral and Pharynx 0.45 

Esophagus 0.65 

Stomach 0.81 

Colon and Rectum 2.54 

Liver and Bile Duct 0.52 

Pancreas 1.11 

Larynx 0.25 

Lung and Bronchus 7.11 

Melanomas of Skin 0.31 

Breast 0.03 

Cervix Uteri -

Corpus and Uterus -

Ovary -

Prostate 3.62 

Testis 0.02 

Urinary Bladder 0.69 

Kidney and Renal Pelvis 0.49 

Brain and Other Nervous 0.51 

Thyroid 0.04 

Hodgkin's Disease 0.06 

Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma 0.90 

Multiple Myeloma 0.47 

Leukemias 0.93 

a SEER is the NIHINCI Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results Program. 
Source: Ries et al. 1996 

G-14 

WOMEN 

20.66 

0.24 

0.23 

0.53 

2.54 

0.33 

1.21 

0.07 

4.35 

0.20 

3.54 

0.27 

0.53 

1.12 

-

-

0.34 

0.33 

0.41 

0.07 

0.05 

0.85 

0.43 

0.74 
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cancers. Leukemia incidence and mortality 
rates have decreased. 

G.1.2.2 Comparison of Cancer 
Mortalities Between the U.S. 
and New Mexico 

A comparison of cancer mortality rates between 
the U.S. as a whole and New Mexico is given in 
Table G.1.2.2-1. These comparisons were 
made for 1989 through 1993 based on the 
National Institute of Health/National Cancer 
Institute (Nlli/NCI) Surveillance, 
Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER) 
Program (Ries et al. 1996). For most cancers, 
differences were insignificant. 

However, New Mexico had significantly higher 
mortality from thyroid cancer. (The reader is 
referred also to Athas 1996 for the local Los 
Alamos County study of thyroid cancer 
presented below.) New ~exico deaths due to 
thyroid cancers ranked 4 among the states. 
Thyroid cancers are associated with some types 
of radiological processes and research 
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applications, principally those that could result 
in emitted radio-iodine. LANL has historically 
not used more than research amounts of radio
iodine. Radio-iodine emissions from LANL 
have been measured and have continually been 
very low (chapter4, section 4.4 and the tables of 
emissions estimated for key LANL facilities, in 
chapter 3, section 3.6 discuss this further). 

New Mexico had statistically lower rates of 
cancer mortalities for several cancers 
(Table G.1.2.2-1) relevant to the Los Alamos 
cancer studies, specifically, brain and other 
nervous system cancers and breast cancer. 

G.1.2.3 Cancer Incidence and 
Mortality Among Ethnic 
Groups Relevant to the 
LANLArea 

While the Native American population within 
Los Alamos County remains less than 3 percent 
(DOC 1990), the populations down gradient 
(with respect to air emissions and water flow) in 
the adjacent Santa Fe County Area are 

TABLE G.l.2.l-3.-Trends in Cancer Incidence and Mortality for Selected Cancers 
(1973 Through 1993), All Races, Both Sexes 

DECREASING INCIDENCE; INCREASING INCIDENCE; INCREASING INCIDENCE; 
DECREASING MORTAUTY DECREASING MORTALITY INCREASING MORTALITY 

Oral Cavity and Pharynx Ovary Total Cancers 

Stomach Testis Esophagus 

Colon and Rectum Urinary Bladder Liver and Bile Duct 

Pancreas Thyroid Lung and Bronchus 

Larynx Melanoma of Skin 

Cervix Uteri Breast 

Corpus and Uterus Prostate 

Hodgkin's Disease Kidney and Renal Pelvis 

Leukemia Brain and Other Nervous 

Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma 

Multiple Myeloma 

Source: Ries et al. 1996 
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TABLE G.l.2.2-l.-Comparison of Cancer Mortality Rates for the United States and New Mexico 
(1989 Through 1993), All Races, Both Sexes (Rate per 100,000 Population, Age Adjusted to 1970 

U.S. Standard Population) 

TYPE OF CANCER U.S. RATE 

Breast 26.8 

Colon and Rectum 18.4 

Esophagus 3.5 

Hodgkin's Disease 0.6 

Larynx 1.4 

Leukemia 6.4 

Liver and Bile Duct 3.0 

Lung and Bronchus 49.9 

Melanomas of Skin 2.2 

Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma 6.4 

Brain and Netvous 4.2 

Stomach 4.6 

Testis 0.3 

Urinary Bladder 3.3 

Oral/Pharynx 2.9 

Pancreas 8.4 

Thyroid 0.3 

Prostate 26.4 

Ovary 7.8 

Kidney and Renal Pelvis 3.5 

Multiple Myeloma 3.0 

Corpus and Uterus 3.4 

Cetvix Uteri 2.9 

Sources: SEER Database and Ries et al. 1996 
NSD =No significant difference 
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NEW MEXICO RANKING(AMONG 
COMPARISON 
U.S.VS.NEW 

RATE STATES) 
MEXICO 

23.4 49th NM<U.S. 

14.2 5oth NM<U.S. 

2.4 49th NM<U.S. 

0.6 25th NSD 

1.2 34th NSD 

6.1 4oth NSD 

3.2 15th NSD 

35.0 49th NM<U.S. 

2.1 49th NSD 

5.6 46th NSD 

3.5 48th NM<U.S. 

5.0 12th NSD 

0.2 43rd NM<U.S. 

2.7 47th NM<U.S. 

2.6 32nd NSD 

8.1 4oth NSD 

0.4 4th NM>U.S. 

23.2 49th NM<U.S. 

6.7 47th NSD 

3.4 36th NSD 

3.0 30th NSD 

3.0 43rd NSD 

2.7 33rd NSD 
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dominantly Native American (San lldefonso 
Pueblo). 

Table G.1.2.3--1 summarizes the findings 
regarding the top five cancers (both incidence 
and mortality) among nonhispanic whites 
(U.S.), Hispanic whites (U.S.), and Native 
Americans (New Mexico). The Native 
American cancer incidence and cancer mortality 
rates are lower than either of the other examined 
populations for both men and women. This is 
the case for all cancer types, not just the top five 
cancers with respect to incidence and mortality 
rate. 

Among men, lung and prostate cancer dominate 
incidence and mortality. Among women, breast 
and lung cancer dominate cancer incidence and 
mortality. A fairly rare cancer, gall bladder, is 
the leading cause of cancer mortality among 
New Mexican Native American women. 
However, because there were so few cases, and 
the uncertainty level thus associated with the 
observation is so high, it is inappropriate to 
draw conclusions even regarding gall bladder 
cancer incidence in this population of women. 

G.1.2.4 

Objectives 

Supplemental Information 
on Recent Studies of Los 
Alamos County Cancer 

The primary objective of the study was to 
review Los Alamos County incidence rates for 
brain and nervous system cancer and other 
major cancers during the 21-year time period 
1970 to 1990 (Athas and Key 1993). Secondary 
objectives were to review mortality rate data for 
select cancers of concern and to review Los 
Alamos County mortality data relating to 
benign brain and nervous system tumors. 

Specific aims developed for incidence study 
were as follows: 
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• To calculate age-adjusted cancer incidence 
rates for Los Alamos County and a New 
Mexico state reference population using 
data of the New Mexico Tumor Registry 
(NMTR) 

• To compare Los Alamos County cancer 
incidence rates to (1) incidence rates 
calculated for a New Mexico state reference 
population, and (2) national rates obtained 
from the SEER Program of the National 
Cancer Institute 

• To determine if any of the Los Alamos 
County cancer incidence rates were 
elevated in comparison to rates observed in 
the reference population 

The study protocol specified that statistical tests 
would be used to determine whether any of the 
Los Alamos County rates were elevated in 
comparison to the reference populations. Early 
in the course of the study, however, it became 
apparent that the small number of cases for 
virtually all of the Los Alamos County cancers 
reviewed would make the finding of statistical 
significance unlikely for small to modest 
elevations in a rate. Consequently, the analysis 
of the Los Alamos County incidence data was 
expanded to include not only statistical 
considerations but other types of information 
such as temporal patterns of cancer occurrence, 
prevalence of established risk factors, case 
characteristics, and tumor cell types. Cancers of 
concern were: oral cavity and pharynx, 
digestive system, respiratory system, melanoma 
of the skin, female breast, female genital 
system, urinary system, male genital system, 
lymphoreticular system, childhood cancers 
(ages 0 to 19 years) thyroid, and brain and 
nervous system cancers. 

Following a review of tabulated incidence rate 
data for 23 major cancers, nine were selected for 
additional review and evaluation: liver and 
intrahepatic bile duct cancer, non-Hodgkin's 
lymphoma, leukemia, melanoma of skin, 
ovarian cancer, breast cancer, childhood 
cancers, thyroid cancer, and brain and nervous 
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TABLE G.1.2.3-1.-The Five Most Frequently Diagnosed Cancer and the Five Most Common Types of Cancer Death 
(1988 Through 1992) Among White Non-Hispanics (all U.S.), White Hispanics (all U.S.), Native Americans (New Mexico) 

----- - -···- ---------------------

CANCER INCIDENCE8 CANCER MORTALITy& 

POPULATION GROUP CANCER 1YPE (RATES/100,000 POPULATION, AGE ADJUSTED TO 1970 U.S. STANDARD) 

MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN 

White, Non-Hispanic Prostate (137.9) Breast (115.7) Lung (74.2) Lung (32.9) 

Lung (79.0) Lung (43.7) Prostate (24.4) Breast (27.7) 

Colon/Rectum (57.6) Colon/Rectum (39.2) Colon/Rectum (23.4) Colon/Rectum (15.6) 

Bladder (33.1) Corpus Uteri (23.0) Pancreas (9.8) Ovary (8.2) 

Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma (19.1) Ovary (16.2) Leukemia (8.6) Pancreas (7.0) 

! White, Hispanic Prostate (92.8) Breast (73.5) Lung (33.6) Breast (I 5.7) 

I Lung (44.0) Colon/Rectum (25.9) Prostate (15.9) Lung (11.2) 

Colon/Rectum (40.2) Lung (20.4) Colon/Rectum (13.4) Colon/Rectum (8.6) 

Bladder (16.7) Cervix (17.1) Stomach (8.8) Pancreas (5.4) 

Stomach (16.2) Corpus Uteri (14.5) Pancreas (7.4) Ovary (5.1) 

Native American, NM Prostate (52.5) Breast (31.6) Prostate (16.2) Gallbladder (8. 9)b 

Colon/Rectum (18.6) Ovary (17.5) Stomach (11.2)b Breast (8. 7)b 

Kidney (15.6) Colon/Rectum (15.3) Liver (ll.2)b Cervix (8.0)b 

Lung (14.4) Gallbladder (13.2) Lung (10.4)b Pancreas (7.4)b 

Liver (13.l)b Corpus Uteri (10.7) Colon/rectum (8.S)b Ovary (7.3)b 

a NlliiNCI SEER Program statistics from several regions around the U.S. 
b Statistics calculated with extremely high uncertainty because they are based on fewer than 25 cases. Other rates (not footnoted) were calculated from larger total numbers of cases 

and, therefore, have less uncertainty associated with them. 
Source: Miller et al. 1996 
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system cancer. The majority of these cancers 
were chosen on the basis of incidence rates, 
which were higher in Los Alamos County in 
comparison to the reference populations. 
Childhood cancer was chose for further review 
based on mortality rate data showing an 
apparent excess of childhood cancer deaths in 
Los Alamos County. Leukemia and liver cancer 
where chosen as cancers of concern specifically 
to examine tumor cell types. Cancers not 
chosen for further review included major sites in 
the respiratory, digestive, and urinary systems. 

Incidence Data: Data Sources 

Information regarding newly diagnosed cancers 
among Los Alamos County residents and New 
Mexico non-Hispanic Whites was compiled 
from records collected since 1969 by the NMTR 
at the University ofNew Mexico Cancer Center. 
Cancer is a reportable disease in New Mexico 
by regulation of the New Mexico Department of 
Health (NMDOH). Since the late 1960's, 
NMTR has been the repository of the 
confidential medical record abstracts and 
computerized masterfile for cancer in New 
Mexico. NMTR has been a part of the SEER 
Program since that program began in 1973. 

Cancer Incidence Findings (1970 to 1990) 

All Cancers. Figure G.1.2.4-1 shows that the 
Los Alamos County incidence rates for "all 
cancers" fluctuated considerably; but the rates 
generally were comparable to or lower than 
rates observed in the state and national reference 
populations. 

Liver and Intra-Hepatic Duct Cancer. Seven 
cases of primary liver and intra-hepatic bile duct 
cancer occurred in Los Alamos County. Four of 
the seven cases (57 percent) were diagnosed 
between 1981 and 1982. Los Alamos County 
incidence rates were highly variable as a result 
of the small number of cases and the clustered 
temporal distribution of cases. No cases were 
reported up until the early 1980's, at which time 
the four cases diagnosed in 1981 to 1982 caused 
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a marked elevation in the Los Alamos County 
rates in comparison to the state and national 
reference rates (Figure G.1.2.4-2). Los Alamos 
County rates subsequently diminished to a level 
consistent with the reference rates. 

Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma. Los Alamos 
County consistently experienced a small to 
modest elevation in incidence compared to the 
reference populations (Figure G.l.2.4-3). The 
magnitude of the elevated Los Alamos County 
incidence varied widely up to a two-fold higher 
than expected level. None of the Los Alamos 
County lower confidence limits excluded the 
reference rates. Incidence in the Los Alamos 
County non-Hispanic White population was 
consistently higher than that observed in the 
total county population. All Los Alamos 
County rates were based on 14 or fewer cases. 
For the most recent five-year time period (1986 
to 1990), the rate for non-Hispanic Whites in 
Los Alamos County was 57 percent greater than 
the state reference rate. 

Leukemia. The incidence of leukemia in Los 
Alamos County generally was the same or lower 
than that observed in the reference populations 
(Figure G.l.2.4.-4). Wide fluctuations in the 
Los Alamos County rates occurred as a result of 
low case numbers. All Los Alamos County 
rates were based on nine or fewer cases. For the 
most recent 5-year time period (1986 to 1990), 
the Los Alamos County rate equalled the state 
reference rate. 

Melanoma. The incidence of melanoma 
consistently was around 50 percent higher in 
New Mexico non-Hispanic Whites compared 
with SEER Whites. Melanoma incidence 
steadily increased in both reference populations. 
Incidence rates in Los Alamos County were 
higher than the state reference rates over most of 
the 21-year study time period 
(Figure G.1.2.4-5). Early time periods were 
characterized by a small elevation in the Los 
Alamos County incidence; whereas, a more 
pronounced excess of melanoma in Los Alamos 
County began to appear in the mid 1980's. 
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FIGURE G.1.2.4-5.-5-Year Average Annual Incidence of Melanoma of Skin, 
Los Alamos County, New Mexico NHW, SEER Whites, 1970 to 1990. 

Beginning with the 1982 to 1986 period, and for 
all subsequent periods, the lower confidence 
limit of the Los Alamos County rate excluded 
the state reference rates. During these later 
periods, the incidence of melanoma in Los 
Alamos County increased roughly two-fold 
over that observed statewide. 

Ovarian. Los Alamos County rates steadily 
rose by three-fold during 1970 to 1990, while 
both the sate and national reference rates 
remained essentially constant 
(Figure G.1.2.4-6). Initially lower than the 
reference rates, Los Alamos County incidence 
climbed to a statistically significant three-fold 
excess level during the 1982 to 1986 period. 
Half of all the Los Alamos County cases (15 out 
of30) were diagnosed during these 5 years. Los 
Alamos County ovarian cancer incidence was 
two-fold higher than that observed in the state 
during the most recent 5-year period (1986 to 
1990). 

Breast. Breast cancer incidence in Los Alamos 
County women varied little over time~ whereas, 
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both reference populations displayed increasing . 
incidence over time (Figure G.1.2.4-7). Los 
Alamos County incidence rates were 10 percent 
to 50 percent higher than the state and national 
reference rates over the entire study period. The 
lower confidence limits for the Los Alamos 
County rates consistently were near the 
reference rates, but excluded the reference rates 
in only several instances. 

Childhood Cancers. Los Alamos County 
childhood cancer rates fluctuated around the 
more stable state and national reference 
population rates (Figure G.1.2. 4-8). Fallowing 
an initial two-fold elevation during the earliest 
period (1970 to 1972), subsequent periods were 
characterized by incidence rates that were 
slightly higher than or lower than the reference 
incidence rates. Two childhood brain cancer 
cases not in the original childhood cancer data 
set were discovered through a supplemental 
review of childhood cancer mortality statistics. 
The two additional cases, diagnosed in 1978 and 
1980, would raise the original1978 to 1982 Los 
Alamos County rate (13.7 per 100,000) by about 
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FIGURE G.1.2.4-6.-5-Year Average Annual Incidence of Ovarian Cancer, 
Los Alamos County, New Mexico NHW, SEER Whites, 1970 to 1990. 
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a Incidence rate data based on independent time periods and not 5-year moving averages. 

50 percent to 20.3 cases per 100,000. For the 
latest period (1988 to 1990), the incidence of 
childhood cancers in Los Alamos County was 
roughly 50 percent lower than that seen in the 
state reference population; however, the Los 
Alamos County rate was based on only one 
case. 

Thyroid. The incidence of thyroid cancer in 
Los Alamos County prior to the mid 1980's was 
roughly stationary and less than two-fold higher 
than that seen in the reference populations 
(Figure G.l.2.4-9). Los Alamos County 
incidence rates began to rise during the mid 
1980's and continued to climb up until the latest 
time interval (1986 to 1990). The incidence of 
thyroid cancer in Los Alamos County during 
1986 to 1990 was nearly four- fold higher than 
that observed in the state reference population. 
The near four-fold elevation for Los Alamos 
County was statically significant. Roughly half 
(17 out of 37) of all thyroid cancer cases that 
occurred in Los Alamos County between 1970 
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and 1990 were diagnosed during the 1986 to 
1990 interval. 

Brain and Nervous System. The incidence of 
brain cancer in Los Alamos County increased 
over time (Figure G.l.2.4-10). Los Alamos 
County incidence rates were lower than or 
comparable to the reference rates up until the 
mid 1980's. Increases in Los Alamos County 
brain cancer incidence became apparent during 
the mid to late 1980's. Los Alamos County 
incidence rates (all races) during this period 
were 60 to 80 percent higher than rates for the 
state and national reference populations. 
Diagnosed in 1978 and 1980, two additional 
cases raised the central portion of the incidence 
rate curve to a range more comparable with the 
reference rates, but had no effect on the rates 
observed during the period of elevated 
incidence. 

October 1999 



Human Health 

~ 25 

8 -i -u 

! 

i 
~ 

·~ -

20 

10 

0 

- SI!EJl 
-- N'M ._ LA·NHW• 

95 .. CI• 
·•· LA·AU. 

.. ·, 
···" ·. ., . .. ...... ·-··· \ ·"" ·· ...... .. 

.. ·-··-- .. 
·- ···-···"""'··· ........... .,· ........... ,., ............... _ .... _ ..... #fll' 

. 

I . 
I 

I 

....... 1 . . 
I 

/ -:.---
.-···"' 

L---------~------------------~--------~------~ 1972 74 76 78 10 12 14 
Year of diaposi1 (Pive-yeu midpoint) 

16 1~88 

FIGURE G.l.2.4-9.-5-Year Average Annual Incidence of Thyroid Cancer, 
Los Alamos County, New Mexico NHW, SEER Whites, 1970 to 1990. 

II 

- 16 

~ 14 
0 
C> 

12 
t 
D. 10 -u -• I .. 
u 
u 

~ 6 

·u 4 c: -
2t 
0 

- SEEJt I 
-·NM 
- LA-NHW•I 
·- 9$ .. CI• 
·•· LA·AU. 

/\ 
.··-... / 

/ .·· 

I . 
/ 

......... 

I ... ··········~ ...... .. , 

" . 
........ ···- ... 1 
··~,r·· .. ·-··· ..... ··.. . ·· .... ·· / ._ ... 

. . .................. . 
·- ···-···- ··-- ···- ···- ···- ···- ···- ···""' 

1972 74 76 71 10 12 14 
Year of diapoli1 (Pive-ycar midpoint) 

16 I 'Jill 

FIGURE G.1.2.4-l0.-5-Year Average Annual Incidence of Brain and Nervous System 
Cancer, Los Alamos County, New Mexico NHW, SEER Whites, 1970 to 1990. 

October 1999 G-25 



LANLSWEIS 

Mortality 

Mortality rates for Los Alamos County and the 
U.S. were obtained as age-adjusted average 
annual mortality rates from the National Center 
for Health Statistics (NCHS) and the National 
Cancer Institute. All rates were standardized to 
the 1970 U.S. standard population and were 
race-specific for Whites. Site-specific Los 
Alamos County mortality rates were available 
for the periods 1969 to 1972, 1973 to 1977, 
1978 to 1982, and 1983 to 1987. U.S. rates were 
available for the time period 1968 to 1972. For 
some cancers, both Los Alamos County and 
U.S. rates were available for the period 1968 to 
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1972. The confidence intervals that accompany 
the mortality rates were calculated as described 
for the incidence rates. Table G.1.2.4-1 
summarizes the mortality rates by cancer type 
for Los Alamos County. Nationwide rates are 
also reported for comparison. 

Subcounty Cancer Incidence 

Table G.1.2.4-2 describes the cancer incidence 
for the five census tracts within Los Alamos 
County for all races, 1980 to 1990. The New 
Mexico non-Hispanic White population rates 
are provided also. 
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TABLE G.l.2.4--l.-Average Annual Age-Adjusted Mortality Rates by Cancer Type for 
Los Alamos County and U.S. Whites (1969 to 1987) 

MORTALITY RATE8 

CANCER TYPE LOCATION 
1969 TO 1972 1973 TO 1977 

Liver and Bile Los Alamos 14.6 (2)b 0 (0) 

U.S. - 2.1 

Non-Hodgkin's Los Alamos 13.5 (2) 5.8 (2) 
Lymphoma 

U.S. NAC 4.9 

Leukemia Los Alamos 1.2 (1) 11.2 (6) 

U.S. NA 6.8 

Melanoma Los Alamos 0 (0) 6.5 (3) 

U.S. 1.7 1.9 

Ovarian Los Alamos 19.7 (3) 5.7 (1) 

U.S. NA 8.6 

Breast Los Alamos 39.6 (8) 17.4 (7) 

U.S. 26.9 26.9 

Childhood Cancer Los Alamos 3.6 (1) 12.3 (4) 

U.S. 6.6 5.4 

Brain and Nervous Los Alamos 0 (0) 6.3 (4) 
System 

U.S. NA 4.0 

Thyroid Los Alamos 0 (0) 0 (0) 

u.s. NRd NR 

3 Rates per 100,000 and are age-adjusted to the 1970 U.S. standard population. 
b Number of deaths given in parentheses. 
c NA =Not available 
d NR =Not reported 
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1978 TO 1982 

5.4 (3) 

2.1 

12.0 (6) 

5.2 

1.3 (1) 

6.7 

2.9 (2) 

2.2 

8.9 (3) 

8.1 

60.7 (20) 

26.6 

16.1 (5) 

4.6 

5.8 (5) 

4.1 

0 (0) 

NR 

1983 T01987 

7.1 (4) 

2.3 

2.3 (2) 

5.9 

4.5 (4) 

6.5 

1.0 (1) 

2.3 

3.8 (2) 

7.9 

29.7 (12) 

27.2 

10.6 (3) 

4.0 

5.8 (5) 

4.3 

0 (0) 

NR 
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TABLE G.1.2.4-2.-Average Annual Age-Adjusted Cancer Incidence Rates for Sub-County Regions of Los Alamos County, All Races 
(1980 to 1990)a 

----------- - ---·· -- ---- ----- -- ------ --- -- ----·-· ------ - -----

CENSUS TRACfb cope 
LOS ALAMOS 

NEW 
SITE 

COUNTY 
MEXICO 

1 2 3 4 5 LOS ALAMOS WHITE ROCK NHWd 

Non- 18.9 (2) 4.5 (2) 20.4 (5) 11.1 (5) 16.7 (10) 12.6 (14) 16.7 (10) 14.3 (24) 11.0 
. Hodgkin's {0.0 to 45.6} {0.0 to 11.0} {2.2 to 38.7} {1.2 to 21.0} {6.1 to 27.2} {5.8 to 19.3} {6.1 to27.2} {8.5to20.1} 
I Lymphoma 

I 

Leukemia 1.9(1) 10.3 (4) 17.5 (2) 5.5 (3) 11.8 (7) 7.1 (10) 11.8 (7) 8.5 (17) 9.5 

{0.0 to 5.7} {0.0 to 20.6} {0.0 to 42.2} {0.0 to 11.8} {2.9 to 20.7} {2.6 to 11.6} {2. 9 to 20. 7} {4.4 to 12.6} 

Melanoma• 33.8 (10) 22.0 (10) 35.8 (7) 13.5 (6) 21.7 (11) 23.2 (32) 21.7 (11) 22.0 (43) 14.5 

{12.4 to 55.2} {8.1 to 35.9} {8.7 to 62.9} { 1.5 to 24.5} {8.6 to 34.8} {15.0to 31.4} {8.6 to 34.8} {15.3 to 28.7} 

Ovary 76.7 (9) 19.4 (4) 19.5 (2) 14.0 (3) 12.7 (4) 27.4 (18) 12.7 (4) 23.0 (22) 12.8 
(Female) {25.6 to 127.8} {0.0 to 38.8} {0.0 to 47.0} {0.0 to 30.2} {0.0 to 25.4} {14.5 to 40.3} {0.0 to 25.4} {13.2 to 32.8} 

Breast 145.3 (28) 120.5 (21) 159.2 (16) 85.3 (21) 116.0 (41) 119.8 (86) 116.0 (41) 119.0 (127) 92.2 
(Female) {90.4 to 200.2} {67.9 to 173.1} {79.6 to 238.9} {48.1 to 122.5} {79.8 to 152.3} {93.9 to 145.6} {79.8 to 152.3} {97.9 to 140.1} 

Childhood 21.9 (2) 6.7 (1) 0.0 (0) 24.5 (2) 16.9 (4) 14.2 (5) 16.9 (4) 15.2 (9) 14.8 
(< 20 years) {0.0 to 52.8} {0.0 to 20.2} { -} {0.0 to 59.2} {0.0 to 33.9} {1.5 to 26.9} {0.0 to 33.9} {5.1 to 25.3} 

Thyroid 16.0 (6) 3.8 (2) 5.8 (1) 8.7 (4) 9.3 (9) 9.0 (13) 9.3 (9) 9.8 (22) 4.3 

{2.9to29.1} {O.Oto 9.1} {0.0 to 17.5} {O.Oto 17.4} {3.1 to 15.4} {4.0 to 14.0} {3.1 to 15.4} {5.6 to 14.0} 

Brain 7.3 (2) 5.7 (3) 14.2 (3) 7.4 (2) 8.2 (7) 7.4 (10) 8.2 (7) 7.9 (17) 5.1 

{0.0 to 17.5} {O.Oto 12.4} {0.0 to 30.6} {0.0 to 18.0} {2.0 to 14.3} {2.7 to 12.1} {2.0 to 14.3} {4.1 to 11.7} 

a Rates are for residence at diagnosis for all races per 100,000, age-adjusted to U.S. 1970 standard population; number of cases in parentheses ( ); 95% confidence limits in brackets { }, truncated at zero. 
b Census Tract Designations: (l) North/Barranca Mesa; (2) North Community; (3) Western Area; (4) Eastern Area; (5) White Rock. 
0 Los Alamos Census Designated Place (COP) comprises census tracts 1 through 4, White Rock CDP comprises census tract 5. 
d Non-Hispanic Whites 
• Excludes two cases with unknown residence at diagnosis. 
Source: New Mexico Tumor Registry 
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APPENDIX H COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

This appendix provides a record of the solicitation of public comments on the Draft 
CT EIS and the consideration of those comments in the preparation of the Final 
CT EIS. The appendix outlines the public comment process and describes the 
changes made to the Final CT EIS. General or common issues of concern to the 
public are addressed collectively. This appendix also includes scanned images of all 
original comment documents and transcripts of the public hearings. Specific 
comments are identified and responses provided. 
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APPENDIX H COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 
1.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 

Introduction 
The U.S. Department ofEnergy (DOE) has 

prepared this CT EIS in accordance with the 
NEPA (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
Section 4321) to examine the environmental 
impacts associated with the conveyance or 
transfer of each of 10 land tracts identified for 
such action in the area ofLos Alamos, New 
Mexico. An important part of the NEPA process 
is the solicitation of public comments on a draft 
EIS and consideration of those comments in the 
preparation of a final EIS. 

The DOE released the Draft CT EIS in 
February 1999 for review and comment by the 
State of New Mexico, Native American tribes, 
local governments, other Federal agencies, and 
the general public. The DOE distributed copies 
of the Draft CT EIS to those who were known to 
have an interest in this action in addition to 
those who requested a copy. The formal public 
comment period lasted 45 days, ending on April 
12, 1999. 

The DOE has considered all comments, 
including those received after the comment 
period ended, to evaluate the accuracy and 
adequacy of the Draft CT EIS and to determine 
whether text needed to be corrected clarified or 

' ' otherwise revised in the preparation of the Final 
CT EIS. The DOE gave equal weight to spoken 
and written comments, to comments received at 
the public hearings, and to comments received 
in other ways. Comments were reviewed for 
content and relevance to the environmental 
analysis contained in the CT EIS. 

Many of the comments received by the DOE 
during the public comment period concerned 
the same few general issues. To fully address 
these issues and aid the readers, a discussion of 
each of these issues is presented in Chapter 2 of 
this appendix. Although the general issues 
discussed are not taken verbatim from comment 
documents, they reflect many of the concerns 
expressed by various commentors. For each 
general issue, a synopsis is presented, followed 
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by a response to that issue. If the response to an 
individual comment is already contained within 
one of the discussions of general issues 
presented in Chapter 2 of this appendix, the 
reader is referred to the appropriate general 
issue discussion. Otherwise, each comment is 
provided with its own response in Chapter 3 of 
this appendix. 

All comments received by the DOE through 
the means described were considered and, 
where appropriate, changes were made to the 
CT EIS. Changes to the text of the CT EIS are 
designated by a "sidebar," or line in the margin, 
indicating where text has been revised. Each 
individual comment is identified by a sidebar 
and a code number. The code number is a tool to 
help readers identify their own comments and 
the associated response. The code numbers also 
help readers find comments made by others 
concerning the same subject. The responses are 
usually located just to the right of the comment. 

1.1 Public Hearing Format 
Public hearings were held during the public 

comment period in Pojoaque on March 24, 
1999, and in Los Alamos on March 25, 1999. 

Oral comments made during the public 
hearings were recorded by a court reporter, and 
verbatim transcripts were produced. In response 
to public feedback, the public hearings held on 
the Draft CT EIS were conducted using an 
informal format with a facilitator. This format 
allowed for a two-way interaction between the 
DOE and the public. The facilitator helped to 
direct and clarify discussions and comments, 
allowing every commentor the chance to 
formally present comments. 

1.2 Organization of This 
Comment Response 
Document Appendix 

This Comment Response Document (CRD) 
appendix has been organized into the following 
sections: 
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• Chapter 1: describes the public 
comment process, the CRD, and 
changes made to the Draft CT EIS. 

• Chapter 2: presents the general issues 
associated with the DOE's Proposed 
Action Alternative and discusses each 
lSSUe. 

• Chapter 3: presents the scanned 
images of original documents received 
during the public comment period. 
These images are marked with sidebars 
denoting the identified comments. 
Responses are provided alongside that 
correspond to the identified comments. 

All comments received on the Draft CT EIS 
were identified and categorized by issue (for 
example, Water Resources) and assigned a 
unique identifier. Table 1.2-1lists the issue 
category codes, corresponding issue categories, 
and the pages in Chapter 3 of this appendix on 
which comments in those issue categories 
appear. Once identified and categorized, each 
comment was evaluated, and a response to the 
comment was prepared. Where appropriate, 
changes were made to the CT EIS. If applicable, 
the location of the revision to the Draft CT EIS 
is noted in Chapter 3 of this appendix. 

Table 1.2-2lists the agencies, organizations, 
and individuals that submitted comments. 
Commentors are listed alphabetically by last 
name or organization name, along with the issue 
category codes identified in the document and 
the page number on which each document 
begins. Table 1.2-3 lists those commentors who 
provided oral testimony during the public 
hearings. The commentors are listed 
alphabetically and according to the session of 
the public hearing. 

Some comments only concerned a certain 
tract (for example, the Rendija Canyon Tract). 
Other comments concerned several tracts or all 
tracts. Table 1.2-4 presents the list of comments 
organized by tract. 
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Chapter 3 of this appendix contains all 
formal comments received on the Draft CT EIS 
during the public comment process. Every 
document received was electronically scanned 
and reproduced on the left side of this 
appendix's Chapter 3 pages. The public hearing 
transcripts also were reproduced. Comments 
identified are marked with a bar to the right of 
the corresponding text. Responses for identified 
comments are provided alongside each 
comment. 

1.3 Changes from the Draft 
CT EIS 

The DOE revised the Draft CT EIS in 
response to comments received from other 
Federal agencies; tribal, State, and local 
governments; nongovernmental organizations; 
and the general public. The text was changed to 
provide additional environmental baseline 
information, to correct inaccuracies and make 
editorial corrections, and provide additional 
discussion of technical considerations to 
respond to comments and clarify text. In 
addition, the DOE updated information due to 
events or decisions made in other documents 
since the Draft CT EIS was provided for public 
comment in February 1999. 

1.3.1 Summary of EIS Changes 
Since the issuance of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land 
Tracts Administered by the Department of 
Energy and Located at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, 
New Mexico in February 1999, there have been 
some changes in information, plans, and related 
NEP A documents. In addition, comments from 
agencies, organizations, and the public 
requested elaboration of several issues. These 
changes, as well as editorial corrections, are 
reflected in this Final CT EIS. 

The DOE identified the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft CT EIS as a subset of 
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the Proposed Action Alternative where the 
timing of the disposition of each tract would be 
subject to the LANL Environmental Restoration 
Project process and consideration of the use of 
some of tracts for mission support activities. 
The individual tracts were grouped according to 
when the DOE believed each tract or parts of 
each tract might be conveyed or transferred. 
Due to the identification of mission need for the 
TA 21 Tract and further analysis of the potential 
human health impacts associated with theTA 21 
operations, portions of the Airport Tract may 
not transfer as soon as presented in the Draft 
CT EIS. These portions of the Airport Tract 
may be needed as a buffer zone for the TA 21 
operations as long as those operations are active. 

One change to the CT EIS involved the 
discussion of the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 
activities and lease on the Rendija Canyon 
Tract. The text was amended to clarify that the 
Pueblo of San Ddefonso and the Incorporated 
County of Los Alamos have both agreed to 
honor the existing leases, and the County would 
renegotiate the lease should the Rendija Canyon 
Tract be conveyed to the County. 

The CT EIS text regarding cultural 
resources has been modified to include the 
general information provided by the legal 
counsel for San Ddefonso Pueblo regarding the 
presence of traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs) on four of the tracts. Text regarding 
cultural resources and environmental justice has 
been clarified to explicitly discuss the potential 
for disproportionately high and adverse effects 
to minority populations based on impacts to 
TCPs. Text also was added to explain the 
current level of information available to the 
DOE to address impacts to TCPs and any related 
environmental justice effects. The opinions of 
the legal counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo that 
there are environmental justice impacts related 
to the conveyance and transfer process or to 
contemplated land uses on particular tracts have 
been added to the environmental justice 
sections. 
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Other changes included new information on 
core and buffer habitat areas for threatened and 
endangered species on the tracts and new 
information on groundwater. 

All comments on environmental restoration 
received during the comment period also were 
forwarded to the Environmental Restoration 
Project group for consideration. 

The CT EIS also was updated to include the 
Findings ofNo Significant Impact and Records 
of Decision that have been issued since the 
publication of the Draft CT EIS. 

Appendix D, Floodplains and Wetlands, of 
the CT EIS was changed to include a Statement 
of Findings for the Conveyance and Transfer of 
Certain Tracts Administered by the Department 
of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, 
New Mexico, prepared in accordance with the 
regulatory requirements of 10 CPR Part 1022. 
This Findings Statement was added to the 
CT EIS in keeping with the regulatory 
provisions, which allow an agency to make use 
ofNEP A documents to facilitate public 
disclosure requirements. 

1.3.2 Next Steps 
The Record ofDecision (ROD) or RODs, to 

be published no sooner than 30 days after the 
Notice of Availability for the Final CT EIS has 
been issued, will explain all factors, including 
environmental impacts, that the DOE 
considered in reaching its decision. The ROD( s) 
also will identify the environmentally preferred 
alternative or alternatives. If mitigation 
measures, monitoring, or other conditions are 
adopted as part of the DOE's decision, these 
will summarized in the ROD(s), as applicable, 
and will be included in the Mitigation Action 
Plan that would be prepared following the 
issuance of the ROD(s). The Mitigation Action 
Plan would explain how and when mitigation 
measures would be implemented and how the 
DOE may monitor the mitigation measures over 
time to judge their effectiveness. 
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Table 1.2-1. Issue Categories and Comment Locations 

ISSUE CATEGORY PAGE NUMBER 

Accidents H-239,H-249 

Air Quality H-46 

Alternatives H-113,H-132 

Cultural Resources H-257 

Cumulative Impacts H-27, H-29, H-46 

Decisions H-28, H-29, H-48, H-56, H-58, H-74, H-76, H-77, H-79, H-80, 
H-82, H-90, H-91, H-96, H-114, H-126, H-219, H-247,H-264 

Ecological Resources H-26, H-27, H-68, H-69, H-70, H-72, H-89, H-238, H-260, H-262 

Environmental Justice H-33,H-34,H-37,H-39,H-40,H-50,H-51,H-159,H-160,H-206 

Environmental Restoration H-39, H-43, H-46, H-54, H-60, H-63, H-70, H-72, H-74, H-95, 
H-97, H-139, H-218 

Human Health H-34, H-37, H-39 

Site Infrastructure H-48 

Land Use H-59, H-72, H-74, H-81, H-88, H-90, H-93, H-115, H-116, 
H-121, H-166,H-167, H-192, H-204, H-213, H-215,H-240, 
H-242, H-245, H-267 

Miscellaneous H-31, H-37, H-46, H-63, H-124 

Mitigations H-29, H-31, H-43, H-46, H-55, H-56, H-63, H-67, H-74, H-77, 
H-79, H-80, H-82, H-87, H-88, H-89, H-92, H-94, H-201, H-207, 
H-208, H-255 

NEPA Process and Procedures H-26, H-29, H-31, H-43, H-55, H-56, H-62, H-63, H-68, H-70, 
H-72, H-117, H-121, H-131, H-168,H-169, H-172, H-194, 
H-206, H-216 

Noise H-57 

i Public Law 105-119 H-55, H-58, H-62, H-65, H-66, H-88, H-89, H-92, H-163, 

I H-220, H-237, H-238, H-247, H-250, H-253, H-263 
I DOE Policy H-74 
I 
I 

Recreation H-48, H-52, H-54, H-72, H-83, H-119, H-130, H-192, H-241 ! 

i Regulatory Compliance H-68, H-70, H-72 

Socioeconomics H-70 

Title Search H-51, H-122, H-125, H-131,H-164, H-165, H-246 

Transportation H-243, H-244, H-251 

Visual and Aesthetics H-78, H-201, H-202 

Waste Management H-46 

Water Resources H-43,H-46 
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Commentors and Responses 

COMMENTOR ISSUE CATEGORIES 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Department of Defense (Assistant to the 
No comments identified. 

Secretary ofDefense) 

U.S. Department of the Interior (Office of the 
05,06,07,15 

Secretary) 

U.S. Department of the Interior (National 
05,06, 14,15 

Park Service) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
14, 15 

(Region 6) 

Tribal/Sovereign Nations 

Pueblo of San Ildefonso, Chestnut Law 
08, 09, 10, 13 

Offices 

State Government 

State of New Mexico, Environment 
02,05,09, 13, 14,15,25,26 

Department 

Local Government 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 06, 11, 19 

Organizations 

Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito 
08,22 

Plateau 

Los Alamos County Trails and Pathways 
19 

Subcommittee 

Los Alamos Sportman's Club 09, 19 

National Parks and Conservation 
06, 14, 15, 16, 17 

Association, Southwest Regional Office 

Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory 
09, 12 

Board 

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio 
09, 13, 14, 15, 17 

Grande Chapter (Letter 1) 

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio 06, 07, 09, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 
Grande Chapter (Letter 2) 20,21 

Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society 06, 14 

Citizens 

Diane Albert 24 

Genevieve Barrett 06, 14 

Larry Bryant 06, 12, 14 

Trudy and Terry Filer 06, 14 
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PAGE 
NUMBER 

H-25 

H-26 

H-29 

H-31 

H-33 

H-42 

H-48 

H-50 

H-52 

H-54 

H-55 

H-59 

H-62 

H-65 

H-76 

H-78 

H-79 

H-80 

H-82 
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Commentors and Responses (Continued) 

DOCUMENT COM MENTOR ISSUE CATEGORIES 

20 John and Adele Hopkins 19 

21 Judy Hutson 14 

22 Jennifer A. Johnson 12, 14, 17 

23 Terrell H. Johnson 07, 14, 17 

24 Milton G. Lockhart 06, 12 

25 Bob Meade 14, 17 

26 Mike R. Montoya 12 

27 Rebecca H. Shankland 14 

28 Al Shapolia 09 

29 Elizabeth A. Souder 06 

30 Richard Weinstein 09 

Public Hearing Transcripts 

31 Pojoaque Public Hearing 
03, 06, 09, 12, 13, 15, 19, 22 

(Afternoon Session) 

32 Pojoaque Public Hearing 
08, 12, 15, 17,22 

(Evening Session) 

33 Los Alamos Public Hearing 
06, 08, 09, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 24 

(Afternoon Session) 

34 Los Alamos Public Hearing 01, 04, 06, 07, 12, 14, 17, 19, 
(Evening Session) 22,23 
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PAGE 
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H-83 

H-87 

H-88 

H-89 

H-90 

H-92 

H-93 

H-94 

H-95 

H-96 

H-97 

H-98 

H-144 

H-178 

H-223 
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors Who Provided Oral Testimony at the Public 
Hearings 

SPEAKERS ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

Pojoaque Public Meeting (Afternoon Session) Document 31 

Mr. Gonzales 31-09-22,31-10-13 

John Hopkins 31-03-12 

Joe Martinez 31-11-22 

Gordon Spingler Pajarito Group, Sierra Club 31-01-03,31-02-06,31-04-12,31-05-15,31-07-17, 
31-12-06, 31-16-03 

Steve Stoddard Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 31-06-19,31-13-19 

Darrell Tafoya Bureau of Indian Affairs 31-17-09 

Unidentified Speakers 31-08-12,31-14-22,31-15-15 

Pojoaque Public Meeting (Evening Session) Document 32 

Judy Espinosa Homesteaders Association of the 32-03-17,32-04-22,32-10-15 
Pajarito Plateau 

Joe Gutierrez Homesteaders Association of the 32-01-08, 32-02-08 
Pajarito Plateau 

Unidentified Speakers 32-05-22,32-06-12,32-07-12,32-08-15,32-09-15, 
32-11-15 

Los Alamos Public Meeting (Afternoon Session) Document 33 

Diane Albert Friends of Bandelier 33-04-24, 33-05-14,33-13-12,33-14-15,33-15-09 

Jeremy Kruger National Parks and Conservation 33-06-24,33-07-12,38-08-08,33-09-15,33-10-14, 
Association 33-11-14 

Glen Lockhart 33-01-12 

Janie O'Rourke 33-02-19,33-16-06,33-17-17 

Gordon Spingler Pajarito Group, Sierra Club 33-03-15 

Georgia Strickfaden 33-12-12 

Unidentified Speakers 33-18-17 

Los Alamos Public Meeting (Evening Session) Document 34 

Newby Ellington 34-01-17,34-02-17,34-17-17 

Dorothy Horde 34-19-04 

Richard Morely Los Alamos Sportsman's Club 34-06-19 

John Sarracino 34-08-23, 34-09-23,34-16-23 

Blair Schwartz 34-03-07,34-04-01,34-05-12,34-07-12,34-14-01, 
34-15-07,34-20-07,34-21-07 

Unidentified Speakers 34-10-12,34-11-22,34-12-17,34-13-06,34-18-14, 
34-22-17, 34-23-06, 34-24-12 
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Table1.2-4. Comments Regarding Each Tract 

TRACT COMMENTS 

05-01-08,05-02-08,07-02-19, 10-01-19, 10-02-09, 10-03-09, 10-04-09, 11-08-06, 14-13-09, 
Rendija Canyon 15-01-06, 17-02-06, 18-03-12, 19-04-06,20-01-19,24-02-06,31-06-19,31-13-19,33-07-12, 

33-08-08,33-11-14,34-03-07,34-04-01,34-05-12,34-08-23,34-09-23,34-16-23 

DOELAAO 12-01-12,33-12-12,33-13-12 

DPRoad 33-15-09 

TA21 06-01-26, 14-17-09, 14-24-06,30-01-09 

White RockY 05-03-08,05-04-10, 14-19-19 

TA 74 05-05-08,05-06-10,25-02-17 

White Rock 05-07-13,05-08-08,05-09-10,06-12-13 

03-01-06,05-11-08,06-05-26,09-01-19, 11-02-15, 11-05-15, 11-06-14, 11-07-16, 11-09-17, 

Multiple Tracts 
14-08-07, 14-18-12, 14-22-12, 14-25-09, 14-26-06, 15-02-06, 15-03-14, 15-04-06, 16-01-24, 
17-01-14, 19-01-06, 19-02-06, 19-03-14,24-03-06,25-01-14,29-01-06,31-10-13,31-12-06, 
33-05-14,33-06-24,33-10-14,33-04-24 

02-01-07,02-02-15,02-03-15,02-04-05,02-05-07,02-06-06,03-02-15,03-03-14,03-04-05, 
04-01-15,04-02-14,05-10-08,05-12-09,06-02-26,06-03-09,06-04-26,06-06-26,06-07-15, 
06-08-14,06-09-26,06-10-02,06-11-05,06-13-09,06-14-25,06-15-14,07-01-06,07-03-11, 
08-01-08,08-02-22,08-03-08, 11-01-17, 11-03-14, 11-04-06, 12-02-09, 13-01-15, 13-02-17, 
13-04-15, 13-05-14, 13-06-03, 13-07-09, 13-08-15, 14-01-17, 14-02-17, 14-03-17, 14-04-17, 
14-05-14, 14-06-15, 14-07-20, 14-09-15, 14-10-07, 14-11-07, 14-12-02, 14-14-21, 14-15-15, 

All Tracts 
14-16-07, 14-20-20, 14-21-15, 14-23-14, 14-27-18, 18-01-06, 18-02-14,21-01-14,22-01-17, 
22-02-14,22-03-07,23-01-14,23-02-12,23-03-17,23-04-17,24-01-12,26-01-12,27-01-14, 
28-01-09,31-01-03,31-02-06,31-03-12,31-04-12,31-05-15,31-07-15,31-08-12,31-09-22, 
31-11-22, 31-14-22, 31-15-15, 31-16-03, 31-17-09, 32-01-08, 32-02-08, 32-03-17, 32-04-22, 
32-05-22,32-06-12,32-07-12,32-08-15,32-09-15,32-10-15,32-11-15,33-01-12,33-02-19, 
33-03-15,33-09-15,33-14-15,33-16-06,33-17-17,33-18-17,34-01-17,34-02-17,34-06-19, 
34-07-12,34-10-12,34-11-22,34-12-17,34-13-06,34-14-01,34-15-17,34-17-17,34-18-14, 
34-19-04,34-20-07,34-21-07,34-22-17,34-23-06,34-24-12 
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2.1 Introduction 
Several topics raised by public comments on 

the Draft CT EIS were of broad interest or 
concern. These topics were categorized as 
general issues and represent broad concerns 
directly related to the environmental 
consequences associated with implementing the 
alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS. Many 
commentors also raised topics that are not 
pertinent to this environmental review 

' however, for clarification, the DOE addressed 
them to the extent practicable. General issues 
include the following topics: 

General Issue 1: Purpose and Need 

General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions 

General Issue 3: Basis for DOE's 
Decisions 

General Issue 4: Public Law Process and 
the CTEIS 

General Issue 5: Environmental 
Restoration Process 

General Issue 6: Environmental Justice 

General Issue 7: Homesteaders 
Association Claims 

2.2 General Issue 1: Purpose and 
Need 

Issue: 

Commentors questioned whether the 
proposed conveyance and transfer of the tracts 
identified in the CT EIS would fulfill the purpose 
ofPublicLaw (PL) 105-119. Commentorsnoted 
that Los Alamos County has stated that the 
proposed conveyance of these lands would not 
provide the income necessary for the County to 
become self-sufficient. Commentors also noted 
that the real costs for the County to meet the 
self-sufficiency goal, such as addressing the 
water and electrical usage demand, make the 
proposed action untenable. Therefore, 
commentors opined that the proposed 
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conveyance and transfer action would not 
satisfy the purpose ofPL 105-119, specifically 
Los Alamos County self-sufficiency, and that the 
conveyance and transfer action evaluated in 
this CT EIS does not meet the "purpose and 
need for agency action" presented in this 
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CT EIS. Commentors further stated that for this 
reason the conveyance and transfer action 
should not be selected by the decisionmakers. 
Commentors also noted that other alternatives 
such as continuing assistance payments to the ' 
County, were rejected because they did not meet 
the need for agency action. Commentors believe 
that if the DOE's proposed action does not meet 
the need for agency action, it too should be 
rejected just as other alternatives were rejected 

Response: 

The DOE believes there may be confusion 
between the "purpose and need" for DOE action 
and the intended purpose ofPL 105-119. The 
purpose and need for DOE action evaluated in 
this CT EIS is "to act in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 632" ofPL 105-119. 
The DOE has evaluated the conveyance and 
transfer action and other suggested action 
alternatives in light of meeting its requirements 
under PL I 05-119-that is, to convey and 
transfer certain parcels ofland identified by the 
DOE as being suitable for conveyance or 
transfer, as defined by PL 105-119. To be 
conveyed or transferred (I) the parcels ofland 
must have been determined to be unnecessary 
for support of the DOE's national security 
mission requirements before November 26 

1 ' 2007 ; (2) the DOE also must complete, to the 
m~imum extent practicable, any necessary 
envtr?nmental remediation or restoration by 
that ttme; and (3) the parcels must be suitable 
for use by the receiving parties for historic, 
cultural, or environmental preservation 
purposes, economic diversification purposes, or 
community self-sufficiency purposes. The 

1 November 26, 2007, marks the end ofthe 10-year action 
period specified in Section 632 ofPL 105-119. 
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conveyance and transfer of land tracts would 
satisfy the DOE's obligations required by 
PL 105-119. The other suggested action 
alternatives would not satisfy these 
requirements. 

The "purpose and need" referenced by the 
commentor is best described as the intended 
purpose ofPL 105-119, which is to provide Los 
Alamos County with the means for self
sufficiency, due to the end of assistance 
payments, and to transfer lands to the Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso. Section 1.1, Background 
Information, in Chapter 1 of the CT EIS, 
contains further information on the intended 
purpose ofPL 105-119. 

The congressionally mandated action 
considered in this CT EIS, namely, the 
conveyance and transfer of the land tracts, 
would meet the purpose and need for agency 
action set forth in Section 1.2 in Chapter 1 of the 
main report and described above. The DOE does 
not consider whether or not the intended 
purpose of PL 105-119 is met. This would 
likely be determined by Congress, the County of 
Los Alamos, and the Pueblo of San lldefonso. 

The DOE received several suggestions 
regarding other alternatives to be evaluated in 
this CT EIS (for example, reinitiate the 
assistance payments without conveyance or 
transfer). These alternatives were considered 
but eliminated from detailed analysis, as 
described in Section 2.4 in Chapter2 of the main 
report, because they would not allow the DOE 
to meet its need to comply with the requirements 
ofPL 105-119. Also see General Issue 3: Basis 
for DOE's Decisions. 

2.3 General Issue 2: Deed 
Restrictions 

Issue: 

Commentors urged the DOE to ensure that 
future ecological and cultural resource 
protections for the parcels remain at their 
current levels. Specifically, many commentors 
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were concerned that the proposed action would 
not provide adequate protection of threatened 
and endangered species and cultural resources. 
Commentors wanted the DOE to accomplish 
protection of these resources by placing 
restrictions in the instruments of conveyance or 
transfer so that any future development of the 
tracts would be limited in a manner that would 
maintain the ecological and cultural resources 
of the tracts. Commentors were concerned that 
both Los Alamos County and San Ildefonso 
Pueblo lacked the legal drivers, funds, or staff to 
adequately protect the existing natural and 
cultural resources. They also were concerned 
that there appears to be no long-term resource 
protection of these lands if they are conveyed or 
transferred Concern was expressed that 
development of these lands would adversely 
impact Bandelier and the Santa Fe National 
Forest and would not be in harmony with the 
existing natural setting. Commentors also 
wanted the DOE to ensure that the current 
recreational access to the tracts is continued 
and enhanced 
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Response: 

The DOE's authority to limit or condition 
the conveyance or transfer of the tracts at issue 
in the CT EIS is circumscribed by the provisions 
ofPL 105-119. That statute directs the DOE to 
convey to the County ofLos Alamos (or its 
designee) or transfer to the U.S. Department of 
the Interior (DOl) (in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso) tracts ofland in the Los Alamos area 
under its administrative control that meet the 
criteria set out in the statute. The provisions of 
PL 105-119 apply differently to conveyances to 
the County than they do to transfers to the DO I. 
These differences affect the manner in which 
ecological and cultural resources would be 
protected. 

In the case of transfer to the DO I, the land 
would still be owned by the U.S. Government; 
only the administrative jurisdiction would be 
transferred from one Federal agency to another. 
(See section 632(a)(2) ofPL 105-119, presented 
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in Appendix A.) Thus, all applicable 
requirements governing activities on Federal 
land, including those for the protection of 
sensitive resources, would continue. 
Responsibility for interpreting and applying 
those requirements would rest with the DOl. It 
would be inappropriate for the DOE to attempt 
to place prior restraints on the DOl's ability to 
exert its authority in administering land under 
its jurisdiction. 

In the case of conveyances to the County of 
Los Alamos, the DOE must convey to the 
County "fee" title2 to the parcels of land. See 
section 632(a)(1) of the PL 105-119, presented 
in Appendix A. The DOE must work within this 
limitation in determining what, if any, 
conditions or restrictions can be included in the 
instruments of conveyance. The DOE may 
conclude that deed restrictions are not the most 
effective vehicle to preserve ecological and 
cultural resources. However, notwithstanding 
the limited authority conferred upon the DOE 
by PL 105-119, the DOE is required to consult 
with appropriate regulators concerning the 
protection of threatened and endangered species 
and cultural resources before conveying title to 
any tracts of land to the County. These 
consultations could lead to agreements between 
the DOE, the regulators, and the County on 
mitigation measures to be applied to minimize 
the potential for adverse impacts after 
conveyance of the land occurs. The DOE has 
contacted these regulators (see Chapter 18 of 
this CT EIS). The regulators have agreed that it 
will be most productive to defer further 
consultations until the County and the Pueblo of 
San Ildefonso have reached agreement on which 
recipient will receive which tracts ofland. (See 

2 The term "fee" title speaks to the degree, quality, nature, and 
extent of interest that a person or entity holds in real property. 
Specifically, it is a contract term in real estate that means that 
the holder is entitled to all rights incident to the property. There 
are no time limitations on its existence (it is said to run forever). 
The ownership of the land by a fee holder is complete and free 
of State domination (except the rights of the State of taxation, 
police power, and eminent domain). 
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section 632(e) ofPL 105-119, presented in 
Appendix A.) The land division process should 
be completed by November 1999. At that time, 
the DOE and the regulators will know which 
tracts will be conveyed to the County and thus 
will be the subject of consultations. These 
consultations will address the specifics of the 
mitigation measures. The Mitigation Action 
Plan (MAP) that the DOE will develop as part of 
its NEPA compliance process will include this 
information. 

The DOE does not have the authority under 
PL 105-119 to ensure continued recreational 
use of the tracts. Use of the land will be 
determined by the recipients. However, any 
interested party can contact the recipients and 
explore the question of continued recreational 
access. 

2.4 General Issue 3: Basis for 
DOE's Decisions 

Issue: 

Commentors wanted the DOE to choose the 
No Action Alternative for some or all of the 
tracts, in whole or in part, based on the 
potential adverse impacts associated with the 
tracts' eventual use and development by the 
recipient parties. Commentors were concerned 
that if Los Alamos County received the land it 
would be fully developed, and the existing 
environmental and cultural resources would be 
lost. Commentors believed that if San Ildefonso 
Pueblo received the lands they would not be 
fully developed, and a better protection of 
resources would occur. For this reason, 
commentors also wanted the DOE to convey or 
transfer particular tracts to a particular 
recipient based on the difference in potential 
impacts to environmental or cultural resources. 
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Response: 

The decision process regarding whether a 
particular tract of land will be conveyed or 
transferred was clearly defined by Congress in 
section 632 ofPL 105-119. This section of 
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PL 105-119 specifically directs that the tracts of 
land identified by the DOE in the report to 
Congress titled "Land Transfer, A Preliminary 
Identification ofParcels ofLand in Los Alamos, 
New Mexico for Conveyance or Transfer," if 
suitable, be transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 
or conveyed to the County of Los Alamos or 
their designee. See section 632(g) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A. The 
DOE's role in the process involves deciding 
whether the suitability criteria set by Congress 
in PL 105-119 have been met for each tract. If 
these criteria are met for a particular tract or 
portion of a tract, the portion of the tract that 
meets the suitability criteria will be conveyed or 
transferred. Moreover, the DOE has no role in 
deciding which recipient will receive a 
particular tract. This decision is to be made 
jointly by the County of Los Alamos and San 
lldefonso Pueblo. (See section 632(e) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A.) 

NEP A requires that an agency evaluate the 
No Action Alternative in the preparation of an 
EIS. The No Action Alternative reflects the 
status quo and provides a baseline against which 
the impacts of the various action alternatives 
may be compared. An agency's discretion to 
select the No Action Alternative may be limited 
or controlled by the enabling legislation under 
which the agency is operating. In this CT EIS, 
the No Action Alternative means that the DOE 
would decide to not transfer or convey 
individual tracts. Under PL 105-119, such a 
decision must be based on a determination that 
a tract does not meet one of the statutory criteria, 
and therefore, is not suitable to be transferred or 
conveyed. For example, the DOE could 
determine that the necessary environmental 
restoration or remediation cannot be completed 
within the 10 years allowed by the statute. (See 
section 632(g)(3) of the PL 105-119, presented 
in Appendix A.) However, the DOE cannot 
base a decision to select the No Action 
Alternative on any factor other than a failure of 
a tract to meet the criteria set out inPL 105-119, 

October 1999 

including such factors as potential adverse 
resource impacts. 

The assessment of potential adverse impacts 
presented in this CT EIS can be used by the San 
Ildefonso Pueblo and the County to help them 
reach decision as to which party will receive 
which tract. In addition, the Pueblo and County 
can use the information to guide future use and 
development decisions. As required by 
PL 105-119, the environmental impact 
information also will be part of the DOE report 
due to Congress regarding the tracts being 
considered for conveyance and transfer (the 
Combined Data Report). Thus, the information 
on potential adverse impacts will be part of the 
overall decisionmaking process. 

2.5 General Issue 4: Public Law 
Process and the CT EIS 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the proposed 
conveyance and transfer in general was unfair 
or that the process set by PL 105-119 was 
unfair. Specifically, commentors felt that the 
exclusion of potential recipients other than the 
Pueblo of San 1/defonso and the County of Los 
Alamos was unfair. Commentors requested that 
the DOE consider conveying land to a party 
other than the two specified in P L 105-119. 
Commentors believed that because PL 105-119 
defines the steps to be taken by the DOE, an 
evaluation of all reasonable alternatives has not 
occurred For this reason, commentors believed 
that the CT EIS does not fully encourage and 
facilitate public involvement in the 
decisionmaking process, which is the intent of 
NEPA. Commentors believed that PL 105-119 
made the decision to bypass the NEPA process. 
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Response: 

Congress enacted PL 105-119 to address a 
very specific issue: the self-sufficiency of the 
Los Alamos County. A review of the historical 
basis for this legislation places in context the 
process Congress chose to achieve this goal. 
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Under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394), the 
Federal Government recognized its 
responsibility to provide support for a specified 
period to agencies or municipalities that were 
strongly affected by their proximity to facilities 
that are part of the nation's nuclear weapons 
complex while they achieved self-sufficiency. 
These facilities were three so-called Atomic 
Energy Communities: Oak Ridge, Tennessee; 
Richland, Washington; and Los Alamos, New 
Mexico. Each of these communities was 
established as a wholly government-owned 
community in which all municipal, educational, 
medical, housing, and recreational facilities 
were provided by the Federal Government. 
Under the AECA, national policies were 
established regarding the obligations of the 
United States to the three Atomic Energy 
Communities. These policies were directed at 
terminating Federal Government ownership and 
management of the communities by facilitating 
the establishment of local self-government, 
providing for the orderly transfer to local 
entities of municipal functions, and providing 
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of 
property within these communities with a 
minimum of dislocation. The establishment of 
self-government and transfer of infrastructures 
and land were intended to encourage self
sufficiency of the communities through the 
establishment of a broad base for economic 
development. 

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the 
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been 
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic 
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature 
and location. 

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a report 
to Congress concerning the assistance payments 
to the County. (See Section 1.1.2 in Chapter 1 of 
the main report.) In that report, the DOE 
recommended that: 
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• The historically paid annual assistance 
payment be discontinued with a final 
lump-sum settlement of $22.6 million, 

• The DOE transfer to the County several 
municipal installations and functions 
under its administration and operation, 
and 

• That the DOE transfer to the County 
undeveloped land that could be utilized 
by the County or developed by private 
interest to increase the County's 
revenue from property and gross 
receipts tax. 

In October 1996, Congress enacted 
legislation (the Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Act of 1997) to terminate the 
annual assistance payments to the County by 
mid 1997, with the recommended lump-sum 
termination payment. Disposition of municipal 
functions and installations (the water system, 
fire stations, and lease of the Airport) were 
begun in 1997. 

Congress completed the steps considered 
necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los 
Alamos in keeping with the last of the 
recommendations made in the June 1996 report 
to Congress by enacting PL 105-119. The same 
legislation provided for land to be transferred to 
the DOl, in trust for the San Ildefonso Pueblo, 
that had been used by the Pueblo prior to the 
creation ofLANL. 

PL 105-119 was drafted with input from the 
DOE, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and the County of 
Los Alamos. It is customary for Congress to 
consult with parties affected by prospective 
legislation. However, Congress ultimately 
prescribed both the results to be accomplished 
by the statute and the process to be followed in 
accomplishing those results. That process was 
specified in substantial detail. These details 
included the potential recipients, criteria for 
determining the suitability of parcels ofland for 
conveyance or transfer, setting the steps for 
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implementing the process, setting the timetable 
for implementing the process, and the roles and 
responsibilities of the parties involved. The 
DOE is obligated to adhere to these 
requirements and carry out its role as mandated 
by PL 105-119. While the NEP A process 
includes addressing public concerns and 
comments regarding the proposed action, the 
DOE does not have the authority to modify the 
requirements ofPL 105-119. Only Congress can 
address changing the process or details of the 
process by amending PL 105-119. 

A NEP A analysis is based on the authority 
and limitations imposed by the enabling 
legislation; this does not invalidate the NEP A 
process, but may narrow the scope of the 
analysis. Congress could have provided that a 
more broadly scoped EIS be prepared by 
granting the DOE more discretion in 
implementing the statute. Conversely, Congress 
could have removed all discretion and required 
that the DOE carry out a mere ministerial 
conveyance and transfer action, thereby 
negating the applicability ofNEP A. However, 
Congress gave the DOE a limited 
decisionmaking role, and that role is reflected 
by the scope of this CT EIS. For example, the 
alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS (that is, to 
convey or transfer each tract, or no action) are 
appropriately tailored to the underlying 
legislation for this action. 

Although there is limited involvement by 
the DOE in the conveyance and transfer 
decisions, Congress instructed the DOE to 
proceed with the NEP A process to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts associated with 
the conveyance and transfer action. (See 
section 632(d)(1)(B) ofPL 105-119, presented 
in Appendix A.) While the CT EIS may only 
play a limited role in the overall decisions made 
by the DOE, it fulfills the intent ofNEP A. It 
informs the public of the impacts of the 
proposed action. Moreover, it can be used by the 
Pueblo and the County to help reach their 
decision as to which party will receive which 
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tract, and to what use they will ultimately put the 
land. Finally, the DOE will use the CT EIS 
analyses as part of the report to Congress on the 
suitability of the tracts for conveyance and 
transfer. (See section 632( d)(l )(C) of 
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A.) These 
uses of the CT EIS analyses fulfill the intent of 
NEP A process to inform the decisionmakers 
and promote better decisionmaking. The 
process through which this CT EIS has been 
prepared also fulfills the intent of the NEPA to 
inform the public in a timely manner so that the 
public can provide input to the decisionmaking 
process. 

2.6 General Issue 5: 
Environmental Restoration 
Process 

Issue: 

Commentors presented concerns or 
questions about details of the environmental 
restoration activities that will take place on 
each of the tracts, such as the timetable for 
cleanup and the setting of cleanup levels 
Commentors were concerned that the CT EIS 
does not adequately address the environmental 
remediation that may be necessary for these 
tracts. Questions were raised about the DOE 
being able to certify that contaminants were 
cleaned up to the level of specified use. Concern 
also was expressed that cleanup levels for use of 
the land for cultural preservation purposes 
would be less than the level of cleanup for 
residential use. 

Response: 

Under the requirements ofPL 105-119, the 
DOE is required to clean up each tract, to the 
maximum extent practicable, before it can be 
conveyed or transferred. The DOE, through the 
LANL Environmental Restoration Project, is 
conducting a separate process for site cleanup. 
This process will involve the public and State 
and Federal regulatory agencies to determine 
the appropriate level of cleanup to be 
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undertaken for the each tract, the technical 
manner in which it will be achieved, and the 
priority of the cleanup actions. This separate 
process will include the DOE's NEPA review of 
the cleanup actions as details are developed and 
they become ripe for decision. 

Currently, there is not enough detail known 
regarding the cleanup required for each of the 
tracts to pursue the NEPA compliance action(s). 
When the regulators and the public have 
reviewed and approved the various types of 
remediation and restoration under 
consideration, the DOE will then be in a 
position to pursue the NEP A compliance review 
necessary. 

The CT EIS presents the information 
available to the DOE concerning the potential 
environmental restoration of the tracts proposed 
for conveyance and transfer. The cleanup of 
most of these tracts was already in the 
preliminary stages or had been completed 
before they were identified for the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action. Plans for 
completing the cleanup of the tracts will be 
dynamic and are subject to revision and change 
as additional information becomes available. 
This is especially true for plans dealing with 
buildings that are currently in service and 
contain asbestos or other hazardous materials 
requiring decontamination before demolition 
may be undertaken. Plans also will be developed 
to address the issue of cleanup of floodplain 
areas that may receive contamination washed 
downstream from other areas. To the extent 
known or anticipated, information on 
environmental restoration and remediation 
impacts is included in this CT EIS. 

Because the details of the future cleanup 
activities associated with these tracts are 
unknown, this CT EIS presents information 
intended to bound the potential environmental 
impacts. The environmental information on 
restoration provided in this CT EIS (see 
Appendix B) is based on the DOE's 
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Environmental Restoration Report, which is 
being produced to meet the DOE's requirements 
under section 632 ofPL 105-119. This section 
ofPL 105-119 requires the DOE to identify any 
environmental remediation or restoration 
necessary on the tracts considered for 
conveyance and transfer and to then supply this 
information in a report to Congress together 
with the environmental impact information. The 
Environmental Restoration Report seeks to 
bound the amounts of wastes generated, the 
costs of the cleanup activities that will occur in 
the future, and the durations of cleanup actions, 
even though the exact details of these cleanup 
activities are currently only estimated. The 
DOE's proposed remedies and estimates of 
projected waste volumes, cleanup costs, and 
cleanup duration presented in the 
Environmental Restoration Report are based on 
site knowledge and characterization data as they 
exist today. These projections also are based on 
the DOE's understanding of the types of 
cleanup strategies and the cleanup levels that are 
generally acceptable to the regulators as 
meeting the RCRA corrective action 
requirement by which LANL is regulated. 
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Comments on the Environmental 
Restoration Report have been forwarded to 
LANL Environmental Restoration Project 
personnel. These comments were incorporated 
into the Final Environmental Restoration 
Report, and letters were sent to the commentors. 
To find more information about the LANL 
Environmental Restoration Project or about the 
restoration or remediation of the subject tracts, 
please contact Mr. Ted Taylor at the DOE Los 
Alamos Area Office, 528 35th Street, Los 
Alamos, New Mexico 87544; or call 
(505) 665-7203. 
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2. 7 General Issue 6: 
Environmental Justice 

Issue: 

Commentors believed that the CT EIS did 
not fully evaluate the environmental justice 
impacts to the nearby minority populations. 
Commentors stated that the potential adverse 
impacts discussed in the CT EIS were not 
discussed as environmental justice impacts to 
the people of San /ldefonso Pueblo. 
Commentors believed that the CT EIS 
recognizes adverse impacts on traditional and 
cultural resources but does not see these 
impacts as disproportionately affecting the 
Pueblo of San /ldefonso and therefore does not 
recognize an environmental justice impact. The 
commentors address specific concerns about 
the protection of Tewa Pueblo shrines and 
traditional cultural practices on four of the 
tracts. Commentors maintain that cultural 
preservation land uses would protect these 
resources better than the other contemplated 
uses. Commentors viewed the potential impacts 
on Tewa Pueblo shrines, artifacts, and 
traditional cultural practices associated with 
the other contemplated land uses as causing a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on a 
minority population that should be addressed in 
the CT EIS as an environmental justice impact. 

Response: 

The DOE has evaluated the impacts 
associated with land use, transportation, 
infrastructure, noise, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, ecological resources, geology 
and soils, water resources, air resources, and 
human health and has not identified any 
disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts on minority or 
low-income populations. However, for 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) the 
analysis has not been completed. 

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
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Populations and Low-Income Populations," and 
its accompanying memorandum to the heads of 
departments and agencies directed each agency 
to take impacts to minority and low-income 
communities into account in their 
decisionmaking processes. Specifically, these 
impacts were to be evaluated during the NEP A 
process. The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) has oversight responsibility for Federal 
agencies compliance with Executive Order 
12898 and NEP A. The CEQ has issued 
guidance on evaluating environmental justice 
through the NEP A process. The DOE has 
followed this guidance in evaluating the 
environmental justice issues in both this CT EIS 
and the 1999 Site-Wide EIS (SWEIS) for LANL 
from which this CT EIS tiers and references. 

In accordance with CEQ guidance, this 
CT EIS evaluates the potential for 
environmental impacts that would have 
disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
the low-income or minority communities in the 
region (see Section 4.2.13 in Chapter 4 of the 
main text). Most of the potential adverse 
environmental impacts discussed in this 
CT EIS, such as those associated with utilities 
and threatened and endangered species, would 
affect all populations in the area equally, and 
thus, would not have a disproportionately high 
and adverse impact to minority or low-income 
communities in the region. Other potential 
adverse impacts, such as those associated with 
traffic, would affect the townsite area, which 
has a relatively low percentage of minority and 
low-income populations (see Section 3.2.13 in 
Chapter 3 of the main text), and thus, would not 
disproportionately affect low-income or 
minority populations. 
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As part of its human health impacts analysis, 
the LANL SWEIS looked at potential exposure 
through special pathways, including ingestion 
of game animals, fish, native vegetation, surface 
waters, sediments, and local produce; 
absorption of contaminants in sediments 
through the skin; and inhalation of plant 
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materials. For LANL, the special pathways are 
important to the environmental justice analysis 
because some of these pathways are more 
important or viable to the traditional or cultural 
practices of minority populations in the area. 
Even considering these special pathways, the 
SWEIS did not find disproportionately high and 
adverse health impacts to minority or low
income populations. 

Steps taken to protect minority populations 
and others living in the vicinity ofLANL are 
described throughout the SWEIS. In Volume I 
of the SWEIS, Chapter 4 discusses the affected 
environment and includes descriptions of 
ongoing environmental surveillance and 
compliance programs, the worker protection 
program, and the emergency preparedness and 
response program. Chapter 5 analyzes exposure 
to the maximally exposed individual (MEl), 
recognizing that through limiting the dose to 
individual members of the public, the entire 
population is better protected. Chapter 6 
addresses the programs and activities that 
mitigate impact to the public, as well as 
additional mitigation measures being 
considered by DOE in conjunction with the 
SWEIS process. 

The following are specific LANL 
community issues and areas that are associated 
with the analysis of environmental justice. 

• Area Pueblos: San Ildefonso, Santa 
Clara, Jemez, Cochiti, San Juan, 
Pojoaque, Nambe, and Tesuque 

• Predominately Hispanic 
Communities: El Rancho, Jacona, 
Jaconita, Guachupangue, Espanola 
(Traditional Hispanic communities also 
can be artisan guilds, rural development 
organizations, and acequia associations 
[irrigation water distribution system 
associations].) 

• Topics of Concern: Human health 
(LANL emissions and contaminants), 
economic (effects from LANL 
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projects), and social (project effects on 
the fabric of a community and TCPs) 

• TCPs: Significant place or object 
associated with historical and cultural 
practices or beliefs of a living 
community that is rooted in that 
community's history and is important in 
maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community 

• General Categories of TCPs: 
Ceremonial and archaeological sites, 
natural features mentioned in stories 
and legends, plant gathering areas 
(plants for ceremonial, medicinal, and 
artisan purposes), clay procurement 
areas (hunting areas and acequias) 
(TCPs are not restricted to Native 
American groups. For example, 
traditional Hispanic communities also 
maintain religious practices, arts and 
crafts traditions, folklore, and 
traditional medical practices.) 

• Subsistence and Other Consumption 
Issues: Cattle grazing, deer and elk 
hunting, plant cultivation and wild plant 
gathering, fishing; "special exposure 
pathways" (ingestion, inhalation, 
dermal contact); limiting access; and 
quantifiable data 

Potential impacts to cultural resources could 
have a disproportionate adverse affect to the 
minority communities in the region. However, 
while archaeological and historic resources 
have been evaluated, the evaluation of 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs) or sites 
has not been completed. The DOE initiated 
consultation with theN ative American Pueblos 
in the region on TCPs associated with the tracts 
in July 1998, and additional correspondence 
was sent on March 30, 1999, to 23 area Pueblos 
and tribes (see Appendix E, Section E.3.2 for 
additional discussion). Consultations initiated 
as part of the CT EIS are still ongoing. 
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The DOE recognizes that TCPs could exist 
on the tracts and that these might be affected by 
the uses for these tracts identified by the 
recipient parties. Without the consultations the 
DOE cannot ascertain whether TCPs are present 
on an individual tract or the degree to which 
those TCPs could be potentially impacted. 
Without assessment of the impacts the DOE 
cannot determine whether those impacts would 
have a disproportionately high and adverse 
effect on any minority or low-income 
communities. In the discussions of cultural 
resources and environmental justice for each 
tract, the DOE includes a statement that TCPs 
could be present and that they could be impacted 
by the land uses being evaluated. The DOE will 
continue with the required consultation process 
associated with cultural resources and TCPs. 

The DOE acknowledges that there are 
different approaches that could be used to assess 
environmental justice impacts. Some groups 
may view any and all impacts as significant, 
others may accept a higher level of risk. 
Chestnut Law Offices, legal counsel for the 
Pueblo of San lldefonso, submitted comments 
on behalf of the Pueblo that expressed the belief 
that the conveyance or transfer process would 
have environmental justice impacts on their 
population, specifically, 

" ... the CT EIS does not recognize 
the impact upon these shrines 
[Tewa Pueblo] and usage of the area 
by Native American population 
under the County's proposed usages 
of increased recreational access, 
and residential and commercial 
development. The Pueblo views the 
effect on the shrines, artifacts and 
traditional cultural usage as a 
disproportionate adverse impact on 
a minority population ... " 

This comment notwithstanding, the DOE 
considers that it has met the objectives of 
Executive Order 12898 to investigate 
environmental justice impacts that would be 
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potentially high and adverse and would 
disproportionately affect one group over 
another in these Final CT EIS analyses. 

2.8 General Issue 7: 
Homesteaders Association 
Claims 

Issue: 

Commentors expressed their belief that the 
DOE should give the land back to the families 
who once owned or homesteaded the land and 
not to the County or the Pueblo of San lldefonso. 
Commentors stated that homesteaders still have 
a claim to the land that was taken from them in 
the Los Alamos area. Commentors believed that 
the U.S. Government took the land from the 
homesteaders without just compensation. 
Commentors believed that the title search 
report for the tracts of land to be conveyed or 
transferred was not valid or complete. 
Commentors also believed that the DOE has not 
addressed the homesteaders' claims. 

Response: 

The DOE has been in communication with 
the Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito 
Plateau (Homesteaders Association). The 
Homesteaders Association is composed of 
people who were the homesteaders, or owners, 
or descendents of the original homesteaders or 
owners of land in the Los Alamos area that the 
U.S. Government condemned or purchased in 
the 1940s in order to conduct the Manhattan 
Project. 

In 194 2, the Undersecretary ofW ar directed 
that the land needed in the area be acquired. In 
April1943, the Secretary of Agriculture granted 
authority to the Secretary of War for the War 
Department to occupy and use, for as long as the 
military necessity existed, federally owned land 
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Forest Service. 
This involved withdrawal of grazing permits. 
The holders of the grazing permits were 

Final CTEIS 
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compensated based on the number of grazing 
stock. 

The process prescribed for acquiring 
privately owned land was by condemnation or 
purchase. Authority for condemnation of 
private lands was contained in the Second War 
Powers Act. Under the Second War Powers Act, 
the government filed a Petition in 
Condemnation that resulted in an Order of 
Possession served by the court on the land 
owner, who then had to vacate. To acquire the 
land permanently, a Declaration of Taking was 
filed by the government, and appraisals were 
made by an appointed commission. If the 
appraisal was not approved by both the land 
owner and the government, the case was settled 
in the U.S. District Court. The land was 
acquired in fee simple by filing Declaration of 
Taking proceedings because there was not 
enough time to negotiate with each owner and 
because condemnation proceedings were 
necessary to eliminate the numerous title 
defects that existed. 

The Homesteaders Association families 
were compensated at that time. The 

October 1999 H-21 

Homesteaders Association members are now 
interested in regaining all of these lands or 
receiving additional compensation for the lands. 
The Homesteaders Association interest includes 
some of the land being considered for 
conveyance and transfer. 

While no written claim for any of the land 
being considered for conveyance and transfer 
has been submitted to the DOE, the issue was 
researched. Only the Rendija Canyon Tract has 
any land that was once the site of a homestead. 
Approximately 10 percent or around 90 acres 
(40 hectares) of the Rendija Canyon Tract was 
formerly privately owned. 

As required by PL 105-119, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (COE) has researched the 
title to all of the land tracts and the DOE 
submitted the resulting title opinions in a report 
to Congress. The COE concluded that the U.S. 
Government condemned these lands properly or 
purchased them properly and has clear title to 
the land tracts being considered for conveyance 
and transfer. 

Final CT EIS 



APPENDIX H COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 
3.0 COMMENT DOCUMENTS AND RESPONSES 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the documents 

submitted to the DOE during the 45-day public 
comment period on the Draft CT EIS and the 
transcripts of the two public hearings held on the 
Draft CT EIS. The DOE reviewed each 
document and transcript and identified the 
public comments provided. Each comment 
identified is marked in the margin with a bar and 
the document number, the number of the 
comment identified in that document, and the 
issue category (see Table 1.2-1 in Section 1.2 of 
this appendix) to which that comment was 
assigned. For example, Comment 06-02-26 was 
identified in the sixth document (6), is the 
second comment identified in that document 
(2), and was categorized as a comment in issue 
Category 26, Water Resources. 

October 1999 

Mter categorization, the DOE responded 
individually to each identified comment. In 
most instances, the response is found on the 
same page as the corresponding comment. 
However, in cases where many comments were 
identified on a single page, the responses to 
some comments may appear on subsequent 
pages. Responses to comments that are identical 
or similar in nature refer the reader to an 
appropriate response provided earlier. 

H-23 

Chapter 1 of this appendix provides tables to 
assist the reader in locating specific documents, 
comments, and responses. 

Final CT EIS 
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• 
ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

30!0 D£FENSE PENT AGOH 

NUCL£M AND CMIMIC~ 
AND ltOt.OGieAL IXnNSI -

Ms. Elillbc:th Withcn 
EIS Documenc Mwgcr 
Los Alunoi Ala Office 
c.s. Depar1meat of Encrn 
S2S3SIIIStreet 
Los Alamos. NM 87544 

Dra MI. Wilhm: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301·30150 

4 WI\ 19111 

We haoe teleived the "DnA F.nvirolurnlallmplct Slalanellt for the Coo>eyance and 
T 1111Sfer of C'nin Und 111013 Adminilto:cd by the Deportment ofEoorgy and Located II Los 
Alamos Natioaal Labonlmy, Los Alamo& and Santi Fe Counties, New Mexico' (CT EIS). 
Thank you for providing us the opportuoity 10 .mew this doeumeat. We do not hne my 
COIIIQJattsalfhistimt. 

cc; ODDR&E 

Sincerely, 

:;{Jr) __ 
Fred Cclec 
Deputy Assisllnt 10 the Sea<tary of Defense 

(Nuclear Mallen) 

L-------,--l 

No comments identified. 
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• 
United States Department of the Interior 

..... , .. to. 

El99/169 

Eli2abcdl Widlen 
cr ms Doc:unleat Jlaalaer 
u.s. ))qlu1mcat of&qy 
Lol A1IIIIOI Area Ollb 
~Z83Sd1Sinel 

OffiCI OF 1111 SECitETAitY 
Otlia:ol-hkJ>M~ 

hiiOIIicclo&ut 
........,..,Nftlloi<o8710S 

Aprl1 2, 1999 

Lol A1IIIIOI, New Maico 87S44 

Dear Ms. Witben: 

The U.S. J:lep~Jtrna~llli llle lDtllrlcr Ills lMMd llle DDft !!aYiroulelllll Jmpct SlllaDeDI 
(DEIS) for tile Comeyace lad 'I'Dal(er of Certlla Lllld Tndl ~ by !be 
Deplrtlllcnl afl!aeqy llllloclled It Lol AlaiiiOI Natioolll.a~Jo~Jb:y (LANL),I..ol Alamos 
llld Slllla l'e Coalliea, New Maico. Ia tlda tepid, tbe ftlllolriJia COIIUIIIIIIIIlt pmlded for 
'fWI CIODii4cralioa duriJI& lllblequad csviroamaJial doauaeDtlliao. 

1be propoaed ICIIolil 10 COIM)'IIIIIISfrt 10 1r1CU of 111111 ~ IPJIIOiimaldJ 4, 796 
ICRI) 10 lW Jecipialllllllllld ill Pllblic Law 1QS..119 wilbiD Los Alamo~ lad Sallll fe 
Cowdia, New llelico. Siz allbcle J11Db m boiiiiiO be iDblblted by, •• adjacent 111 
laldl dull a ilhlbilllll by, • Qllllliallallilallllillble for llle dlftalaled bl1d eacJe (H4/Itlttnu 
~. tblalmed Mclil:aD rpoued oM (SII1x «dtittttdd kid~), flldlqend 
~ fllcclt (Falco pmfrilrts),lad tbe ~ Jillllllwe*ll wll1olr ~ 
~,., atflllll). Uadlr die DEIS'I 'Piopolod AdiGa Allrralli1e," cumat 
aaoun:e pllllllelialllld ....... piau woul4110 1onpr rauilll ellecc, llld rapaesibility 
u pllalilw IIIII pliJiel:liDa Cur IJCCJioP:IllaOIIIlel will puato tbe I'IICCiYinc pllliel, who 11111 
aalllm repladoal IIIII lllllldl Cedcn1 rmew llld piiJieclian prueaa. 1be DEIS furlller 
.. dial fedlnl1y lilled tpeCiel could be llhaldJ alrecled by 1be "Prapoled Actioft 
Alll:mlliYe.. 

Darlac dmlopmeat of dis DEIS, IMft1 piece~ al cmapoiiCicoce wae Gdwl&ed lad 
lllllllmlUS meetiap llld ICkphone COIIYa1lllaas ac:=md belweca. tbe u.s. Deplrtmcal of 
fJieqy (DOE) llld die U.S. Plsb llld W'!ldlife Stnice (PWS) IIIII allelllplto addlallad 
laiM lllzaleaed llld eadaqaed apcciel iasacs. In a Mll'CII23, 1999 ktll!r Ill tbe FWS, 1be 
DOB mtatioaecl dial llllllualll be implemalled 011 die 1IIIISfared llllda maala UDCiar. 
DOB Silled tiJey WllUid ~ tbe Deed for c:oosultllion punullll to Scctioa 7 of tbe 

02-01-07 

I o2-02-o1 

02-03-15 

Comment 02-01-07 

Response: 

The DOE agrees that some of the tracts include potential habitat for 
threatened and endangered species. However, the DOE wishes to clarify the 
statement made by the commentor. The tracts discussed in this CT EIS are 
not known to have occupied nesting/denning habitats for any threatened or 
endangered species (see discussion of Ecological Resources within 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.7, of the main report). 

Comment 02-02-07 

Response: 

The DOE has not yet made any determination of adverse affect for the 
actions discussed in this CT EIS. A determination of affect will be made after 
the tracts are apportioned between the two recipients (see Section 18.2 in 
Chapter 18 of the main report). 

Comment 02-03-15 

Response: 

The CT EIS is tiered to the 1999 Site-Wide EIS for LANL for 
information regarding the general area. The CT EIS presents information 
regarding the affected environment for each tract. While the actual 
conveyance and transfer of the tracts would not result in impacts to listed 
species, subsequent use of the tracts by the potential recipients could result in 
impacts to key resources. The CT EIS evaluated the land uses identified by 
the potential recipients for the impacts that could result from those uses (see 
Section 4.1.4 in Chapter 4 of the main report). The uses identified by the 
potential recipients were not very detailed, and so the evaluation of impacts 
is discussed in bounding terms. The details of eventual land use, and thus, 
more detailed information on potential impacts to key resources, will not be 
available until after the decision is made by the recipients as to which party 
will receive each tract. This decision will not be made until after the issuance 
of this CT EIS. 

In a meeting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on 
March I, 1998, USFWS agreed that the conveyance and transfer actions 
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2 

JWaacaed Specie& Ad. of 1.973, u ll!lellded. Tbe DOB will aeoil " ideolify alllr.llon 
indiftct el!ecta IIIII 1lllb a ftUOIIIblc effort u ap1ai1 die el!ecta tllat m alr.llon but m 
"'eunbiy CoraeelbJc' til CIA be lellllllbly expec:led (40 (H. fJ508.1(11)), If dla:e iJ flllll 
IICIItliDl)' ftpl'dia& die fullae 111111 0J1M11 til die IIIIUit rA (uiUie land lllel, die DOB is a 
required" eapp ia ~ repdil1c C.llft piau. BowMr, die DOB IIU lbe · 
JapOIIIibiliq m IIIID alnConned jad&eaat ..S m ellillllle (uiUie impKia 0111bal basis, 
especially If DOE is IWII'O ol JIIIPC*IIIaad ues by die polalliallllld owncn. Tbe DOE 
llllllllddrea llld lllll,elbele IIIICerllia, 1lut pcvblble, eavimamellal couequeaca ill ill 
deamlaaliOII. 

Tbe "Plopooed Acb AllilmiiM' Jilrlly will NIUlt la .._ ilplc:ll ., lbaatlald llld 
fllllallaa'ed !p11Cie1, miploly blrda, lad adler wlldll&l dill occ:w II die azea. We 11e 
COIICaJIOII IIIII pn!pOIOIIIIdiou illYoMia CU!NIII LANL properties do a fully coaslder 
CUIII1IIalhe clfecll of adler CJII&Oiac ad piOpOIOd ICiilm. We 11e Qllftlllly CIOIIIIIItiDI with 
DOB 011dle Site-wide EIS lor COIIIIauod openliallll LANJ.., u wdl u LANL's Hlbitll 
Y= c•'J'f Plllll. Tbe ~of Clllllaliw illlpiCIIIaJ becoa obac:.llled wllel 
mlualed 0111 project~ bulL A~ 11111J111 m llOIItnll, compue, lllfl 
mhd JIIIPOICd adiou ad CIIVbvamcalai CIOIIIeqUaiOII il ~· Of COIICIII " U1 il 
lhlt all rA die a6nladioMcl JIIIIIIOIOd IICiiallllllJ lfrect lhe Aalai:la paecrille falcOII, bald 
eqle, Mabll spotted owl, lad llllihelllllt willow llJI*hcr. Tbe .... of polelllial 
direct impll:lldlal wuald 1ib1J laalt froal DOE's COII't"')'UUIOIad IIIUfa' ICiioR lor eadl 
tnct, lllllllldiii!Clllld CUIIIUIIIi9e implds ., !bled specielllld adler wildlile leiOUltel, 

iacladinc lelllilive specie~ hlllilal, ftdiDdl, 1111a1 of toe U .. Sllles, IIIII 111M wildlile 
- plaDt popllllloal, dill wwld libiJ JeiUk ,_ lbe IUblequlat IIMiapmelllll4 Ule rA lbe 
b:ll pmpoeeclla die DI!IS, II iacolaplcle. Ia dliJ npnt. WI 1IIXIIIIIIelld tlllt •I(JIIl'llllrill 
qautilil:aiiGI of diRe!, ial&recl, ad C8llllllalhe elfecll be COIIIplcled ball wlldli" taOilltCI 
ill the pllnalllc ... Iadhect el!ecta ll'e lllole c...t by, tllJalllirl -. lhe propoeecl 
ICiioR IIIII mIller lll time, llet .-.Illy ccrllillto occw. lllllddidOII, lbe DEIS duet not 
lliequlll:ly lddna lhe implds rA alllldemlaled llld illlenlcptaleallldiou lblt are libly to 
occur lllbe piEac azea. Iatmpelldelllldiou 11r1e 111 ildepeallrallllillt)' filii! froallbe 
ICtiol UDder CICIIIida1llaa. llirmlaled acliOIIIa part ofalupr ar:dOIIIIIII are dcpeadeal 
111 die Juacr ICiioa far lbeir j1llificaliGL We ue puticaJariJ Cl8mlldlbout lhe polllllial 
.._ lll!piCII of iacftued dMJapmeall, ~. JeCialioD, 1111 Oilier acliWiel that lalllt ill 
clislutllMce IIIII 111bi1at loll til deplllial. 

Tbe clepe rA implds 011 duafeDed IIIII ~ !peCia IIIII Oilier aalllla1 taOilltCI 
depaldl Ill die raubaat lllllllaemcat fiiJdltll dMIIIpalell rA lbe lllds JllOPOied for lrWfet. 
Tbe DPJS cloeiiiOI iDclude a complelo diJc:vuioll of GD&OiDIIIIIIIpllleat pndillellll4 
proiiiCiioal porided taderlbe Clllllml ri DOB ucllhe polcllda1 implcU ~ ID occur 
llbealbele landlm tDIIIlemll (1114 poaibly de¥eloped) aad 1te 110 klaFJI!Wied by DOE. 
Lllllla that M~eiiiiCO vill1" Naticalllllallily m lliD Clilicllto the belefit of our Scate's 
wildlife MIOIIIlel. Ia dliJ repnl, lbe DFJS sllould lddrea IIIII aaaiYJe mervillc and 
magiJig lieU of illlpt1llmt wildlife babitall. 

02-03-15 
(Cont.) 

02-04-05 

02-05-07 

themselves would not be expected to affect the listed species. Furthermore, 
it was agreed that the DOE would revisit these issues after the potential 
recipients notified the DOE of the allocation of each tract (see letter provided 
in Chapter 18 of the main report). 

Comment 02-04-05 

Response: 

As stated in the response to Comment 02-03-15, the land uses identified 
by the potential recipients of the tracts of land proposed for conveyance and 
transfer were not very detailed, and so the evaluation of impacts could only 
be discussed in bounding terms. The cumulative impacts are thus discussed 
in bounding terms as well. To the best of the DOE's ability, this CT EIS 
discusses the cumulative impacts, including non-DOE and non-Federal 
actions. This CT EIS tiers to the 1999 LANL Site-Wide EIS for regional 
information such as discussion of current DOE resource management plans. 
In a meeting with the USFWS on March 1, 1998, USFWS agreed that the 
DOE would revisit these issues after the potential recipients notified the DOE 
of the allocation of each tract (see letter in Chapter 18 of the main report). The 
DOE will revisit the assessment of cumulative impacts with respect to the 
Endangered Species Act consultation at that time as well. 

Comment 02-05-07 

Response: 

As stated in the responses to Comment 02-03-15 and Comment 
02-04-05, the DOE cannot ascertain for certain which party will receive 
which tract, and therefore, bounded the potential impacts in the CT EIS 
analysis. For those tracts that are transferred to the DOl, the management of 
the resources will become the responsibility of the DO I. For those tracts that 
are conveyed to the County, the management of the resources will likely be 
reduced to a large degree. In order to bound the impacts, the CT EIS assumes 
that the management of resources for all tracts would be reduced 
substantially. This CT EIS tiers to the 1999 LANL Site-Wide EIS for 
regional information such as discussion of the current DOE resource 
management plans. 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
:s: 
:s: 
m z 
-1 
c 
0 
0 
c 
:s: 
m z 
-1 
en 
)> 
z 
c 
::0 m 
en 
"0 
0 
z 
en 
m 
en 



0 
u 
0 
0'" 

~ ..... 
(0 
(0 
(0 

~ 
N 
00 

"T1 
:r 
!!!. 

~ 
m 
en 

U.S. Department of the Interior (Office of the Secretary) 
Document 02, Page 3 of 3 

Ullil die 111M u-. -· plllicullr ... CGICallilrc federally-bed ~pedes, 11'11 taOhed I 02-oa-oa 
wcm:omllllllld diiiiiiJ fuiiR plllpOIOd acdaa be Wei illllbeJiace. To COIIplde J!Ddlll&ered 
Specia Ad. eomplilace, pleue CIOIIIII:I Pidd Sapcmlar, U.S. PUb. ad Wildlife Semce, 210S 
Olalla NE, Albuquerque, New MeD:o 17113, teleplloae (50S) 346-1S4S. 

Tllank 7011 b' die opponuaily ID prcMde lllae CllliiiiiCIIIL We trvlllbey will be of ae duriac 
devclopmelll ollllbleqw:at Cll¥boaalealal.,... 

Silaldy, 

~ 
Cllall B. Sebwc 
Jqioall Emiroallleatll Ofllcar 

Comment 02-06-06 

Response: 

The DOE is obligated fulfill its requirements under Public Law 
(PL) I 05-119. These requirements do not allow the DOE to delay or choose 
not to convey or transfer a tract for any reason not specifically called out in 
PL 105-119 (see General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of 
this appendix). The DOE will follow all the other appropriate and pertinent 
laws and regulations as well, and will complete all necessary compliance 
requirements before an irreversible commitment of resources is undertaken. 
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• United States Depanment of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

JftEilYI!A!ITO: 

llaodclier National Momaneat 
HCR I. Box I, Suire 15 

Los AlaiDOOI, New Mcdco 81S44-9701 
(SOS) 6n-3161 w ~ 

L1419 (DOE Lind T1111Sfer/CI'EIS) 
APR "till 

Ms. Elizlbedl Wilhm 
Coaveyance IIICI Tllllsfer EIS Document Manager 
Los AIIIIIOS ARt OffiCe 
U.S. DeplnmeatofEacrgy 
mJs•Street 
Los Alamos, NM 175-44 

Door Ms. Widtets: 

Thank you for die opportunity to comment on die Draft Enllifolllfltfltallmpacl Slart111tlll for tire 
COIII't)'IJICt illlll Tralrsfu of Certainl.attd Tracn .dtlmlnlsttred by dtt /)tp<rlllltnl af Entrgy illlll Locattd at 
l..ol AklMo.r Natkmal Laborttary, l..ol Alatrto.s illlll &1llkl Fe C1111111iu, Ntw Mexico (CT-EIS). The 
documcat llld IUIIIIIfY were well writtea. Your ladenbip skills ill facilit&ti111 the NEP A process IIICI die 
creation ofdtese documents n highly cotiUIICIIdable, cspecially in view of die restrictions plated upon die 
DOE by P.L. IOS-119. 

We would like to add die following to previous inpul we have provided on this proposed action. 

I. Wen oppotedto the conveyance llld 11111Sfer of die TA-74 tnc1 and the White RockY Trao:t becau$e 
of the poteutial for fulure ldwne impacts on the Tsankawi Unit ofBIIIdeliet National Monument 

2. The proposed action is 110( li\ely to or ~cannot meet the purpose and need for agency action" attO!din& 
to 1t11anea1s made in die draft EIS. Eight action lltemltives were rejected for failing to meet the 
~gCDCy putpOSC 111d need for action, theRfOte the proposed action must be "jectod. 

J. PL JOS.I19 specifiCS dllllhe lands be conveyed ortransferted without "consideration." However, ill 
the draft CTEIS, floodplain )li"Oiettion deed restrictions n antitiplltd. It is inappropriate to impose one 
cnviroatnent.l safeguards llld no othe11. 

4. The draft CIEIS had too little information for us to adequately understand the potential llld cumulative 
impacts to key RSOUI"CCS. particularly threatened IIICI endlllgmd species, wildlife, and cultural 
I'CSOtlltCS. 

": Chris Turk; Intermountain Regional Office 

03.01-06 

03.02·15 

03.03-14 

I 03-04-05 

Comment 03-01-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the letter presented in Chapter 18 of the main 
report where the DOl expanded further on this subject. The DOE 
acknowledges the DOl's concern for protecting Bandelier National 
Monument resources under their management. The DOE must meet the 
requirements imposed on it by Public Law (PL) 1 05·119 if these tracts meet 
the suitability criteria for conveyance or transfer established by PL 105-119. 
The reader is further referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, 
presented in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 03-02-15 

Response: 

As stated in the response to Comment 03·01-06, the DOE has a need to 
meet the actions required of it by PL 105-119. However, the DOE'sneed for 
action is not the same as the underpinning purpose for the passage of 
PL I 05·II9. As stated in PL I 05-119, "The purpose of the conveyance and 
transfer under this section is to fulfill the obligations of the United States with 
respect to Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico, Wider sections 9I 
and 94 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1955." The reader is referred to General 
Issue I, Purpose and Need, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is 
discussed. 

Comment 03-03-14 

Response: 

The term "without consideration" is a contractual term used in real estate 
that means, essentially, "without compensation." A footnote clarifying this 
defmition has been added to Section 1.1.3 in Chapter I of the main part of the 
CT EIS. The DOE's authority to limit or condition the conveyance or transfer 
of land tracts is circumscribed by the provisions of PL I 05-li9. Such 
limitations are not an issue for tracts transferred to the DOl, in trust for the 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso, because such an administrative transfer will not 
result in a change in ownership (i.e., the United States Government will retain 
title), and all applicable requirements, including those pertaining to 
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environmental safeguards, will remain in effect. In the case of conveyances 
to the County of Los Alamos, the DOE must convey "fee title" to the tracts 
of land. The DOE must work within this limitation in determining what, if 
any, conditions or restrictions can be included in the instruments of 
conveyance. This CT EIS has been changed to reflect that this principle also 
applies to Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (section 3(d)), 
and to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (section 4) (for 
example, see Section 16.2, Mitigations Prior to Conveyance or Transfer, in 
Chapter 16 of the main report). This issue also is discussed in General 
Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 

Location of CT EIS revision: 

A footnote defining the term "without consideration" has been added to 
Section 1.1.3 in Chapter l of the main report. A reference to Executive 
Orders 11988 and 11990 has been added to Chapter 16 of the main report. 

Comment 03-04-05 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 02-03-15. As stated in 
Chapter 1, Section 1.6.1, of the main report, the analysis provided within the 
CT EIS does not have the level of detail normally associated with specific 
project-oriented EISs. This is largely an outgrowth of the level of uncertainty 
associated with the contemplated uses and the subsequent potential effects of 
such uses. The DOE has, however, disclosed as much available information 
as possible within the CT EIS analysis as it relates to the potential future tract 
development and use impacts. 
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~ 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION& 

E6zabeth Wrthers 
EIS Manager 
los Alamos Area Office 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
s2s l s• street 

1«5 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 

Apri19, 1999 

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Dear M'.r. Withers: 

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the 
National Enwonmental Policy Act (NEP A), llld the Couacil on Eo~tal Quality 
Regulations (CEQ) for Implementing NEPA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agr:w;y (EPA) 
Regioa 6 oflice in Dallas, Texas, bas completed its review of the Draft Environmental lmpllll 
Statement (DEIS) for Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Administered by the 
Department of Energy (DOE) and located at Los Alllllos National laboratory (LANL) , Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico. The DOE prepared this DEIS, as directed by 
Congress, (Public Law 105-119), 10 examine the potential environmental impacts associated with 
the c:onveyance and transfer of ten parcels of land It the LANL 

The EIS evaluates two alternatives: (I) the no action alternative, and (2) the Preferred 
Ahernative, conveyance and transfer of ten tracts of land to tbe IIICO!pOrated County of Los 
Alamos, New Mexiw, or its designee, and transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the 
Pueblo of S111lldefonso, parcels of land under the under the jurisdictional administrative control of 
theLA!"'L. 

Overal~ the DEIS has doae a remarkably good job of describing the proposed action. The 
document explores and evalUilel reasonable alternatives. provides evidence and analyses of 
implas on the affected environment, demonstrltes coordination with other agencies with special 
expertise or jurisd~on by law with respect to environmental impacts, provides for mitigation and 
monitoring. and documenu efforts to involve the pubtic. 

EPA classifies your DEIS and proposed action u •EC-2, • i.e., EPA has •Environmental 
Concerns• to the preferred Alternative since there is no ISalrance that the mitigation measures 
identified on pages 16-1 through 16-8 of the DEIS would be implemented by the transferee once 
transfer octurs. We suggest that DOE consider imposing deed restrictions and easements for 
those transfer lands having resources considered sensitive and having natural, rultural, historical 

lltcyelollo'IIIC)'olololt•Prinlldorl>lllg"'lii'OI-AIIsool-lllley<ilsdPaper(4/J"-,...tmsumft) 

04-01-15 

I 04-02-14 

Comment 04-01-15 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

Comment 04-02-14 

Response: 

The provisions of Public Law (PL) 105-119 apply differently to 
conveyances to the County of Los Alamos than they do to transfers to the 
DO I. These differences affect the manner in which biological and cultural 
resources would be protected. 

In order to bound the assessment of potential impacts resulting from the 
conveyance or transfer of each land tract, the preparers of this CT EIS 
assumed that environmental and cultural resources would no longer be 
protected to the same degree as they are currently under DOE administration 
of the land. This was done to evaluate, to the extent possible, the level to 
which these resources might be impacted. However, the actual impacts that 
occur subsequent to conveyance or transfer of the tracts would be highly 
dependent upon which party received which tracts and to what level of 
development and use the recipients put the tracts. The severity of impacts also 
will be dependent upon the timeframe over which development occurred. As 
part of the actual conveyance of the tracts, the DOE will engage in 
discussions with the County with the goal of reaching agreements that would 
maintain some of the current levels of resource protection. These protections 
could include deed restrictions, deed notices, or agreements between 
regulators and the County. It is expected that subsequent to conveyance or 
transfer, the DOE's role in monitoring mitigations would be limited. The 
current understanding of the range of topics for these discussions is presented 
in Chapter 16 of the main report. The reader also is referred to General 
Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is 
discussed. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Document 04, Page 2 of 2 

and environmental importance. Such restrictions would better insure that subsequent use of the 
lands by the transferee would be environmentally and socially sustainable. 

Our classification wiD be published in the~~ according to our responsibility 
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal 
actions. EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. We request that you send our 
office one (I) copy of the Final EIS at the same time that it is sent to the Office of Federal 
Activities (22SIA), EPA, 1200 Pennsylvaria Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20044. 

Sincerely yours, 

~()_, 
~ Roben D. Lawrence, Chief 

Office of Planning and Coordination 

04-02-14 
(Cont.) 
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CHESTNUT LAW OFFICES 

P-C. CJ...mo! 
A .. Bnl.kr Rod,on 
c...J,.J. AL.it. 

Ms. Elizabeth Withers 
CE EIS Document Manager 
Department of Energy 
Lns Alamos Area Office 
528 35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Att.....,.o.tL.w 
121 T;;...,A ..... N.B.,Sooile%001 
.u.-..... N... ~lai.. 8710% 

M.;lu., 
Pool Olf,.. B.t 27190 

A&q..,...., N ... Mme. 87125 

Aprill2, 1999 

Tel.,l...., 
(50518.j%,.S~ 

P....o..il.. 
rws1s~s.q2~9 

RE: Comments of Pueblo of San lldefonso on the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Conveyance and T lllllSfer of Certain Land Tracts Administered by the DOE and Located at 
Los Alamos National Labonuory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico 

Dear Ms. Wilhers: 

Chestnut Law Offices is legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefooso (the Pueblo) and 
submits the following comments on behalf of the Pueblo. The Pueblo generally supports DOE's 
proposed action alternative to convey or transfer all or portions of the identified tracts subject to the 
erwironmental remediation needed for each tract However, the Pueblo has concerns about several 
items contained in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS) and the companion 
Envirorunental Restoration Report (ER) to support the land conveyance and transfer. The Pueblo's 
comm~nts and concerns arc as follows: 

1. Envi!'O!!!!!eJ!tai Jwtice Impacts on Rendiia Canyon Tract: The CT EIS determines 
that there could be an adverse impacl upon minority woodgatherm because of restricted access 
under the cultural protection land usc scenario proposed by the Pueblo. The CT EIS analysis fails 
10 appreciate the value of cultural resources protection of Tewa Pueblo shrines when it only 
references environmental justice impacts to minority woodgatherers. Native Americans from San 
lldefonso Pueblo will receive more justice 11ith better protections under the cultural preservation use 
proposed by the Pueblo; wood gathering in the forest will continue as weD. In fact, San lldefonsu 
users 111ill be assured of more firewood and other plant resources for future generations. The cr EIS 
indicates that there is no data on the use of the tract by traditional wood gatherers so it appears thai 
the statement of an adverse impact is not well founded. 

The cr flS analysis anticipates a significant change in a large part of the land area because 

05-01-08 

1 o5-o2-o8 

Comment 05-01-08 

Response: 

The DOE has not made a determination of adverse impact to minority 
wood gatherers. The CT EIS states that there is a potential for adverse impact 
if the activity is prevalent and access to Rendija Canyon is limited. While 
limiting wood gathering activity in Rendija Canyon might help protect cultural 
resources, this potential benefit does not reduce the impact on wood gatherers. 
The evaluation of environmental justice does not include assigning relative 
value between impacts to different resources. While there are no definitive 
data on wood gathering activities, the DOE could not ignore that it does occur. 
If the minority wood gatherers are predominantly members of San Ildefonso 
Pueblo, then access to Rendija Canyon would not be limited to these parties, 
should the Pueblo receive the tract. 

Comment 05-02-08 

Response: 

Potential impacts to cultural resources could have a disproportionate 
adverse effect to the minority communities in the region. The CT EIS discusses 
the potential impacts to the archaeological and historic resources. However, 
while archaeological and historic resources have been evaluated, the 
evaluation of traditional cultural properties (TCPs) or sites has not been 
completed. Consultation with the Native American Pueblos in the region on 
TCPs associated with the tracts was initiated in July 1998. Although the DOE 
has received no specific response to date, it will continue to attempt to obtain 
this information. 

The CT EIS states that seven TCPs have been identified on the Rendija 
Canyon Tract during previous consultations, but that current consultations to 
identify the presence of all TCPs are incomplete. The CT EIS also states that 
additional TCPs are likely to be present and that they may be affected by the 
uses identified by the recipient parties. The degree to which these TCPs may 
be impacted cannot be assessed. Without this assessment of impacts, the DOE 
cannot determine whether those impacts would have a disproportionately high 
and adverse effect on any minority or low-income communities. 

A statement was added to the discussion of cultural resources for the 
Rendija Canyon Tract that includes the general information provided by the 
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Elizabeth Withers 
Aprill2, 1999 
Page 2 

of the proposed residential development with the introduction of additional residents but does not 
see this as an environmental justice impact upon the Native American population that uses the area 
for traditional and cultural practices. The increased access and use of natural areas could impact 
cultural resources in the tract by causing damage or destruction of the resources. vandalism, 
unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts and disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremonies. In addition, transfer to the c~unty could limit the ability to use the area for traditional 
practices by tribal members. Clearly, there are numerous adverse impacts to the Native American 
population that will result from the residential development and the increased intlu.x of residents to 
the area. 

2. Environmental Justice Impacts on 1\-bjte Rock Y Tract: The Pueblo agrees with the 
CT EIS assessment that there is the potential for increased activity in the area under the County's 
proposed use of the area for recreational purposes. The CT EIS notes that increased and unrestricted 
access could have a detrimental impact on wetland, sensitive habitat and archeological sites within 
the Inlet as well as to adjacent lands such as Bandelier National Monument and site security at TA 
72. The transfer of the tract to the County removes the land from federal-protections and could 
impact cultural resources in the tract by causing damage or destruction of the resources, vandalism. 
unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts and disturbance of traditional practices and 
ceremonies. In addition, transfer to the County could limit the ability to use the area for traditional 
practices by tribal members. This, as \'lith the Rendija Canyon, is an adverse impact on the minority 
population (San lldefonso Pueblo tribal members) because of the interference with traditional and 
cultural practices in the area as well as the increased likelihood of desecration of traditional sites and 
materials by non-Indians. 

Another environmental justice concern for this tract involves the Los Alamos Canyon 
because it received discharges and runoff from TA-21, the most contaminated of the tracts that are 
being considered for transfer. A monitoring well located in Los Alamos Canyon detected above 
background concentrations of tritium and uranium in the perched groundwater. (ER. p. 38). ·!beER 
states that the limited sampling done to date shows that levels are lower than those that would raise 
health coocerns and sees the levels as decreasing over time because there is no longer a significant 
source of contaminate discharge into the canyons and any contaminated sediments will be dispersed 
over time by stream flow. (ER. p. 3&). This statement appears 1o minimize the potential impact of 
contaminate levels. But then the ER acknowledges that "it is not known whether the existing 
contamination of sediments could limit their use as sources for cultural [medicinal and artistic] uses 
and ceremonial use, even with the contamination levels below those eliciting health concerns. ·• (ER. 
p.3&). This has a disproportionately adverse impact on the Native American population which uses 
this area for cultural and traditional uses. The CT ElS and ER do not adequately address the 
potential detrimental impact and make it difficult for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso 1o accurately assess 
the environmental remediation that may be necessary in this tract. 

3. Enyjronmental Justice Impacts on IA 74 Tract: The Pueblo agrees with the ER 

05-02-08 
(Cont.) 

05-03-08 

05-04-10 

1 o5-o5.o8 

legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso regarding the presence of TCPs 
on this tract. Environmental justice sections of the document also have been 
clarified to address the potential for environmental justice impacts related to 
impacts to TCPs and to include a statement that the legal counsel for the San 
Ildefonso Pueblo has indicated that conveyance of the Rendija Canyon Tract 
and the contemplated land uses may have environmental justice impacts on 
their population. 

The reader is referred to General Issue 6, Environmental Justice, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where the issue is discussed. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter 4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.1.8 and 5.3.14; and Chapter 15, Section 15.3.14. 

Comment 05-03-08 

Response: 

The CT EIS states that consultations to identify the presence of TCPs are 
incomplete on the White RockY Tract. The CT EIS also states that TCPs are 
likely to be present, and that they may be affected by the uses identified by 
the recipient parties. With current information, it is not possible to assess the 
degree to which these TCPs may be impacted. Without this assessment of 
impacts, the DOE cannot determine whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or low-income 
communities. 

A statement was added to the discussion of cultural resources for the 
White Rock Y Tract that includes the general information provided by the 
legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso regarding the presence of TCPs 
on the White RockY Tract. Environmental justice sections of the document 
also have been clarified to address the potential for environmental justice 
impacts related to impacts to TCPs and to include a statement that the legal 
counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has indicated that conveyance of the 
White Rock Y Tract and the contemplated land uses may have environmental 
justice impacts on their population. 
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The reader is referred to the response to Comment 05-02-08 and to 
General Issue 6, Environmental Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where 
the issue is discussed. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter 4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 12, 
Sections 12.1.8 and 12.3.14; and Chapter 15, Section 15.3.14. 

Comment 05-04-10 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which 
is part of a parallel but separate process. The reader is referred to General 
Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where this issue is discussed. The reader also is referred to the response to 
Comment 05-03-08 for text changes regarding cultural resources and 
environmental justice issues at the White RockY Tract. 

The CT EIS presents the best information currently available from the 
Environmental Restoration Report concerning site characterization and the 
environmental restoration process. Based on this information, there are no 
anticipated human health impacts associated with the low levels of residual 
contamination in Los Alamos Canyon. Consultations to identify the presence 
of TCPs have not been completed. Specifically, no information is available 
regarding areas and natural resources that may be used by Native American 
populations in a different manner than in the assumptions underlying the 
assessment of human health risks. The CT EIS currently states that TCPs are 
likely to be present on the tract, and the Environmental Restoration Report 
acknowledges that it is not known whether these residual contamination 
levels could limit some cultural uses. With current information, it is not 
possible to assess whether there are impacts, the intensity of impacts, or 
whether the conveyance or transfer or contemplated land uses would change 
any impacts. Without this assessment of impacts, the DOE cannot determine 
whether those impacts would have a disproportionately high and adverse 
effect on any minority or low-income communities. 
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Comment 05-05-08 

Response: 

The CT EIS states that consultations to identify the presence of TCPs are 
incomplete on theTA 74 Tract. The CT EIS also states that TCPs are likely 
to be present and that they may be affected by the uses identified by the 
recipient parties. With current information, it is not possible to assess the 
degree to which these TCPs may be impacted. Without this assessment of 
impacts, the DOE cannot determine whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or low-income 
communities. 

A statement was added to the discussion of cultural resources for the 
T A 7 4 Tract that includes the general information provided by the legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso regarding the presence of TCPs on 
the T A 7 4 Tract. Environmental justice sections of the document also have 
been clarified to address the potential for environmental justice impacts 
related to impacts to TCPs and to include a statement that the legal counsel 
for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has indicated that conveyance of theTA 74 
Tract and the contemplated land uses may have environmental justice impacts 
on their population. 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 05-03-08 and to 
General Issue 6, Environmental Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where 
this issue is discussed. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter 4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 13, 
Sections 13.1.8 and 13.3.14; and Chapter 15, Section 15.3.14. 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
3: 
3: 
m 
z 
-1 
c 
0 
0 c: 
3: 
m 
z 
-1 
CJ) 

)> 
z c 
:::u 
m 
CJ) 
""0 
0 
z 
CJ) 
m 
CJ) 



0 
8-
0'" 
(!) ..., 
~ 

<D 
<D 
<D 

:;t= 
w 
-...l 

.., 
:r 
!!. 
() 
-1 
m 
en 

Pueblo of San Ddefonso 
Document 05, Page 5 of 9 

Elizabeth Withers 
Aprill2, 1999 
Page3 

recognition ofTA-74 as ecologically, culturnlly and aesthetically rich. Under the CoWlly's proposed 
use, there would be unrestricted access for recreational purposes by the public. As with the other 
tracts, this will have a delrimental impact upon the cultural resources of the area by causing damage 
or destruction of the resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts and 
distulbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. In addition, transfer to the County could limit 
the ability to use the area for traditional practices by tribal members. The transfer of the tract to the 
County also removes the land from federal protections. These are examples of the nwnerous ad\'e!'SC 

impacts to the Native American population that will result from the increased access to the area by 
the general public. However, the CT EIS does not acknowledge this as a disproportionate impact 
on a minority population in the area. 

The Pueblo also questions the environmental impact of contamination levels within this tract 
The ER reports that levels of contamination in the canyon systems in this trac1 are lower than those 
that would raise health concerns. (ER, p. 49). However, as \\ith other tracts, the ER acknowledges 
that "the existing contamination of sediments and spring waters may limit their use as sources for 
cultural [medicinal and artistic] uses and ceremonial use, even with contamination levels orders of 
magnitude below those eliciting health concerns." (ER, p. 49). This is unacceptable information 
since the ER indicates that there is no harm to hwnan health but cannot provide any information on 
the impact that cultural uses could have on those individuals who participate in cultural and 
traditional activities in the area. It dismisses the adverse impacts that could occur to the minority 
population (San Ildefonso Pueblo members) who use this area and its resources for traditional and 
cultural activities. 

4. WronJl Fjpre for White Rock Tract: The Pueblo notes that the figure provided as 
14.3.1.1-2 at page 14-16 on cultural preservation and commercial land use is not of the White Rock 
Tract but is theTA 74 Tract The Pueblo was unable to determine what the attributes ofland use 
proposed for the White Rock tract under the commercial and residential development proposal and 
the cultural preservation and commercial development proposal. 

5. Enyjrorunental Justice Impact on White Rock Tract: The Pueblo agrees that the full 
scale development of the area for 760 new housing units and a 160 space RV park and the increase 
in population, noise and traffic that accompanies this type of development will have an adverse 
impact on the traditional and cultural resources of a large portion of this tract. The increase in 
resident and visitor populations can have an impact on the cultural resources of the area by causing 
damage or destruction of the resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts 
and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. The EIS sees fewer impacts that may result 
from the limited commercial development area proposed by the Pueblo as compared with the full 
scale residential development. However, the CT EIS does not recognize the impact of filii scale 
development as having a disproportionate adverse impact on the Native American population that 
would use the adjoining San lldefonso Pueblo Sacred Area for cultural and traditional practices. 

05-05.08 
(Cont.) 

05-06-10 

05-07-13 

05-08.()8 

Comment 05-06-10 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which 
is part of a parallel but separate process. The reader is referred to General 
Issue 6, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where this issue is discussed. The reader also is referred to the response to 
Comment 05-03-08 for text changes regarding cultural resources and 
environmental justice issues at the T A 7 4 Tract. 

The CT EIS presents the best information currently available from the 
Environmental Restoration Report concerning site characterization and the 
environmental restoration process. Based on this information, there are no 
anticipated human health impacts associated with the low levels of residual 
contamination on the tract. Consultations to identify the presence of TCPs 
have not been completed. Specifically, no information is available regarding 
areas and natural resources that may be used by Native American populations 
in a different manner than in the assumptions underlying the assessment of 
human health risks. The CT EIS currently states that TCPs are likely to be 
present on the tract, and the Environmental Restoration Report acknowledges 
that it is not known whether these residual contamination levels could limit 
some cultural uses. With current information, it is not possible to assess 
whether there are impacts, the intensity of impacts, or whether the 
conveyance or transfer or contemplated land uses would change any impacts. 
Without this assessment of impacts, the DOE cannot determine whether those 
impacts would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on any 
minority or low-income communities. 

Comment 05-07-13 

Response: 

The figure has been replaced with the correct figure. The reader is 
referred to Section 14.3.1 in Chapter 14 of the main report for the correct 
figure. 

Location of CT EIS revision: 

Figure 14.3.1.1-2 in Chapter 14 of the main report has been replaced 
with the correct figure. 
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Comment 05-08-08 

Response: 

The CT EIS states that TCPs are likely to be present on the tracts and 
adjacent areas and that the uses identified by the recipient parties could have 
an impact on these resources. The analysis of cultural resources correctly 
describes the anticipated differences in potential impacts between the two 
contemplated uses. Consultations to identify the TCPs that could be impacted 
by the conveyance or transfer or subsequent contemplated uses are 
incomplete. With current information, it is not possible to assess the degree 
to which these TCPs may be impacted. Without this assessment of impacts, 
the DOE cannot determine whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or low-income 
communities. 

A statement was added to the discussion of cultural resources for the 
White Rock Tract that includes the general information provided by the legal 
counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso regarding the presence of TCPs in 
the vicinity of the White Rock Tract. Environmental justice sections of the 
document also have been clarified to address the potential for environmental 
justice impacts related to impacts to TCPs and to include a statement that the 
legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has indicated that conveyance of 
the White Rock Tract and the contemplated land uses may have 
environmental justice impacts on their population. 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 05-03-08 and to 
General Issue 6, Environmental Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where 
this issue is discussed. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter 4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 14, 
Sections 14.1.8 and 14.3.14; and Chapter 15, Section 15.3.14. 
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It also appear that the ER does not adequately consider the impact that the contamination 
levels would have on the Native American population which would use the area for cultural and 
traditional practices. The ER states that the limited sampling shows that levels are well below levels 
that would raise health concerns with levels decreasing over time because LANL upstream 
operations are now subject to more stringent regulations that limit contaminste release. Despite the 
ER statement of low and decreasing levels of contamination DOE acknowledges that "it is not 
known whether the existing contamination of sediments and spring waters could limit their uses for 
cultural [medicinal and artistic] use and ceremonial use, even with the contamination levels orders 
of magnitude below those eliciting health concerns." (ER, p. 28) Yet, DOE is proposing that no 
canyon clean up or "no action" under the cultural preservation scenario while it recommends clean 
up if the tract was used for residential purposes. First, DOE's risk assessment does not give the 
potential exposure based on cultural and traditional uses the same weight as exposure for residential 
use. This is an environmental justice impact since it could have a high and adverse human health 
impact on the Native American population who use the area tor cultural and traditional practices. 
Second, DOE bas insufficient information on the risk assessment despite the fact that the Pueblo 
would use a substantial portion of the tract for the primary purpose of cultural preservation. 

Conclusion: The Pueblo supports DOE's preferred alternative to transfer the identified 
parcels, with the understanding that the timing of the transfers to be primarily contingent upon clean 
up of contamination ·within each tract However. the Pueblo does not agree with the statements 
contained in both the CT EIS and the ER about potential impact on minority populations. or lack 
thereof, and the proposed remediation actions and information supporting such proposed 
remediation. The fact that the CT EIS includes the WlSUbstantiated effect upon minority 
woodgathcrers as an adverse impact but does not recognize the impact on traditional and cultural 
uses and protection of Tewa shrines for the same area is discriminatory and diminishes the 
importance of the areas to the Native American population. 

The Pueblo is proposing to use the majority of these four tracts in particular for cultural 
preservation with the White Rock tract for limited commercial development Under the Pueblo's 
proposed land usage, the Tewa Pueblo shrines in each of these tracts and nearby Pueblo lands will 
receive better protection and cultural and traditional practices and uses of the natural resources in 
these tracts will continue and flourish. Yet, the CT EIS does not recognize the impact upon these 
shrines and usage of the area by the Native American population under the County's proposed usages 
of increased recreational access, and residential and commercial development. The Pueblo views 
the effect on the shrines. artifacts and traditional cultural usage as a disproportionate adverse impact 
on a minority population that requires greater consideration than was given throughout the CT EIS. 

The Pueblo is extremely concerned about the approach given throughout the CT EIS and the 
ER for those parcels that have been proposed for cultural preservation . The ER indicates that there 
is no need for further remediation activity since the contamination levels are below that which would 
raise a health risk or concern. Then in the same paragraph, the ER indicates that it isn't sure if these 

05-09-10 

05-10-08 

05-11-08 

05-12-09 

Comment 05-09-10 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which 
is part of a parallel but separate process. This comment has been fotwarded 
to the appropriate contact at the Environmental Restoration (ER) Project, 
which is responsible for that report. The reader also is referred to General 
Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where environmental restoration issues are discussed. The reader also is 
referred to the response to Comment 05-08-08 for text changes regarding 
cultural resources and environmental justice issues at the White Rock Tract. 

The CT EIS presents the best information currently available from the 
Environmental Restoration Report concerning site characterization and the 
environmental restoration process. Prior to the conveyance or transfer, the 
DOE is required to remediate or restore the tracts, to the maximum extent 
practicable, to a level of residual contamination compatible with one of the 
three uses identified in Public Law (PL) 105-119. The assumption of the 
CT EIS is that the tracts will be cleaned up to levels consistent with the land 
uses contemplated by the recipient party. Precise levels of cleanup will be 
determined by the ER Project in consultation with the State of New Mexico, 
the public, and the recipients. The appropriate environmental restoration 
activities will be completed prior to any conveyance and transfer. 

Based on current information, there are no anticipated human health 
impacts associated with the low levels of residual contamination on the White 
Rock Tract. Consultations to identify the presence of TCPs have not been 
completed. Specifically, no information is available regarding areas and 
natural resources that may be used by Native American populations in a 
different manner than in the assumptions underlying the assessment of human 
health risks. The CT EIS currently states that TCPs are likely to be present 
on the tract, and the Environmental Restoration Report acknowledges that it 
is not known whether these residual contamination levels could limit some 
cultural uses. With current information, it is not possible to assess whether 
there are impacts, the intensity of impacts, or whether the conveyance or 
transfer or contemplated land uses would change any impacts. Without this 
assessment of impacts, the DOE cannot detennine whether those impacts 
would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or 
low-income communities. 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
3: 
3: 
m 
z 
-t 
c 
0 
0 c 
3: 
m 
z 
-t en 
)> 
z c 
:::0 m en ., 
0 
z en 
m en 



0 

s-
O'" 

~ .... 
(0 
(0 
(0 

! 
0 

'T1 s· 
!!. 
() 
-I 
m en 

Pueblo of San lldefonso 
Document 05, Page 8 of 9 

Elizabeth Withers 
April12. 1999 
Page 5 

same "acceptable" levels are sufficient to allow the resources to be used for cultural and traditional 
practices. This lack of infonnation diminishes the importance of human health and safety concerns 
of those Native Americans who partk:ipate in cultural and tnditional practices in the specific areas. 
Furthermore, the ER seems to diminish the importance of the cultural and traditional uses by 
recommending "no further action" based on the potential disruption that remediation activities could 
have. The Pueblo will inform DOE about appropriate remedial actions for each tract after careful 
site surveys by tribal officials to determine if remediation (excavation) would an appropriate remedy 
in certain instances rather than making what appears to be a cursory determination on what is best 
for the Pueblo's proposed uses. 

We look foiWll!'d to working together with DOE and Los Alamos County to accomplish the 
transfer of identified tracts, after the concerns in these comments have been properly addressed, the 
tracts divided between the Pueblo and the County and the appropriate clean up has been done. 

cc: Governor T eery Aguilar 
Leon Roybal 
David Sarracino 

Sincerely, 

~1t"CC~, 
Peter C. Chestnut 

05-12-09 
(Cont.) 

Comment 05-10-08 

Response: 

The CT EIS text discussing cultural resources and environmental justice 
has been modified to include the general information provided in this letter 
regarding the presence of TCPs on four of the tracts and the potential for 
environmental justice impacts related to cultural or traditional uses of these 
tracts. 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 05-01-08, and to 
General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process; and General Issue 6, 
Environmental Justice; in Chapter 2 of this appendix where these issues are 
discussed. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.1.8 and 5.3.14; Chapter 12, Sections 12.1.8 and 12.3.14; Chapter 
13, Sections 13.1.8 and 13.3.4; Chapter 14, Sections 14.1.8 and 14.3.14; and 
Chapter 15, Section 15.3.14. 

Comment 05-11-08 

Response: 

The CT EIS states that TCPs are likely to be present on the tracts and 
adjacent areas and that the uses identified by the recipient parties could have 
an impact on these resources. The analysis of cultural resources correctly 
describes the anticipated differences in potential impacts between 
contemplated uses for each tract. Consultations to identify the TCPs that 
could be impacted by the conveyance or transfer or subsequent contemplated 
uses are incomplete. With current information, it is not possible to assess the 
degree to which these TCPs may be impacted. Without this assessment of 
impacts, the DOE cannot determine whether those impacts would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or low-income 
communities. 

The CT EIS text discussing cultural resources and environmental justice 
issues has been modified to include the general information provided in this 
letter regarding the presence of TCPs on four of the tracts and the potential 
for environmental justice impacts related to cultural or traditional uses of 
these tracts. 
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Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2 and Table S-3; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.1, 
Table 2.5.1-1, and Table 2.5.1-2; Chapter4, Section 4.2.13; Chapter 5, Sections 
5.1.8 and 5.3.14; Chapter 12, Sections 12.1.8 and 12.3.14; Chapter 13, Sections 
13.1.8 and 13.3.4; Chapter 14, Sections 14.1.8 and 14.3.14; and Chapter 15, 
Section 15.3.14. 

Comment 05-12-09 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which is 
part of a parallel but separate process. This comment has been forwarded to the 
appropriate contact at the ER Project, which is responsible for that report. The 
reader also is referred to General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, 
in Chapter 2 of this appendix where environmental restoration issues are 
discussed. 

The CT EIS presents the best information currently available from the 
Environmental Restoration Report concerning site characterization and the 
environmental restoration process. Prior to the conveyance or transfer, the DOE 
is required to remediate or restore the tracts, to the maximum extent practicable, 
to a level of residual contamination compatible with one of the three uses 
identified in PL 105-119. The assumption of the CT EIS is that the tracts will 
be cleaned up to levels consistent with the land uses contemplated by the 
recipient party. Precise levels of cleanup will be determined by the ER Project 
in consultation with the State of New Mexico, the public, and the recipients. 
The appropriate environmental restoration activities will be completed prior to 
any conveyance and transfer. 

Based on current information, there are no anticipated human health 
impacts associated with the low levels of residual contamination on the tracts. 
Consultations to identify the presence of TCPs have not been completed. 
Specifically, no information is available regarding areas and natural resources 
that may be used by Native American populations in a different manner than in 
the assumptions underlying the assessment of human health risks. The CT EIS 
currently states that TCPs are likely to be present on the tract, and the 
Environmental Restoration Report acknowledges that it is not known whether 
these residual contamination levels could limit some cultural uses. With current 
information, it is not possible to assess whether there are impacts, the intensity 
of 4llpacts, or whether the conveyance or transfer or contemplated land uses 
would change any impacts. Without this assessment of impacts, the DOE 
cannot determine whether those impacts would have a disproportionately high 
and adverse effect on any minority or low-income communities. 
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CAlf E. JOHNS01V , . .,,.., 

April12, 1999 

Efizabelh Withels 

Stolt of Ntw Mtxico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
Harold R11nntls Building 

1/90 SL Fro11cis Dri~, P.O. Box 26110 
Sa11/a Ft, Ntw Mtxico 87502-6/10 

Ttltphont (505) 817-1855 
F!U: (505) 827-2836 

CT EIS Document Manager 
DOE, los Alamos Atea Ollice 
528 31' Street 
los Alamos, N. M. 87544 

Dear Ms. Wilhers: 

~ 
PETER MACCIOR. 

Sttrtt1f1 

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE CQNVEYANCE AND 
TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY AND lOCATED AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY, LOS 
AlAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES, NEW MEXICO, DOE/ElS-0293; 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, LOS ALAMOS AREA OFFICE; FEBRUARY 1999 

The lofto~ ll'anSmits New Mexico Environment Depat1ment (NMED) staff comments 
concerning the above-relerenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS). 

A PROJECT SUMMARY 

The CT EIS examines potential environmental impacts associated with the conveyance and 
transfer o1 ten parcels of land at lhe Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). The llacls 
proposed lor conveyance and lranSter are situated al~ lhe north-central and norlheast 
boundary ol LANL They include tie folowing: TA-21 Site, DP Road Tract, DOE Los Alamos 
Area Office S~e. Ai'pOrt Tract, White Rock Sl&, Rendija Canyon S~e;-White RockY Site, TA-74 
Site, Sile 22, and the Manhattan Monument. The document evaluates two akematives: (1) the 
No Acoon Memative, and (2) the Conveyance and Transfer of Each Tract Alternative (the 
Proposed Action Allemative). The U.S. Department of Ene~gy's (DOE) preferred alternative is a 
subset of !he Proposed Action Allernalive, namely, 10 convey or transfer sever.ll of the tracts in 
the yeat 2000, several of the tracts entirely or in part (portions without potential contamination 
issues or mission support concems) by the year 2007, and one tract by the year 2007. 

B. GROUND WATER QUALITY 

The lolowing supporting documents were reviewed to prepate the ground water quality 
comments, below: Environmental Restoration Report To Support land Conveyance And 
T ranster Under Public law 105-119 and A Prefiminary Identification of Parcels of Land in Los 
Alamos, New Mexico lor Conveyance or T ransler. Documents referenced and critical to the 
preparation of the CT EIS include the Hydrogeologic Workplan. los Alamos Na~onal Laboratory 
(lANl, 1996) and the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation ol 
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the Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE, 1999). The documents were reviewed to determine 
if present ground water quality concerns were adequately addressed during the conveyance 
and transfer process and what impacts the process would have on future ground-water quality 
based on the projected land use. 

1. Based on the past and present use of the tracts proposed for conveyance or transfer. it 
is most fikely that the TA-21 tract (a tritium research facility), has introduced significant amounts 
ol contaminants to deeper ground-water zones. 

2. Ground water quality issues were not addressed on a ,ract by tract" basis in the CT EIS I 
document tn many cases, ground water underlying the tracts to be conveyed or transferred has 
never been investigated. Therefore. ground water characterization aOO/or remediation costs 1 
were not included in the assessment 

3. Characterization of the ground water systems (alluvial, perched, and regional) underlying 
LANL is addressed in the ~rogeologic Workplan. Completion of' this investigation is 
scheduled lor the year 2006, only a year prior to the scheduled conveyance or transfer. thus 
making II unlikely that newly klentilied, sne- specific or regional water quality issues could be 
adequately addressed. 

4. Contaminants (uranium, tritium, high explosives. nitrates, and others) have been 
detected, but not defined, in the regional aquifer as well as alluvial and perched saturated zones 
in the regional characterization wells instaNed to date. One of these, the R-9 well, is in the 
White RockY Site and downgradienl along the inferred ground water flow direction from the TA-
21 Site. In some cases contaminant concentrations exceed state or federal maximum 
contaminant levels and/or health advisory guidelines. 

5. Under the two akemative scenarios (No Action or Proposed Action) set forth in the CT 
EtS, the document states that there would be no new impaCIS to ground water quality. 
However, under both scenarios. increasecl water usage could accelerate the depletion of the 
main regional aquler, possibly degrade existing ground water quality, and Wlcrease the potential 
for contaminant migration towams the public drinking water supply wells. requiring !l!!lJe 
expensive treatment technOlogy. 

C. SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

1. The CT EIS refers to \he Environmental Restoration Report (ER), a document that is not 
part of this review packet, nor is it fully discussed as part ot the CT EIS. The EA. however. 
introduces the new "road map" which establishes the luture framework for environmental 
restoration activity (specifically surface water monitoring) associated with potential release s~es 
(PASs) on properties adjacent ai"Kl upstream of the land transfer parcels proposed in the CT 
EIS. The ER document, therefore, should be evaluated by NMED as part of this process 

06-01-26 

06-02-26 

06-03-09 

06-04-26 

06-05-26 

06-06-26 

06-07-15 

lack of guarantee thai surface water will be monitored appropriately aller the land transfers and 
2. Perhaps, the weakest element of the CT EIS with regard to surface water concerns, is a I 06-08-14 

the removal ollhe PASs from the ACRA permit have occurred. 

Comment 06-01-26 

Response: 

The DOE continues to monitor contamination in the different zones of 
the aquifer. At this time, there are no data to support this statement. 

Comment 06-02-26 

Response: 

To the extent groundwater data were available on a tract-by-tract basis, 
these data were included in the CT EIS. The groundwater at LANL is subject 
to ongoing study. The statement in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.10, of the main 
report has been amended to include the sentence "In some cases data were not 
available for the individual tracts." 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

The sentence, "In some cases data were not available for the individual 
tracts," has been added to Section 4.2.10 in Chapter 4 of the main report. 

Comment 06-03-09 

Response: 

Environmental restoration characterization and remediation costs are 
addressed in the Environmental Restoration Report. Costs are one of the 
factors that are considered for the decisionmaking process. The reader is 
referred to General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 06-04-26 

Response: 

The DOE agrees with the commentor that completion of the 
Hydrogeologic Workplan is needed to fully understand potential groundwater 
concerns. New information resulting from the completion of the 
investigations outlined in the Hydrogeologic Workplan would not be 
available by the time these tracts are likely to be conveyed or transferred. 
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Comment 06-05-26 

Response: 

These contaminants have been detected in shallow or alluvial 
groundwater in the vicinity of T A 21 and in the regional aquifer. With the 
exception of nitrates, however, no contaminants have been detected in the 
regional aquifer at concentrations exceeding State or Federal maximum 
contaminant levels. The nitrate appears to be derived from upstream sewage 
effluents. 

Comment 06-06-26 

Response: 

The CT EIS includes discussion of new impacts to groundwater quality. 
The CT EIS states that under the No Action Alternative, the conveyance and 
transfer of the tracts would not occur, and therefore, the impacts would be the 
same as those described for the existing environment. The description of the 
existing environment tiers from the 1999 LANL Site-Wide EIS, which 
describes the expected increases in water use. Furthermore, Table 15.2-1 in 
Chapter 15 of the main report presents the cumulative impacts of actions 
other than those associated with the proposed conveyance and transfer. This 
was done to present the reader with potential cumulative impacts independent 
of the proposed conveyance and transfer. In other words, the table presents 
the cumulative impacts associated with the No Action Alternative. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the CT EIS states that the 
proposed conveyance and transfer would not "directly" affect water quality, 
but that there could be "indirect" impacts. (See Section 4.1.2 in Chapter 4 of 
the main report for a discussion of direct versus indirect impacts.) For 
indirect impacts, the CT EIS states that development could contribute to 
overall regional water level decline and possibly result in degradation of 
water quality within the aquifer. For an example of this language, the reader 
is referred to Section 6.3 .1 0 in Chapter 6 of the main report. 

The annual testing of Los Alamos' drinking water shows that it meets all 
Federal and New Mexico chemical and radiological standards. This testing 
is required by law and completed by the State Scientific Laboratory, an 
independent analytical laboratory. In addition to this regular testing of the 
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community drinking water, LANL also conducts annual monitoring of eight 
special wells drilled into the aquifer. These test wells are used to provide 
early detection of water quality problems in the aquifer. 

Comment 06-07-15 

Response: 

The CT EIS includes as Appendix B a summary of the information 
presented in the Environmental Restoration Report. The reader is referred to 
General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed. 

The DOE provided a copy of the Environmental Restoration Report to 
the NMED on February 26, 1999, and received comments from NMED on the 
Environmental Restoration Report on Aprill2, 1999. These comments were 
considered in the preparation of the final Environmental Restoration Report. 
The reader should direct any additional requests regarding the Environmental 
Restoration Report to the contact provided in the discussion of General Issue 
5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where 
this issue is discussed. 

Comment 06-08-14 

Response: 

The monitoring of areas after cleanup has occurred is part of the RCRA 
closure process requirements included in the RCRA permit. Furthermore, 
because monitoring changes over time are an essential part of understanding 
the environment, the general environmental monitoring program at LANL 
would likely continue. 
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3. Also irduded as part of this md transfer process am !he CT EIS should be the Draft 
Watershed Management Plan. Proposals made illhis plan shoukl be viewed in co~nction with 
the CT EIS because k outlines surface water monitoritg strategies that may impact watersheds 
in which the land transfer parcels descnbed in this EIS are located. 

D. AIR QUALITY 

06-09-26 

The area of the proposed land transfer is currently in attainment for all National Ambient Ail I 06-1 0-02 
Quality Standalds (NMOS). The CT EIS, however, does not adequately address cumulative 
impacts, especially from potential radiation exposure. 

The cumulatiVe impaciS section ol the CT EIS should include the potential impacts from 
proposed sources at LANL in COrlJndion wfth the proposed land transfer; e.g., thOse projects 
that a1e currently planned or are piMned tor the foreseeable future. Some of these projects are 
listed i1 section 1.5 of the CT EIS. However, the doalment does not consider the possibility thai 
tile Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) described in lhe DEIS DOEJEIS-0247 may be located at 
LANL Allhough lANl is an aHematiVe location for this project, thq potential impa:ts of 
adfllional community development near the proposed SNS site should be addressed in this CT 
EIS. 

E. EDITORIAL MAITERS AND RECOMMENDATION 

Several editorial issues should be addressed prior to flllal publication. As an example: F'~gur~ 
14.3.1.1·2 (page 14-18) refers to the 'Whke Rock Tract· Cultural Preservation and Commercial 
Land use· yet gr.~phicaly it is a duplication of Figure 13.1.1·2 (page 3-4) Tectncal Area 74 
Tr.1cl- Monitoring Stations and Oulfall Locations, wfth no visual reference to the White Rock 
Tlllcl at all. 

Finally, the environmental restoration or remea~ation of the affected ttacts should proceed unck!r I 
either aHemative. The impact of additional waste on existing or planned d'ISposal facilities should I 
be considered. Efforts should be made to mitigate negative impact on habitats as the resuu of I 
the development of 1t1e tracts. 

We appreciate tile opportunity to review this documen~ please let us know W you have any 
questions on the above. 

SinCerely, 

£·'i: 
Gedi Cibas. Ph.D. ) 
Environmentallmp_CI.C(Review Coordinator 

NMED File No. 1249EA 

06-11-05 

06-12-13 

06-13-09 

06-14-25 

06-15-14 

Comment 06-09-26 

Response: 

The Draft Watershed Management Plan is being reviewed. In the 
process of defining the management strategies and practices, the plan could 
identify mitigation measures that could affect the mitigations considered for 
the tracts before they are actually transferred. Any mitigations identified 
would go through the same process as described in Chapter 16 of the main 
report. The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 06-10-02 

Response: 

The CT EIS addresses cumulative impacts to air resources in Chapter 1 S 
of the main report. The discussion includes all available information on 
DOE, other Federal, and non-Federal activities and development planned for 
the area. Potential radiation exposure is addressed for each tract for both 
maximally exposed individuals and the expected increases in population 
dose. The discussion is presented in general terms because the details 
concerning population figures and dispersal for the tracts is not known at this 
time. The population dose is for the region within SO miles (80 kilometers) 
of the sources. In general, it is expected that the new development would 
more likely result in population movement within the SO-mile (SO-kilometer) 
region than movement of population into the region from outside. 

Comment 06-11-05 

Response: 

The CT EIS addresses cumulative impacts to air resources in Chapter 1 S 
of the main report. The discussion includes all available information on 
DOE, other Federal, and non-Federal activities and development planned for 
the area. A Record of Decision for the Spallation Neutron Source EIS was 
issued in June 1999. The Spallation Neutron Source will be located at the 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennesse. 
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New Mexico Environment Department 
Document 06, Page 6 of 6 

Comment 06-12-13 

Response: 

The figure has been replaced with the correct figure. The reader is 
referred to Section 14.3.1 in Chapter 14 of the main report for the correct 
figure. 

Location of CT EIS revision: 

Figure 14.3.1.1-2 in Chapter 14 has been replaced with the correct figure. 

Comment 06-13-09 

Response: 

The cleanup of the sites would proceed under both alternatives. 

Comment 06-14-25 

Response: 

The potential impacts of the wastes that could be generated from the 
cleanup activities are discussed to the extent known in the assessment of 
environmental restoration actions for each tract in Chapters 5 through 14 of 
the main report. Additionally, more detailed discussion is presented in 
Appendix B of this CT EIS. 

Comment 06-15-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed in detail. 
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Incorporated County of Los Alamos 
Document 07, Page 1 of 2 

LOS ALAMOS COUNTY 

Aprill2, 1999 

ML EliDbcdl W'nhcn, Doeument Mncer 
Conveyuce l T~asfcr EIS 
U.S.llcpor1matoff.ner&y 
Los Alltn01 Ara Oftke 
S21JS0 Stroet 
Los Alamof, New Me>ico S7S44 

FAX 662-8079 

R£: C•-ts 0111lnft COIIYf)'loet aid Tra1sftr Itvlru-111 illpocl SfmM&III 

Dar Ms. W'tdlcn 

OOI!Io1TCot:NCIL 
COMtrl CltlirwoMM 

"""""c-.. 
COflf!CIIY"'..a.n.. ,_,_ 
c-.. 
-GIIooo ,__ ------lrllfi~.,... 

COUNTT ADltlli/SJlAITM 

""""' 

Los Alamos c_,. 111ft' bas beell involvtcl ill die JlftponUoa IIIII review of the Dnft C<inveywe and Tronsfer 
Env~l 1mpoc1 Slatement (c.lT EIS) lhtoU&h our status as 1 Coopentins Apcy. Los Alam"' COlin!)' 
supports lhe COIIdusions of the Depar1mcnt of Energy !hat lhe tnnsfer of any or all ollhe lea identified land IIW 
wiiiiiOI have 11Ubs!Miial isapoc1 on lhe environment 

Shlce lhe public: bearilp whidl wen: bdd on Mardl24111d 2S,Ihe County has liken llepllo respond 10 oae group 
of issues whicll wmbrouJhl forwanl. 1\esc COIIIIIICIIISIR relaled to lhe fuMe 1111111 of die Sponsmea's Club on 
the R..tija C~ 111c1. We bm tllri!ied the siiiUs wilh DOE 11111', llld have sugestcd tl!qes in specific 
refrtences 10 indica lhat lhe COUIII)' WOO&kl not necess.ily RqU~e lhe Club to move. 

Finally, '"do not ape cOR!pletdy widllhe mtgniludo of all the inpacu idcnlifocd in !be repo11. Howmr, we 
underslllld lhat lhe lleplnme1ll it llltlllplin& 10 idenllly ·~ coadilions" and !hal oven:slimatiq inpacu on 
public: fld61ies lid Ulililies is nccesary. Our- in Ibis rqord is lhat aroups will use these estimaccs lolly to 
aftioct fuMe detisi011s on mae pan:els. We are JIRIIIIin& comctions Ill tome nf lhe IIUII!locn fur submitlal after the 
deadline for COIIIllleiiU. Our inleation is 1101 10 delay die alleady lf&lol time schedule fur eompldiaa of the EIS, bul 
only 10 iacbte, if poiSiblc, tllese altallllc estiallles in the Corthc:Gmin& tollmen! and I'COpOIIIC dac:umeal. 

We would like 111 CQIICI'IIIIhiiC lhe Dep111111e111 on 1 fine jCib on 1 diff'"ult mipneat.l'lqlarllion of u analysis oa 
tea difl'mnt projects (lanci I!ICis) with rwo altenalive OUIC4ntt! on most silts (COUIII)' 111d Pueblo land uses) plus 
an analysis of camullliw efl'ecll is beyond the scope af Ill)' EIS with which we ore familiar. 

'lliiDt you Cor &iviog us the opporlllftity to participate in thb process. 

Siacerely, 

~~cw~ 
Cllrisline Cbancller, Chair 
Los Alnos Counry Council 

"A Consolidated City and County Government• 

07-01-06 

I 07-02-19 

07-03-11 

Comment 07-01-06 

Response: 

The CT EIS states that while the proposed conveyance and transfer 
would not "directly" affect most resources, there could be substantial 
"indirect" impacts (see Section 4.1.2 in Chapter 4 of the main report for a 
discussion of direct versus indirect impacts). Table 2.5.1-1 in Chapter 2 of 
the main report presents the potential direct and indirect impacts that could 
result from both the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 
Alternative. Several resources do have the potential for substantial impacts 
under the Proposed Action Alternative. For example, substantial impacts to 
the existing utilities and transportation infrastructure are anticipated. 

Comment 07-02-19 

Response: 

Because the timeframe over which the transfer and subsequent use of 
each of the tracts is not well known, the Draft CT EIS assumed that the 
disposition of the tracts and any subsequent development would occur within 
the next 10 years (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.3, of the main report). In certain 
cases, this assumption had the effect of compressing impacts or consequences 
that might be expected over a 20-year timeframe into a 1 0-year timeframe. In 
addition, the CT EIS strove to discuss only potential land uses and not 
identify the potential land uses with either of the potential recipients. These 
two factors resulted in some unclear discussion of the potential future of the 
Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. The appropriate sections of the CT EIS have 
been clarified to state that the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club could still be 
located at the present site for many years to come. The reader is referred to 
the responses to the comments presented with Document 20 in this appendix. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Chapter 5, Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.4. 
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Incorporated County of Los Alamos 
Document 07, Page 2 of 2 

Comment 07-03-11 

Response: 

While some compression of the timeframe over which the development 
could occur was part of the assumptions used in evaluating the impacts to 
utilities and other infrastructure issues (see response to Comment 07 -02-19), 
this did not necessarily result in "overestimating the impacts." The 
description of the affected environment (Chapter 3 of the main report); the 
discussion of the No Action Alternative in Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 9 through 14 
of the main report; and the discussion of the cumulative impacts (Chapter 15 
of the main report) indicate that the utilities and transportation systems are 
currently close to capacity limits. 

Subsequent conversation between the CT EIS Document Manager and 
the Assistant County Administrator for Intergovernmental Relations has 
indicated that the corrections proposed to be supplied for use in the CT EIS 
analysis will not be available for incorporation in this document within a 
timeframe compatible with the congressional mandate for completion of the 
CT EIS (August 26, 1999). 
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Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito Plateau 
Document 08, Page 1 of 2 

HOMESTEADERS ASSOCIATION 
OP THE PAJARITO PLATEAU 

April 12, 1999 

CERTII'IED MAIL: RETUR."' RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Eli:tabeth Withers, 
Cf EIS Document Manager 
Department of Energy 
Los Alamos Ana Office 

528 35"' Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Subject: DOE/EIS-0293 Draft Earironmentallmpact Statement for the Conveyance 
and Traufer of Certain Land Tracta Admilliatettd by the Department of 
Energy and Located at Lot Alamos National Laboratory, Lot Alamos and 
Santa Fe Couatiet, New Mexico 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

The Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito Plateau (herein after the Association) 
submits the comments that follow concerning the content of subject environmental impact 
statement (EIS). 

Di1crimJn•tory Action-It is the position of the Association that subject EIS and 
Public L:aw 105-119 does not meet the requirements of Tide VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 and F...xecurive Order 12898, Feder.d Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and l.ow-lncome Populations. Bach Fcdml 3gC!lcy such as DOE, is 
required to ensure that all programs and activities that affect human health or the 
environment do not direcdy, or through contractual or other arrangements, use criteria, 
methods, or practices that discriminate on the basis or race, color, or national origin. In 
addition, each agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, 
economic and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities 
and low-income coltUTAIIlities 

The contrac1U21 and other arrangements promulgated by Public Law tOS-119 and the 
DOE/EIS-0293 result in differential patterns of consumption of natural resources and a 
disproportion distribution of wealth between the regional Hispanic Communities, Los 
Alamos County and surrounding pueblos. By excluding the Homesteaden Association 
from participating in negotiating the transfer of propmy, the government has perpetr.ated a 
discriminatory action based on natiooal origin, which has an adverse economic and social 
impact on the minority Hispanic population of Los Alamos and neighboring communities, 
(EO 12898, Sec. 2-2, Federal Agency Rtsponsibilities For Federal Programs). 

SH KIMIEilLY LAW I • LOS ALAMOS, N!W MBXlCO • 175H 

PHON~. (US! 665·6191 • PAX: {505) US-29U 

08-01-08 

Comment 08-01-08 

Response: 

The DOE does not believe that Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
applies to the CT EIS NEPA process. The proposed conveyance and transfer 
does not involve any payments nor is any contract involved. Public 
Law 105-119 specifies the two parties to whom DOE must convey or transfer 
the parcels. The proposed conveyance and transfer of land is a congressional 
mandate that requires action by the DOE; in carrying out such actions, the 
DOE will comply with all appropriate laws, regulations, and DOE orders. 

The DOE disagrees that the CT EIS fails to meet the requirements of 
Executive Order 12898; however, the DOE acknowledges the Homesteaders 
Association's opinion in the text of the CT EIS (for example, see Chapter 2, 
Section 2.5, Summary of Impacts, of the main report). The CT EIS analyzes 
the potential environmental justice issues associated with the proposed 
conveyance and transfer action to the extent that these are known. The reader 
is referred to Sections 5.3.13, 6.3.13, 7.3.13, 8.3.13, 10.3.13, 11.3.13, 
12.3.13, 13.3.13, and 14.3.13 of the main report, and General Issue 1, Purpose 
and Need; General Issue 6, Environmental Justice; and General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito Plateau 
Document 08, Page 2 of 2 

M~ EJit1bedt Withers -2- April 12, 1999 

Di~~ tmltmf:Dt of the Hi.splltic bOIMitestder-DocumentJtion and information 
gathered thus far by the Association reveals a troubling observation. This obsen"ation is the 
&ct that the United States Government and the DOE has found it politically expedient to 
return lands back and compensate Anglo homesteaden in H2nford, Washington, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, and White Sands, New Mexico. 1be question this poses and that is being 
asked is, why does the Anglo homesteaden throughout the country gets its land back and 
not the northern New Mexico Hispanic homesteader? (See H.R. 806, 2/2/95 and H.R. 
4022, 9/'JJ,/83). 

Di.Joc.don .nd dJ~enlnnchlmnent of th~ HiapMik population fmm t1Je 
Pajl.lito Platest.Hkfore the government took the land for the Manhattan Project; 
Hispanics comprised about 90 percent of the population on the Pajarito Plateau and the 
surrounding region. The 12king of the land had the consequence . of immediately and 
signiticandy reducing the Hispanic population on the plateau to where Hispanics only 
comprise about 10 percent of the population at Los Abmos today. Not only is this a 
travesty of the worse kind but also a crime against our espoused democratic form of 
government where protection of individual property rights is a fiCSt priority of the 
government. By denying the return of land to the homesteaders, Hispanics are 
systematically dislocated from their ancestral lands and denied access to participate as full 
partners in the economic development of northern New Mexico. Again, this denial of 
property rights perpetuates a vicious cycle of adverse impact to the northern New Mexico 
Hispanic population. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the contents of the EIS. The 
Association would appreciate a response to the comments above by May 10, 191)9. Should 
there be any questions, I may be contacted at (505) 665-6891 or (505) 672-3182. 

Sincerely, 

'~ ~~fi~ 
Joe Gutierrez 
President 

m 
(j) CC: New Mexico Congressional Delegation 

08-02-22 

08-03-08 

Comment 08-02-22 

Response: 

The purpose of the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 was to 
promote the viability of the communities serving DOE sites at Hanford, 
Washington; Oak Ridge, Tennessee; and Los Alamos, New Mexico. The 
DOE cannot answer the posed rhetorical question. A title search was 
performed for the tracts of land that are the subject of the proposed 
conveyance and transfer, and it was determined that titles to the subject lands 
were held by the DOE without any defects or "clouds on the titles." The Corps 
of Engineers' legal opinion is that the government acted appropriately when 
it acquired the land from private ownership by either purchase or 
condemnation action. The reader is referred to General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 

Comment 08-03-08 

Response: 

Comment noted. The DOE acknowledges the opinion of the 
Homesteaders Association. The reader is referred to General Issue 4, Public 
Law Process and the CT EIS, and General Issue 6, Envirorunental Justice, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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Los Alamos County Trails and Pathways Subcommittee 
Document 09, Page 1 of 2 

3 La Rosa Court 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
April9, 1999 

Elizabeth Withers 
DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
528 356 Street 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers; 

I attended the Public Information Meeting on the Environmental Restoration Report to 
Support Land Conveyance and Transfer under Public Law IOS-119 at Fuller Lodge, Los 
Alamos, on March 24, 1999. Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to 
speak and to express my views in writing. 

My concern is the preservation of and the public access to historic trails that cross within 
the boundaries of the land parcels being proposed for transfer. The Los Alamos County 
Council adopted their Trails Management Plan inl994. The Plan created a County-wide 
trail system based on the historic trails. The Plan recommended that the County Trails and 
Pathways Subcommittee (TAPS) work with Department of Energy (DOE) to ensure 
access to historic trail corridors on DOE land that would be of significant value to the Los 
Alamos county-wide trail system. 

At DOE's request, TAPS prepared a written report containing specific information 
describing the proposed county-wide trail system and identifying the DOE trail corridors 
to which Los AI~~~¥~• County was interested in preserving or acquiring access. Written in 
July 1995, the Report to DOE: Los Alamos County Trail Network contains trail names, 
descriptions and topographical maps showing the locstion of trails on DOE land. Trails 
identified in the Report were those determined to be of significant value to the County
wide trail system due to historic as well as connective value. 

The particular trails that will be impacted by the proposed land transfers are as follows: 

I. TA-21 Site: 
2. DP Road: 
3. LAAO Site: 
4. Airport:. 

Mattie Brook Trail 
Los Alamos Bench Trail 
Los Alamos Bench Trail, Deadman Crossing 
DP Crossover, Mattie Brook Trail 

09-01-19 

Comment 09-01-19 

Response: 

The CT EIS discusses the trails and related recreation in Sections 5.1.1, 
5.2.1, 5.3.1, 6.1.1, 7.1.1, 9.1.1, 10.1.1, 11.1.1, 13.1.1, and 13.3.1 of the main 
report. The broad level of detail regarding the land use identified by the 
potential recipients precludes evaluation of impacts to individual trails. In 
general, the trails could be impacted by development, or the access to a trail 
could be limited by cultural preservation land use. The reader is reminded 
that current access to the trails on fenced DOE land is unauthorized. The 
reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix for information about potential mitigation measures. The reader 
also is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where the decisions to be made are discussed. The DOE does 
not have the authority under Public Law 105-119 to ensure continued 
recreational use of the tracts. Some but not all of the trails may be subject to 
Federal laws regarding the protection of cultw-al resources as historic 
properties. As such, efforts to mitigate adverse effects on these properties will 
be part of the DOE's future compliance actions. 
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Los Alamos County Trails and Pathways Subcommittee 
Document 09, Page 2 of 2 

S. White RockY Site: Breakneck Trail, Los Alamos Canyon Trail 
6. Tech. Area-74 Site: Camp Hamilton, Bayo Canyon Trail 

Because the usefulness and integrity of the trail system depends on a high level of 
connectivity, the deletion of any of these historic trails would have a seriously negative 
impact on the entire trail system. The historic value of the trails to the community and its 
visitors is invaluable and should be preserved for future generations. Therefore, TAPS is 
requesting that DOE ensure the preservation of and access to these trails by including trail 
easements with the transfer agreements or by withdrawing the trail corridors from the land 
parcels being transferred. 

Thank-you for your consideration, 
Janie O'Rourke 

Chairman of 
Los Alamos County's 
Trails and Pathways Subcommittee 

09-01-19 
(Cont.) 
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Los Alamos Sportman's Club 
Document 10, Page 1 of 1 

CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER 1-800-791-2280 LOG 

C.AL.L. nt:eN .BY: f(la~be'lk LJ;il,ers REQUEST# 

DATEOFCAU.: 1~1bh•t_ TIME: /0:.~,4,4, 
NAME: ~_;; ~--
ORGANJZAffiN:--~ ',_ •• C,.{,.[;; 
ADDRESS: r 

PHONE#: l. (, ~ ~ nJ.l15 
FAX: 
EMAIL: 
INFO. REQUES'ICD: . __ _.....,. _ , 

lJJ.iiT.Jc.. 1-ft +4Jj£)_&J.jJJf' I ~lla f ~~ 
. -- ~~'.::_CL.J.:..~--cJJ-uM (} 
~-£'¥~~ 

r-~-----,-

17M Wtg 6& «PfJW¥ =tim {Jt: n~lit ?j} 
~ 
5' 
~ 
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~ ]~~A~ruills[:==~----------------------~===== m 
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10-01-19 

10-02-09 

10-03-09 

10-04-09 

Comment 10-01-19 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 07-02-19. 

Comment 10-02-09 

Response: 

The CT EIS has been changed to remove language regarding the cleanup 
responsibility falling to the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. 

Location of CT EIS revision: 

Section 5 .1.1.1 in Chapter 5 of the main report has been revised . 

Comment 10-03-09 

Response: 

The information about the lead shot has been forwarded to LANL 
Environmental Restoration (ER) Project personnel, and the information has 
been taken into account in the estimates provided in the Environmental 
Restoration Report. 

Comment 10-04-09 

Response: 

The information provided has been fmwarded to LANL ER Project 
personnel. The information has been taken into account in the estimates 
provided in the Environmental Restoration Report. 
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National Parks and Conservation Association 
Document 11, Page 1 of 4 

National Parks 
and C'.onscrvation Association 

SoUTHWEST RLGIONAI. 0FFICf. 

D.\VF.SIMOI< 
lit'P,IIIIIIII !Jtrl'Ctor 

Aprilll, 1999 

Ms. Eizlbeth Wllhert 
Los Al111101 Area Ollice 
Departant ol'lm&Y 
S28 3Sib Street 
Los Allmos, NM 81544 

Dear Ms. Wttberr. 

The Nllioaal Pab llld Conservllion Association (NPCA) is a400,000-membcr cilimls 
Olplizltion, foundecl in 1919, cledic:atecl to the protection andenhlncemeat of the Nalional Plrlc 
Syttem for preM11t l8d &lbft pentions. NPCA lpiRCilles tbe opportunity to 00111111e11t on the 
dnft l!mirollaelltallmplct Stltaneat (CT -EIS) foe the COII\'eyiiiCe and Tlllllfer of Certain 
Land Tnets Admiaistcred by the Dcpartmem of Euer&Y (DOFJBI8-0293). 

Public Law IOS-119 direcls thie Secrtwy of~ine~Jy to coevey to lllld aamtdy withia the Los 
AltmoJ Nltiooi!Libonloly (LANL) to Los Alamoc COUDty llld other lllllities, aJCh u aearby 
Pueblos, JUbject to compliance with the National Eoviroomeatll Policy M (NEP A). NPCA 
IUpportl most of' the goala of the DOE lllld tnnsfen. Most of the tea ptroels DOE has identified 
for conveymce ue llreldy pertly dMoped, or loclted ldjiOellt to doYeloped au, and ue 
reuolllble dloices fiJr ecaaomic development purposes. 

At this poiat, however, NPCA does aot believe that DOE hu complied witb NEP A and other 
rdevlnt lawt ia thislllllter. NPCA is especillly concerned four triCts proposed for transfer: 
White RockY, TA-74, RendijaCIII)'OII. llldthe Airport trace. Dewiopmcnloftheletitesas a 
relUit oftrusfets from DOE could have ICrious, ldvene eft'ects on Bandelier and the Santa Fe 
Natioaal Fora!. NPCA believes that the ElS has not adequately assessed the polelltial the 
mvironmeatal COII8CiqiiCIICe nor hu DOE taken adequate - to prevent IIIII mitigate 
advene impac:ts on nllioollly sigJilicaot resoti!QI$. 

Southwest Regional Office 
~l.) Gold Arenuc, S.W., Alhuqut•rque, N,\11!7102 

Td: (SOS) 247·1221 • fax: (i05) 247·1ll:l 
IJa\'c~PCAOaol.rnm • hnp .. ',\I'WII'.nJX:"·'"g 

e 
0 

National Office 
1776 Mas<. Ave .. N.W .. W"'hin~t<Mt, D.C. !()(13(1 

Td: (202) 223-6722 • l'ax: (2021 6i9·il6>11 

111-01-17 

11-02-15 

11-03-14 

Comment 11-01-17 

Response: 

The DOE wishes to clarify the commentor's statement. Public Law 
(PL) 105-119 states that: 

"The Secretary of Energy shall--(1) convey, without 
consideration, to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New 
Mexico (in this section referred to as the 'County'), or to the 
designee of the County, fee title to the parcels of land that are 
allocated for conveyance to the County in the agreement under 
subsection (e); and (2) transfer to the Secretary ofthe Interior, 
in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (in this section referred 
to as the 'Pueblo'), administrative jurisdiction over the parcels 
that are allocated for transfer to the Secretary of the Interior in 
such agreement." 

There are no other Pueblos or entities that are potential recipients. 
Furthermore, PL 105-119 does not direct the DOE to convey and transfer the 
land tracts "subject to compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act." PL I 05-119 directs the DOE to carry out any review of the impacts of 
the conveyance and transfer of each subject parcel that is required under the 
provisions of NEP A. 

Comment 11-02-15 

Response: 

Based upon the contemplated uses identified by the County and San 
Ildefonso Pueblo, the DOE does not believe that use of these tracts by the 
recipients will lead to "serious, adverse effects on Bandelier and the Santa Fe 
National Forest." The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where DOE's compliance with 
NEPA is discussed. 

Comment 11-03-14 

Response: 

The DOE believes that it has addressed the potential environmental 
consequences, both direct and indirect, of the conveyance and transfer action. 
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National Parks and Conservation Association 

Document 11, Page 2 of 4 

NPCA Comments OR DOE cr-EIS 
Page2of4 

White RockY aad TA 74: Transfer oftbese two tracts (540 acres Uld 2,715 acres, 
respectively) would be to either Los Alamos County or 10 the Department of the Interior in trust 
Cor the Pueblo of San lldeCoaso. Both of these tracts ue directly adjacent to the Tsankawi unit of 
Bandelier Nalioall Momanent, a unit of the National Park System. Both tracts have special, but 
¥ 1181Uralllld cultural J"e*IUI'oes. Wd use on these paroels is fundamentally linked 10 the 
long-term protection and iDtegrity of the Tsankawi unit. Indeed, these lands were actually part or 
Bandelier NUional. Monument until the 1950s. 

As the EIS states, "VISitors m attraded to Tsankawi because of its solitude, peace Uld 
tranquillity, and the opportunity to experieocc the archaeological resources in such a setting." 
The draft EIS rates the vWalllelllitivity of the both theTA· 74 IIIII the White Roclt Y tract as 
"bigh" IIIII the trldl fall into S«aic Clus II, "indiclling vWal resources of high public value." 
(EIS, p. 12-7) Tbe "view from TSIIlbwi is "brcaahtaking Uld eacompasses most of the ireu 
slated for transfer." (EIS, p. 13-6). With 41 cultural sites (aMI! of which m eligible for National 
.RePtcr ql other~ depositJ, a high proNbility of sp«itic "'rrditioaaa cultural 
properties," .-llloodplaiDiwedand habitat, the White llock Y tract is dearly one c( if not the 
most important and MIISitM of the ten proposed for tnnsfer in terms of its aatun1 and cultural 
resources. 

These llllds also bave importlnt cultural value to the Pueblo ofS111 Ddefonso, wbidt NPCA 
rccogniz.es, and the CT -EIS states that the future use for the land would be for "eoviroomental 
111d cultuhl protection." NPCA supports these kinds of future uses Uld this mwgcmcnt 111-04-06 
approach. We lito believe that, should the lands be trlllsferred to the Pueblo, good cooperation 
could be achieved between the Pueblo Uld the National Park Service regarding the whole area. 

Nonetheless, OOE must recognize that Wtually lilY developmelll, Uld certain kinds of increased 
811d/or unregulated public access and reaution, could have serious impacts on resouroes of both 
of these parcels and oa Bandelier. While the EIS diSQISses some of these possibilities, NPCA I 11 -05-15 
believes that It liils 10 adequately consider the range and coasequence of such development. 
Construction, I'Oids, lights, uulities, aad unregulated human use could destroy, damage or alter 
natural and cultural resources, cause visual and noise poDution 10 the Tsanbwi uait (which is one 
of the most special places in the I1IOlRIIIIelll, puticularly sinc:e it is awry fiom the crowds in 
Frijoles C11ty011), and otherwise degrade the visitor expericace. In addition, as the EIS states, 
both of the candidate managing entities may Jack adequate plans, expertise, and raources to fillly 
protect and manage these l111ds at the present time. (EIS, pg. 12-17, 18-38) 

Any tnnsfer must simply prolubit negative impiCts from happening under lilY cirCUlllstlllllCS. I 11-06-14 
Development restrictioas that completely protect Bandelier from all types of impacts (e.g. visual, 
noise) should be placed on the tncts as a condition of transfer. The preparation of adequate 
management plw - which arc coordinated with other agencies that arc adjaceut landowners -
and the dedication of suflicient personae! aad r~s I& llllllllgC these laRds 1111151 .00. be 
demoastrated prior to transfer. Any convcyanoes must commit to managing lands that (I) were 

To clarify the commentor's statement, the DOE has not undertaken any 
actions to mitigate potential effects of the conveyance and transfer of the 
subject tracts pending issuance of a Record of Decision(s) and Mitigation 
Action Plan. The CT EIS does identify mitigation measures in Chapter 16 of 
the main report that could be implemented to mitigate potential adverse 
environmental impacts. The reader also is referred to General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 11-04-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 11-05-15 

Response: 

The CT EIS considers impacts from the contemplated uses of the tracts 
in Chapters 12 and 13 of the main report. In addition, Chapter 18 of the main 
report presents a letter from BNM that discusses these issues. Under neither 
of the land uses identified by the potential recipients would the tracts near 
BNM be developed; major transportation corridors, utilities, lights, and 
human use already exist on these tracts. Visual and noise pollution increases 
could potentially occur on tracts farther away from BNM that could add to 
adverse cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 
I 5 of the main report. 

Comment 11-06-14 

Response: 

Some of the tracts considered in this CT EIS will be transferred to the 
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOl) to be held in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso. Because the land will still be under Federal administrative 
authority, the same environmental protection laws will still apply. 
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National Parks and Conservation Association 

Document 11, Page 3 of 4 

NPCA Comments on DOE CT-EIS 
Pagel of4 

o~~~:e part of tbe Natiooal Parle System and (2) already carry designations as part of a National 
EnYirOIIIIIeiiW Research Park and are covered by endangered species habitat managemmt plans 
according to !bose standards. Formal government ~ons (via statements, onlinallc:e, 
resolution, etc.} that these areas are to remain undeveloped should abo be a~ for 
tnnst'er. All tlaDsfers must be executed in such a way u to require NEP A compliuce, revitw 
and approval by tbe Secmary oft&e Interior and the Nllional Put Service for any future uses 
and developmeat (mcluding felmtion, utility work, road improvements, etc.) of these two tracts. 

Airptrt Tl'llct This 205-acre parcel iadudes areu that have Ions been utilized for air 
1I'IIIJpOrtltio llld other commercial JlUI1IOiel. Los Alamos County operates the lirport under a 
leue lgfeeiMftt wilb DOB. Under the propoted ldioa lltemalive, the lirport would lr1lufer to 
the .-owner IIIII would remain operational. 

DOE states that "~here are no direct CODSeqUeiiCCI of the tr1llllfer or ownenbip or the tract other 
thaD those associlted with the poteDtial Joss orFedenl proteclion of cultu~ and ecological 
~"but 'WRct ~are anticipated ftom tbe subsequent uses oftbe tract. 
(draft EIS, pg. 11-17). 

NPCA buically asrees with tlis stateme111, but is concemed that DOE has underestimated some 
of the potential indirect conteqUe~~CeS. For example, the draft EIS fUs to idelltifY or analyze one 
poleatill "subsequeat use" that could bave extremely significant consequences for Bandelier 
National MOIIUIIICit: the devdopment of an air tour industry ITom Ibis location. 

The growth of "ftight-secin( operations ICI'OSS the nation is haviog a sigDilicant, aegative impad 
oo unita of the National Parle System. Approximately onHbird of the National park System (over 
one lulchd units) are currently reporting problems ftom lircnft ovedlights. Aircraft inject noise 
ioto the pub, which are special, sensitive auditory enviromnenu that often have extreiJiely low 
ambia~~ noise coaditioos. Aircraft noise can destroy natural quiet, affect wilderne.u Yllues 
(Bandelier is 90 perceat wilderness~ and otherwise intrire with the IOWids of nature, which is 
u tilndamCIIIIl mource lo lhe national pub u dean air or water. 

Sectioo 11.3.4 (Noise) failsto discuss or analyze this issuut aD. It sbould. In addition, NPCA 
believes that the Airport tract should not be traosfemd 1tom DOE ownership and control without 
a restrictive covenant placed on the transfer which pennaaentJy prolubits the opemion of air 
tours fi'om this location that could negatively impld Bandelier. 

Readija Cuyea: This 910-acretract isculTCIItlyundevdopedand should remain that wry. 
Lot Alamos County has proposed developing S70 .taes ofllendija Canyon for I ,260 dwelUng 
units for 3,SOO people. The CT-EIS states on page 5-21 that severe impacts or loss of forest 
habilat would "effectively disrupt the structure and function of the~ Rendija Canyon 
ecosystem. • Other ecological impacl$ iodude: destruction of preferred babitat for the federally 
listed peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. 

11-06-14 
(Cont.) 

11-07-16 

Some of the land tracts considered in this CT EIS will be conveyed to the 
County of Los Alamos. While the County will not be subject to all of the 
environmental regulations applicable to a Federal agency, the County will 
still be subject to some environmental law and regulatory requirements. 

The DOE cannot require the resource management of conveyed lands, 
nor can the DOE require that the use of transfer lands be preapproved by the 
National Park Setvice. The transfer and conveyance of the land tracts is 
already the subject of NEPA compliance. Future actions on properties 
transferred to the DOl in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso also would be 
the subject ofDOI NEPA compliance. 

To provide clarification of the commentor's statement, the LANL 
Threatened and Endangered Species Management Plan was developed as an 
outgrowth of the mitigations the DOE undertook for the Dual Axis 
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) project. There are no standards 
inherent in the designation of Federal land as a National Environmental 
Research Park that require or direct such a plan. The reader also is referred to 
General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this 
issue is discussed. 

Comment ll-07-16 

Response: 

The development of an air tourist industry was not evaluated in this 
CT EIS. While gathering infonnation for evaluation of cwnulative impacts, 
the DOE asked other area Federal agencies and non-Federal entities for any 
plans that might impact the region. There was no indication that anyone is 
planning to develop an air tourist industry. The Airport is currently leased to 
the County. If any air tourist industry was seeking use of the Airport, they are 
not currently restricted from doing so. However, the airspace above LANL as 
well as the airspace above the wilderness areas is restricted, so any air 
industry would have to contend with limited flights. The development of 
such an industry would not affect or be affected by the proposed conveyance 
or transfer of these tracts. 
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National Parks and Conservation Association 

Document 11, Page 4 of 4 

NPCA Comments on DOE Cf -EIS 
Page 4 of4 

Restrictions on recreational use and pubflc access to the national forea (page 5-28) will affect 
many Ul5 ~s residents including low-income millority residents who depend on gathering 
wood for fuel There is also the possibility of increased Vllldalism .00 damage to arcbaeological 
sites from llellby residallial development The risk of catasfropbic wil<fu is also increased from 
putting more housfs ml lunans in a high fire danger area. When considering all the potential 
impacts, DOE sllould chose the No Aclioa Alternative ml coatinue to manage the Relldija 
Canyon as a natural area. 

In cosdusion, NPCA believes that unequivocally and dearly protecting Bandeier National 
Mosuneat fi'om aD possible adverse impacls that might ariJe from fillure use of these three tracts 
is a requirement ofPL IOS-119, the Atomic F.aergy Commulity AIJ, otber related 111C111RS 
liaked to helping L4s Alamos achieVe self.sufficialcy, and the NPS OlgaaiC Act of 1916. 
Attzading aearty 450,000 viiton per year, Bandelier National Monument is one of the most 
important econonic eagines in the Ul5 Alamos ma- CODIJixlting over S1 0 miDion IDliU&Ily to 
the local economy. Jt cannot contime to me 1hlt role over the loos tenD if its resources are 
degraded. Therefore, DOE bas an affirmative responsibility to protect Bandelier. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment oa the Draft CT -EIS. 

tr;,. 
~~ ,££",~ 

David J. Sunon 
Southwest Regional Director 

11-08-06 

11-09-17 

Comment 11-08-06 

Response: 

The DOE's natural resource management ofRendija Canyon is passive 
in nature; the DOE does not have a mission to manage natural areas in the 
same manner as the DOl or the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The reader 
is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed in detail. 

Comment 11-09-17 

Response: 

The additional referenced acts are superceded by the requirements of 
PL 1 05-119; no such "requirements" are specifically mandated as conditions 
of the referenced legislation. The DOE recognizes the importance of BNM, 
both as an area resource and as a source of tourism. However, the DOE is 
limited by the requirements of PL 105-119 to convey and transfer each tract 
of land whether or not it is of positive impact to BNM, provided the tract is 
suitable as defmed in PL 105-119. 
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Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board 
Document 12, Page 1 of 3 

Nortbera New Mexico Cltlzea's Advisory Board 
Comments on tbe Draft 

Epyjrogmegta! Impact Statemetlt 
for 

tbe Conveyuce ud Transfer of Certain Laad Tracts 
Administered by the Departmeat of Energy & Located at 

Los Alamos National Labontory, Los Alamos & Santa Fe Coaaties, NM 

I. Page 2-26, under Land Tracts, DOE LAAO Land Use: The tenn ''residential" 
appears not to include donnitories, in addition to apartments, condominiums and single 
family dwellings. 

The Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board suggests that a third land 
use scenario be considered for the LAAO site: it could be used as a donnitory. Although 
the cleanup would be the same as for the other residential types listed, the existing 
building would be used with minimum restoration; the steam plant would remain and the 
additional development would not be needed. 

Since the tenn "residential" does not include this use, a separate category may be 
required. The impacts would be the same as are listed for its use as a commercial site. 

12-01-12 

Comment 12-01-12 

Response: 

Neither the County nor the Pueblo identified do1111itories as one of the 
potential uses for this tract. However, between the two land uses identified 
and evaluated, the potential impacts of using the DOE LAAO Building as a 
do1111itory are bounded by the analysis provided in the CT EIS. 
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Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board 
Document 12, Page 2 of 3 

Nortbera New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board 
<:;ommeats on the Draft 

Envlroameatal Restoratloa Report to Sapport 
Land Conveyance & Traasrer 111der Public Law 105-119 

1. The doewnent does not address the impact of the land transfer cleanup project on 
the rest of the LANL Environmental Restoration Program schedule and priorities. 

The Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisocy Board suggests that the following 
information be added to the document to describe the changes that have been or will be 
made in the LANL ER Program to accommodate the Land Transfer. The description 
should include: 

Changes in priorities; slips in the schedules of other programs; cuts in other 
cleanup activities; and impacts on funding for other projects. 

2. The preferred alternative, to transfer the lands, is cboaen even though major 
mitigation efforts are required forsome sites. If it were not for Public Law 105-119, the 
"No Action" alternative might have been the outcome of the EIS for several Land 
Transfer sites. 

3. It is therefore important to emphasize to the receiving entities that DOE will clean 
up the land only to the level required for safety for the use originally specified. For 
example, if the land use is changed to residential from commercial, additional cleanup 
will be required. 

4. Where subsequent land use is changed from the original use proposed, requiring 
additional cleanup, tbo new owner will be responsible for both the cleanup activity and 
the cost. This fact should be clearly stated in the document. 

s. Definitions of the cleanup requirements for "residential", "recreational", and 
"industrial" use are needed. A new designation· "Native American traditional uses" 
perhaps should be added. Sec Item ( 6.) below. 

6. In addition, the requirements for "recreational use" should be distinguished ftom 
''Native American traditional uses". "Recreational use" for Los Alamos County 
generally involves approximately eight bows of such activities as climbing, walking or 
sitting on the land. On the other band, "Native American traditional uses" is a more 
appropriate category for the Pueblos; it may include various uses of the plants and 
animals oftbc: area and may involve individuals or groups remaining on the land for 
considerable periods of time. Tho Pueblo "Native American traditional uses" clearly 
requires cleanup to lower levels of contaminants (i.e., less contamination) than for 
"recreational use". 

7. Tbc assumptions upon wbicb the EIS is based should be stated in one 
consolidated place at the top of the doeument, namely: 

12-02-09 

Comment 12-02-09 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which 
is a part of a parallel but separate process. The LANL Environmental 
Restoration (ER) Project will evaluate the recommendations provided by the 
commentor and make the appropriate changes to the Environmental 
Restoration Report. A response has been provided directly to the commentor 
by the ER Project. The reader also is referred to General Issue 5, 
Environmental Restoration Process; General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions; and General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board 
Document 12, Page 3 of 3 

P1ge 2 • CommeatJ oa tbe Draft ER Report • 
by tbe Norther• New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board 

a) DOE has no control over the future useofthe land; 

b) The proposed development of these pan:els will be treated in the 
EIS as if h takes place within the next ten years, evea though it may 
actually not take place until several years later. 

c) If Los Alamos County and San Ildefonso Pueblo disagree about the 
future ownership of a p~~tel, the land will not be transferred. 

d) A portion of a tract can be transferred when tbere are reasons for 
not transfening the whole tract 

e) DOE is the party responsible for the cleanup as long as ownership 
rests with DOE. Thereafter, the new owner will be responsible for cleanup 
to higher standards than originally required. 

8. In the S111lllll81)' Document, page 3, the last sentence should be clarified as 
follows: "'n genera~ contaminants that are found on land to be used for residential 
purposes must be cleaned up to lower levels (i.e., must conJain leu colllamiiiOiion) than 
the same contaminants on land to be used for commercial or industrial development .•. " 

9. The document should make clear wherever appropriate that LANL bas cut off 
active sources of contamination. That is, while work is being done to mitigate passive or 
residual sources, no more contamination is being added. 

12-02-09 
(Cont.) 
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Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter 
(Letter 1) 
Document 13, Page 1 of 3 

Rio Grandt Chapttr, Tile S/e"' Club 

Ms. Elizabeth Withen; 
Conveyance and Transfer EIS Document Manager 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Office of Environment 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Los Alamos. NM 87544 

Subject: Coovcyance and Transfer Hearing. Mardi2S, 1999, Loa Alamos. fooo'M 

De~t Ms. Withm: 

On behalf of the 400 memben of the Pajarito Group of the Siem Club, Los Alamos 
County. NM I 101 pleased to mili some remarks cooceming the Conveyance and 
Transfer of Cenaio Land Tracts Adminislered by the Department of Energy and Ulcaled 
111 Los Alamos Nlliooal Laboratory and the associaled Draft CT-EJS. Thank you for the 
opportunity to do 10. 

The followiag n:marks and questions 1re pn:Jiminary. Our final detailed comments 
will be submitted to you in !he near futun:.llllticipate other Siem Club entilie!; will also 
comment. 

1 would like to make two commeots, and then ask a few questions that I hope you can 
wwer in !hi~ public forum. 

My ftrst comment is that the Siena Club is quite concerned about the "NEPA-busting" 
pn:cedent ofPL IOS-119. 

My second romment concerns the draftiog of the authorizing legislation, PL 105-119. 
Los Alamos County stales (p.IS~ of the Draft CT-EIS): 

"When questions arose about DOll's authority to transfer land, County elected officials 
and staff sat down with DOE and San Ildefon.o;o Pueblo representatives and drafted much 
of whlll has become PL IOS-119". 

lo othet wonls, broad citizen involvemeAI did not occur in drafting of the legislation. 
Some wi1111rguc that we were represented by our elected offteiall. However, given !!~CeDI 
events concerning growth and development issues in Los Alamos County ,l strongly 
suspect that 1 fair fraction of the community would feel otherwise. In llriving at 1 final 
decision about the Land Transfer DOE should consider the recent event1 and the 
controversy genen.ted. 

...... 
-~il ... il ,_ .. ,..,.,td_ 

13-01-15 

13-02-17 

Comment 13-01-15 

Response: 

The DOE's disagrees with the comment that Public Law (PL) 105-119 is 
a "NEPA-busting" precedent. In enacting PL 105-119, Congress determined 
the role NEPA would play in implementing the statute. Congress could have 
specified that the DOE not comply with NEP A Instead, it provided that all 
parties with a part in the decision process, including DOE, the County of Los 
Alamos, the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, and Congress itself have a document 
explaining the environmental impacts of conveyance and transfer. The reader 
also is referred to General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 13-02-17 

Response: 

As noted in Chapter 18 of the main report, PL 105-119 was drafted with 
input from the DOE, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and the County of Los Alamos. It 
is customary for Congress to consult with parties affected by prospective 
legislation. As is the case with most legislation, the public had the 
opportunity during the legislative approval process to provide comments on 
PL 105-119. Congress instructed the DOE to proceed with the NEPA process 
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
conveyance and transfer action. The process through which this CT EIS has 
been prepared fulfills the intent of NEPA to inform the public of the 
environmental consequences in a timely manner so that the public can 
provide input into the decisionmaking process. The reader is referred to 
General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter 
(Letter 1) 
Document 13, Page 2 of 3 

Plea.~e answer the following que1tions at lhis time. If you can't answer them then I 
would app!Uiatc a ~nse in writing by AprilS, 1999. 

1. !h.; Alam!X County suttd (page 1 8-26) that it intended to "aggressively develop lhe 
land oblained from DOE ... " In \ieW of this Slalement how come the DOE did not 
analyze the environmental and fllher impacts rl the wcmc case scenario tlw all I 0 
tracts proposed for l!ansfer and conveyance would be developed? 

2. PL 10~·119 requires that the lands be conveyed and transferred "without 
consideration ... • Why then tbe following statement in lhe Draft Cf-E1S (page S-241: 
"In the case of conveyance of land tncrs to the County. the DOE will include deed 
resirictions p!U!udiog any development within tbc I OO.ycar floodplains or 
wetlands."? Thi1 sratement indicales that deed restrictions can be applied. If so why 
wm od1er ahemative restrictions, such as ea.lelllellts or protution of sensitive attas, 
eliminated from detailed analysis? 

3. In the early 1960s the National Padt Servioc transfer~ lands to DOE's predeces.wr 
"with the ~ipulalion !hat [the DOE) adequately proleCt lhe ruins" (Bandelier Natiooal 
Monument: An Administrative HistiJI)', Hal Rodlmano 1988). It appears thi! DOE has 
a continuing mandate to protect 111ins on ttwferred lands. Why did DOE not analyze 
this alternative? 

4. Docs DOE accamly know the environmental teS~oration costs and timeframes to 
completion? Can DOE certify that contaminants wiD be cleaned up to the level of 
plaaned furure 11.1e'! 

S. As staled above, PL 105-119 is clearly a "NEPA-busting"law. What is DOE's 
position on having to administer such legislation? 

Thank you. 

Sincmly, 

~ 
Chair, Conservation Committee 
(SOS) 662-2380 

13-03-13 

13-04-15 

13-05-14 

13-06-14 

13-07-09 

13-08-15 

Comment 13-03-13 

Response: 

Answers were provided during the March 25, I999, Los Alamos Public 
Hearing (Afternoon Session). The reader is referred to the response to 
Comment 33-03-I5. 

Comment 13-04-15 

Response: 

The underlying goals of the original Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requirement to evaluate a "worst-case scenario" were "disclosure of 
the fact of incomplete or unavailable information, acquisition of that 
information if reasonably possible, and evaluation of reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts even in the absence of all information." The CEQ 
later rescinded the "worst-case scenario" because it was" an unproductive and 
ineffective method of achieving those goals; one which can breed endless 
hypothesis and speculation." (See Section I.6.I in Chapter I of the main 
report.) 

Under PL I05-II9, the DOE has no authority to direct the future use of 
the property proposed for conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE 
cannot "know" the future development. As a result, the uncertainty over the 
ultimate use of the IO tracts dictates a generic, regional approach in 
considering the future development and use of each tract. The information 
pertaining to land use is provided with an emphasis on assessing significant 
adverse cumulative and regional effects. Section I.6.I in Chapter I of the 
main text discusses DOE rationale for assessing the land uses identified by 
the potential recipients rather than a worst-case scenario. 

Comment 13-05-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response for Comment 03-03-14 and 
General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this 
issue is discussed. The reader also is referred to the response to 
Comment 33-03-I5. 
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Document 13, Page 3 of 3 

Comment 13-06-14 

Response: 

The DOE wishes to clarify the commentor's statement. In 1963, 
President John F. Kennedy transferred land from Bandelier National 
Monument to the Atomic Energy Commission (the DOE's predecessor 
agency) by proclamation (see Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main text). 
There is no stipulation expressly stated in that proclamation that requires "that 
[DOE] adequately protect the ruins," although existing (in 1963) and 
subsequent laws and regulations have certain requirements that the DOE is 
subject to regarding this issue. However, once the DOE disposes ofland, any 
such requirements, as appropriate, transfer to the new owners or 
administrators. It is assumed that the alternative referred to by the commentor 
is the No Action Alternative, by which the DOE would continue to administer 
the land, and the land would be subject to continued DOE protection with 
regard to sensitive resources. The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis 
of DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is 
discussed. 

Comment 13-07-09 

Response: 

The Environmental Restoration Report seeks to bound the amounts of 
waste generated, the costs of the cleanup activities that will occur in the 
future, and the durations of cleanup actions, even though the exact details of 
these cleanup activities are currently only estimated. The DOE's proposed 
estimates of cleanup costs presented in the Environmental Restoration Report 
are based on site knowledge and characterization data as they exist today. 

The reader is referred to the Environmental Restoration Report; 
Section 1.1.4.3 in Chapter 1 and Appendix B of the main CT EIS report; and 
General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed . 

Comment 13-08-15 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 13-01-15. 
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Rio Gr~ncle Chapter, The Sferra Club 

M.1. fJizabeth Wither.; 
Cooveyance and Tnmsfcr EIS Document Manager 
l..os~ArcaOff'x:e 
OffiCe of Environment 
U.S. Department of Ellefgy 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Subject Comments oo the Dnft Department of Energy Land Transfer and Conveyance: 
Environmental~ Stllemenl (er-EIS) 

Uear Ms. Withers: 

On behalf of the 400 members of the l'ijariloGroup of the Siem~Ciub, Los Alamos County, NM 
lam pleased to coounenl oo the Draft Department of Energy Land Transfer and CcoveylllCe 
Environmental Impact Statement (cr-EIS). Thank you for the ~ni!y to do so. ·we note that the 
Draft i» 111 excellent fiM stq1 in Ibis important ~ and commend you and your mff on its 
(ll'eParation. 

The Siena Club values ecosystem heallh and SUSIIinabilily, and conununity sustainabilily 
including water supply and purity. minimization of air, noise and tight pollution, and quality of life 
issues such as truf'.C lind the ~onal opportunities available on our public lllllds. Ftllthellll(n, 
we value legislation, derived from democratic priociplcs. that emures equal tepRSentation, f~ 
and the highest &tandards of environmental protection. These values are the foundations for our 
comments. 

In particular, we support the J;I!IGJil of a land conveyance and IIWfer that would include 
conveyance and tnnsfer ro approprialc entities including Los Alimos County, San Ildefonso Pueblo, 
the National Park Se!vice and the FO!tSt Service. We do not support tbe J!1!GU established under 
PL IOS-119, for many reasons tbal are explained in the following comments (Sections 1-IU). 

114-01-17 

Analysis areas of the Draft thai should be addressed in the Final cr -EIS are descn'bed in Section 
IV. Quo res are taken from the Draft or Summary cr -EIS documents, unless odlerwise stated. 

I. The DOE J,ud rn.ter Sets A l'recedftlt In That Public I.aw 115-119 Mandates 
A SlgnifieaDt Federal Aclion Reprdlt• Of Tltt Aatldpated Adnrst lmpada Oa 
The Eavlroameat, Federally Listed Specita, Cllltural Resources, Ancl Adjacent 
Federal Land Protection Mandates. 

The CT-E!S and proposed action alternatives are consuaine;l by Public Law JOS-119, which 
maodllles thallhe decision-maker hese hi~ decisioo on only th~ criteria, which we ~ummarize: 

1. r!aeh tract mu.~ not be needed "to meet lhe national security mission"; 
2. Each contaminaled tract must be remcdiarable by November 2007; Mel 
3. f>aeh tract must be ~uitable Ill ~uppnn future UlleS for hi!toric, cuiiUral, or environmental 
prcservatioo purposes; economic divenif~~:atioo purposes: or community self-suffiCiency 
purposes by the named ra:ipicnt1." 

The last criterion excludes nothing and is lhcrefon: meaningless. These lhn:e criteria must be applied 
to the exclusioo of existing laws ~igned to protect the environment The CT-EIS exposes Ibis fact: 

I. "Sa:tioo 632 of lhe Act provides a narrow basis for the decisions to be made by the Secreuuy of 
Energy. • (Page S-13). 

- .. lf<I'C(Od_ 

14-02-17 

Comment 14-01-17 

Response: 

Comment noted. Public Law (PL) 105-119 designates only the County 
of Los Alamos and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso as potential recipients of the 
parcels. The reader is referred to General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the 
CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 14-02-17 

Response: 

PL I05-119 established the DOE's course of action. Congress may pass 
laws mandating actions, even actions that may result in significant 
environmental impacts, without those actions being subject to the NEPA 
process. However, PL I05-II9 directs the DOE to carry out any NEPA 
review of the environmental impacts resulting from the conveyance or 
transfer of each parcel. The DOE determined that an EIS was the appropriate 
level ofNEPA review. 

PL I 05-II9 does not prohibit the use of the environmental impact 
information by any of the involved parties for the purposes of 
decisionmaking. On the contrary, it encourages the use of this information by 
directing the DOE to carry out such a review. Congress enacted PL 105-I19 
to address a very specific issue, the self-sufficiency of Los Alamos County. 
Chapter I, Section I.I, Background Information, of the main report, provides 
a historical perspective of the development ofLANL and the LANL area and 
helps the reader to better understand the course of events in the development 
of PL 1 05-I19 and the recipient parties. The reader also is referred to the 
response to Comment 13-02-I7. 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
s: 
s: 
m 
z 
-1 
c 
0 
0 c 
s: 
m 
z 
-1 
CJ) 

)> 
z c 
:::0 m 
CJ) ., 
0 
z 
CJ) 
m 
CJ) 



0 

6-
0'" 
(1) ..... 
...... 
co co co 

~ 
0'1 
0'1 

'T1 s· 
!!!.. 
() 
-1 
m 
(i) 

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter 
(Letter 2) 
Document 14, Page 2 of 11 

2. 'Thee~ ar~ decisions related to lhese parcels that the DOE wiU not lllllke based upon this Cf-EIS 
analysis. While the potential beneficial and adv~rs~ impacts from future contemplated land u~~ of 
the tracts must be under..tood by the DOE in reaching its deci.1ion(s) regarding the conveyance of 
lnln~fer of each of the lr.lets, DOE will not decide upon future land uses for the 10 Inlets or be 
responsible for mitigations not within the scope of the DOE's control." (Page S-14). 

The key words in the Cf-EIS which potentially absolve the DOE from a challenge to the proposed 
action are to "understand" and to "consider' public inpuL By creating the Cf -EIS aftu public 
scoping, tbeDOE can claim that they 'undenland" and "considmd" public input, but PL IOS-119 
probibiu the use of this infonnation by the lkcision maker. This use or a special interest law created 
to benefit a few people is a violation of democr:dic principles and or questionable legal standing. PL 
lOS-t 19 gave the DOE no choice buttoprepare au FJS tba1 violates the spirit of the National 
Enviroomenllll Policy Act (NfiP A), lhat identifteS public coocems to satisfy the Jeuer ul NEP A, but 
in.~uucl~ the decision maker not to consider the majority of these public comments and to dismiss 
reasonable alternatives. PL 105-119 provides for the giveaway of public lands in spite of public 
opinion or predictable adverse impacts. 

Predictable Impacts 

A. Impacts oa the "Human Eovlr011meot" 8lld Re50Urce Values 

DOE confesses that the proposed action alternative cannot prolect !he human environment as 
dc.fined by NEPA and the Ccuncil for Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations: 

I. "Dim:t impact~ of tbe Proposed Action, the conveyance and lrlnSfer or the trd, are limited to the 
changes in responsibility for re.sowcc proteCtion. Environmental review and protection proc:esses and 
procedures for future activities would be different from tltO!ie thai are currently governing ~ 1111bject 
tracts and may not be as rigorou.~. The LANl. Threltelted and Endangered Species Habitat 
Management Plan would no longer be in effect for !bose tracts occupied by or containing suitable 
hllbitlt for endangered species. • (Page S-20) 

2. "Under the Criteria of Adverse Effects (36 CF1t 800.9b), the lra05fer,lease, or we of re50UJ'CCS 
eligible for listing on the National Register or Historic Places (NHRP) is an adverse effect. NHRP 
eligible~ are ~nt on ni~ of the trads being a.'!Sessed in this cr -EIS, and would be 
direcdy impacted by the Federal action. The disposition of each or the subject tracts also may affect 
the protection and accessibility to Native American sacred sites or sites needed for the practice of 
traditional religion by removing them from consideration under the American Indian Religious 
Froedom Act and Executive Order 13007, "Sacml Sites". In addition, the disposition of the tracL~ 
would a potentially affect the trealmcnt and disposition of aoy human remains, fu~rary objects, 
sacred object~. and objects of cultural patrimony. • (Page S-20) 

3. The draft cr -EIS state.~ (Page S-8) tbat "completion of consultation requirements under the 
Endangered Species Act and the Nationlll Historic Preservatioo Act, and completion of consultation 
regarding Traditional Culblral Properties" are required prior to conveyance or transfer. It is unclear 
whether these consultations will have an impact on the decision to convey or lrlnSfer or if the 
consultation i.~ being done to fulliO information proce.15ing requilements imposed by othet' federal 
laws. According to Pl. !OS-119, the re~ults of consultation are irrelevant to the decision to be made. 
The1e need to he expanded upon and clarified in the Final cr -EIS. 

B. lmpaca to Adjaceot Federally Protected Lands are Expected but These Impacts 
Must Be !pored When tbe Decision to Trusfer Is Made 

In ~'Pite of the following "facti", the decision maker is not permitted to consider nablral, cultural 
and most other environmental issuts, public opinion, or anticipall:d adverse impacts when they make 
the transfer.and conveyance decision on each parcel of land. 

2 

14-02-17 
(Cont.) 

14-03-17 

14-04-17 

Comment 14-03-17 

Response: 

While the results of the consultation may not play a role in the DOE's 
decision to convey and transfer these tracts, the consultations will play a 
considerable role in the setting of mitigation measures. The reader is referred 
to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, and General Issue 4, Public 
Law Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue 
is discussed, and to the mitigation measures discussed in Chapter 16 of the 
main report. 

Comment 14-04-17 

Response: 

The potential for impacts to Federal-protected lands are discussed in the 
CT EIS, and all neighboring land stewards were invited to be Cooperating 
Agencies in the preparation ofthis CT EIS. To clarify the issue raised by the 
commentor in their Section I, B, 3 comment, the proclamation by which 
President John F. Kennedy transferred land to the DOE's predecessor agency 
does not include any stipulations regarding protection of resow-ces. (See 
Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main report. Also see response to comment 
13-05-14.) By virtue of the inclusion of these stakeholder and public 
comments into the NEPA document, the Final CT EIS, the DOE is providing 
decisionmakers with public opinion, as well as the impact information for 
their use in reaching informed decisions. 
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I. 'Currently, LA. 'IlL is bounded by lite lands of several landowner~ and steward.~ with a variety of 
land u.'le.~.· (Pages S-3, S-10) "Three of lite 10 tracts are adjacent to federal lands wich a strong or 
primary preservation mandale. Two of lhese tracts are 'undeveloped,' and the largest (T A· 74) is 
"largely undeveloped." "There is !he potential for the introduction of land uses !hat would be 
incompatible with adjacent landowners' resource protection efforts. 1'bere may be loss of recreational 
opportunities currently enjoyed on wme Inlets." (Page S-21) 

2. "The indirect impacts of the conveyance and transfer of lhe tracts include regional changes in land 
use including lhe development of forest. grazing, and open-space land for residential and commercial 
uses." (Page S-21) "De\l!lopment foolprints for lhc 10 ~tact.• include approximately no acres (3 l 2 
hectares) of ~atively undisturbed habitat". "Contemplartd uses would be expecltd to also degrade 
large amounts of adjacent habitat, including preferred habitat for the American peregrine falcon and 
the Mexican spotted owl." (Page S-22) 

3. • •.. 3,925 acres {1,590 hectares) were acquired from the administrative control of the National Park 
Service {NPS) in the early 1960s. • The NPS tratl!>fcrred these land~ to the predecessor of the DOE 
"wilh the stipulation lha1 [ lhe DOE] adequately protect lhe ruins: <Bandeljq Natjonal Mooomen!: An 
Administrative HistOI)'. Hal Rochman 1988). It is cenainly appropriate to ask whelher transferring 
these lands to anolher entity with no constraint on development meets the requirement to protect 
Otowi Pueblo and other "ruiM. • 

4. • ... local diminished viewshed5 coold impact re.<ourceS imponant to maintaining a positive visitor 
experience on adjiiCellt National Park. Service lands. • (page S-22) 

5. 'If development or any kind of use that pennits intense or overnight ose were to occur on the 
adjacent tracts, the National Park Service would not be able to protect those ineplaceablc ~ 
from loss due to pot hunting and vandalism. • " ... any altempt by the NPS to protect the Tsankawi 
{Unit] from nighttime vandallsm and pothunting wovld place an insurmountable economic burden on 
park statling and budget levels." (Page 18-42) 

C. Capabilities of C11e Recipients to Mitigate Aatldpatecl ud Unforeseen Impacts 

I. 'Once the land tracts are conveyed or transferred, they will p11Ss beyond the administrative control 
of DOE. All subsequent use of the land will be independent of DOE." (Page S-18) 

Los Alamos County (Page 18-38) and, to ovr knowledge, San Ddefonso Pueblo lack the staff, 
skilb, legal driver, structure, and funding ~red to protect the natural and cultural resowces of the 
transferred lands. "The current lack of a natullll resources management plan by either the County of 
Los Alamos or lite Pueblo of San lldefOMO wovld impede the development of an integrated, multi
agency approach to short- or long-term natural resource management strartgies. Additional transfer of 
the land tracts may result in a much less rigorous environmental review and protection review process 
for future activities 15 neither the County of Los Alamos or the Pueblo of San Ildelonsu have 
regui:Uioos thai would match the federal review and protection process. Cumulatively, the 
development could result in fragmentation of habitat and disruption of wildlife migration CO!ridol'5.' 
(Pages S-22-23) 

2. Lands transferred to the Sec~ary of the Interior in Trust for San lldefonso will be subject to 
federal law~ including NEPA. This fact affools some assurance that public input and impact 
mitigation will he huilt in should the Pueblo choose to develop its ttustlands. Unfortunately, the BJA 
and Sao lldefonso may find it difficult 10 provide the security and planning needed to ensure atiC3St 
the current level of protectioo commensurate wilh fltllred future uses (cultural and natural resource 
preservation) of the trw. 

3. There is no provision for long-term protection of the nalllral and cultural values of the transferred 
lands. In 20 years, the pressure to develop will be intense but, except for BIA Trust Lands, there 
will be little to force a balanced, wise decision-making process. The County's only check and balance 
is informal and public pressure through the newspaper, public meetings etc. The only potential 
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14-04-17 
(Cont.) 

14-05-14 

Comment 14-05-14 

Response: 

While the County of Los Alamos and San Ildefonso Pueblo may not have 
had a robust program for resource protection in the past, they are not 
precluded from development of a more robust program in the future should 
they choose to do so. There are mitigative measures that could be 
implemented at reasonable costs that would preclude or decrease resources 
damage. The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where these issues are discussed. Also, the reader 
is referred to the response to Comment 11-06-14. 
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process to force good planning is the Comprehensive Plan which is now available in draft form. It I 1 4-05-14 
will likely he challenged by the community because of its slant towards development. (Cont.) 

4. The 'future uses" identified by both parties and used in the analysis are relalively meaningless. I 
1
4-06-15 Neither party is obligated to implement the future u5es they identified for the development of the Cf. 

ETS. The County's self-sufficiency (development) need cannot be satiated by the~ action and 
there can be no doubl that development of as much land as possible will continue to be pursued. This 
is stated by the County: 'The County will attempt to expand i~ tn h&~e by ~ively developing 
the land obtained from the DOE. .. ". (Page 18-26) 

5. 'Before implementation of any future use of ~h tract, the sponsoring party would need to COII!ply 1 14-07-20 
with all applicable local, Stare, and Federal laws and regulations. This may include the prepu1llioo of 
project-specific EISs, EAs, or the equivalent that may be required under Stale law." (Page S-16) 

There is no equivalent protection under State laws and Los Alllll105 County is not subject to NEPA 
unless federal funds are involved. Development of lands transferred to the Secretary of Interior in 
Trust for San Ddefonso will be subject to federal resource protection laws, but the tribe would not be 
under any legal obligation to use the lands for cultural and or natural resource preservation even if 
they say now that is their intended use. 

11. Dnelopment or Relali'el>: Undisturbed Areas I 14-08-07 

PL J 05-ll 9 does not provide for protection of sensitive and important babilat after cooveyance or 
transfer occurs. Certain tracts are CUII'ently protected by the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan and by vinue of LANL bcins a DOE 
Environmental ReseaJdl Park (to be discussed laltr). The Sima Club believes that lands will lose 
these protections after conveyance and transfer for the following reason.~: 

I . 'The potential recipient's eventual developrlllllt of the tracts cannot be accuralely delcnniocd 11 this 
time.• (Page S-18} Under a worse case scenario. an estimllled 4,16S acres (1,687 hectares} of 
relatively pristine, undeveloped lands would be subject 10 future development in the following tracts: 

A. The TA-74 tract is 2,71S acres (1,100 hectares}. 
B. The While RockY Tract consisL~ of approximarely 540 acres (218 hcctares). 
C. The Rcndija Canyon Tract is 910 acres (369 hectares). The unpaved ftxest road through this tract 

provides access to over 12,000 acres (4,900 hectares) ofUSPS (public) lands. 

Except for the Rendija Canyon Sportsman Club. these tracts arc currently undeveloped or contain 
only utility lines/station~ or a road corridor. 

2. • Approilinately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the total acreage proposed for transfer and 
conveyance could be developed or redeveloped for other uses. • (Page S-21) 'The impact analysis 
assumes that [the development] footprints [(826 acres)) represent an approximation of area.~ that 
would be developed but that may not include all area~ that would otherwise be disturbed." " 
Likewise, there are no ~~peCitic acreage cstimares for land thai may be distmbed or developed for land 
uses that include undefined improvements to utilities or recreation areas." (Page S-20) 

3. "Under the Act, the DOE has no role in the de.~ignation of recipients nor bow the parcels of land 
will be allocated between the recipients.' (Page S-3) Under a wom case scenario, it is probable tb8l 
all of tbese land.~ will be developed. Evidence to !Ripport this is provided by the County. (Page I 8-
26) 

Ill, Fundamental Flaws In The Analysis Jnvalldale The Proposed Adlon Alternative I 14-09-15 

Although the DOE find.~ (sec page S-15) that the 'Proposed Action alternative has been identified 
as meeting DOE's purpose and need for action,' the DOE and Los Alamos County both say in this 
document that the Proposed Action Alrcmative is not likely to or cannot meet the purpose and need 
for agency action. Therefore, the proposed action altemati\'e must be rejected. Eight alternative.~ 
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Comment 14-06-15 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 13-04-15. 

Comment 14-07-20 

Response: 

The DOE agrees with the commentor regarding there being no equivalent 
NEPA-like protections under New Mexico State law. The statement was not 
intended to communicate that the land would have equivalent protections if 
conveyed to Los Alamos County or transferred to the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (DOl) to hold in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. The statement 
was intended to communicate that there would not be a total lack of 
protection. Each of the potential recipients have laws, regulations, and 
policies with which they must comply. The context of the paragraph is that 
the land uses identified by the potential recipients were developed by the 
potential recipients in accordance with each party's policies and process. 
Furthermore, any actual development also would have to proceed in 
accordance with the recipient's policies and processes and all other Federal, 
State, and local laws and regulations applicable to the individual recipients at 
the time of their undertaking action. The New Mexico legislature has 
considered a State NEPA -like law in past sessions, and will likely do so again. 
If passed, such legislation may be applicable to County development and 
other actions. 

Comment 14-08-07 

Response: 

The DOE agrees that the tracts might have a lesser degree of protection 
of environmental resources after conveyance or transfer. The CT EIS 
discusses this issue. The CT EIS assumes that there would be no protection 
of resources or no mitigations in order to bound the potential impacts. The 
reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, and General Issue 3, 
Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is 
discussed. The reader also is referred to the response to Comment 13-04-15. 
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identified through public scoping were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis because they 
"cannot meet the need for agency action." Evidence to support these fmdings may be found in the cr 
EIS as follows: 

I. Socioo:onomics (page S-22): 

'Improvements would be expected in the Los Alamos County tax base but would probably not 
offset the loss of assislallce payments. ·• 

2. Chapter I 8. Consultations and Coordination with Los Alam05 County: 

"When question5 arose about DOE's authority to transfer land, County elettcd officials and staff 
~at down with DOE and San Ildefonso .Pueblo representatives and drafted much of what has become 
PL 105-119. The County i~con<:erDed that the 8,000 plus acres originally discussed for ITimfer bas 
been reduced by nearly 40% I() 4,646 acres, and that 651'1> of the remaining land is in Santa Fe 
County where 11 canliQI contribute to expansion of the County's taX ba5e. The goals of I ,500 
developable acres for residential development and 500 developable acres for economic development 
do not appear attainable at this time, even if a signiftcanl portion of the land evaluated in the ElS is 
transferred to the County without significant mitigation measures." 

3. Real Costs to Meet the Self-sufficiency Goal Make the Proposed Action Untenable: 

"The increase in peak eleclrieal demand is in addition to the alte.1dy mticipaled exceedance of the 
capacity of the electrical power system. W '/der usage demand is projected to ex peed water right.~. 
Natural gas delivery system.! may have to be upgndcd to handle the increased demand. The existing 
wa~tcwater treatment capacity is expected to be exceeded. Solid waste production is cxpeciM to 
reduce !h~ expected life of the regional landfill." (Page S-21) The.~ additional cost components (and 
others) associated with growth must be addressed ftnt If there is not enough water, there is not 
enough water and development is untenable. To ignore thm ba5ic fact would constitute gtmS 
negligence. 

4. Deed Restrictions 

Public Law IOS-119 requires that the lands be conveyed and transferred if they meet the three 
criteria st'lded earlier. Thi> mandate is the primary justification for eliminating most of the action 
alternatives proposed through public scoping. However, it appears thai alternatives with deed 
restrictions might be permissible: "In the case of conveyiiiCC of land tracts to the County, the DOE 
will include deed resuk:tions precluding any development wilttin the 100-year floodplains or 
wetlands." (page S-24) Alternatives that identifted restrictions, casements, or retention of sensitive 
atUS to protect sensitive resources and or to mitigate conflict with surrounding land uses were 
eliminated from detailed analysis. Giving unequal consideration creates the appearance of bias which 
arguably invalidates the NEP A analysis. 

5. The EIS and Proposed Actiao Raise Potentially False and Unreasonable Expectations dlat the 
Purpose and Need will be Met 

The DOE cannot certify that contaminants clean-up will be done to the level of the planned future 
use identif~ed so this means that the intended use analyses relative to self-sufficiency are relatively 
meaningless. The magnitude of clean-up costs is not stated. If clean-up cannot be accompli Riled at 
reasonable C05~ the propo~ action alternative must be rejected because the JliiiPOSe and nud for 
action Cllllnot be met. 

IV. Issues Not Adequately Or 'Mistakenly Addressed In The Draft Cf·EIS 

A. Impacts to the Los Alamos National Envlronmeolal Research Park (NERP) 

LANL lands being considered for conveyance and tranrler are protected under the NERP 
designation. The DOE state.~ that environmental and ecological research at its NERP parks indirectly 
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14-09-15 
(Cont.) 

14-10-07 

Comment 14-09-15 

Response: 

The DOE believes that the Proposed Action Alternative meets the 
purpose and need for agency action. The purpose and need for agency action 
is to be responsive to the requirements ofPL I05-II9. The purpose and need 
for agency action is not the same as the intended purpose of PL I 05-II9. The 
reader is referred to General Issue 1, Purpose and Need, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed. 

The DOE recognizes that not all of the development discussed in the 
CT EIS may occur. The CT EIS assumes that all the contemplated 
development would occur in order to bound the impacts. The DOE 
recognizes that factors such as utilities and roads may restrict or inhibit the 
amount of development. If so, the impacts would be less than those presented 
in this CT EIS. The reader is referred to the response to Comment 03-04-I5 
and General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, and General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix for discussion of deed restrictions 
and other possible land use controls. 

The CT EIS includes a statement from the County expressing their 
opinion on the economic self-sufficiency or sustainability aspects of the 
potential conveyance of land. This statement reflects the County's position 
and not that of any other entity(s). The Pueblo has not provided a comment 
on this issue. The reader is referred to General Issue 4, Public Law Process 
and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. The text of the CT EIS was 
changed to clarify the source of the statements on economic self-sufficiency. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2; Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1.2 and Table 2.5.I-l; and 
Chapter I5, Section 15.3.6 and Table 15.3-1. 

Comment 14-10-07 

Response: 

PL I 05-Il9 directs that those tracts of land not required to meet the 
DOE's national security mission should be evaluated for suitability for 
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~upports DOE's national security mission (DOE N31jona! Eoyjronmcota! Re.~wcb Parts. July 1994, 
OOFJF.R-06!5P). However, the D!aft Cf.EJS does not address the impacts of development after 
conveyance and transfer on the NERP. This is clearly an ecological and socioeconomic impact The 
cr ·EIS should analyze these impacts. The analysis should consider the value of the NERP in 
n:gional and national contexts. 

B. Threateaed and ERdangered (T &E) SPfclet Concems ud LANL Lands Protected 
by the Threatened and Endlllgertd Specles Habitat Management Plu (HMP) 

J..ANL lands being considmd for conveyance aod transfer are also protected and managed under 
the HMB, which, like the NERP, supports DOE's national mission. Several of the tracts contain core 
habitat an:as. while othtrs only contain buffer or foraging areas, but this distinction was not 
consistently made in the discussion of the effects of the proposed action. The Draft Cf.EJS doe~ not 
adequately address the impactS of development after conveyance and tran&fer on either the habitat or 
HMP. The analysis should consider din:ct effects of development on any conveyed or ICallliferred 
habital, and indirect effects on habitat n:maining under DOE management and odJer publicly managed 
habitat. 

The Draft cr ·EIS does not state that field or literatun: rorveys wen: conducted for the T &:E species 
of concern. We as.~me they were not. Field and literature surveys should be performed and the data 
reported in the fmal cr -ElS. This data will probably show that additional impacts to sensitive 
ecosy~ems and T&E species need to be rqJOrted in the fmal CT-Ers. 

C. Impacts on the Bandelier and Dome WlldtrlltiS Areas (Class I Alrshtd) 

ID spite of a finding that mon: commuter tralftc will increase emissions (potential incn:ase5 from 
commen:ial and residential developmelllare not addressed), then: is no "consideration" of this impact 
on the Cla.\.11 airshed mandated under the Oean Air Act and amendments for the Bandelier and Dome 
Wildeme.~~ area1. 

D. Environmental Restontloa of the Sportsmen's Club In Rendija Caayon 

The Draft cr -Ers states that the Sport.'IIIICns Oub is n:sponsible for environmental restor:ation on 
the Rendija Canyon lands itlwes from the DOE. (Page 5-3) This is most cenainly a mistake. PL 
!OS. I 19 is quite clear in its guidallce thai DOE is raponsible for all environmental n:storation of 
contaminated tracts. The final cr ·EIS should corRICI lhi1 mistake. Corn:ctions should include the 
costs and environmental impacts of n:.1toration, e.g. effects of soil removal on habitat 

E. Los Alamos County Socloecoaomlc Impa<ts of Development 

Los Alamos Coonty voters recently n:jecttd a proposed sale to a developer of 2.1 acres of County· 
owned wilderness lands by a 61.6% to 38.4% margin (Los Alamos Monitor, March 31. 1999).1D 
the past voters also rejected the proposed West Gate, Deer Trap Mesa and Rendija Canyon 
developments. These issues have been well documented in the newspapers. 

It is also well documented that the County Planning Department and some County Council 
membel'!i favor development {e.g. Los Alamos Monitor, Man:h 24, 1999, "We must deal with the 
housing crisi~' op-ed, Joe King). 

The Cf.EJS does not discuss the historical view of development in Lo~ Alamos Countv.lt is 
obvious dull the comp!dlensive developmeat of thousands o( acn:s of wilderness lands wfll be 
opposed by~ significant number of Los Alamos n:sidents. The cr-Ers should discuss the 
socioeconomic impacts of comprehensive development and the probable fiactures it will cn:ate within 
the community colton:. 

F. Incomplete Analysis of Development 

An environmental impact statement is supposed to identify aU potential impacts of the proposed 
action. It is distutbing that the Draft cr -Ers does not analyze the worst case scenario that all the tracts 
are developed in light of Los Alamos County's statement that it will "aggressively develop lands 
obtainr.d from the DOE ... " {Page 18·26). 
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14-10-07 
(Cont.) 

14-11-07 

14-12-20 

14-13-09 

14-14-21 

14-15-15 

conveyance and transfer to the potential recipients. The indirect support that 
the research at National Environmental Research Parks (NERPs) provide to 
the DOE's national security mission is not required to meet the DOE's 
congressionally identified mission. Such research serves to enhance the 
understanding of human interaction with nature with regard to Federal 
installations. 

The NERP designation is an administrative designation that does not 
confer any specific protections to sensitive resources. Therefore, the removal 
of land from NERP status is an administrative action that does not result in 
any environmental impacts, and therefore, was not discussed in this CT EIS. 

Comment 14-ll-07 

Response: 

The DOE believes that the CT EIS adequately considers the potential 
impacts to sensitive habitats as they are currently defmed, both from direct 
and indirect actions. The DOE can fully support its mission requirements and 
its general stewardship responsibilities to maintain special habitat. The 1999 
LANL Site-Wide EIS discusses the DOE resource management plans, 
including the recently implemented LANL Threatened and Endangered 
Species Habitat Management Plan. The Site-Wide EIS considered the future 
mission requirements, including the potential for activities planned for areas 
that are not currently developed. No impacts to LANL operations are 
anticipated by the implementation of the DOE's Preferred Alternative for 
conveyance and transfer actions. Information on core and buffer areas has 
been added to the ecological resource sections for each tract. 

The LANL Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management 
Plan is unaffected by the conveyance and transfer of land away from LANL. 
Essentially, the plan is a management tool for guiding LANL operational 
effects such that they would not likely result in adverse impact to threatened 
and endangered species or their habitat. 

The DOE has performed both field and literature surveys for threatened 
and endangered species on all I 0 subject tracts. Data results are included in 
the CT EIS analysis. 
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Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Information on core and buffer areas has been added to the ecological 
resource sections for each tract (see Sections 5.1.7, 5.3.7, 6.1.7, 6.3.7, 7.1.7, 
7.3.7, 8.1, 9.1.7, 9.3.7, 10.1.7, 10.3.7, 11.1.7, 11.3.7, 12.1.7, 12.3.7, 13.1.7, 
13.3.7, and 14.1.7). 

Comment 14-12-20 

Response: 

The potential increase in commuter traffic and the resulting increase in 
emissions were evaluated for the requirement to perform a conformity 
analysis. Because the region is not a nonattainment area and the climatic 
conditions do not promote air inversions, there are no anticipated impacts. 

Comment 14-13-09 

Response: 

The CT EIS has been revised to remove this statement. The reader is 
referred to the response to Comment I 0-02-09. Information about the 
cleanup of Rendija Canyon is included in Appendix B of the CT EIS to the 
extent that it is known or anticipated. The reader also is referred to the 
response to Comment 13-07-09. 

Comment 14-14-21 

Response: 

The CT EIS analyzes the socioeconomic impacts of the identified 
development scenarios. While the review of environmental impacts under 
NEPA does not include the analysis of political history or impacts, it does 
include consideration of the controversy over the potential impacts as part of 
determining their significance . 

Comment 14-15-15 

Response: 

The underlying goals of the original Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) requirement to evaluate a "worst-case scenario" were "disclosure of 
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When asked why the DOE did not analyze the w015t case scenario (Public Mreting in Los Alamos, 
Man:h 25, 1999, 2:00PM) you (Ms. Elizabeth Wilhers) replied (paraphrased) tltat a reasonable 
approximalion was made. Thi~ approllimation violates tbe spirit of NEP A, especially since PL. 105-
119 doeJ not ensure that !he recipient's projected uses will be adhered to after 0011veyance and 
tran~fer. The Cf -EIS should assume that all the tracts will be developed. Fw1hennore, it should 
analyze the impacts for 11 range of developments: low-density housing, high density housing, light 
industrial use, heavy indu.1trial use and combinatiom of these. Failure to do so constitutes gross 
negligence under NEPA. 

G. Natural Resourte PllllllliDg and Habitat Conservation Plarulillg 

The Draft Cf-EIS docs not discuss natural resource or habital conservation planning. The final 
Cf-EIS should discu5s these planning activities in light of Los Allllll05 County's Rtated lack of 
resources to deal with sensitive habitat,lhreatened and endangered species, and cultural resoun:e5. 
(Page 18-38). The final document should di5CUss potential plans, costs, and impacts of the recipients 
not implementing a resporu;ible plan within one year afwr conveyance or lrllllsfer. The document 
should also dilitllss the potential restrictions. barriers towards implementing them, and solutions that 
oven:ome these barriers. 

H. Release of Hazardous and RadiolocJcal Materials from TA·ll 

The Draft cr -EJS docs not address issues related to potential biological, or associated effects, of 
the long-term release of hazardous or radioactive materials from TA-21. The final document should 
address these iliSues, long-term analysis, including analysis of the plants, animals, aDd other living 
species, and powntial remediation plans. 

I. lnclired Impacts of Relotation of TA·ll and LAOO Trad Employees and 
Operations 

The Draft Cf-EIS does not discuss the effects of having to re-loca~e employees and operation.1 
currently housed and performed 11 TA-21 and LAOO. The final document sbould discuss the indiRCt 
impacts of re-locating employee.~ and operlllions, including the environmental imp¥ts due to new 
construction and the socioeconomic impacts of re-location. 

J, Indirect Impacts of Re·l~~talinc White R~~tk Y R~~tk Climbing 

The biological conununily is only beginning to document and appreciate the environmental impacts 
that rock climbers have on the ecolcgy of cliff systems (Science, ill. 1623. March 12, 1999). 

The White RockY tract includes a cliff system that is heavily used by rock climbers.lt is possible 
that this climbing area may be lost under various scenarios. The 0013 should contact the Los Alamos 
Mountaineering Club to determine if other sites are available, and then document the environmental 
impacts on these sites cliff ecosystems of rock climbing. We n01e that !his is an indirect effect of the 
Land Transfer and Conveyaoce. 

K. Protedlons Afforded to Conveyed and Traurermt Lands 

Many of the proposed llllCI.\ for conveyance and transfer m currenlly protected under federal 
regulalions. It is unclear whal protections are afforded after conveyance and transfer, especially lands 
in trust. The Final Cf -EIS should discuss the protections tbat these land.~ will have, the protections 
they lose, and the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of these losses. 

The Final Cf-EJS should also discuss comultations between the recipients and federal and state 
agencies, such as Fish & Wildlife, that wiU have robe performed, me timing of these consultations, 
and the potential results with respect to DOE'~ final decision and mitigation of impacts. 

14-15-15 
(Cont.) 

14-16-07 

14-17-09 

14-18-12 

14-19-19 

14-20-20 

V. Concluding Rem1rks 

The Sierra Club is concerned abo11t the broad implications of the Land Ttllll.~fer and Conveyance: 
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114-21-15 

the fact of incomplete or unavailable information, acquisition of that 
information if reasonably possible, and evaluation of reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts even in the absence of all information." The CEQ 
later rescinded the "worst-case scenario" because it was "an unproductive and 
ineffective method of achieving those goals; one which can breed endless 
hypothesis and speculation." (See Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main 
report.) 

Under PL 105-119, the DOE has no authority to direct the future use of 
the property proposed for conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE 
cannot "know" the future development. As a result, the uncertainty over the 
ultimate use of the 10 tracts dictates a generic regional approach in 
considering the future development and use of each tract. The information 
pertaining to land use is provided with an emphasis on assessing significant 
adverse cumulative and regional effects. Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the 
main report discusses DOE rationale for assessing the land uses identified by 
the potential recipients rather than a worst-case scenario. 

Comment 14-16-07 

Response: 

The development of resource management plans, their details, and their 
implementation are part of the mitigation process discussed in Chapter 16 of 
the main report. The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, 
in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 14-17-09 

Response: 

The CT EIS considers the impacts from the operations at T A 21 to the 
public and the environmental components as a part of the Affected 
Environment in Chapter 3 and the No Action Alternative in Chapter I 0 
(Section 10.2) of the main report. The tracts will be cleaned up before they 
will be considered to have met the suitability criteria to be conveyed or 
transferred. The Environmental Restoration Project will address the impacts 
anticipated from cleanup activities in detail through the NEP A process when 
those actions are ripe for decision. The assessment of risk associated with the 
contamination and cleanup are part of the overall process overseen by the 
regulators. 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
s: 
s: 
m 
z 
-1 
c 
0 
0 c 
s: 
m 
z 
-1 en 
)> 
z c 
::0 m en 
"tJ 
0 
z en m en 



0 s 
0'" 
CD ..... 

tO 
tO 
tO 

:;t= 
-..J w 

Tl 
:r 
!!t 

~ 
m 
en 

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter 
(Letter 2) 
Document 14, Page 9 of 11 

Comment 14-18-12 

Response: 

The CT EIS discusses the potential relocation of DOE and LANL 
personnel that could result from the conveyance and transfer of the tract as 
direct impacts to the extent plans are known or can be reasonably anticipated 
(see Chapter 6 of the main report). The impacts of relocating personnel will 
be assessed through the NEPA process when these actions are ripe for 
decision. 

Comment 14-19-19 

Response: 

Rock climbing activities at the White Rock Y Tract are currently 
unauthorized by the DOE. If the tract is conveyed or transferred to a recipient 
who does not authorize access, and the rock climbers move on to a new site, 
the climbers would have to get permission to access the new area. The 
authority approving the use of the new rock climbing area would be 
responsible for the assessment of impacts according to applicable laws. 

Comment 14-20-20 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 14-21-15 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response to Comment 14-02-17; General 
Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions; and General Issue 4, Public Law Process 
and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where these issues are 
discussed. 
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I. Pl.. I 05-119 pennits the abuse of the NEP A process. We have documented how the legislation 
permits this. The effect of this partit:ular analysis as mandated by Congress is to eliminate the value 
and soul of the NEPA proces.~ -as CEQ Regulations stare, the heart of the environmental impact 
Slalement i~ the rigorous exploralion and objective evaluation of all ~le alternatives. This 
Land Toosfer EIS process does not meet the 5pirit nor the intent of NEP A. The document is an EJS 
in name only and only ptelends to encourage and facililale public involvement in the decision making 
proce.~s. Narrowly defining the question narrowly defines the answer. 

We have also documented instances where tbe Draft Cf-EIS fails 10 address all of the ecological 
impact~; there are certainly many more. If we allow the NEP A process to be abused now where will 
it stop? Congressmen will continue to waive fcdcnal NEPA requ~tements through legisllllion thlll 
benefits their pet projects. 

14-21-15 
(Cont.) 

2. The Draft cr-EIS is fairly clear on the comprehensive impacts, e5peeially of devdopmen~ of the I 14-22-12 
Proposed Action. However, the cr -EIS does not document impacls of development of tlacts thai the 
recipients have proposed for environmental or cultunal preservation and PL 105-119 dOC!i not probibit 
development of the.~ tlacL\ in the future. 

3. We have documented that the proposed ICCipients do not have the tesourees to protect sensitive and 114-23-14 
valuable habitat5 and 5peeics after conveyance and transfer, especially o( the Rendija Canyon, TA-74 
and Wbitc RockY tracts. It is also likely that the recipients can't pro!llct valuable nesting habitats and 
other ecologically impor1lml areas adjacent to the DP Road and Airport II1ICtS. 

4. Remediation ofTA-21to an acceptable public standard is probably impossible by 2ro7. The I 14-24-06 
~Ceipients do not have the resources 10 aucmpt mnediation; oor do they have the resourees to prolcc! 
the public. Furthe11110n:, what developer would choose to buy this land? It would be irresponsible for 
DOE to transfer or convey this to either recipient. 

5. "The Environmental Reat0111tion Program at Los Alamos National Laboratory has documentrd thai 1 14-25-09 
radiological and hazardous chemical contaminated sediment, are being trwported through the 
canyon's surface water system, including Los Alamos and Pueblo Canyons. Contaminants are also 
being tnnsportod through the aquifer. The Department of the Interior does not have the mandate or 
resources 10 remcdiale contaminated lands, or to prOieet the public in case of fublre problems 
associallld with contamination. It would be irresponsible for DOE to convey contaminated lands sueh 
as TA-21, or lanch thai may potentially be contaminated in the future such as the White RockY and 
TA-74, to the Department oflnterior. 

The Drolft Cf-EIS provides aufficientjustifacation for DOE to take the No Action Alternative for 1 14-26-09 
the Rendija Canyon, TA-74, White RockY, and TA-21 tracts. Additional impacts (Section IV), when 
completed, will provide further justifiCation for the selection of the No Action Alternative for these 
tract~. Furthermore. the broad implications ofPL 105-119 are sufftcient for DOE to adopt the No 
Action Alternative for all of the proposed tracts. 

The derivation ofPL 105-119 did not ensure equal representation. The result is that it lacb I 14-27-18 
reasonable alternative.~ and the highest standards of environmental protedion, which we have 
sufficiently documented. The DOE should not be a pany to legislation that does not JlCOieCI the 
environment, its critical habitats, and potentially compromise!i DOE's ability to perform its national 
security missions. 

We look forward to a final Cf-EIS that addres.~ all of the issues and points we have raised. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Michael G. Smith 
Chair, Cooservation Committee 
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Comment 14-22-12 

Response: 

Because both of the potential recipients identified environmental and 
cultural preservation as the contemplated land uses for these tracts, the DOE 
assessed the impacts of that land use. Under PL 105-119, the DOE has no 
authority to direct future use of the property proposed for conveyance and 
transfer. Therefore, the DOE cannot "know" the future development. The 
DOE, therefore, assessed the land uses identified by the potential recipients 
rather than a worst-case scenario (see response to Comment 13-04-15 and 
Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main text). 

Comment 14-23-14 

Response: 

In order to bound the assessment of potential impacts resulting from the 
conveyance or transfer of each land tract, it is assumed in this CT EIS that 
environmental and cultural resources would no longer be protected to the 
same degree as they are currently under DOE administration of the land. This 
was done to fully evaluate the level to which these resources might be 
impacted. However, as part of the actual conveyance of the tracts to the 
County, the DOE will engage in discussions with the County with the goal of 
reaching agreements that would maintain some of the current level of 
protection. In the case of transfers to the DOl, the land would still be owned 
by the U.S. Government. Thus, all applicable requirements governing 
activities on Federal land, including those for the protection of biological and 
cultural resources, would remain in effect. 

PL 105-119 does not allow the DOE to retain any of the tracts forreasons 
related to the potential recipients' ability to protect environmental and 
cultural resources, nor does PL 105-119 allow for delay of the conveyance or 
transfer until the potential recipients can protect these resources. 
Furthermore, the DOE cannot make any eventual mitigation measures a 
"precondition" for conveyance or transfer. The reader is referred to General 
Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, and General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, 
in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter 
(Letter 2) 
Document 14, Page 11 of 11 

cc: President Bill Clinton 
Senator Pete Domenici 
Senator Jeff Bingaman 
Representative Tom Udall 
DOE Secretary Bill Richardson 
Lynne Seba.!.1ian, New Me~ico State Historic Preservation Officer 
Chris Nagano, Endangered Species Chief, United States Fish&: Wildlife Service 
Council for Environmenral Quality 

9 

Comment 14-24-06 

Response: 

The CT EIS presents the mission need for all or part of TA 21 through 
2007, which is reflected in the Preferred Alternative. The Environmental 
Restoration Report is addressing potential timelines for cleanup. The 
continuance of operations may affect the schedule to some degree. If the 
DOE cannot clean up all or part of the tract by 2007 or if it requires the use 
of the land for mission support, then those parts would not be conveyed or 
transferred under PL I 05-119. The DOE disagrees that it would be 
irresponsible to convey or transfer this tract after appropriate remediation has 
been completed. 

Comment 14-25-09 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, and 
General Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where these issues are discussed. 

Comment 14-26-09 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 14-27-18 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, and 
General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where these issues are discussed. The reader also is referred to the 
responses to Comments 13-01-15 and 13-02-17. 
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Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society 
Document 15, Page 1 of 2 

Sangre de Cristo Audttbon S oczety 

Apri16, 1999 

Elizabeth w ithm 
Loa Alamos Area Office 

A O.apttr of the National Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 22083 

Salta l'e, NM 87502-2083 

United Staled Department of Energy 
52835thSt. 
Loa Alamos, NM 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

I am writing in regards to the Draft Lmd Conveyance and Transfer Environmental Impact 
Statmlent (DRAFf Cf-EIS) DOEfEIS0293. Many members of Sangre de Cristo Audubon Jive 
in the Loa .Aiamoe area and many more LIJI! the open spa:et around the community for 
rea:eation, nature study, and even ldentific ttudies. We are therefore concerned about the 
Impact of activities described in the DraftCf-EIS on the natural features of the area and 
parlkularly on the wildlife resources that inhabit the area, including eeveral threatened and 
endangered species. 

We are extremely concemed about the dispotition of the Rendija CAnyon tract This area is 
presently in a largely natural state, with IIIXell restrided IOIIIeWhat by the presence of the 
Sports!Nl\' s club, whose leae wiD expire in 2001. The propoted development of this tract for 
housing, 15 predidl!d by the Draft cr -E5, would have a major Impact on the natural 
environment This Impact would I!Xtent beyond the 910 IICI'e area of the tract itselt 15 any 
development would require a new access road, presently envisioned as being built down the 
very narrow portion of Rendija Canyon ID the west of the tract. 

As the DRAFT cr .EJS points out, one of the proposed iand-U~es for this tract, and the 111011 
likely given the purpose of the project, would have a msjor effect on the ecological resources 
of the area ID the extent that it would • effecHvely disrupt the struc:ture and function of the 
existing Rendija CAnyon ecoeystem' (p. S-21, teet 5.3.7.1). As pointed out in the analysla, these 
effects would exlend beyond the tract itself ID include increased disturbance to foraging and 
nesting habitat for the endangered Peregrine Falcon and Mexican Spotted Owl in Guaje 
CAnyon 15 weU as Rendija Canyon. 

Rendija Canyon contains an ephemeral stream and wetland areas that would be impacted 
either directly or indirectly by development in the area. Development upstream of the 

!! Rendija Tract (Ponderosa Estates) has resulted in significant sedimentation in the slreimbed, 
~ and the same can be anlidpated if development were pursued on this tract 

~ 
m 
en 

15-01-06 

Comment 15-01-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. w . 
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Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society 
Document 15, Page 2 of 2 

For these reasoas, we btlieve that the analysis saggnls !hit the appropriate coam of 
adion is to choose thr No Action Altematin for the Rendija Cinyon tnct. 

We are also concerned about the possible effects of development in the White Rock Y and TA-
74 tracts. This lands are of significant inlmst to the Pueblo of San Ddefonso and we believe 
that the Pueblo is likely to conaerve the natural and cultural resources of these areas should 
they be conveyed to the Department of Interior in trust for the Pueblo. However, should 
either of these lracls be made available to developmen~ the impacls could be significant. In 
addition to the direct effects on wildlife and cultural resourcn of such developmen~ we are 
concerned about the potential impact of such development on the natural and cultural 
resources at the T sankawi unit of Bandelier National Monument. 

We themore bc!lieve that aboalcl OWilmhip of the White RockY and TA-74 tracts be! 
conveyed as sagguted by the action alterulire, significant restrictions on devdopmtat be! 
lncladed in the conveyance to protect Budelier Nalio.ul Monalllfllt from rilaal and noise 
imp.Kis. 

Finally, with respect to some of the tracts within the townsite of Los Alamos where impacls to 
natural resources are not an issue, we are concerned that the cost of lhis project, in terms of the 
requirements for environmental remediation to a level suitable for public developmen~ far 
exceed the long-term value of continued Ulistm:e paymenls to the County of Los Alamos. 
These areas could be remedialed to a lesser standard and retained for government use more 
cost-effectively even with a continuation of assistance payments. 

We strongly urge you to consider these changes in the preparation of the Final Cf-EJS. 

Sincerely, 

~Jt.Jr 
Bernard Foy, President 
72 Verano Loop 
Santa Fe NM 87505 

15-01-06 
(Cont.) 

15-02-06 

15-03-14 

15-04-06 

Comment 15-02-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. Neither of the 
recipients has identified contemplated development on these two tracts, and 
therefore, this use was not analyzed in the CT EIS. 

Comment 15-03-14 

Response: 

As discussed in General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix, the DOE will engage in discussions with the County with the goal 
of reaching agreements that would maintain some of the current levels of 
protection. As for the U.S. Department of the Interior, the land would still be 
owned by the U.S. Government. Thus, the applicable requirements governing 
activities on F ederalland, including those for the protection of biological and 
cultural resources, would remain in effect. The reader also is referred to 
General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, for further discussions. 

Comment 15-04-06 

Response: 

The decision process regarding whether a particular tract of land will be 
conveyed or transferred was defmed in Public Law 105-119. The reader is 
referred to General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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Diane Albert 
Document 16, Page 1 of 1 

Elizlbcth Withers 
DOE L>s Alamos Alea Office 
S283S6 St. 
Los Alamos, NM 87S44 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

2059·0 41" St 
L>s Alamos, NM 87544 
March 29, 1999 

I attended the Public Information Meeting on the E~Wironmental Restoration Reporl to 
Support Land Conve)'IIIICe and Transfer lllllkr Public Law 105-119 at Fuller Lodge. Los 
Alamos, on March 24. 'I'hank you very much for giving me the opportunity to speak and 
to expres:i my views in writing. 

As I mentioned that day during the public comment period. I am quire concerned about 
the impacts that improper development of the While RockY /TA·74 tracts could have on 
the Tsanbwi unit of Bandelier National Monument, specificaUy, and on the visual 
beauty of the entire area, in general. 

The stunning views that we are so fortullale to enjoy fiom Inspiration Point, Anderson 
Overlook, the White Rock Overlook. and lhe mesas swrounding the Tsankawi unit are 
indeed a priceless resource. These vistas DEFINE Los Alamos, my home: they are an 
integral part of our environmental, cultural, and esthetic heritage. It is imperative lhat we 
preserve tbe visual beauty of the area, as well as other environmental resources. 

I urge you to consider a holistic approach when you transfer these parcels. Development 
wilhin tbe parcels affCCIS surrounding areas outside the boundaries of the individual 
parcels. Inappropriate development on the borden ofNatioaal Park Units leads to a 
degradation of visitors' experiences at the parks, and an overall degradation of our quality 
oflife. 

To safeguard the Tsankawi unit ant/the vista to the east of Los Alamos, I utge you to 
place development restrictions that complclcly prMect !his area from negative visual 
impacts. Please place these restrictions upon the White Rock Y IT A 74 tracts before 
transferring them to Los Alamos County or the Department of the Interior. 

Sincerely, 

'Vla.ut- ttmlLr 
Diane Albert 

16-01-24 

Comment 16-01-24 

Response: 

The CT EIS evaluates the visual impacts at a scale larger than just the 
individual tracts in Chapter 15, Cumulative Impacts, of the main report. The 
impacts are assessed against the views in the area. There are no widespread 
development plans identified by the potential recipients for the White Rock Y 
or T A 7 4 Tracts. For discussion of potential mitigations, including 
easements, the reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix and Chapter 16 of the main report where this issue 
is discussed. 
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Genevieve Barrett 
Document 17, Page 1 of 1 

Elizabeth Winters 
DOE Los Alamos Area Office 
528 JS' St 
Los Alamo~ NM 87544 

DearM~Winters, 

Concerning the transfer of lam from the DOE to local jurisdiction: 

w•Me Roct Yfi'A 74 Paml: 

March 30, 1999 

Because ~is land is adjacent to Bandelier National M0111ment, devdopme~t mtridioas sb011d 
be etforced to protect 1ft visaal aad cultanl iatepi~ ef lle Moauut Upon transfer, the DOE 
shou~ make m to 110vide for the pmectiln of this land 

Rtadlja Ca11Joe: 
Remija Canyon, currcody umeloped and ID imponant link in the forest habitat of the Pajarito 

Plateau, should remain so. Tnnsrer alibis lite aoald NOT be tonsidmd. DOE should choose the No 
Action Alternative and continue to manage the ~ as a natural area. 

Please note the publ~ sentilllelll regarding iliese land transfers. 

17-01-14 

17-02-06 

Comment 17-01-14 

Response: 

There are no widespread development plans identified by the potential 
recipients for the White Rock Y or the T A 7 4 Tracts. The reader is referred 
to the response to Comment 11-05-15 for a discussion of visual impacts to 
Bandelier National Monument. The reader also is referred to General Issue 2, 
Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 17-02-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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Larry Bryant 
Document 18, Page 1 of 2 

~.d/J~U/1~~ 
£?1/lF" £n..IJ~~ ~ 
5:2 f3 ~-s:."' ~ 
Lxt.- ~>II#/ 075# 

~4!-:.. tu~·. 

,.034-1/ ~ S't: 
L.nl/~1/llf 6m-f
~~;t1?1 

J~~ ~~(!h'~!b~.l~ 
oor ./~~~4/ ;,..;~~ 
~~~~-~k.t~~~-~ 
~~~h:!frt1t~~~~-
~,(lk ~-#~,a/~4;. 

~ ~ ~ud-ritf~.-'/7lfL4V~~~
p;.~~~~2)~4~ 
~./~~1/t~~~ 
~~~~~~--a~~ 
~ ~ '&" -~~ ~ n; 1$"" ~ !.w-. 

~ ~t/Mft· ~.;,j~4~ ~~~If/NIL· 
~ ~ ~~~~~~/""~-IL-IIf 
~~~~~~foit ~ad:. 
/M flu~~ UJh;t lk)( V ~ k 
~ U; I.W#J#P~Mt(~~~J;w 
~~-~!<~. 

18-01-06 

18-02-14 

Comment 18-01-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

Comment 18-02-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, and General 
Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this 
issue is discussed. 
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Larry Bryant 
Document 18, Page 2 of 2 
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18-02-14 
(Cont.) 

18-03-12 

Comment 18-03-12 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, and General 
Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this 
issue is discussed. 
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Trudy and Terry Filer 
Document 19, Page 1 of 1 
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19-01-06 

19-02-06 

19-03-14 

19-04-06 

Comment 19-01-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. The CT EIS discusses the potential impacts to the 
surrounding land owners (see Chapter 15, Cumulative Impacts, of the main 
report). 

Comment 19-02-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 19-03-14 

Response: 

Comment noted. If land was transferred to the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (DOl), in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, the land would still be 
owned by the U.S. Government. Only the administrative jurisdiction would 
be transferred from one Federal agency to another. Thus, all applicable 
requirements governing activities on Federal land would still be applicable. 
Responsibility for interpreting and applying those requirements would rest 
with the DOl. 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 19-04-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. If the criteria set by Public Law 105-119 are met, then 
the tract, or the part of the tract that meets those criteria, will be conveyed or 
transferred. 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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John and Adele Hopkins 
Document 20, Page 1 of 4 

John & Adele Hopkins 
1251 41st, Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Wectlesday, Mardi2.C, 1999 

Ms. EVzabelh Withers 
DOE. los Alamos Area 01'lice 
los Alamos. NM 

Dear Ms. Withe11, 

( 505)662-0495 

There is a significant enor in OOE/EIS • 0293, and that is the ~ that Los 
Alamos oammunity or County govamment favors or intends to close the shooting range 
In Rendija Canyon. Quite the contrary. This range plays a majOr role in the recreational 
plans for the 1u1un1 of Los Alamos and an plans ror posd)le development in the canyon 
spedfy that the range and the reaeational chalactar of Rendija C8nyon sliould and 
would be pNMIV8d. H should be appreciated that the los Alamos police department 
use the range for pnldice and qualification on a regular basis. In adcitkln the range, 
whdl is one of the faw remaining in the 110!11\em Rio Granda ragion, plays a role in the 
effof1s of the communly to promote Los Alamos as a tourist destination. In fact the 
state championship sporting clays tournament will be held for the fnt line in Los 
Alamos this year. The shooting facility is also insiMienlll in laeching the youngsters of 
Los Alamos, Santa Fe, &panola, and Jemez Springs firearms safety and is used in the 
hunter safety coutses that are required of young hunters in New Mexico. The Los 
Alamos IXI!I1tnl.lnity feels that filaamls ssfaty is V1fY important and relies on the range for 
those ccxnes. 

The preseMtlon of the range is dearly spelled out in the 1937 Los Alamos 
comprehen$ive plan. H is indeed unfortunate that this significlnt error was not caught 
before the EIS went to p!eSS. The document should be alteracl to reftecl the real 
intentions of the County of Los Alamos. 

Sincafely, 

~~~.:_, 

20-01-19 

Comment 20-01-19 

Response: 

The lease for the part of the Los Alamos Sportman' s Club where the 
shooting range is located is in effect through December 2001. The lease for 
the other part of the Los Alamos Sportman's Club is in effect through 2003. 
The Rendija Canyon Tract must be cleaned up before it can be conveyed or 
transferred. If the cleanup and conveyance or transfer of the tract is 
completed before the end of the leases, the potential recipients of the tract 
have stated that they would honor the terms of any existing lease. The County 
has stated that they would negotiate a new lease when the current lease 
expires. 

However, the tract may not be cleaned up before the leases expire. In this 
case the continuance of the lease would be up to the DOE. The DOE's 
decision regarding the continuance of the lease is likely to include concerns 
over the cleanup of contamination present at the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club. During the cleanup, Los Alamos Sportman's Club activities would 
likely be suspended. Between the completion of the cleanup of the Los 
Alamos Sportman's Club and the actual conveyance or transfer, the DOE 
may not allow activities to resume. After conveyance or transfer, the 
continuance or resumption of the activities at the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club would be up to the recipient party. 

Because the timeframe over which the cleanup, conveyance or transfer, 
and subsequent use of each of the tracts is not well known, the Draft CT EIS 
assumed that the transfer and any subsequent development occurred within 
the next I 0 years (see Section 4.1.3 in Chapter 4 of the main report). In 
certain cases this assumption had the effect of compressing impacts or 
consequences that might be expected over a 20-year timeframe into a 1 0-year 
timeframe. In addition, the CT EIS strove to discuss only contemplated land 
uses and not identify the contemplated land uses with either of the potential 
recipients. These two factors resulted in some unclear discussion of the 
potential future of the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club in Sections 5.3.1 and 
5.3.4 in Chapter 5 of the main report. The appropriate sections of the CT EIS 
have been clarified to state that the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club could still 
be located at the current site for many years to come. However, the current 
use of the area for munitions-related recreation is not compatible with 
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John and Adele Hopkins 
Document 20, Page 2 of 4 

Why the Sportsman's Club land should be transferred 
to Los Alamos County. 

John Hopkins, Don McCoy, and Stew Stoddald 
1998 

The Los Alamos Spot1sman's CUI is a nonpofit Olgllllzation governed by an elec!ed 
board It voluntaels. It hll no paid employees. The CUI o«ws outdoor and indoor 
pistol ranges, skeet, trap, end Sj)Of1ing clays ranges, and 100, 200, and 300 yanlranges 
for c:onventional and blackpowder rille shooting. The club also has rn:he!y ranges and 
a picnic lite. 

The ranges"' on propeny Qlll'8f1lly lllllacl from the Department It Energy. Wilt! the 
CIITenl DOE policy of land Imler to LOI Alamos Coooty lor self IUflicienc:y, the Los 
Alamos Spoilsman's WI recommends the land be b'anSferred to the county. The WI 
would then Ieise the land from the COIIlly 

The Loa Alamos~·· CUI range is a majOr racreational facillly tor 
epprmdmately 500 people, mosUy from Los Alamos but also from Santa Fe, Espanola. 
Jemez Springs, and olhln communities in northern New Mexico. Many other formal 
and infDnnal ranges in the Rio Grande Vrllflt have been dosed over the pasl few years 
becauee of Faest Service edic:l or real estate development. This is one of'the few 
remaining ranges and encourages reeponsi:lle use It firams rather than unslruc:tured 
shooli1g in the neighboring foresls. 

The range Is used by the Loa Alamol police tor tl8inilg and quaification approllinalett 
folK limes per,..,. 

Theil is an economic benefit to the community witllre;ttenld lholgun, rille and pistol 
matches attracting shooterl from throughout the southwest 

The Sportsmarl's Club contribules to the IIOithem New Mexico communities by l8lching 
lulter ufety CIIUIIel to young adults and gun saf8ty and target ~~hooting to children. 
N. • ~ the t1rea1ms ufely raoorc1 d Los Alamos, • community wHtt many tnarms in 
the horne, is outllancing. There "' many other fireenns coursee taught houghoul the 
year in target shooli1g n1 in lhe respontible use of fireenns tor self defensa. 

N. 1 shoolirw.J range H has been conllrTinltad with lead Iince the W. W.ll days when ~ 
was used 11 1 ranga by the army. It would be nearly impo6sible, or very expensive, to 
clean up ID CUtTent stand8niS for any Diller use wilhout deslroying much It the follll 
na that has IIIVad 11 the impact area tor the aholgun ranges. 

The county will 11M to have control of the road through Renlija Canyon to S8Mce the 
county Wills in Guaje Canyon end tor the right-of-way for the los AJamos water lines. 
The range strlddtes the road 111 the Los Alamos end of lhe canyon, just northeast of the 
townsite. The range liel completely within Los Alamos County. 

the contemplated residential development to the east of the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club. At some time in the future, the Los Alamos Sportsman's 
Club would likely be required to relocate if residential land use is 
implemented. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Chapter 5, Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.4. 
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John and Adele Hopkins 
Document 20, Page 3 of 4 

The rQid Ill~ Rendija Canyon to Guaje Canyon joins State Road 4 neer T otavi and 
has at.vays been an emetgenCV evacuation route fi'om los Alamos in lhe event of a 
major disaster that CXIIIld close the main hilt road or the Jemez mountain IQICI. 

The Sportsman's Club membets share Rendija Canyon with olhell ilterested in outdoor 
recreation. The canyon serves in a sensa as a buffer z:one dose to los Alamos lor 
hiking. picniddng, and target shooting. The ...... because of ils close proxinity to the 
town lila, is used llCiensively by many local rasidenls. 

The Rendija Canyon shooting range land hal been considefld in aewral County studies 
lor poesible dMiopmert H hal, so fir, at.Yays been rejecf8d as not feasible '*-t 
of lhe emrmous tliPW' in both cleanup and ulilitiea. There is no reason to feel that 
that concUion would change In the near term. 

file: lasc7 
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John and Adele Hopkins 
Document 20, Page 4 of 4 

Elizabeth Mthels John Hopkins 3124199 

The shooting rqe in Rendija Canyon goes back along ways. It was a range long 
before the present lease W1S signed in 1966. There is 1101118 evidence that the public 
range was atartld cUing the waning days of the Oppenheimer lldministration Thlt 
would put~ around 1945 or'~. If so lhat would put it in M era when the Fadelll 
Govenvnant was trying 10 lmpnwe the amenities of lhis lllte comnulity to enooutage 
the civilians saentists, engineers and taclri:iana to stay. It was c:fealty on Fedelllland 
and was sanctioned fonnally or infmnaly by the gcM!mmenl, and ils initial use as 
shooting range was under the auspices of the Fedenll govemment 

lasc8 
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Judy Hutson 
Document 21, Page 1 of 1 

April 5, 1999 
24978 36th Street 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

To: Elizabeth Withers, CT EIS Document M11n11ger 

This letter Is to comment on the proposed tr11nsfer or 111nd from the DOE to 
Los Almnos County lind to the Secretary of the Interior In trust for San 
lldef onso Pueblo. 

It appears that the land transfer could occur "with no strings attached". If 
this occurs, there Is no gu11rantee that valuable archaeological and netural 
resources will be protected. That would be a big mlst11ke. Los Alamos County 
hils stated that 1l does not have the llbllllty to protect these resources. 

One major concern is the County's plan to develop Rendlja canyon, In spite of 
the adverse environmental Impact that this would cause. A development of 
the magnitude pl11nned would Impact the av11i111ble w11ter as well. The weter 
supply in New MeMico Is limited, and should be considered when any 
development Is plenned. Development In other canyons, such as in those of 
TA 74, would also demage the environment. Lend adjacent to Tsankewi, if 
developed, would 11dYerse1y 11ffect the solitude and beauty of Tsankewl. 

Areas thet have already been developed (Laboratory buildings lind sites) such 
as DP road, would not suffer as great environmental damage If they were 
developed. 

The DOE should not tr811sfer public lend with no str1ngs ettoched, when thet 
means that there could, end almost certainty will, be environmental end 
ercheeologlcel demGge. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ 
Judy Hutson 

21-01-14 

Comment 21-01-14 

Response: 

While the requirements for protection of resources that are applicable to 
the County are less stringent than those applicable to the DOE and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior (DOl), there are some protection requirements. 
The CT EIS discusses the impacts of the land uses identified by the potential 
recipients without taking into account the requirements for resource 
protection applicable to the DOl. The CT EIS bounds the assessment of 
potential impacts by assuming that no mitigation measures would be 
implemented. However, this is recognized as being an unrealistic assumption 
because lands received in transfer by the DOl would continue to have Federal 
agency protection, and the County also is required to employ some level of 
protection for Federal-listed threatened and endangered species. The reader is 
referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, and General Issue 3, Basis for 
DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where these issues are 
discussed. 
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Jennifer A. Johnson 
Document 22, Page 1 of 1 

Prom: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject• 

'Yomi • <yomi troadrunner. comiintemet. al. gov> 
'Elizabeth Withers• <ewithers\doe .lanl.govlinterne ... 
4/12/99 3:02pm 
CT EIS C01111lelltS 

Dear Ms. Withers, 

I appreciate the opportunity to c010111e11t on the •conveyance and Transfer of 
Certain Land Tracts Administered by the Departlllent of Energy ... • Draft 
Snvironmental Stat111111!nt. 

I spoke to you at the public hearing concerning the attachment of deed 
restrictions by the DOB to certain areas of the proposed lands to be 
traDsferred. I feel it is iq,erative that placing restrictions on the use 
of the land or specifying the type of uae for the land should be explicit. 
Because of the li8ited legal and administrative ability i111parted by this 
act to manage, preserve, and protect resources, the land should revert 
back to DOB if the recipients do not develop the land in an enviro~~~~~e~~tall y 
suitable manner. ' 

I feel the future uses lilted in the Act do not include adequate 
recognition of nor protection for recreational, aesthetic, wildlife, 
religious or cultural uses and that they are geared toward developooent. 
Several County Councilor's have, in the past, stated their belief that the 
need of developers to not be i111pacted ecOI\OIIically outweighs the public' a 
need for preserved ac:cess to rec:reati011al l1.11ds. 

The whole process that was developed for tbia land transfer is flawed. The 
Act is basically a rider that vaa attached to a budget bill. lt was passed 
with limited diseualion of its llel'itl. FUrther, the BIS states that the 
need for financial sustainability of Los A1a11101 County and San Ildefonao 
Pueblo will not be 111et through this Act. 

The lack of public redress for eventual actions allowed by this Act is a 
bad precedent and I think demonstrates tbe arrogance of Congress wtih 
regards to the public' a needs and desires. 

Finally, other entities who bave a critical stake in and ""'Y be severely 
impacted by developooent of ICIIe of tbe lands being con.oidered for transfer 
were, because of the proce1a, not given the chance to acquire the landa. 
In the past some of the proposed lands were, and very likely should still 
be, part of .Bandelier National Mon11111ent. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer A. Johnson 
PO Box 327 
Los Alamos, 11M B 754t 
(505) 662-3023 
yomitroadrunner. com 

22-01-14 

22-02-12 

22-03-17 

22-04-17 

Comment 22-01-14 

Response: 

Under Public Law (PL) 105-119, the DOE has no authority to specify 
future land use. The DOE does not believe that a reversion clause in the 
conveyance deed is appropriate under the requirements of PL 105-119. The 
reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 22-02-12 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 22-03-17 

Response: 

The CT EIS includes a statement of opinion from the County on the 
economic self-sufficiency or sustainability aspects of the potential 
conveyance of land. This statement reflects the County's position and not that 
of any other entity(s). The Pueblo has not provided a comment on this issue. 
The reader is referred General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, 
in Chapter 2 of this appendix. The text of the CT EIS was changed to clarify 
the source of statements on economic self-sufficiency. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Summary, Table S-2; Chapter 2, Table 2.5.1-1; and Chapter 15, Table 
15.3.1. 

Comment 22-04-17 

Response: 

The 1963 Presidential Proclamation, which transferred land from 
Bandelier National Monument (BNM) to the DOE's predecessor agency (the 
Atomic Energy Commission) stated that the lands had been adequately 
studied and were considered to be unnecessary for BNM's interpretive 
requirements and were therefore, not needed as part of BNM (see Section 
1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main text). The reader also is referred to General 
Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where this issue is discussed. 
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Terrell H. Johnson 
Document 23, Page 1 of 1 

Elizabeth Withers, CT EIS Document Manager 
DOE, Los Alamos Area Office 
528 35111 Street 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Dear Elizabeth: 

Terrell H. Johnson 
PO Box 327 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Aprill2, 1999 

The draft CT EIS fairly states the impacts of conveyance and transfer of the DOE lands 
under consideration, but likewise makes it clear that the process established under the 
appropriations act (PL I 05-1 I 9) is fatally flawed. Therefore, I support the No Action 
alternative. This is not to say that no land should be transferred, but that none should be 
transferred under this legislation. Any parcel of excess DOE land should be considered for 
transfer only with a full range of possible alternatives. to ensure that the public interest will 
be served. There are two primary reasons the legislation is flawed and should not be 
implemented: 

I) Land availability assumptions made when the legislation was drafted are invalid, and 
consequently the maximum possible transfer will not meet the County's objectives for 
budgetary self-sufficiency, nor DOE obligations under the Atomic Energy Community 
Act, which was the objective of the legislation in the first place; 

2) The legislation permits two parties to privately determine the future fate of public 
lands, without consideration of effects on other public lands, wildlife or archeological 
resources, or the general public interest. 

However, in case the DOE should decide to proceed with the tlawed land transfer process 
of PL 105-119, the DOE should at least impose deed restrictions or retain conservation 
easements to protect key wildlife and archeological resources and to buffer the Tsankawi 
unit of Bandelier from incompatible land uses. The draft EIS does not recognize an 
essential fact: transfer of land without protection of its wildlife resources reduces the 
viability of similar resources on DOE land. Because land that will be retained by DOE is 
ecologically inseparable from surrounding land, transfer without protection would 
effectively reduce DOE options for managing its retained wildlife resources and thereby 
impose more restrictions on mission activities. Deed restrictions or conservation 
easements should be applied to all core or buffer habitat areas identified in the DOE's 
approved threatened and endangered species Habitat Management Plan (HMP). Also, the 
EIS should clearly state what categories of habitat (core, buffer, or foraging) occur within 
each parcel that is being considered for transfer. The draft always states where threatened 
and endangered species habitat occurs, but is inconsistent in categorizing it. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment 

Sincerely, 'I OJ .. 
r~hr~ 

23-01-17 

23-02-14 

23-03-07 

Comment 23-01-17 

Response: 

The DOE is obligated to fulfill its requirements under Public 
Law 105-119. The reader is referred to General Issue 1, Pw-pose and Need; 
General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions; and General Issue 4, Public Law 
Process and the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is 
discussed in detail. It should be noted that the lands identified for potential 
conveyance and transfer are not lands that have been identified by the DOE as 
"excess" properties. 

Comment 23-02-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 23-03-07 

Response: 

The DOE disagrees with the assertion that the CT EIS does not recognize 
the impacts to neighboring lands. The CT EIS takes into account the potential 
effects of the conveyance and transfer on neighboring lands within its 
consideration of cumulative effects. The DOE can fully support its mission 
requirements and its responsibilities to maintain special habitat. The 1999 
LANL Site-Wide EIS discusses the DOE resource management plans, 
including the recently implemented LANL Threatened and Endangered 
Species Habitat Management Plan. The Site-Wide EIS considered the future 
mission requirements, including the potential for activities planned for areas 
that are not currently developed. No effects to LANL operations are 
anticipated by the implementation of the DOE's Preferred Alternative for 
conveyance and transfer actions. Information on core and buffer areas have 
been added to the ecological resource sections for each tract. The reader also 
is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Sections 5.1. 7, 5.3.7, 6.1. 7, 6.3. 7, 7.1. 7, 7.3. 7, 8.1, 9.1. 7, 9.3.7, 10.1.7, 
10.3.7, 11.1.7, 11.3.7, 12.1.7, 12.3.7, 13.1.7, 13.3.7, and 14.1.7 have been 
amended to include discussion of core and buffer areas. 
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Milton G. Lockhart 
Document 24, Page 1 of 2 

rrc:.1 
To: 
Date1 
SUbject: 

C'!'EIS <cteistdoeal.9ov> 
•' cteiallldoe.lanl.gav' • <:teistdoe.lani .go-, 
l/25/99 6: 47po1 
I'll: Draft SIS, PL 1C5·1U 

>FrOIO: Milton G. Lockhar< 
>Seat: "!!luroday, March 2;, 19" 6:41:01 PM 
>To: C'!'EIS 
>Sllbject: Draft liS, P~ 105·119 
>Auto fonardr.l by 1 Rule 

I a:• funilhing these -nto in acldition to rry oral -t• at the 
3/25/U beor!ng on the 
draft liS Ul1der PL 105·119. 

Houoill9 11 and will continue to be a ocarce re1ource IIECISSARY for 
econoodc 
dnwlopooent in 
Loll Ala- County. 1! land touch as the lfhite lock T '!Tact or 'fA " 
Tract) 
is ttllllferred to 
Sen lldefoaeo Pueblo, relidential uae cu be &CCOOI(lli&hed overnight by 
acti<m of the Pueblo 
COWICil. Land t,.....fettd to :.01 Al..., COWity c.tn be 111de residential 
by 
ord!.Duce ( oubject 
to nferendlal. 'ftlue are tho underlying usunpti0111 for "Y 
rec_,datioa 
that tlle liS 
include ccnaideratioa of tbs effecto of ruidential uoe for ALL TI!AC'fS 
except tho Manbattan 
IIOIIIMIIt Tract. 

c-u at tile l/2S/" bearing indicated that lendija Canf'lll lhould not 
be 
developed in 
order to oontilllle yolblic access to tbe santa re lloti011al Forest 
(eartr..,_tal juotice i1ouel, to 
reduct loea due to rtldfire, and to prevent loso of habitat for tho 
pertgrine falCOD ar.d Mexican 
opotted owl. My ruponse to these cor.cerna il thet Till aajor driver for 

land transfer '"'' 
econaolc :levelopDOIIt ia Loo Alamo County to offset the loso of DOE 
aoli1tance paywoe~~ta; tbe 
peregrin.e falcon and spotted owl are rarely """" iD :.01 Alal!IOs Co~:~~ty, 
let 
alone len4ija 
Canyon; Rendija Canyon is th• largest site anilable for rooidential 
develop11011t of the tracto 
identified for trODoftr; the possibility of IIILDPIRB Ill Rlll!liJll CAIIYOH 
would be 

24-01-12 

24-02-06 

Comment 24-01-12 

Response: 

Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main text discusses DOE rationale for 
assessing the land uses identified by the potential recipients. Under Public 
Law 105-119, the DOE has no authority to direct the future use of the 
property proposed for conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE cannot 
"know" the future development. As a result, the uncertainty over the ultimate 
use of the 10 tracts dictates that a generic, regional approach be taken in 
considering the future development and use of each tract. The information 
pertaining to land use is provided with an emphasis on assessing significant 
adverse cumulative and regional effects. 

Comment 24-02-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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Milton G. Lockhart 
0 u Document 24, Page 2 of 2 
0 
0'" 
~ 
~ Comment 24-03-06 
CD 
CD 

~ 
\0 -

., 
:;
!!!.. 
() 
-1 
m 
u; 

!U!tlDCII) BY DMLOPM£11'1' clut to fuel t-.cluetico arul fire br .. u cr .. ted by 
streets, 
Lillitiog devel"l""'!lt, cr •DY ot~er allowable land UJe stated in Plo 
IC5·1U, 
or. Nl1 tr~ct for 
th! rea:sons stated 1D the 3/lS bearing is contradictory to tbe tran&fe1· 
purposu stated in PL 105-
119. Tbe noervationo stated at tho l/25 hea<ing laccua, environ.ntal 
justice, wildfire, habitat) 
ore addressed in the 8!$. T:1ose prohleno Sl!OI.'Ul !B SOLVED in land use 
planning by Los 
Ala.ooos COW!ty or Sso !ldefor.eo Pueblo, not the BIS or Record of 
Decision. 

ce-nts at the 3/l5 ltea.ring atated conceru with visual pollution fr011 
development on the 
llhite lock Y and TA 14 Tncta. The uao of thole tracts l«lS"l' be left to 
the 
recipient Ullder PL 
105·119. Tbe BIS should odd. .. ss possible •isuol pollution fX1lRI 
Blndeli.er 
Hati:xlll l4onUll:ent, 
but that obDuld ~.ot ill'{>lct the Rt<:Otd of Docisi011. 

You have done a superb jell in tile Draft EIS. 

24-02-06 (Cont.) 

24-03-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. The CT EIS does evaluate the visual impacts of the 
identified development. The reader is referred to the response to Comment 
11-05-15. 
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Bob Meade 
Document 25, Page 1 of 1 

~~ 
~ 

t-t~a ~u,il_ It/ xi~H---I 
;Joe JHt~ti,uR.~ 
5~b 3:i" Yf. 
~~/ll.IU, ~l~'-1 
l~k. j£))1~ 

t: ~ ~ ~ ~-C j?~ ,0~ . 1 

'k,~~~~Yk~ 
~f/7J17'f ~f '1..-tl~~~~ 
)u~~~~~~· 
~-~_r 5~ ~".AUhA:z/;_ . ~,~~ 

~~~. 

·~ ~ ~-~ 'lk-- ;Jtte-··h 

~ -h ~£ <l;t.. ~--a.,...._ 
atJ & s·~~ ~ ~~~hs 
trw's. 

~~-r 
J3r;tf._J~ 
~JWA-w~ 
cP~~.f1.J11, 

f?7~~ 

25-01-14 

25-02-17 

Comment 25-01-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 

Comment 25-02-17 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. 
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Mike R. Montoya 
Document 26, Page 1 of 1 

Comment Form - Continuation Sheet 
/.1!1 /C. /(-(ou.f~'-.14 

v 
M~c{_ £..t /' •. ~ ,.,_.rl, V</ . t..A 1t/ .1. t. t/h ~ 

1-A., /a ~--k,;t 
f. 0 eJ 'I le., 

6s44AN ~ /rhw )IU..._..;, 'eo 

6b"J z:_ 

N~ ~~ 
O,.a!Dtioat _________ _ 

Addlca (optioaal) 
City Stalc_Zip __ _ 

Phoae llllllbcf (optioull) 
E-111111 addms _ -~~- (oplioall) 

u.NL LAAOc-,. ... ...s y,. .. 
U.S. 0.,.""""' o(fncv tiM A""'" A1o1 Ollite 

$li.IS0 Stlftt.l.ooAia-N~Ull04+(100)191·l210 

26-01-12 

Comment 26-01-12 

Response: 

The commentor is referring to the lease of any land, not just the tracts that 
are the subject of this CT EIS. The DOE has leased the Airport to the County 
of Los Alamos. The Research Park has been leased to the Los Alamos 
Economic Development Corporation (as designated by the County to pursue 
this action). While the Research Park will remain the property of the U.S. 
Government under the administrative control of the DOE, any individual 
should contact the County or their designee for information on obtaining a 
sublease. 

With regard to leasing other property administered by the DOE, the DOE 
will consider such requests in light of its mission requirement needs and the 
proposed use of the land by the potentialleasee. Public Law 105-119 
required the DOE to include all tracts of land at Los Alamos that were no 
longer needed to support the national defense mission and could meet the 
other suitability requirements. The DOE LAAO Assistant Manager has 
provided an individual written response to Mr. Montoya. 
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Rebecca H. Shankland 
Document 27, Page 1 of 1 

rr.a: 
ro: 

Shanltlands <shanklandtroadrunner. comiinternet. al.gov> 
LAAO .SMTPNLH('·evitheraUanl.govtinternet .al.gov•) 

Data: 4/12/U I :46pcll . 
Subj•ct: DOE Land Trwfer 

6 Mariposa Court 
Los Al&MS, 11M 875U·382l 

10 April 1999 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

I was unable to attend the Public Rearing on the proposed land tranafer from 
DOB to Los Alamos County and San Ildefonao Pueblo, so I 10011ld like to express 
rtrf views by e-mail. 

My chief concern is that the transfer of DOE land will oecur without any 
environmental or public-uae safegual:dl. Many of tbe parcels have been 
pr~t~~ted fr011 development as long as they were in DOE banda; IIOV they will 
lose those safeguards and be attnctive for COIIIIIercial or reaidential uae in 
accordance witb DOE's desire to let Los Al..,.,e CdWity becooae aelf·sufficient. 

' 
I bope that values of open-space, recreation, historical and archaeological 
interett will be protected in tbe transfer. shouldn't tbe DOE put 10111e 

restrictions on the land it transfers? For ex~le, I would like to see 
hi&toric and current traih uintained, perhaps as easeMnts 011 the donated 
land. 

Thank you for your attention to this 1111jor proble~~ of the land transfer. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rebecca H. Shankland 

27-01-14 

Comment 27-01-14 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 
of this appendix where this issue is discussed. Also, the reader is referred to 
the response to Comment 09-01-19 for discussion of historic trails. 
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28-01..()9 

Comment 28-01-09 

Response: 

As required by Public Law 105-119, each tract of land will be restored or 
remediated before being conveyed or transferred. The recipient parties will 
be notified of any residual contamination present after cleanup has been 
completed and the level of such contamination. Deed notices will accompany 
the deeds for any tract that is conveyed. The reader is referred to General 
Issue 5, Environmental-Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 in this appendix. 
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Elizabeth A. Souder 
Document 29, Page 1 of 1 
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. 29-01-06 

@m©mow~~~~ E .\ ~ ~-(,~4t. s-t. 

Comment 29-01-06 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix where this issue is discussed. The County has not 
identified a contemplated intention to undertake any widespread development 
of either tract. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
SubJect: 

Dear Ms. Dubois: 

"Richard Weinstein" <justicemartln@emaU.msn.com> 
LAAO.LAAO WPO(ADUBOIS) 
3123199 1 0:52am 
My Comments for DOE on land Transfer Proposal 

A!J per our conversallon below Is the message which I was unable to send 
to Ted Taylor last week and today. Please advise Elizabeth Witl\ars and Mr. 
Taylor of this correspondence. If I can be of any further assistance please 
let me know. My own web page Is rtverplaces.comlenvlrolaw where there are a 
number of artiCles which may be of Interest to you. 

Yours truly, 

Richard M. Weinstein 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 

My e-mail was down for a few days after I unsuccessfully sent a 
message · 
to you on Tuesday, March 16, 1999. Thl8 was the message I tried to send. 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 
Thank you for having Dave Gurule, Area' Mgr., send me the Draft 
Envlronmenal Restoration Report to SUpport Lend Conveyance and Transfer 
under P.L 105-119. I began reviewing the document lllld have concluded that 
since you are basically applying EPA's brownftald's polley to an 
environmental restoration of a RCRA regulated sites, I also need to see the 
RCRAIHWSA permit selling forth the correc:tlon action plan, referenced ln the 
document. partlcularty as It appftes to Parcel T A-21 which seems to Involve 
an extensive amount of ground water contamination. before I can complete my 
review and provide my comments. I should nota that I have only ,_, 
brownfield's poftcy appUed In the case of CERCLA regulated sites le. 
abandoned hazardous wasta sites. 

I also would think that It would be advisable that the RCRA pennlt would 
be made part of the document as an appendix, perhaps. Finally, I have a real 
problem with DOE's rallonale expressed on Page 4, llrst full paragraph, of 
equating "the cultural and environmental preservation land scanarlo" 
presumably with the end use for the Pueblo grantee In partlcularty, with a 
proposedindustrlal end use cleanup and also wonder whether other Interested 
parties have the aame misgivings. 

Yours truly, 

Richard M. Weinstein, 
EIIQ. 
justk:emartln@msn.com 
Could you please forward this message to the Norlhem New Mexico Citizen's 
Advisory Board since I do not have their e-maR address but I did receive a 
green card notifying rna of the public meetings scheduled for tomorrow. 

30-01-09 

Response: 

The commentor references the Environmental Restoration Report, which 
is a part of a parallel but separate process. The reader is referred to General 
Issue 5, Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where this issue is discussed. This comment has been forwarded to the LANL 
Environmental Restoration (ER) Project for consideration in the preparation 
of the Environmental Restoration Report. 
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0 
MR. MARTINEZ: Good afternoon, everyone. I 0 

2 think we're ready to start. We have microphones, but the 3: 
3 room is small enough I think you can hear me. If you 3: m 
4 can't hear me, then I'll use the mikes. z 
5 Thank you for coming. We are here this -t 
6 afternoon to talk about the Draft Environmental Impact c 
7 Statement that the Department of Energy has prepared and 0 

0 
8 to solicit your comments. c 

:I: 
9 Before we get into the details on that report, I 3: 

I 10 would like to kind of, for some people that haven't been m - z 0 11 familiar with the process, go over what we're doing, why 0 -t 
12 we're doing it, and what's involved in it, and then we CJ) 

13 will get into the Environmental Impact Statement and we )> 
14 will record your comments. z 
15 First of all-- I'll try and stand to the side c 
16 --we're doing this because the Public Law 105-119 was :%1 m 
17 passed in early 1997 -- late 1997, and it required the CJ) 
18 Secretary of Energy to convey without consideration to Los ""0 
19 Alamos County and to San Ildefonso Pueblo fee simple title 0 z 
20 to identified parcels of land that met certain criteria in CJ) 
21 that public Law. And basically the criteria centered m 
22 around the parcels not being needed for the national 

CJ) 

23 security mission and the fact that the parcels had to be , 24 usable by the recipients for historical, cultural, :r 
!!. 25 environmental preservation, economic diversification or 
() 
-f 
m 
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community self-sufficiency purposes. 
2 So based on that, this is what generated this 
3 whole activity. This is not a departmental initiative. 
4 It was driven by a public Law. 
5 The schedule that was laid out in the public Law 
6 was basically this. And I apologize if you can't read 
7 this, but we've got handouts of this available up front. 
8 Basically, as I said, the public law was passed in 
9 November '97. The Department was tasked to identify the 

10 parcels that met the criteria in that public law, and to 
11 submit a report to congress which identified that, and we 
12 did that in February 1998. 
13 That report identified ten parcels. You are 
14 only seeing nine here because there are two very small 
I 5 parcels included right here, and so there is actually 
16 ten. The total acreage is 4646 acres that's involved in 
17 this. And that's what the parcels are. 
18 The next step the Department was required to do 
19 under this law was to complete a title search on suitable 
20 parcels, on these parcels. We contracted with the U.S. 
21 Army Corps of Engineers who had done a lot of work in Los 

22 Alamos in past history and had a lot of expertise in that 
23 area. They completed their title search, and the 

24 Secretary of Energy submitted that title report to 
25 congress in November. Actually I think it went in January 
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but it was due in November. 0 
2 The next requirements on the Department are to s: 
3 prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, which is why s: 

m 
4 we're here today, and an Environmental Restoration Report, z 
5 and these two reports have got to be completed and sent to -t 
6 congress in August of '99. There are some intermediate c 
7 steps in here, and one of them is why we're here today, 0 

(") 
8 public hearings. So those two reports are a requirement. c 

~ 
9 We are right now in a pre-decisional stage. s: 

I 0 Until we have the results of those reports, we don't know m - z 0 11 with any certainty that -- or we have not determined that N -t 
12 any of these parcels would go or only parts of parcels en 
13 would be transferred, so we have not made a decision yet )> 
14 on that piece of it. z 
15 The next step, after these reports are completed c 
16 in August of '99, they are sent to congress. We would ::::0 

m 
17 submit to congress a plan -- I'm sorry, I skipped a step. en 
18 Los Alamos County and San Ildefonso Pueblo have a 

., 
19 responsibility to meet and to come to agreement on how 0 z 
20 these parcels would be split among them. The Department en 
21 is not a part of that process. The public law makes it m 
22 clear that that is between those two parties only. en 
23 The next thing is the Department has to prepare 

11 24 a conveyance and transfer plan. Once we know the results ::;· 
!!. 25 of the Environmental Impact Statement, the Environmental 
() 
-I 
m 
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Restoration Report, and we know how the County and San 
2 Ildefonso plan to split the parcels, we would submit a 

3 plan to congress that says here is the time frame we are 
4 looking at, here is what has to be done, here is the money 
5 involved in transferring these parcels. 
6 After that, there are two remaining steps. The 
7 first opportunity that the Department, or requirement, 
8 first deadline for the Department to transfer parcels, is 
9 in November of 2000. Any parcels that are ready to go 

I 0 that have been cleaned up and all the necessary surveying 
11 and everything has been done, those first parcels have to 
12 be transferred by November 2000. 
13 And then at that point it becomes a long-term 
14 project. We have until November of 2007 to complete any 
I 5 environmental restoration or environmental remediation 
I 6 that is required to get those parcels ready to transfer. 
17 If San Ildefonso and the County do not agree on 
18 how to allocate the parcels, then the parcels will not be 
19 transferred. If any of the parcels cannot be restored or 
20 remediated by the deadline, then they will not be 
21 transferred. And so that's kind of where we are, why 
22 we're doing what we're doing. 
23 And I guess having said that, I would like to 
24 introduce Elizabeth Withers. She will talk to you about 
25 the Environmental Impact Statement. 
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0 
I would like to comment that in the next room we 0 

2 have a group that is talking about the Environmental 3: 
3 Restoration Report, so if you would like to know more 3: 

m 
4 about what is on the properties, what we know so far about z 
5 them, that would be a good place to get some of that -1 
6 information. c 
7 Thank you. 0 

0 
8 MS. WITHERS: As Dennis has already pointed c 

:;t1 
9 out, under Public Law 105-119 the Departme-nt of Energy has 3: 

10 an obligation to consider the environmental impact that m ...... z 0 11 could be associated for the conveyance and transfer of 
~ -1 

12 these land tracts pursuant to the National and CJ) 

13 Environmental Policy Act. )> 
14 In the winter of 1998 the Department determined z 
15 that an Environmental Impact Statement would be the c 
16 appropriate level of analysis and documentation to meet :::0 

m 
17 that regulatory compliance requirement. We started the CJ) 
18 Environmental Impact Statement process with a Notice of "tJ 
19 Intent to prepare such a document that was issued in the 0 z 
20 Federal Register in May of 1998. CJ) 
21 At that point we also held a scoping period m 
22 where we asked members of the public to help us scope the 

CJ) 

23 document to give us information on what they thought were 
"T1 24 important or special environmental concerns in the area, :r 
!!!. 
(") 

25 to help us figure out which alternatives that we should 
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analyze and other similar information. 
2 After the scoping period was over, then we took 
3 that information and we used it to then go ahead and do 
4 our analysis and write the document. We worked over the 
5 summer, fall, and winter with our cooperating agencies, 
6 which for this document include the County of Los Alamos, 
7 San Ildefonso Pueblo, the Bureau of Land Management, the 
8 Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bandelier National Monument, 
9 and the U.S. Forest Service and neighboring federal and 

10 other landowners, or managers. 
11 After that had taken place and we had worked the 
12 document, we were then able to publish the document or 
13 issue the document this spring. Last month in February we 
14 actually made the document available to the public. We 
15 issued a general Notice of Availability for the document 
16 in the Federal Register on February 26. At the same time 
17 we mailed out several hundred copies of the document to 
18 individuals, organizations, and other stakeholders that 
19 had already identified themselves as being interested in 
20 reviewing the document. 
21 The document has been made available on the 
22 Worldwide Web. Also copies are available outside. If you 
23 all haven't picked one up, please do so. There is also a 
24 summary out there if you would rather have that, or both. 
25 Please help yourselves. 
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0 
Additionally, if anyone wants to give me a call 0 

2 or write me or whatever, I can get the copy of the 3: 
3 document out to you. 3: 

m 
4 So in a nutshell, that rather brings us to where z 
5 we are today. I'm here and the rest of the folks with DOE -1 
6 are here to accept comments from the public on this Draft c 
7 Environmental Impact Statement. What we would like to get 0 

0 
8 from you is what data points we've missed. If we've c: 

:;t= 
9 gotten something wrong let us know. If we need more 3: 

10 analysis, please tell us. Any comments that you would m - z 0 11 like to offer to us will be appreciated. 0\ -1 
12 There are a number of different ways that we can en 
13 take comments. Today we can take comments orally. We do )> 
14 have a court reporter here that is taking everything down z 
15 verbatim, and they will furnish us with a transcript so c 
16 that we can use that. :::u m 
17 Additionally, we have comment forms out on the en 
18 table, if you would like to give us a written comment. We "tJ 
19 have a box out there that you can put it in or you can 0 z 
20 mail it into us later. We'll also take letters, of en 
21 course, mailed to the Los Alamos Area Office up at Los m 
22 Alamos. And also I've got an e-mail address. Let's see. en 
23 The e-mail address that we have set up is 

:!! 24 cteis@doeal.gov. And also we have a 1-800 number you can 
:I 
~ 
() 

25 call in if you would like, 1-800-791-2280. We would be 
-1 
m en 
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happy to take comments any which way that you can get it 0 
2 to us. 0 
3 All comments, whether given orally or written, s:: 
4 are given the same weight. There is nothing special about s:: 
5 one way over the other. We are accepting comments during m z 
6 our comment period, which started on the 26th ofF ebruary, -t 
7 and which will extend until April 12th. It's a 45-day c 
8 comment period. Any comment received until April 12th 0 
9 will be given our full consideration, and comments that we 0 

10 get once are given as much importance and weight and c 
s:: 

~ 11 consideration as those that we get multiple times. m - 12 Comments that I receive after the 12th, I will z 0 
-...l 13 try to incorporate them as much as I can, but we're on a -t en 

14 pretty tight schedule because we are going to try to l> 
IS publish the Final Environmental Impact Statement in z 
16 August. c 
17 Also we will be including a comment response ::0 
18 document that will cross walk the comments and how we m 
19 incorporated them into making changes in the document, or 

en 
"tt 

20 offer an explanation as to why we perhaps didn't. That 0 
21 rather brings us up to where we are, where we're going z en 
22 into the future. m 
23 One further step is the Record of Decision that en 
24 comes out of all of this. As Dennis said, we will take 

-n 25 the comment -- the Environmental Impact Statement 
s· 
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0 
infonnation, pull it together with the Environmental 0 

2 Restoration Report infonnation, and produce a combined 3: 
3 data report that will go to congress in August. 3: m 
4 Mter that there are a number of other steps z 
5 that Dennis rather outlined, that will bring us down to -1 
6 the point in the winter of the year 2000 to submit a c 
7 plan. And probably at the same time that that plan is 0 

0 8 submitted, or perhaps as part of it, we haven't quite c 
:;t= 

9 decided yet, we will issue at least one Record of 3: 
10 Decision . m ...... z 0 11 Since, as Dennis stated, though, this could 00 -1 
12 become a long-tenn event, there could be other Records of (/) 

13 Decision that come out over time. )> 
14 That, in a nutshell, is kind of where we're at z 
15 and where we're going. I hope that you will give us your c 
16 comments and let us know what you think of the draft ::::0 m 
17 documents. And with that, I'll go ahead, and I think (/) 
18 there is -- "0 
19 MR. MARTINEZ: Excuse me, before we start, 0 z 
20 is that disturbing to anybody but me, the audio? Is it en 
21 too loud? m 
22 (Affinnative response.) en 
23 MR. MARTINEZ: Would you ask them to tum 

"T1 24 it down at the other side of the room? Thank you. And :;· 
!!!. 25 this is likely to be a long, wann afternoon. If you feel 
() 
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like walking around or standing up, feel free to do so. 
2 Nobody will be offended. If somebody wants to open the 
3 door if it's getting warm in here, feel free. Make 
4 yourself comfortable. 
5 We want everybody to participate and be 
6 comfortable, and if there is anything else we can do, let 
7 usknow. 
8 MS. WITHERS: I tell you what, since we 
9 don't have too many people here, maybe we could open this 

10 meeting up to maybe a 30 minute or so question and answer 
11 period where we would take questions ad hoc from the 
12 audience here and try our best to answer them, and then 
13 maybe we could go into the comments from folks who have 
14 signed up, and then perhaps take ad hoc comments from the 
15 audience. Is that acceptable to you all? Okay. Why 
16 don't we go ahead and start this. 
17 I will ask Steve Wilkes, who is our moderator, 
18 to recognize folks, if you don't mind. Thank you. 
19 THE MODERATOR: Let me make a couple of 
20 comments before we do. As Elizabeth said, I'm Steve 
21 Wilkes. I'm the moderator. I have been asked to tell you 
22 I am independently employed. I am not an employee of any 
23 government agency, but was asked to do this. The folks 
24 asked me to make sure that was clear. 
25 As Elizabeth stated, speaker sign-ups are in the 
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0 
1 lobby, but with this size group we may not even need that, 0 
2 it looks like. s: 
3 Barbara Harris is your court reporter. She s: 

m 
4 would request that you state your name frrst before giving z 
5 your comment, if you are comfortable with that. If you're -1 
6 not, you can give your comment without stating your name. c 
7 But it helps her keep a complete record. 0 

0 
8 Tonemo un interpretre, Arturo Sandoval, in the c 

:p 9 back here, so if you need those services, plea5e s: 
10 indicate. m - z - 11 Cookies and beverages, as you heard, are in the 0 -1 
12 fmal restoration room. That's not to get you out of en 
13 here. It's just to make sure there is enough room in )> 
14 here. z 
15 The fact sheets have been mentioned. The draft c 
16 EIS, the summary is also available. Please, I have been ~ 

m 
17 requested to tell you, please do visit the environmental en 
18 restoration informational open house. It's not a hearing, "'tJ 
19 it's an open house next door. It's more of a conversation 0 z 
20 with folks giving questions and answers, very informal en 
21 setting. I want to clarify, the formal comments for the m 
22 Draft Environmental Impact Statement are in this room en 
23 only. If you go in there and expect to make a comment on 

:!1 24 the Environmental Impact Statement, you are just one 
::l 
el 
() 

25 partition away from being in the right room, so just come 
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back in here and make the statement. 0 
2 And the noise wall is porous, so if you are in 0 
3 there having a conversation, just remember we're in here, s: 
4 so you can keep your voice down. Please at least maybe s: 
5 have the conversation toward the other side. We didn't m 

z 
6 realize it would be quite that porous. -1 
7 The purpose of this meeting is to get input to c 
8 the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Those of you 0 
9 who are not familiar with it, you will hear people say 0 c 

10 EIS. We have been coaching everybody to say Environmental s: ::t:: 11 Impact Statement, for those people who don't deal with it m I - 12 on a regular basis, and ER is Environmental Restoration. z -- 13 The desired outcomes, there are really three for -1 en 
14 this afternoon. One we hope to accomplish, that is to )> 
15 bring people up to speed on the background. What is the z 
16 context, how did we get here, why this meeting, what came c 
17 before, what's coming after. That was one of the desired ;;u 
18 outcomes, that you could walk out of here with at least a m en 
19 basic understanding. ., 
20 Second is to get the complete, accurate record 0 
21 of the public comments on the Draft Environmental Impact z en 
22 Statement. m 
23 And the third was that each one of you could en 
24 walk out of here and say everybody got heard, we all had a 

"T1 
25 chance to get our comment in, it was not cut off, it was 
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0 
I heard, it was acknowledged, and so on. So those are the 0 
2 three desired outcomes. 3: 
3 One of the boundaries for giving comments is 3: 

m 
4 this is to deal with, and I'm holding up, this is the z 
5 summary, I believe, but this is to deal with the Draft -1 
6 Environmental Impact Statement. If you have comments on c 
7 another topic, you can make them, I suppose, here, but 0 

0 
8 they're not going to go into this, is what I've heard. c 

=P 
9 This is about this item, Environmental Impact Statement. :s: 

I 0 There may be related -- there may be issues that somehow m - z - 11 are around this, but if they are not directly related to N -1 
12 this they won't be part of the record. (/) 

13 A SPEAKER: This is the summary, Steve. > 
14 THE MODERATOR: This is the summary. I was z 
15 holding up something there. Okay. c 
16 A SPEAKER: That's another piece of ::0 

m 
17 information. The EIS looks the same but bigger. en 
18 THE MODERATOR: They just get thicker from "tJ 

0 19 this. Let's see. And with that, we can go right into z 
20 this. Elizabeth, let me clarify, whether people have en 
21 questions or whether they have comments, I'm still going m 
22 to be taking down their basic points so we can make sure 

en 
23 they get heard, as well as the court reporter, and as well 

II 24 as there may be others in the room who are taking down :;· 
!!!. 25 some notes to make sure they get heard. 
() 
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MS. WITHERS: Unless for some reason 
2 someone doesn't want something recorded, and then if you 
3 would let us know, then we will make accommodations. 
4 THE MODERATOR: Let me be very honest with 
5 you: One of the reason I'm going to write some of the main 
6 words, not all the details, is to make sure you know you 
7 got heard, and so if someone else is sitting in the 
8 audience wanting to make a point it also reminds them that 
9 that point has already been made. 

10 I don't have a sign-up sheet here with me, but 
11 if we just want to do some questions and answers. Any 
12 questions about this Draft Environmental Impact 
13 Statement? Yes. 
14 MR. SPINGLER: I'm Gordon Spingler. I 
15 represent the Sierra Club, the Pajarita group. I have 
16 several questions but will spread them out a little bit. 

16 

17 Given the law as it was written, is the no I 31-01-03 

18 action a viable alternative? 
19 MS. WITHERS: Given the law starts out by 
20 saying that the Department of Energy shall convey and 
21 shall transfer, as far as being able to meet the 
22 requirements under the law with a no action alternative, 
23 it does not. 
24 MR. SPINGLER: I'm sorry, is the answer yes 
25 orno? 

Comment 31-01-03 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. The reader also is referred 
to the response to Comment 31-16-03 for further discussion of the No 
Action Alternative. 
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I MS. WITHERS: The answer is no. We would 
2 not be able to meet the requirements that we have 
3 established under the law by choosing a no action 
4 alternative. 
5 MR. SPINGLER: Could you choose a no action 
6 on one parcel and nine yes'es and one no? 
7 MS. WITHERS: We could possibly do that, 
8 because the law doesn't state specific tracts of land. It 
9 leaves the identification of the tracts up to the 

I 0 Department of Energy. And also there is a possibility 
11 that we could choose a portion of a tract that we have 
12 identified as being one that was potentially one to be 
13 considered for conveyance and transfer. So we have some 
14 discretion, but not very much under the law. 
15 THE MODERATOR: The answer you heard, what 
16 answer did you hear to your first question? 
17 MR. SPINGLER: I heard the answer is yes, 
18 partially. 
19 THE MODERATOR: And the second one is can 
20 we choose no action on one parcel and not on others, that 
21 was your question? 
22 MR. SPINGLER: Yes, and the answer was 
23 yes. 

I! 24 THE MODERATOR: I just wanted to check. 
::I 
!!!. 25 Any other questions? 
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31-01-03 
(Cont.) 

31-02-06 

Comment 31-02-06 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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MR. HOPKINS: I am John Hopkins. I have a 
2 question about the cultural preservation, and this is, if 
3 I understand this correctly, where the land is locked up 
4 with no access. It says the general public would not be 
5 able to use this land. 
6 MS. WITHERS: Right. One ofthe future 
7 recipients of this land identified their contemplated 
8 future use as being cultural preservation, and as they 
9 described what that meant to them, then they set the 

1 0 parameters that the property would be made off limits to 
11 the general public. 
12 MR. HOPKINS: Thank you. 
13 MS. WITHERS: I would just like to add if I 
14 could for a moment there, the Department of Energy is not 
15 going to be identifying the specific uses for these land. 
16 That will be strictly left up to the recipient party. 
17 MR. HOPKINS: Thank you. 
18 THE MODERATOR: Given the conversation next 
19 door, is there anyone here who can not hear? Because we 
20 can use the microphones. Would it help to have the 
21 microphones? 
22 A SPEAKER: I just want to comment on the 
23 noise back there. I'm a little bit hard of hearing. 
24 MS. WITHERS: Oh, that's better, isn't it? 
25 Fine. Great. Thank you. 

18 

I 31-03-12 

Comment 31-03-12 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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THE MODERATOR: Any other comments, 
2 questions? Yes. 

3 MR. SPINGLER: Sorry to monopolize it but I 
4 have several questions. 
5 THE MODERATOR: That's all right. 
6 MR. SPINGLER: Are there any restricted 
7 uses or strings when the land is transferred? In other 
8 words, let's just say a parcel was transferred to Los 
9 Alamos County. Can then Los Alamos County do whatever, 

10 within the law, whatever they please with a parcel? Does 
11 this process provide any strings, like --
12 MR. MARTINEZ: It may, but we're not there 
13 yet. I think, you know, Los Alamos County and San 
14 Ildefonso Pueblo have indicated to us their potential 

15 future uses for these parcels, so the Environmental Impact 
16 Statement and the environmental restoration work, 
17 everything is going to be done based upon our being told 
18 that those two entities will use the land in the ways that 
19 they've told us. 
20 So I guess theoretically after we complete the 

21 process and tum it in to them, years down the road if 
22 they wanted to do something else with it, I perceive that 
23 possibly they would have some leeway there. There may be 
24 some areas that when the Department transfers the 
25 property, because of environmental restoration concerns, 

19 

I 31-04-12 

Comment 31-04-12 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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levels, there may possibly be some restrictions or 
2 something that could happen, but at this point we don't 
3 have that. We are not at that point where we would know 
4 that. 
5 THE MODERATOR: Anyone else? Yes. 

MR. SPINGLER: I'm going to keep going if 
7 nobody raises their hand. 
6 

8 THE MODERATOR: That's fme. 
9 MR. SPINGLER: The decision, you called it 

10 an ROS I think. 
11 MR. MARTINEZ: A ROD. 
12 MS. WITHERS: Record of Decision, ROD. 

13 MR. SPINGLER: An ROD, right. Who makes 
14 that? 
15 MS. WITHERS: That would be the Department 
16 of Energy that issues that, and it combines, not only the 
17 environmental impact information, but any other data 
18 points that the Department chooses to consider in the 
19 decision-making process, such as the environmental 
20 restoration piece of information, durations, cost, just 
21 about all sorts of different pieces of information that 
22 they pull together to make the decisions, and then they 
23 issue that in a formal Record of Decision. 
24 MR. SPINGLER: That didn't --
25 THE MODERATOR: Go ahead. 

20 

31-04-12 
(Cont.) 

31-05-15 

Comment 31-05-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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0 
MR. SPINGLER: The question was who makes 31-05-15 0 

2 that decision. (Cont.) 3: 
3 MS. WITHERS: Specifically within the 3: 

m 
4 Department of Energy you mean? z 
5 MR. SPINGLER: Right. -1 
6 MS. WITHERS: Who signs it? c 
7 MR. SPINGLER: Is there a group, one 0 

0 8 person. c 
~ 

9 MS. WITHERS: Recommendations go up to the, 3: 
10 I believe, Secretary or Undersecretary in this case. I'm m - z - 11 sorry, do one of you gentlemen know? Steve Ferguson is in 00 -1 
12 the audience here from headquarters and perhaps he can en 
13 address that question. Would you mind? )> 
14 MR. FERGUSON: It varies from case to case z 
15 on particular environmental impact statements. The c 
16 program, lead program official can be authorized to sign :::u 

m 
17 the Record of Decision. In some cases the Secretary en 
18 elects to make that decision directly. And it's "'0 
19 technically possible, but there has been no decision made 0 z 
20 in this case, that it might be delegated below the en 
21 principal program official. So the answer is there has m 
22 been no decision made here. en 
23 MR. SPINGLER: Of who is going to make the 

::!1 24 decision. 
;::, 
e!.. 25 THE MODERATOR: So the folks can be sure 
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they heard the answer, would you mind paraphrasing what 
2 you heard is the answer to this? 
3 MS. WITHERS: The bottom line answer is 
4 that it can be all the way up from the senior program 
5 manager to the Secretary, but no decision has been made 
6 yet as to which specific person could be signing this 
7 particular Record of Decision. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Yes? 
9 MR. STODDARD: I'm Steve Stoddard. I'm a 

10 member of the Los Alamos Sportsmen's Club .. And I am sort 
11 of bewildered in that when we had the scoping meeting, I 
12 had gone to the scoping meeting and entered a document 
13 talking about the impact of the Los Alamos Sportsmen's 
14 Club, how many people were involved, how important it was, 
15 the fact that the County of Los Alamos, if this transfer 
16 was made, would like to keep that property as recreation 
17 property, and, indeed, that we would be part of the 
18 residents of that recreation property. 
19 Now, this document, and for that matter the big 
20 EIS, seems to imply that the Sportsmen's Club has just 
21 wandered off into the sunset. It just flatly says the 
22 Sportsmen's Club is going to be gone so we are going to 
23 have cultural area. 
24 And I guess my question really is, is any 
25 cognizance going to be given to anybody about what the 

22 

31-05-15 
(Cont.) 

31-06-19 

Comment 31-06-19 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. The following 
discussion is to provide further clarification. 

Because the timeframe over which the transfer and subsequent 
use of each of the tracts is not well known, the Draft CT EIS 
assumed that the transfer and any subsequent development occurred 
within the next 10 years (see Section 4.1.3 in Chapter 4 of the main 
report). In certain cases this assumption had the effect of 
compressing impacts or consequences that might be expected over a 
20-year timeframe into a 1 0-year time frame. In addition, the 
CT EIS strove to discuss only potential land uses and not identify the 
potential land uses with either of the potential recipients. These two 
factors resulted in some unclear discussion of the potential future of 
the Los Alamos Sportsman's Club. The appropriate sections of the 
Final CT EIS have been clarified to state that the Los Alamos 
Sportsman's Club could still be located at the current site for many 
years to come. The reader is referred to the responses to the 
comments presented with Document 20 in this appendix. 

Location of CT EIS revisions: 

Chapter 5, Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.4 
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0 
County would like and what some of the citizens would 31-06-19 0 

2 like? (Cont.) 3: 
3 MS. WITHERS: Certainly the County was one 3: 

m 
4 of our cooperating agencies on this document and they z 
5 supplied us with information, as did San Ildefonso Pueblo, -t 
6 as to their contemplated future uses. It's the assumption c 
7 of the Department that any existing leases at the time 0 

0 
8 that we convey or transfer the land would go with the c 

0::: 
9 property. So if the Sportsmen's Club was currently under 3: 

I 10 lease, then that lease would go to the new owner, and then m - z N 11 it would be up to them as to whether or not the 
0 -t 

12 Sportsmen's Club's lease was extended out after that en 
13 point. )> 
14 MR. STODDARD: Do I understand then, Mrs. z 
15 Withers, that if a tract parcel is given to Los Alamos c 

:::a 16 County and our lease goes to 2002, then we would continue m 
17 the same usage we have with the County? en 
18 MS. WITHERS: It would be strictly up to "tt 

0 19 the County as to whether or not it was extended. z 
20 MR. STODDARD: Up to the County. Thank en 
21 you. That answers my question. m 
22 THE MODERATOR: And you asked specifically 

en 
23 about the County. Did you mean to imply or any other 

::!! 24 interest would be considered other than the County or 
::I 
!!!.. 25 Pueblo? 
() 
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MR. STODDARD: Not really. 
2 THE MODERATOR: That's all I wanted to make 

3 sure. Thank you. 
4 MS. WITHERS: For the benefit of the 
5 gentleman that just joined us, we are having have a 
6 question and answer period and we are taking questions 
7 from the audience. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Go ahead. 
9 MR. SPINGLER: You probably can't answer in 

I 0 detail, but what is the status of the negotiations between 
II the County and the Tribe? 
12 MR. MARTINEZ: We don't know. We don't 
13 know because it's strictly between the two of them, and so 
14 we have not --
15 MR. SPINGLER: So something is going to pop 
16 out sometime hopefully. 
17 MR. MARTINEZ: It has to come out by 
18 November. 
19 MR. SPINGLER: Okay. 
20 A SPEAKER: As a follow-up to Senator 
21 Stoddard's comment, the properties will be transferred 
22 soon, and the county submitted plans to you, potential 
23 uses. Are those ingrained in stone or are there 
24 possibilities of change? Does it come -- is the transfer 
25 with commitments to do as currently proposed? 

24 

31-06-19 
(Cont.) 

31-07-15 

31-08-12 

Comment 31-07-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. Further 
information was presented by a representative of the County of Los 
Alamos at the evening session of the Los Alamos Public Hearing. 
That answer is quoted here. 

"... MR BRUEGGEMAN: At this point the 
tribal council and the county council have held 
one joint meeting to talk about a process for the 
negotiations so we can get to an end point by 
November of this year. Out of that meeting I was 
asked to come up with actually a public 
information plan for the process, and we will be 
working on that over the next few weeks and 
bringing it to council for consideration. That 
aside, we won't be meeting again until May, so 
this is a time when we're all reading these reports 
and trying to do our homework." 

Comment 31-08-12 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. For additional 
discussion the reader is referred to Section 4 .1. 4 in Chapter 4 of the 
main report for a discussion of global development assumptions. 
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1 MS. WITHERS: The question is whether or 
2 not the county or the other recipient's plans are carved 
3 in stone or if they're subject to change, and the answer 
4 is that yes, they are, absolutely subject to change. What 
5 they have told us are their contemplated future uses. 
6 As far as I know, neither organization's 
7 contemplated future uses have been approved through their 
8 own government process here. And so, yes, they could 
9 change. But that's the best information we have today, 

10 and we are doing analysis based on that information. 
11 THE MODERATOR: I think you carne a little 
12 late. Is this the same question we had about are 
13 restrictions, restricted uses or strings attached? In 
14 other words, can the county do whatever it wants after it 
15 gets them, is that basically your question? 
16 A SPEAKER: That's basically it, and I 
17 assume the same answer applies to that. 
18 THE MODERATOR: Mr. Gonzales, did you have 
19 a comment? 
20 MR. GONZALES: I want to make it clear that 
21 I had an interest before I went to the Army, and I never 
22 did have a permit. While in the Army I was in a group in 
23 the Pacific. When I carne horne I didn't have a place to 
24 stand on. The land had been paid for to my father. And I 
25 still claim that some of that land is mine. 

25 

31-08-12 
(Cont.) 

31-09-22 

Comment 31-09-22 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. The reader is 
referred to General Issue 7, Homesteaders Association Claims, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you. I'm not sure how 
2 to respond to that. I know that we are working with the 

3 Homesteaders of the Plateau Organization as well as our 
4 congressional staffs on that and we, for the benefit of 
5 others that may not be aware of the total status, the 
6 Homesteaders Organization of the Pajarito Plateau is 
7 composed of folks that were original homesteaders or their 
8 decedents of some of the acreages in Los Alamos that the 
9 government condemned or purchased in the 1940s. And the 

I 0 homesteaders are interested in retrieving or ga.ining those 
11 lands back, or compensation for those lands. 
12 I know that they are currently working through 
13 the congressional offices, and anything that we can do 
14 from our side to assist you, we will be glad to do that. 
I 5 I think at the point we're at now, unless I misunderstand 
16 this, we are sort of at a point where we are waiting for 
17 potential for any release of information from that 
18 organization. 
19 I think your attorney has advised you not to 
20 provide information, so it's sort of a catch 22. If you 
21 can't provide the information, we can't act on it, and we 
22 can't, you know, tum the Corps of Engineers on to try to 
23 research that information. But we understand your concern 
24 and we stand ready to work with you and help you at the 
25 time that you are able to do that. 
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1 MR. GONZALES: One more comment, that I 

27 

2 would like very much to know why was the name changed from 
3 the original name to Barranca Mesa? It never was Barranca 
4 Mesa. 
5 MR. MARTINEZ: I still don't know the 
6 answer to that question. I still don't know. I had one 
7 person that researched some of the historical information 
8 that they could fmd at the laboratory and they told me at 
9 one time it was Deer Trap Mesa, but I think when I talked 

10 with you you said that wasn't the name you were looking 
11 at. I haven't been able to find out what the original 
12 name of it was, so I'm sorry, I don't know how it got 
13 changed or what it was originally. 
14 THE MODERATOR: What was the original 
15 name? You are asking why the name change. 
16 MR. GONZALES: I am not giving the name 
17 from the original I want DOE to fmd out for me. 
18 MR. MARTINEZ: That's harder than the top 
19 secret information we have in our (inaudible, laughter.) 
20 MR. GONZALES: Most people say Barranca 
21 Mesa, but it's not Barranca Mesa. Both of us have the 
22 same question. 
23 THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Other questions 
24 or comments? What is the meaning of Barranca anyway? 
25 MR. GONZALES: Cliffs. 

31-10-13 

Comment 31-10-13 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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1 THE MODERATOR: The question was what is 
2 the meaning of Barranca anyway, and the answer was 
3 cliffs. Correct? 
4 MR. MARTINEZ: I'm Joe Martinez and I 
5 represent my mother-in-law who is one of the original 
6 homesteaders of the Pajarito Plateau. And !just want to 
7 make a comment. I don't have any questions, but I just 
8 want to make this comment, that every time that we attend 
9 a meeting or receive any mail, it always tells us that 

10 everything is aboveboard and everything has been 
11 researched and that we have no claim. And that makes us 
12 feel like we're-- as a matter of fact, when you do talk 
13 about the transfers, you're always saying Los Alamos 
14 County and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 
15 I want it understood that we are in this also, 
16 and I happen to resent the fact that we are not 
17 recognized. Even if it comes down to the wire and we are 
18 not successful, we do have a claim on this, along with Los 
19 Alamos County and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and these. 
20 And it just irks me when we all get mail and it's all on 
21 the downside to us. And it's very disconcerting to get 

22 that kind of mail. 
23 I think that we will be recognized. We have a 
24 lot going for us right now, and I think in the future we 
25 will be recognized, whether we're successful or not. 

28 

I 31-11-22 

Comment 31-11-22 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, and General Issue 3, Basis for 
DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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1 THE MODERATOR: Sir, let me make sure I got 
2 your question. Your question is why does all the 
3 information we get indicate that homesteaders have no 
4 claim? That's what you're asking? 
5 MR. MARTINEZ: I didn't ask. I just made a 
6 comment. 
7 THE MODERATOR: Okay. So you don't want an 
8 answer then? 
9 MR. MARTINEZ: No. I have enough answers 

10 already. 
11 THE MODERATOR: Okay. Thank you. Other 
12 comments or questions? 
13 MR. SPINGLER: I would like to make a 
14 comment on behalf of, just for the record, the Pajarito 
I 5 Group of the Sierra Club, and that would be that we 
16 support the transfer of some of these parcels, in fact 
17 seven of the parcels, but we have concerns over three of 
18 the parcels. And those are TA-74, Rendija Canyon, and 
19 White Rock Y. 
20 And I won't go into all the details, but it's 
21 primarily for ecological, cultural reasons. And I would 
22 like that to be part of the record. 
23 THE MODERATOR: Let me make sure, you said 
24 you support several of the parcels but you have concerns 
25 three? 

29 Comment 31-12-06 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

I 31-12-06 
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MR. SPINGLER: Seven. Either one, but 
2 seven. I'm just saying of the ten we are concerned with 

3 three. 
4 THE MODERATOR: I just want to make sure. 
5 You got the names, so I won't list them up here. 
6 Other comments or questions? 
7 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we go ahead and 
8 close out our question period and go ahead and start 
9 taking comments on the environmental impacts if folks are 

I 0 agreeable. 
11 MR. MARTINEZ: Let me also add that if 
12 there are any questions that any of you would like to talk 
13 to us personally on, you can sure catch us at the break. 
14 We'll be here all day, until nine o'clock. You can catch 
15 us at the breaks in between. But from this point on we 
16 are going to be taking comments on the record form the 
17 Environmental Impact Statement, and they will be addressed 
18 in the final report. You will have an answer in the fmal 
19 report to your questions, what we did with them, if we did 
20 anything with them. If we didn't, why we didn't. And so 
21 feel free to catch us during the break if we didn't get 
22 all the questions. 
23 THE MODERATOR: Let me make sure I'm clear, 
24 if I were someone that already said something, does this 
25 mean I have to restate it as a comment or are these 
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0 
considered also comments? 0 

2 MS. WITHERS: So far I haven't really heard s: 
3 specific comments directed at the Environmental Impact s: 

m 
4 Statement. z 
5 MR. SPINGLER: Mine was meant as a -t 
6 comment. c 
7 MR. MARTINEZ: Okay. 0 

0 
8 MS. WITHERS: Okay. Then we will start c 

::X:: 
9 with yours. s: 

I 10 MR. SPINGLER: All the other ones were m - z N 11 comments. That's a question. 00 -t 
12 THE MODERATOR: I just didn't want anybody en 
13 sitting in the audience wondering if they had to restate > 
14 something. z 
15 MR. STODDARD: I would like to have my c 
16 question stand as a question if we can. :::0 

m 
17 THE MODERATOR: The only reason I'm looking en 
18 at you-- -o 
19 MS. WITHERS: It's probably a good idea for 0 z 
20 the record that you go ahead and make sure that we have en 
21 associated your name with the comment. m 
22 MR. FERGUSON: Elizabeth, just a request en 
23 for purposes of those of us who will have to review the 

:!I 24 record and make sure the EIS adequately reflects all the 
::::J 
!!. 
() 

25 comments. If the gentleman from the Sierra Club plans to 
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1 submit detailed comments on reasons why the three tracts 
2 are opposed by his organization, that would be very 
3 helpful. If he doesn't plan to do it in writing, if he 
4 could do it today or follow it up somehow. 
5 Right now it doesn't stand as a comment on the 
6 EIS per se. It stands as a comment on the final Record of 
7 Decision. And that may sound like a distinction without a 
8 difference, but, believe me, in terms of how the process 
9 is supposed to play out, that is a distinction. The kind 

10 of comments he has just made, it would essentially be a 
11 comment noted. There is nothing the Department can do in 
12 improving the document based on his opposition to three of 
13 the ten parcels, but if he has specific environmentally-
14 related comments that go to what the document has said and 
15 thinks it needs to be said differently or in more detail, 
16 then that's helpful. 
17 MR. SPINGLER: And we will submit that in 
18 writing. 
19 THE MODERATOR: Let me clarify, you want me 
20 to go through and put a C by those things that are true 
21 comments? I'm just not sure. 
22 MS. WITHERS: I think --
23 MR. MARTINEZ: What we are going to do is 
24 we is going to submit them in writing. 
25 THE MODERATOR: That was only one. There 
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was another gentleman, about the Sportsmen's, and I just 
2 didn't want you to end up with something that -- if that 
3 was a comment about the Sportsmen's Club. 
4 MR. STODDARD: Yes, in reading the document 
5 it sounds like it's a done deal, Los Alamos Sportsmen's 
6 Club is no longer. And that's my principal concern. 
7 THE MODERATOR: And I guess the only thing, 
8 to follow up on your point, is that specific enough, his 
9 comment the way he said it, not necessarily the way I 

I 0 wrote it, for you to be able to act on that or does he 
11 need to submit something in writing? 
12 MR. FERGUSON: Personally what I heard I 
13 think is sufficient to be responded to. I think it goes 
14 largely to the description of the process as opposed to 
15 the impacts of the transfer, but I think that can be 
16 connoted in term of the status of existing leases and the 
17 clarifying that either the Pueblo or the County will 
18 essentially be free to act on the status of any existing 
19 encumbrance when they receive the parcel. 
20 MR. STODDARD: That is the essence of it. 
21 I am a little concerned that anybody reading it would 
22 think a decision has already been made that the 
23 Sportsmen's Club will no longer be, and I don't think that 
24 is the intention of the County, if they become the 
25 ultimate owner, to abolish the Sportsmen's Club at all, 

33 

I 31-13-19 

Comment 31-13-19 

Response: 

In addition to the response given during the public hearing that 
is presented in the transcript on the left, the reader is referred to the 
responses presented in Document 20 and for Comment 31-06-19 
above. 
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1 and our discussions with them bear that out. That is also 
2 part of the Comprehensive Plan of 1987. 
3 THE MODERATOR: I think we had a question 
4 here. 
5 A SPEAKER: I have a comment to make. I 
6 want it known that the Pajarito Plateau Homesteaders are 
7 claimants of some of the land. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Let me make sure I got it. 
9 Say it again, sir. 

10 A SPEAKER: I want it known that the 
11 Pajarito Plateau Homesteaders are claimants. 
12 THE MODERATOR: Okay. Any other comments? 
13 A SPEAKER: That's it. 
14 A SPEAKER: A question. Is there a 
15 schedule of activity and time frame for completion and all 
16 the milestones to be completed before the EIS is issued 
17 that is available to us, a written document that shows 
18 that schedule? 
19 MR. MARTINEZ: There is one in the public 
20 survey. 
21 MS. WITHERS: I have a schedule. It's not 
22 necessarily published. I would be happy to furnish that 
23 to you. 
24 A SPEAKER: What is your target completion 
25 date. 
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(Cont.) 

31-14-22 

31-15-15 

Comment 31-14-22 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 

Comment 31-15-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, the 
reader is referred to Section 1.1.3 in Chapter 1 of the main report, 
which presents the timeline for the overall conveyance and transfer 
process. 
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1 MS. WITHERS: The target completion date 
2 for furnishing the Final Environmental Impact Statement is 
3 August of '99. I would plan to -- our comment period ends 
4 on April 12th, and then we will be taking the comments 
5 that we have received and actually start making changes to 
6 the document as appropriate, and twn around and plan to 
7 have published, or printed and issued, the Final Draft 
8 Document in the ftrst part of August. 
9 A SPEAKER: Do you have a mailing list that 

10 you have begun to distribute to people like this? 
11 MS. WITHERS: Yes, we do, and if you would 
12 like to add your name to the mailing list, catch me after 
13 this and give me your name and I'll be happy to add it to 
14 the list, or you can call the 1-800 number that is posted 
15 on the wall up there and give me your name and address and 
16 I'll add your address to the list. That would be super. 
17 THE MODERATOR: Thank you for leaning into 
18 the mike. I think it's easier for people to hear if you 
19 are just an inch or two away from the mike so people can 
20 hear. Any other comments, questions? 
21 MR. FERGUSON: This is Steve Ferguson 
22 again. I'm with DOE headquarters. I've spoken a little 
23 bit already. I think I need to clarify the answer 
24 Elizabeth gave to the gentleman from the Sierra Club's 
25 question about the viability of the no action 
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31-15-15 
(Cont.) 

31-16-03 

Comment 31-16-03 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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alternative. I think it's incorrect if people have the 
2 impression the Department has very much discretion in the 
3 decision on whether to convey or transfer these parcels. 
4 That discretion largely rests in whether the criteria laid 
5 out in the statute that was described earlier are met or 
6 not. If those criteria are met, then the statute says the 
7 Department shall convey. 
8 Now, having said that, as Elizabeth also pointed 
9 out, the process is supposed to be interactive with 

10 congress, in the sense that we have to provide .a plan to 
11 them for how the transfer or transfers would be made, and 
12 that plan would be based on the information contained in 
13 the Environmental Impact Statement and the Environmental 
14 Restoration Report, among other pieces of information. 
15 So I think it's fair to say that there is 
16 opportunity for the Department's discretion to be changed, 
17 but congress is the vehicle for that discretion to be 
18 altered at this point on either a total ten-parcel basis 
19 or a parcel-by-parcel basis. We are limited by what the 
20 statute gives us in the way of discretion. 
21 THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Any other 
22 comments? 
23 MR. SPINGLER: I think the answer was no. 
24 Is that right? 
25 THE MODERATOR: Thank you for clarifying. 
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0 
MR. SPINGLER: My question was is no action 31-16-03 0 

2 a viable alternative and I think you are answering no, (Cont.) 3: 
3 it's not a viable alternative. 3: 

m 
4 MR. FERGUSON: It depends on whether the z 
5 criteria are met or not. .... 
6 MR. SPINGLER: Right, but -- c 
7 MR. FERGUSON: I think "no" is too 0 
8 simplistic an answer as well. The answer is it depends 

0 
c:: 

:t= 
9 and that's what the process is all about. 3: 

10 THE MODERATOR: So if the criteria are not m - z w 11 met then the answer is no. If they're met, the answer is 
~ .... 

12 yes. I just want -- en 
13 MR. SPINGLER: I can't imagine the criteria )> 
14 that wouldn't be met. As a for instance, how would the z 
15 answer ever be, no, we're not going to transfer, based on c 
16 the criteria? :::0 

m 
17 MS. WITHERS: If we couldn't en 
18 environmentally clean up the tract would be one way. Also ""CJ 

19 if we recognized a mission support need for the piece of 0 
z 

20 property, then that would be another way. en 
21 MR. MARTINEZ: Or if the County and the m 
22 Pueblo did not agree, then it would not be transferred. en 
23 THE MODERATOR: I think that helped other , 24 people as well. Thank you for clarifying. Was there a :;-

!!!. 
() 

25 question somewhere here? Comment? Yes. 
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MR. GONZALES: I would like to address a 0 
2 question to the gentleman over there. Sir, are you with 0 
3 the Sierra Club? 3: 
4 MR. SPINGLER: Yes, sir. 3: 
5 MR. MR. GONZALES: Do you know about the m z 
6 Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund? -1 
7 MR. SPINGLER: No. c 
8 MR. GONZALES: It's part of-- used to be , 0 
9 Sierra Club. The offices are in San Francisco. And I 0 

1 0 have been --
c 
3: ;o 11 MR. SPINGLER: I'm just part of a little m - 12 group, the Pajarito Group with the Sierra Club. z w 

Vo 13 MR. GONZALES: They used to handle -1 
CJ) 

14 everything, but this Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund is )> 
15 different now. And they kind of promised to help us but z 
16 they haven't yet. c 
17 MR. SPINGLER: I'm not familiar with that. :::a 
18 THE MODERATOR: That wasn't a comment for m 

CJ) 
19 the record, you were just clarifying? ., 
20 MR. GONZALES: Yes. 0 
21 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments? z 

CJ) 
22 MR. MARTINEZ: Why don't we take a m 
23 five-minute break and kind of mull over what we've heard CJ) 

24 so far, and then we will reconvene and continue taking 

, 25 comments. That will give you a chance to refresh 
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yourselves and have some more comments. 

2 THE MODERATOR: Go to the environmental 

3 restoration open house next door. So we will check in 
4 five minutes if there are more comments. 
5 (There was a brief recess.) 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 
I! 24 
::J 
e!. 25 
() 
-I 
m 
en 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
3: 
3: 
m 
z 
-1 
c 
0 
0 
c: 
3: 
m z 
-1 en 
)> 
z c 
::u 
m en 
"'tJ 
0 
z en 
m en 



Pojoaque Public Hearing (Afternoon Session) 
0 Document 31, Page 40 of 46 
g. 
0 
0'" 40 CD .., .... 
co 
co 
co 

w . 
0 

THE MODERATOR: Let's reconvene. The 0 
2 situation is, there were no comments. We waited for a 0 
3 while before we took a break and there were no additional s: 
4 comments, but we want to make sure, if anyone came in s: 
5 late, or if they had anything they thought of during the m 

z 
6 break. Are there other comments about the Draft -1 
7 Environmental Impact Statement you want to say here? c 
8 Remember you can also write them on the card, 0 
9 you can call this number, you can e-mail them, but if 0 

10 there is anything you want to say here we want to make c 
s: :::0 11 sure we have at least asked that question again. m I - 12 Not hearing any, waiting I think five or six z w 

-...) 13 seconds there, I'm going to-- Dennis, did you have -1 en 
14 anything to add? )> 
IS MR. MARTINEZ: Not for me. z 
16 MS. WITHERS: No, I don't believe so. Why c 
17 don't we convene then in about 30 minutes. We'll again :::0 
18 reconvene and ask the question again, and perhaps if m 

C/) 
19 anyone new joins us then we can proceed from there. "tJ 
20 THE MODERATOR: So the decision was we will 0 
21 take a break for about 30 minutes. If someone new shows z 
22 up we will reconvene. We will convene anyway at that 

en 
m 

23 point to see if there are any comments. So that would be en 
24 at 3:45 approximately. And we will see if there are 

"Tl 
25 additional comments. 
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Thank you very much to those of you present. 0 
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THE MODERATOR: All right. We said we 
2 would reconvene in a half hour and it's a little past 
3 that, 10 to 4:00. Those of you who were not here earlier, 
4 we began at two as scheduled and we heard some 
5 presentations about the basic background information. We 
6 also took some comments, took a couple of breaks, and we 
7 have one person I believe signed up to make another 
8 comment, so I want to reconvene now. 
9 The intent of this, of course, is to input to 

10 the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and to get any 
11 comments about the Environmental Impact Statement. So, if 
12 there is anyone-- I believe there was one person signed 
13 up. 
14 Yes, sir. 
15 MR. TAFOYA: My name is Darrell Tafoya. I 
16 work for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. I'm the realty 
17 officer. My comments are under the remediation program, 
18 the cleanup. And we have regulations under CFR 25-151 how 
19 we accept land, how it needs to be done. And under other 
20 circumstances when we get together with acquiring 
21 property, we always ask for a report, environmental, they 
22 call it a Phase l-EA, to check and see if everything is up 
23 to par, and if it isn't, then you go to Phase 2. And then 
24 if still it isn't, you go to 3. But the Bureau will not 
25 take it if it's not clean to the highest. 

42 

31-17-09 

Comment 31-17-09 

Response: 

The commentor referred to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. 
Department of the Interior (DOl) regulation at 25 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 151, Land Acquisitions. This regulation 
sets forth policies and procedures that apply to the DOl when it 
acquires land in trust for Native American tribes and individuals. 
The DOE intends to work not only with the DOl, but also with 
environmental regulatory authorities, to identify the degree of 
environmental restoration or remediation, if any, that is required for 
each parcel of land that may be transferred. Under Public Law 105-
119, the DOE may not transfer any parcel that requires 
environmental restoration or remediation before such remediation or 
restoration, to the maximum extent practicable to meet at least one 
ofthe land uses identified by Public Law 105-119, has occurred. 
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0 
What I'm talking about now is that I understand 

31-17-09 0 
2 that it will be clean to different areas of usage, but the 

(Cont.) :s: 
3 Bureau needs for it to be at the highest, meaning what the :s: 

m 
4 state regulations are. And I think it is residential. z 
5 And any of the land that is going to be transferred to the -1 
6 Bureau for Ildefonso, it needs to be to the highest, c 
7 meaning whatever the state regulation is. 0 

0 
8 Because if we accept it lower than that, the c 

:t= 
9 liability issue is still on DOE, but the liability also :s: 

10 falls on the Bureau of Indian Affairs. And that's why I m - z .t>. 11 made this comment. And I wanted to make this comment 0 -1 
12 before. I have been to your meetings and advised you of en 
13 the same thing, but I wanted to make this comment so you )> 
14 will be able to put it in there, because I feel if we want z 
15 something done right, instead of throwing the ball back c 
16 and forth, what we might be doing, we might as well do it ::a m 
17 right now, so when we get to the point where we are going en 
18 to transfer it it is satisfactory with the Bureau and "tJ 
19 DOE. 0 z 
20 That's all I have to say. en 
21 THE MODERATOR: Let me make sure, the m 
22 Public Law number again, or the regulation? en 
23 MR. TAFOYA: CFR 25-151. 

"T1 24 THE MODERATOR: 25-151, if I heard :r 
!!. 
() 

25 cqrrectly. We have someone here taking down your actual 
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words, but I want to be sure that people in the audience 
2 heard. Bureau of Indiana Affairs, you said you have a 

3 process with three phases. What your point was, for this 
4 land to be transferred it needs to be cleaned up to the 
5 highest level because there are liability implications. 

6 Okay. Any other comments? Not hearing any, 
7 then, Dennis, how do you want to handle it? It's almost 

8 4:00. 
9 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we reconvene at 

10 4:30 and we'll ask once again ifthere are any other folks 
11 that have comments. 
12 THE MODERATOR: Okay. Thank you very 
13 much. 
14 (There was a brief recess.) 
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1 THE MODERATOR: Let me reconvene this 
2 comment session. All I want to do is make sure is we've 
3 done a public announcement, that if there is anyone in the 
4 room who has a comment to make about the Draft 
5 Environmental Impact Statement, please let us know. Not 
6 hearing anything, after a good five seconds, I will assume 
7 there is no comment. 
8 And there will be another session from six to 
9 nine tonight, the same place, so if there are comments 

10 please come then. Otherwise, Elizabeth, do you want to 
11 adjourn? 
12 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we adjourn the 
13 meeting. 
14 THE MODERATOR: We will adjourn this 
15 afternoon session now. It's 4:30. Thank you. 
16 (The meeting was adjourned at 4:30p.m.) 
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-1 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Good evening. I guess we 
2 can get started now. My name is Dennis Martinez, Deputy 
3 Area Manager for the Los Alamos Area Office. 
4 The purpose of our meeting tonight is to discuss 
5 the Environmental Impact Statement Draft Report that is 
6 out and get public comments from you. In the next room 
7 here we have folks that will be prepared to provide you 
8 with information on the Draft Environmental Restoration 
9 Report that is out. And so I would like to maybe kick off 

I 0 and start out by giving you an overview. I see some new 
11 faces and some familiar faces, but if you can bear with 
12 me, I will give you an overview of why we're doing this 
13 and exactly what we're doing, and then we will have 
14 Elizabeth discuss the Environmental Impact Statement and 
15 the reason we're here tonight. 
16 We are here because congress passed a Public 
17 Law, 105-119, back in November of '97, and that law 
18 requires the Secretary of Energy to convey without 
19 consideration certain lands in Los Alamos to the 
20 incorporated County of Los Alamos and to the Secretary of 
21 Interior in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. 

22 And the law had some criteria in it. The lands 
23 that were selected had to be usable for historic, 
24 cultural, environmental preservation, economic 
25 diversification, and community self-sufficiency purposes. 
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And so that is why we're here this evening. 
2 Again, this is a legislated type of process. 

3 This is not a Departmental-initiated action. 
4 These are the steps, and I recognize that you 
5 probably can't read them from the back of the room, but 
6 these are the steps that the public law outlines. We have 
7 this available in handouts out at the front table. 
8 The first thing that the Department had to do 
9 was to identify suitable parcels that met the criteria and 

10 the law, and basically they had to be usable for the 
11 purposes I said earlier and no longer needed for the 
12 national defense mission. 
13 That identification was done and a report was 
14 submitted to congress February '98, that identified these 
15 parcels. There was actually ten parcels in the report, 
16 and we only see nine here, because there are two vety 
17 small ones included on one map here. So there is actually 
18 ten sites identified in the actual report to congress. 
19 There is a total of 4646 acres that were identified. 
20 The next thing that was required was for the 
21 Department to complete a title search on these parcels. 
22 And what the Department did was to contract with U.S. Army 
23 Corps of Engineers, who has extensive experience in Los 
24 Alamos from past histoty, and they performed a title 
25 search this last year and we submitted that title search 
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to congress, actually the first part of this year, around 
2 the January time frame of'99. So that's complete. 

3 The next piece, and this is why we're here 
4 today, is the Department has to complete an Environmental 
5 Impact Statement and an Environmental Restoration Report, 

6 and we have to submit a report to congress in August of 
7 1999 of what the results of those two reports are. These 

8 are reports that will be used in making the decisions as 
9 to which of these parcels, if any, or parts of parcels 

l 0 will be transferred. At this point we haven't determined 
11 that. This is all pre-decisional, and not until we get up 
12 to the August time frame will we actually know what the 
13 feasibility is of transferring any of these or parts of 
14 these. 

IS The next step that will happen after the August 
16 submission to congress is that San lldefonso Pueblo and 

17 Los Alamos County are required under this law to come to 

18 agreement by November of '99 on how they would allocate 

19 these parcels. 
20 THE MODERATOR: Folks in the back are 
21 having a hard time hearing. 

22 MR. MARTINEZ: The San lldefonso Pueblo and 
23 Los Alamos County have to agree by November of '99 how 

24 they would split these parcels or allocate them among 

25 themselves. The Department of Energy is not involved in 
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I that decision. That is strictly between those two 
2 parties. And as of this date I don't have a status 
3 report, I don't know where they are in their 
4 negotiations. 
5 The next item that we have to complete is the 
6 Department has to prepare a Conveyance and Transfer Plan 
7 and submit that to congress by February of 2000. That 
8 plan would detail out what would be transferred, what the 
9 time frames are, how much funding is required, et cetera, 

10 the fine details. That would take place next. 
11 The first parcels -- as a result of all this 
12 work we should be able to identify which those are-- the 
13 first parcels to transfer after doing all these steps, and 
14 those first parcels should be -- we are required to 
15 transfer them by February of 2000. Those frrst pieces of 
16 property have to go by that time. After that it becomes a 
17 -- I'm sorry, I gave you the wrong date. The first 
18 parcels have to transfer by November of 2000. 
19 After that it becomes a long-term project and we 
20 have until November 2007 to complete the environmental 
21 restoration and remediation work, and transfer the parcels 
22 as we get that work done piecemeal. 
23 So that's the public law. That's the overall 
24 process that we're going through. There are some 
25 intermediate steps. One of them of, course, is to hold 
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1 the public hearings and get comments on the Environmental 0 
2 Impact Statement, and that's the piece that Elizabeth will 3: 
3 talk to you about now. 3: m 
4 Elizabeth Withers. z 
5 MS. WITHERS: Thank you. My name is -1 
6 Elizabeth Withers, and I'm the document manager for the c 
7 Environmental Impact Statement that the Department of 0 

0 
8 Energy is performing at this time. That's a nice fancy c 

~ 
9 way of saying that I get to make sure that the document is 3: 

I 0 actually completed, and completed on time. m - z VI 11 The Department of Energy, as Dennis has already 0 -1 
12 pointed out, approved Public Law 105-119. It's required CJ) 

13 to consider the environmental impacts of conveying and )> 
14 transferring these tracts pursuant to the National z 
15 Environmental Policy Act. c 
16 To this end, the Department of Energy determined :::tJ m 
17 back last year in the winter of 1998 that an Environmental CJ) 
18 Impact Statement was the appropriate level of NEPA "tJ 
19 analysis and documentation to meet our regulatory 0 z 
20 compliance requirements. CJ) 
21 The first action that we did then was to go m 
22 ahead and issue a Notice of Intent to prepare an 

CJ) 

23 Environmental Impact Statement through the Federal 
"T1 24 Register in May of 1998. At that time we also held a :;· 
!!!.. 25 scoping period in which we invited the public and our 
() 
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1 stakeholders to help us actually scope the Environmental 

2 Impact Statement. We asked them to provide us with 

3 information on the alternatives to be considered under the 

4 analysis on the environmental issues and concerns to be 
5 analyzed and other such pertinent information. 

6 After the scoping period was ended, then we took 
7 all of the comments that we got during that scoping 

8 period, and we used them to actually prepare the 
9 document. We worked with our cooperating agencies over 

10 the summer, fall, and winter on doing the analysis and 

11 drafting the document. For this Environmental Impact 
12 Statement our cooperating agencies were the County of Los 

13 Alamos, San Ildefonso Pueblo, Bandelier National Monument, 
14 U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Indiana Affairs, and 

15 the Bureau of Land Management. 

16 So we had six cooperating agencies, and the 

17 actions that they performed with us consisted mostly of 
18 supplying us with information to be used in the analysis, 

19 and actually reviewing and offering comments on the 

20 internal working draft document. 

21 Then in February of this year, 1999, we went 

22 ahead and were able to issue the Draft Environmental 
23 Impact Statement, so that was just last month. 

24 On February 26 we issued a notice of a general 
25 availability for the public and stakeholders, and at the 
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same time we mailed out over 200 documents to individuals, 
2 organizations, and other stakeholders who had already 
3 identified themselves as being interested in reviewing the 
4 document. 
5 The document is also available now on the 
6 Worldwide Web. If anyone would like to get that address, 
7 it's in that package that you could pick up on the front 
8 desk outside. Additionally, the document is available in 
9 the DOE public reading rooms, in Los Alamos and Santa Fe, 

10 and in the LANL outreach offices in Santa Fe and then 
II Espanola. 
12 There is a lot of traffic coming in here. Come 
13 on, folks, there is a lot of room up here. 
14 The Draft Environmental Impact Statement then is 
15 out for public review, and our comment period extends from 
16 the February 26 Notice of Availability of the document to 
17 April 12. It's a 45-day public review period. And we 
18 hope that everyone here tonight will offer up comments if 
19 you have them. They can also be offered up to us through 
20 a variety of other different ways. 
21 We have established an Internet -- excuse me, an 
22 e-mail address, and that address is cteis@doeal. gov. 
23 That's up here on the wall. We also have a 1-800 number. 
24 If people would like to give us oral comments, they can 
25 leave a message at the 1-800 number as well. 
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Additionally, of course, I will accept letters 
2 and memos that are written to the Los Alamos Area Office 
3 in Los Alamos for the Department of Energy. 
4 Additionally, we will be, of course, accepting 
5 your public comments orally here tonight. We have a court 
6 recorder who is getting everything down verbatim, and then 
7 she will give us a transcript of the meeting and we will 
8 be able to use that in our comment response. 
9 This document will also be available to everyone 

I 0 in the public reading rooms after we're finished. 
11 The actions that we are analyzing in this 
12 Environmental Impact Statement include the No Action 
13 Alternative, which is to not convey or transfer any of 
14 these tracts, as well as the Proposed Action Alternative, 
15 which is to convey or transfer each of the ten tracts of 
16 land identified as potentially suitable in the DOE's 
17 report, and that was the one that Dennis mentioned earlier 
18 was turned into congress in February of this year, or last 
19 year rather, which would be individually either conveyed 
20 or transferred in whole or in part, either to the County 
21 or to the Secretary of the Interior in trust for San 
22 Ildefonso Pueblo. 
23 We do have a preferred alternative that we have 
24 identified in the Environmental Impact Statement, which is 
25 more or less a subset of the proposed action, and that 
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generally is to then convey those sites that could be 
2 possibly cleaned up in a relatively short period of time 

3 because, as Dennis mentioned, that is one of the criteria 
4 for being able to convey or transfer these tracts, is that 
5 they must be cleaned up ftrst. 

6 We think that probably there are only a couple 

7 of sites that are going to be immediately, or in a short 

8 term, available for conveyance and transfer, and that is 

9 Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tract and Miscellaneous 

1 0 Site 22 Tract. Other tracts will take longer to effect 

11 the cleanup and so they are more in the out years. 
12 And, fmally, TA-21 is the most heavily 

13 contaminated tract and it will take longer to perform the 
14 cleanup on it. 

15 Generally speaking, in the Environmental Impact 
16 Statement, the impact associated with the direct actions 

17 that the Department of Energy will take are relatively 
18 minor. They consist mostly of transferring our offices to 

19 other locations and our employees to other locations in 
20 already established areas. However, the potential for 

21 impacts associated with the future land use by either San 

22 Ildefonso Pueblo or the County of Los Alamos are 
23 considerably more significant. 

24 The Final Environmental Impact Statement then 
25 will be produced after we have gotten all of the comments 
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at the end of the public comment period after April 12th. 
2 We will then take all of our comments and then start 
3 making actual changes to the document based on those 
4 documents. For those comments that are received after 
5 April 12th, we will try to incorporate those to the extent 
6 possible, but we are on a very short timeline because the 
7 Final Environmental Impact Statement is due to be issued 
8 around the first part of August, so that's not very far 
9 away. 

10 Then the next step will be to consider a Record 
11 of Decision. Normally you are not allowed to produce a 
12 Record of Decision on an action until at least 30 days 
13 have gone by after the issuance of the Final Environmental 
14 Impact Statement. In this case, because of the way the 
I 5 law reads, we will probably have a delay of several months 
16 until the Department of Energy issues the plan for the 
17 conveyance and transfer in about the February 2000 time 
18 frame. 
19 There could be multiple Records of Decision 
20 because of the actions that could take place over the next 
21 ten years. 
22 The information that is obtained from the Final 
23 Environmental Impact Statement, together with the 
24 information from the Environmental Restoration Report, 
25 will be rolled into a combined data report which will be 

12 
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furnished to congress at the end of August of this year. 
2 I think that at this point in time I will go 
3 ahead and tum the meeting over to our moderator, Steve 
4 Wilkes, and he will then take questions and comments from 
5 the audience, and we will start the meeting. Thank you. 
6 THE MODERATOR: I'm not sure I need this. 
7 I will try to project. If I need it, please just give me 
8 a signal. 
9 A couple of things before we get started·. As 

10 Elizabeth said, I'm Steve Wilkes. I'm the one moderating 
11 this. And I'm independently employed, I'm not one of the 
12 DOE employees, but I have been asked to facilitate this 
13 meeting. 
14 You heard about speaker sign-ups out here in the 
15 hallway. Please do that. We have, as you heard, Barbara 
16 Harris here, our court reporter. 
17 Written comments can be given at any time using 
18 the forms that are supplied or your own. You heard about 
19 the 1-800 number. I just want to remind you of the 
20 e-mail. There are many ways to do this. 
21 In addition, tenemos un interpretre, Arturo 
22 Sandoval. If you need an interpreter, please do so. 
23 Cookies and beverages I think this evening are still in 
24 the room next door. 
25 Just so you know, concurrently there is an 
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informational open house about environmental restoration 
2 which is a related but a separate issue, separate set of 
3 issues, if you will. It's right on the other side of this 
4 partition. So feel free to go over there. We will be 
5 taking a break so you will be able to get over there. It 
6 is not a hearing. They are not recording comments. It is 
7 just an open house. You can ask questions and see 
8 displays. Feel free to go there. 
9 Fact sheets Elizabeth referred to and the 

10 summary. The noise wall here is a little porous, so what 
11 I will ask you to do, when you have a question -- this 
12 afternoon one of the things we noticed was Elizabeth and 
13 Dennis have microphones for giving the answers but some 
14 people couldn't hear the question. So what I will be 
15 doing is we will just be handing this to you. When you 
16 have a question or comment, would you please use this. 
17 Just keep it a couple of inches away from your mouth, 
18 that's all. It can be fairly close and everyone can hear 
19 you. All right? We will move this out. 
20 Now, we had three objectives for this meeting. 
21 One was to do just what Elizabeth and Dennis did, and that 
22 is to make sure you are clear on the background, how we 
23 got to where we are, what happened before this, what's 
24 going to happen after this, how the whole thing got 
25 started. That's one of the desired outcomes. 
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The second was to capture a clear, accurate, 0 

2 complete record of public comments on the Draft s: 
3 Environmental Impact Statement. s: 

m 
4 And the third is really for you to be able to z 
5 walk out of here and everyone be able to say I had a ..... 
6 chance to get heard, and if I had something to say, I got 0 
7 heard. So those are our three desired outcomes for this. 0 

0 
8 If I heard correctly, a full transcript if c 

:;o 
9 someone is interested in a full transcript of what the s: 

10 comments are, that will be available. And, Elizabeth, m - z VI 11 where will that be available? 00 ..... 
12 MS. WITHERS: The DOE public reading rooms en 
13 in both Los Alamos and Albuquerque. )> 
14 THE MODERATOR: And approximately what time z 
15 frame? 0 
16 (WHEREUPON, there were proceedings held :::a 

m 
17 off the record.) en 
18 MS. WITHERS: Let's make that a week and a ""0 
19 halffrom today. 0 

z 
20 THE MODERATOR: All right. Then unless en 
21 there are other questions about how we're going to m 
22 proceed, this afternoon we spent time trying to get en 
23 questions. There were some questions and comments mixed 

"T1 24 in. Shall we try do capture them all? 3" 
!!. 25 MS. WITHERS: Yes. 
() 
-i 
m 
en 



0 
!l 
0 
0" 
CD 
"'"' 
co co co 

;o -Vl 
\0 

::!1 
:::J 
!!!.. 
() 
-f 
m 
en 

Pojoaque Public Hearing (Evening Session) 
Document 32, Page 16 of34 

1 THE MODERATOR: If you have clarifying 
2 questions or comments, if you have them, I will try to 
3 note the key words. I am not pretending to have an 
4 accurate and complete record here, that's why we have a 
5 court reporter, but I at least want to capture the key 
6 words, so if someone else has a point to make they can see 
7 whether the point has already been made by looking up 
8 here. 
9 So any questions, comments, about the Draft 

1 0 Environmental Impact Statement? 
11 MS. WITHERS: This is a great crowd. 
12 THE MODERATOR: Take your time. Yes. 
13 MR. GUTIERREZ: A thought does come to 
14 mind, if I may. I think I can project my voice. But 
15 relative to the Environmental Impact Statement, a rather 
16 important part of it is the environmental justice section 
17 of it, and I was wondering if perhaps someone could 

16 

18 comment about how much treatment or how much study, what's 
19 been the depth of study regarding the environmental 
20 justice issue in the Environmental Impact Statement. 
21 MS. WITHERS: We did use the recently 
22 published Los Alamos National Laboratory's site-wide 
23 Environmental Impact Statement to tier off of when we were 
24 developing this analysis, and so there was quite a 
25 considerable amount of analysis on environmental justice 

32-01-08 

Comment 32-01-08 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 6, Environmental 
Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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in that document. And then we considered from that then 
2 the potential for impacts associated strictly with 
3 conveyance and transfer. 
4 And there were, I would say, a rather moderate 
5 amount of additional analysis that went in on top of what 
6 had already been done for the Environmental Assessment --
7 I mean Impact Statement under the site-wide Environmental 
8 Impact Statement. 
9 MR. GUTIERREZ: Does the document out here 

10 contain a full analysis or would we have to refer to 
11 supplemental material to get the full scope and 
12 understanding of what is included in the analysis? 
13 MS. WITHERS: There should be enough 
14 information in this EIS that you should be able to 
15 understand the bulk of the analysis. We tried to tier off 
16 and include enough information in a summary form from the 
17 Site-Wide EIS and then add the additional information on 
18 top of that. So it should be in this document. 
19 MR. GUTIERREZ: Was there any kind of 
20 adverse fmdings relatively to the environmental justice 
21 issue? 
22 MS. WITHERS: No, there wasn't, as the law 
23 is defined. 

::!! 24 MR. GUTIERREZ: Thank you. 
::J 
!!. 25 THE MODERATOR: If you want to have your 
() 
--t 
m 
en 
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32-01-08 
(Cont.) 

32-02-08 

Comment 32-02-08 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. To clarify the 
response, the requirements to evaluate environmental justice issues 
derive from Executive Order 12898, not legislation. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 6, Environmental 
Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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name-- I forgot to mention that, if you want your name in 
2 the record. 
3 MR. GUTIERREZ: I'm Joe Gutierrez. I'm 
4 representing the Homesteaders Association of the Pajarita 
5 Plateau, and I believe that's sufficient. 
6 THE MODERATOR: You don't have to give your 
7 name, if you want to not give it, but if you want it in 
8 the record, please do. Anyone else? Comments? No 
9 clarifying questions, things you heard you didn't 

10 understand? Please take your time. 
11 Well, not hearing any, do you want to take a 
12 short break and let people maybe talk with each other and 
13 go into the environmental restoration room? 
14 MR. MARTINEZ: Do you want to take maybe 
15 ten minutes and then reconvene, and if you think of 
16 something else you want to bring up, we will be glad to 
17 hear those. 
18 THE MODERATOR: The way we have done this 
19 this afternoon is if we have gotten all the comments, then 
20 we've taken a break and sometimes new people have 
21 arrived. We are scheduled from six to nine. We have 
22 tried to reconvene periodically to see if new people have 
23 come in because they couldn't be here at the beginning and 
24 make sure everybody has an opportunity. 
25 How long, Dennis? 

18 
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1 MR. MARTINEZ: Let's do ten minutes at 
2 first, and then maybe we will lengthen it if we don't have 

3 any comments after that. 
4 THE MODERATOR: So we will reconvene in ten 
5 minutes. 
6 (There was a brief recess.) 
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THE MODERATOR: We said we would take ten 
2 minutes or so and it has been that. Let's see if there 

3 are any comments now. Let me make sure everyone is in 
4 from right outside and then I will close the door so we 
5 can hear. Thanks. 
6 Ifyoujust came in, we heard some brief 
7 background information about the Environmental Impact 
8 Statement process, the public law. We had some time for 
9 public comments or questions. We only got one with a 

l 0 couple of follow-up questions. We took a break, a ten-
11 minute break, to see if other people were going to arrive 
12 or if other questions emerged. 

13 So what we would like to do now is reconvene for 
14 public input to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
15 Are there any comments, any questions? Yes. 
16 MS. ESPINOSA: My name is Judy Espinosa. 
17 And I want to comment on, you were talking about Public 
18 Law 105-119. Public law, that leads me to believe that 
19 everybody has a voice in it. Why weren't all the people 
20 involved in this issue called to the table? Los Alamos 

21 County is getting a piecemeal. It's like welfare. In 
22 order to become self-sufficient and not -- so they won't 
23 have to get all this federal subsidy, why is this being --
24 why is this being done when they had no right to this 
25 land? 

20 

I 32-03-17 

Comment 32-03-17 

Response: 

To elaborate on the response given during the public hearing 
that is presented in the transcript on the left, a footnote to 
Section 1.1.3 in Chapter 1 of the main report was provided to explain 
why Congress included the Pueblo of San Ildefonso as one of the 
potential recipients. Section 1.1.2 of Chapter 1 in the main report 
discusses the reasons the County of Los Alamos was included as one 
of the potential recipients. In addition, this issue is discussed in more 
detail in General Issue 4, Public Law Process and the CT EIS, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix. 

Location of CT EIS revision: 

Chapter 1, Section 1.1.3. 
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I think when there was going to be a transfer of 
2 land all people involved, including people that own that 
3 land and still have a right to that land, should have been 
4 called to that table. There should have been more than 
5 just two parties. That is what public law is all about, 
6 justice and equality. 
7 THE MODERATOR: Any responses to that? Any 
8 answers? 
9 MR. MARTINEZ: All I can say, Judy, is I 

10 don't know exactly what went into the public law, why they 
II did it, but we do have page I-8 in the-- we do have page 
I2 I -8 in the Environmental Impact Statement Draft Report 
I3 that has an excerpt out of the congressional language on 
14 how they developed that law, that talks a little bit about 
15 how they selected Los Alamos County, and how they selected 
16 San Ildefonso Pueblo. So I don't know if you have seen 
17 that information before. It's a couple of columns. 
18 During the break, if you want, we can highlight that and 

19 give you a copy of it. 
20 THE MODERATOR: Yes. 
21 MS. ESPINOSA: Just one additional 
22 comment. You know, ever since they started talking about 
23 doing this transfer two or three years ago, we started 
24 attending the advisory board meetings and we got real 
25 involved, and that's how we started getting involved with 

21 

I 32-03-17 
(Cont.) 

I 32-04-22 

Comment 32-04-22 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to the responses 
provided to comments provided in Document 08 of this appendix. In 
addition, this issue also is discussed in General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
The reader also is referred to the response to Comment 13-02-17 for 
further discussion. 
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1 trying to get our representatives and Los Alamos aware of 
2 -- DOE aware of the fact that there were other people who 
3 had claims to this land. And we feel like we are totally 
4 ignored. We are just not getting anywhere, and yet other 
5 people are getting their share, and I'm really glad they 
6 are, but I think there is already precedence that has been 
7 set in many places, and I think that needs to be done 
8 before you start doing a ground breaking or any transfer 
9 ofland. 

10 THE MODERATOR: When you say "we," just so 
11 we are clear for the record, who are you saying? 
12 Homesteaders? 

13 MS. ESPINOSA: Homesteaders of the Pajarito 
14 Plateau. 
IS THE MODERATOR: That's what I wanted to 
16 make sure. Any other questions or comments, or answers to 
17 what you just heard? Any comments people would like 
18 entered into the record or questions you would like 
19 answered? 
20 A SPEAKER: I have a little comment. I 
21 know my grandfather lived there at Los Alamos and he was 
22 one of the original homesteaders. At that time they got 
23 thrown out, they weren't given too much time. I know my 
24 grandfather had cattle, and they go back to Los Alamos. 
25 And what would happen is a car would take -- they had to 

22 

32-04-22 
(Cont.) 

32-05-22 

Comment 32-05-22 

Response: 

Comment noted. The reader is referred to the responses 
provided to comments in Document 08 of this appendix. In addition, 
this issue is discussed in General Issue 7, Homesteaders Association 
Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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destroy the cattle. Okay. 
2 Another thing, too, was a lot of our 
3 homesteaders, their sons and daughters, like my 
4 grandfather, served his country, when they let their land 
5 go at Los Alamos. My aunts and uncles also went to war. 
6 And when they came back, a lot of their jobs were not 
7 offered to them. And for some reason or other I think 
8 they need to have their land back. 
9 Another comment is you're having an opening, on 

10 the 29th, next week, the industrial park? And also they 
11 have -- is it true that also they already have real estate 
12 heirs on that-- that's already for management on that, 
13 and also other parties that are fmancing a lot of that 
14 stuff? 
15 MR. MARTINEZ: The way the research park is 
16 working, it's a lease management. There isn't any 
17 property being transferred. The DOE will still have 
18 administrative control. The DOE doesn't own property. 
19 The taxpayers own the property. DOE has administrative 
20 control of that and still will after that. So what is 
21 happening is a lease arrangement, and there is financing 
22 taking place. And the building will be put up and they 
23 will be leasing it to different types of companies that 
24 will come in and do research work, that work with the 
25 laboratory programs. 

23 

32-05-22 
(Cont.) 

32-06-12 

Comment 32-06-12 

Response: 

To elaborate on the response given during the public hearing 
that is presented in the transcript on the left, a small part of the area 
called the Research Park or "industrial park" that is being leased to 
the Los Alamos Economic Development Corporation (as designated 
by the County to pursue this action) is associated with an old 
homestead. However, the Research Park is not being conveyed to 
the County. The Research Park will remain the property of the U.S. 
Government under the administrative control of the DOE. The 
reader is referred to the response to Comment 26-01-12. 
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1 A SPEAKER: Can anybody in the public come 
2 over and, say, can they lease land or not? Let's say I 
3 myself want to go get a lease, is that possible, to any of 
4 the DOE land that is available? 
5 MR. MARTINEZ: I don't actually know the 
6 answer to that question. I mean, there is precedent with 
7 this one, but I don't know specifically the answer to that 
8 question. 
9 A SPEAKER: Thank you. 

10 MR. MARTINEZ: If you want to give me a 
11 comment card afterwards, remind me of that, I can respond 
12 to you directly, and I can check that out. 
13 THE MODERATOR: Do you want your name in 
14 the record? 
15 A SPEAKER: No. 
16 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments, 
17 questions? Take your time. 
18 A SPEAKER: If there are no questions, you 
19 don't mind if I came in a little late, to go ahead and 
20 just go ahead and get the issue on your plan, on the 
21 Department's plans, for those of us who just came in a 
22 little late? 
23 THE MODERATOR: Why don't you say this so 
24 everybody can hear it. Do you want to use the mike? 
25 A SPEAKER: No. What is the agenda of this 

24 

I 32-07-12 

Comment 32-07-12 

Response: 

Any member of the public can negotiate with the Los Alamos 
Economic Development Corporation to sublet part of the Research 
Park. Also, any member of the private sector can request a lease 
arrangement to land under Federal agency administrative control. It 
would be up to the DOE, in this case, to determine if there was any 
land available that could be put to the leasee 's intended use without 
compromising the DOE's mission support activities at LANL. The 
reader also is referred to the response to Comment 26-01-12. 
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meeting, in other words? 
2 THE MODERATOR: Okay, I'm sorry. 
3 A SPEAKER: Please. 
4 THE MODERATOR: The agenda of the meeting, 
5 we had three desired outcomes. One was that people would 
6 know the background, where this came from, in other words, 
7 why you're here today, what happened before to get this 
8 meeting to this place, and to get an Environmental Impact 
9 Statement written; also what's going to happen afterwards, 

10 so a lot of the background information. 
II The second thing that we are after during this 
12 meeting was to get public comments to the actual 
13 document. And, Elizabeth, you have one in front of you 
14 there. Right? The Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
15 to get public comments, input to that. Since it's still 
16 in draft stage, the Department of Energy wanted to hear, 
17 make sure they had the public comments. 
18 So those are the first two desired outcomes. 
19 The third was to make sure that everybody could walk out 
20 of here saying whatever they had to say got heard. So 
21 that is what the meeting is, was set up to do. 
22 A SPEAKER: How often do you plan on having 
23 these meetings and what are going to be the locations? 
24 THE MODERATOR: Elizabeth, do you want to 
25 answer that? 

25 

32-08-15 

Comment 32-08-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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I MS. WITHERS: Certainly. Actually we have 
2 a board down here that describes the two meeting places 
3 that we are going to have. Our next meeting is tomorrow 
4 at the Fuller Lodge in Los Alamos on Central Street, and 
5 we are having two sessions. The first one starts at two 
6 o'clock and goes until five, and then the second session 
7 is like tonight, it starts at six and goes until nine. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Does that help? I'm sorry, 
9 I misunderstood your question. I couldn't quite hear it 

10 at first. 
II A SPEAKER: And in your anticipation, how 
12 long do you figure this EIS study is going to go on? 
13 MS. WITHERS: The public comment period 
14 started on February 26, when we issued a notice of general 
IS availability for the document to the public, and it will 
16 end then on April 12th. It's a 45-day comment and review 
17 period. And then we will be taking the comments that we 
18 receive during this time period and we will use them then 
19 to actually make changes to the draft document, and then 
20 we will be issuing a final document in August, early 
21 August, of this year. 
22 THE MODERATOR: Any other questions, 
23 comments? 
24 MS. ESPINOSA: Is anything going to be done 
25 with our comments, or are we just talking rhetoric here? 

26 

32-08-15 
(Cont.) 

32-09-15 

I 32-10-15 

Comment 32-09-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, the 
reader is referred to Section 1.1.3 in Chapter I of the main report, 
where a table presents a schedule of the overall conveyance and 
transfer process. 

Comment 32-10-15 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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0 
MS. WITHERS: Yes, your comments will be 32-10-15 0 

2 used to make changes to the draft document wherever it's (Cont.) s: 
3 necessary, either for folks that provide us with s: m 
4 additional information, or make corrections to information z 
5 that is incorrect. Whatever the case is, we will be -1 
6 making changes to the document as appropriate. c 
7 And we will also be publishing, at the same time 0 

0 
8 we put out a Final Environmental Impact Statement, a c 

~ 
9 document that will then verbatim show what the comments s: 

1 0 were and explain how they either got incorporated into the m - z -...l 11 final document or else, as appropriate, if we didn't 0 -1 
12 actually use the comments to change the document, we will (A 

13 include an explanation then as to why we didn't use the )> 
14 comment to change the document. z 
15 If there were questions asked we will try to c 
16 answer them. ::0 m 
17 THE MODERATOR: Did you have another (A 
18 question? "'0 
19 MS. ESPINOSA: No. 0 

z 
20 THE MODERATOR: Let me see if I am -- (A 
21 obviously there are a number of comments here about m 
22 homesteader rights, claims and so forth. Are those 

(A 

23 comments -- let me be real specific. I will put you two 
::!! 24 on the spot, if you don't mind, for just a second. 
::I 
et 25 MS. WITHERS: All right. 
() 
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THE MODERATOR: Will those comments be --
2 how will those types of comments be dealt with when you 

3 are reviewing the draft? Is it part of the scope of this 
4 or is it not? 
5 MS. WITHERS: That is kind of a general 
6 question. Some of the specific comments that we have 
7 received, actual changes will be made to the document. 
8 And I have had several thoughts on this, and I have 
9 recognized that there have been some comments that we 

10 probably will utilize to make changes to the d~cument 
11 itself, but we will be including in our comment response 
12 document all of the comments and they will be put in there 

13 as we get them exactly. And what we had planned, just to 
14 use as an example, would be to split a page and we would 
15 have the actual comment on one side and then the answer or 
16 rationale for not using or changing the document on the 
17 other side. 
18 If we actually change the document we will 
19 literally track it through the documents as to where we 
20 put changes that were made because of the comment. So you 
21 will be seeing that along with the Final Environmental 
22 Impact Statement. 
23 THE MODERATOR: The reason I asked the 
24 question is I had the sense that people were wondering 
25 what would it look like if they are actually using these 

28 
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I or not using them. Thank you, Elizabeth. 
2 Other comments, questions? 
3 A SPEAKER: I would like to enter a comment 
4 for the record, and this is, again, I ask that it be 
5 specifically included in the Environmental Impact 
6 Statement. The validity of the Environmental Impact 
7 Statement to proceed right now, or rather the key element, 
8 is that in fact a title search report is considered valid 
9 and complete. That's under contest. And there will be 

I 0 further information corning forward to DOE on that 
11 contest. 
12 So I think the public needs to understand that 
13 that is a critical stage. The fact that a title search 
14 report has been submitted to the Armed Services Committee 
15 doesn't mean that that title search report has been 
16 accepted. There has been no acceptance of it to date. 
17 The issue of the homesteaders' claim has not been 
18 addressed. 
19 So, again, that's another aspect of my comment. 
20 But what I want to enter into the record is this 
21 statement: The DOE has continued to ignore the claims 
22 submitted. In fact, their statement is that there has 
23 been no claim submitted. 
24 For the record and in front of the public, I 
25 want to state that the homesteaders hereby do, in fact, 

29 

I 32-11-15 

Comment 32-11-15 

Response: 

(The DOE received a letter on July 28, 1999, where Joe 
Gutierrez, President of the Homesteaders Association of the Pajarito 
Plateau, identified himself as the speaker referenced in the transcript 
to the left.) The comment was addressed during the public hearing 
held earlier in the day as transcripted in Document 31 of this 
appendix. Specifically, the reader is referred to the response to 
Comment 31-09-22. The reader also is referred to General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
The commentor's reference to legislation passed in 1944 is unclear. 
No such legislation could be found. The nature oflegislation is such 
that it is a matter of public record and could not be restricted from 
public notice as a "Top Secret" document. 
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lay claim to all lands being transferred or being 
2 considered for transfer, either in the immediate future or 
3 within the next ten-year period. 
4 And we phrase that statement like that because 
5 the legislation that was passed in 1944 did, in fact, 
6 preserve the rights of the homesteaders for them to obtain 
7 their land. That has been ignored. That particular 
8 legislation was stamped top secret and kept away from the 
9 public up until just recently. 

10 So again, for the record, we lay claim to.all of 
11 the land and all of the tracts that are being considered. 
12 Thank you. 
13 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments, 
14 questions? Not hearing any, do you want to set another 
15 time to reconvene in case some people come in late or how 
16 do you want to handle this? 
17 MR. MARTINEZ: Twenty minutes. 
18 THE MODERATOR: If you just came in, the 
19 environmental restoration open house is next door. It's 
20 not a hearing, it's a place you can go to get information 
21 about restoring the environment. 

22 We will reconvene at approximately 20 after 
23 7:00. There is also coffee and cookies and other drinks 
24 next door. 
25 (There was a brief recess.) 
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0 
THE MODERATOR: Please, if you just 0 

2 arrived, we just took a 20-minute break. We are going to s: 
3 start the meeting. I will try to answer the questions, s: 

m 
4 anticipate a few. If you just arrived, we did hear the z 
5 background to this Environmental Impact Statement, the -4 
6 need for it, the legal mandate, the law, the process that c 
7 the Environmental Impact Statement will be going through 0 

0 
8 in its development, what meetings have been held, what c 

~ 
9 meetings are going to be held, when things are going to s: 

10 end and so forth. And we are at the point of taking m - z -....} 11 public input to that Draft Environmental Impact 
~ -4 

12 Statement. en 
13 So that's what I would like to do is reconvene )> 
14 now and see if there are any comments that you would like z 
15 to have go into the public record about the Draft c 
16 Environmental Impact Statement. :;a 

m 
17 Anyone? Not seeing any hands or hearing anyone, en 
18 I'll give you a few more seconds. We'll see where we go '"'0 
19 from here. Any comments? Any clarifying questions? 0 z 
20 If not, then, Dennis, what would you like to en 
21 do? m 
22 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we reconvene at en 
23 eight o'clock It's about 7:30 now roughly. , 24 THE MODERATOR: We will then take another :;· 

!!. 25 break, give other people a chance to get here. Some 
() 
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people may have been detained. Also, if you hear from 

2 other folks, reference the two meetings tomorrow in Los 

3 Alamos. So at eight o'clock we'll convene. 
4 (There was a brief recess.) 
5 
6 
7 
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THE MODERATOR: We said we will reconvene 0 
2 at eight o'clock. I believe it is eight. We are s: 

s: 3 reconvening the meeting to get public input into the Draft m 
4 Environmental Impact Statement. If you just walked in, we z 
5 gave some background about the statement, the law that -1 
6 mandated it, if you will, acquired it, what the process c 
7 has been like. We are now taking public comment. 0 n 
8 Is there anyone who has not had an opportunity c 

:p 9 to give comment to the Draft Environmental Impact s: 
10 Statement or ask clarifying questions? We would like to m ,..... z -l 11 take those now. 

0'1 -1 
12 Not hearing any, I'll ask Elizabeth, Dennis, en 
13 what would you like to do? )> 
14 MR. MARTINEZ: Does anybody object if we z 
15 call it a night or do you want us to wait another 30 c 
16 minutes and see if anyone else comes in with more :::0 m 
17 comments? What is the pleasure of the group? Any en 
18 objection, raise your hand. "'tJ 
19 (Negative response.) 0 z 
20 Okay. en 
21 THE MODERATOR: Thank you for coming. The m 
22 next meeting will be at two o'clock tomorrow in Los Alamos 

en 
23 at the Fuller Lodge. And remember the 1-800 number up 

"T1 24 here, or e-mail. Thank you. Goodnight. :;-
!!!. 25 (The meeting was adjourned at 8:05p.m.) 
() 
-I 
m 
Cii 



Pojoaque Public Hearing (Evening Session) 
Document 32, Page 34 of 34 

0 
!l 
0 
0" 34 CD ..., 
..... 
(0 
(0 
(0 

w 
1 0 
2 (') 

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO 0 
3 STATE OF NEW MEXICO 3: 
4 3: m 
5 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE z 
6 I, the undersigned Court Reporter and Notary -1 
7 Public, HEREBY CERTIFY that I reported in stenographic c 
8 shorthand the proceedings set forth herein, and the 0 

(') 
9 foregoing is a true and correct transcript of the. c :p 10 proceeding to the best of my ability. 3: - 11 I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am neither employed by m -.....) 

-.....) 12 nor related to any of the parties or attorneys in this z 
-1 

13 case, and that I have no interest whatsoever in the final en 
14 disposition of this case in any court. )> 
15 z 
16 c 
17 :::0 m 
18 en 

BARBARA K. HARRIS, RPR-CM 
., 

19 Certified Court Reporter # 114 0 
z 

My Commission Expires: 12/31/99 en 
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0 
MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you for coming. My 0 

2 name is Dennis Martinez. I'm Deputy Area Manager of the s: 
3 Los Alamos Area Office with DOE. And we are here today to s: 

m 
4 present information to you on the Environmental Impact z 
5 Statement that we have done on the project that we call -4 
6 Los Alamos Land Transfer. c 
7 I'll start off by giving a general overview of 0 

0 
8 the public law and why we're doing what we're doing and c 

~ 
9 what exactly we're doing, and then I will introduce s: 

10 Elizabeth Withers to my right here, who is our document m ...... z 00 11 manager for the Environmental Impact Statement, and she 0 -4 
12 will run you through a little more of the detail of that CJ) 

13 product. And then we will open it up for questions and )> 
14 answers and then comments for the record. z 
15 I also want to mention that in the other room c 
16 out here to my left as you came in we have environmental ::0 

m 
17 restoration folks from the laboratory and the DOE who have CJ) 

18 set up an informational room that has things for you to ""0 
19 look at that relates to the type of restoration and 0 z 
20 remediation that is being identified in a draft report CJ) 

21 with respect to these same parcels. m 
22 So with your indulgence, some of the folks I see 

CJ) 

23 have sat through this before, I will run through my 
11 24 introduction and overview as quickly as I can and we will :;-
!!!.. 
() 

25 have Elizabeth talk to you about the EIS. 
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Basically this is why we're here. Public Law 
2 I 05-119 was passed in November '97, and it directed the 

3 Secretary of Energy to identify and transfer certain land 
4 parcels in Los Alamos to San Ildefonso and to Los Alamos 
5 County. There was criteria contained in that public law 
6 that said that the property that was identified had to be 
7 of a type that could be conveyed or transferred and be 
8 used by the recipients for historic, cultural, or 
9 environmental preservation purposes, economic 

I 0 diversification purposes, or community self-sufficiency 
11 purposes. And, in addition, those parcels had to be of a 
12 type that the Department felt were not needed for the 
13 national security mission, at least in the next ten 
14 years. 
15 The law that I'm talking about had this 
16 schedule, and I know that you can't see it from the back, 
17 probably from two rows up is about as far as you can see 
18 it, but it's available in handouts that we have in the 
19 back. I'll walk you through that. 
20 The first step that the Department was required 
21 to complete was to issue a report to congress by February 
22 of '98 that identified the parcels that met this criteria 
23 that I mentioned a few minutes ago. And we did that. We 
24 prepared a report that identified ten parcels. They're 
25 shown on this map. There is only nine here because two 
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small sites are included on one map. It's a total of 4646 0 

2 acres, and it's pretty much spread throughout Los Alamos. s: 
3 There is some near the townsite and some near White Rock s: 

m 
4 and some in Rendija Canyon, so it's not all centralized, z 
5 it's in different places. -t 
6 A report was issued to congress. The next step c 
7 the Department of Energy was required to do was to 0 

0 
8 complete a title search on the parcels. And we engaged c 

~ 
9 the United States Army Corps of Engineers, who has s: 

10 considerable expertise in Los Alamos and has considerable m - z 00 11 records and knowledge, and they prepared this title search N -t 
12 for us. And we submitted that to congress about in the tn 
13 January time frame of this year, early January. )> 
14 That title report basically confirms that in the z 
15 Corps of Engineers' opinion the Department of Energy does c 
16 have free and clear title to those parcels. :::a m 
17 We have also had some boundary surveys completed tn 
18 on the parcels. Interior surveys have not been done yet. ""0 
19 The next two major items, I'm going to skip down 0 z 
20 here now because Elizabeth will talk about this process, tn 
21 the next two major items, in August '99 we have to m 
22 complete the Environmental Impact Statement and tn 

23 Environmental Restoration Study, and we have to report to 
11 24 congress what the results of those two studies say and :r 
~ 25 send that up there by August of '99. 
() 
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And why we're here today is for public hearings 
2 on the Environmental Impact Statement Draft that's out. 
3 The next thing that will happen after August is 
4 that San Ildefonso and Los Alamos County have to submit to 
5 the Department of Energy an agreement of how they intend 
6 to allocate the parcels among themselves, and that 
7 agreement is due to the Department by November of '99. 
8 After that, the Department of Energy, upon 
9 receipt of that, will submit, will prepare and submit a 

10 conveyance and transfer plan to congress by February of 
II the year 2000, and that plan, of course, should have the 
12 details in there of what's planned for restoration and 
13 mediation, what is the plan for surveying, what the time 
I4 lines are, when everything is expected to be transferred, 
15 identify funding. Pretty much everything should be in 
I6 that document. 
I7 The next thing that will happen is November of 
I8 2000 the Department is required to transfer the first 
I9 available parcels, those that we can identify at that time 
20 that are transferrable and ready to go. Those first 
21 parcels will go at that time. 
22 And then after that it becomes a long-term 
23 project. We have until November 2007 to complete 
24 environmental restoration and remediation on the remaining 
25 parcels, do title and survey work, and everything that has 
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to be done, and transfer those out. Anything that can not C') 

2 be completed due to funding, due to whatever problem by 0 
3 November 2007, will not be transferred. :s: 

:s: 4 Again, if San Ildefonso and Los Alamos County m 
5 cannot agree how to split a parcel, or any of the parcels, z 
6 then there will be no transfer. And so that's what our -f 
7 schedule looks like. I'll leave this up here because I 0 
8 think Elizabeth wants to use it, and I will introduce 0 

C') 
9 Elizabeth Withers. She's our document manager. She is c 

~ 
10 responsible and in charge of the EIS. :s: 

I 11 MS. WITHERS: As Dennis has pointed out per m - z 00 12 this log, the Department of Energy has a requirement to 
~ -f 

13 consider the environmental impacts that could be t/J 
14 associated with the conveyance and transfer of these )> 
15 tracts, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy z 
16 Act. 0 
17 In early 1998 the Department determined that an 

:;u 
m 

18 Environmental Impact Statement was the appropriate level en 
19 of both analysis and documentation to meet our regulatory "tJ 

0 20 requirement needs. z 
21 In May of 1998 we issued a Notice of Intent to en 
22 prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, and at that m 
23 same time we held public comment meetings with regard to 

en 
24 the scoping of the actual Environmental Impact Statement. , 25 We asked the public to comment and give us their advice :r 
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and infonnation on such items related to the impact 
2 statement, as to what type of alternatives we should 
3 consider analyzing, what type of environmental issues or 
4 concerns were specific to the area residents in the Los 
5 Alamos area, and other such important issues. 
6 Then we took that infonnation that we got from 
7 the scoping period and we used those over the next several 
8 months, the summer, fall, and winter, to actually develop 
9 the Environmental Impact Statement and to perfonn the 

10 analysis that we needed. We did this working with our 
11 cooperating agencies. For this Environmental Impact 
12 Statement the cooperating agencies included San Ildefonso 
13 Pueblo, the County of Los Alamos, the U.S. Forest Service, 
14 Bandelier National Monument, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
15 and also the Bureau of Land Management. 
16 We worked through the winter and we were 
17 actually able then to produce the Draft Environmental 
18 Impact Statement in February of this year. We published 
19 it and issued it at the end of February. On February 26 
20 we issued a notice of general availability for the 
21 document in the Federal Register. At the same time we 
22 mailed out about two to three hundred documents to various 
23 individuals, organizations, and other stakeholders that 
24 have identified that they wish to review the document. 
25 If you would like to receive a copy and you 
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1 haven't already gotten one, we have extra copies available 0 
2 on the front entry table there as you were coming in the s:: 
3 door. Please help yourself to those. s:: m 
4 There are also summaries of the documents, and z 
5 please get either one or both of them, as you will. -t 
6 Additionally, I have a sign-up, or I don't know about a c 
7 sign-up sheet, but an information sheet on the back there 0 

0 
8 on the wall that tells you how you can contact me in order c 

:::: 
9 to get other copies sent to you or to get copies·sent to s:: 

10 someone else if you wish. m - z 00 11 The draft document is also available on the 0'1 -t 
12 Worldwide Web, which the address is up on that list as en 
13 well. )> 
14 In the draft document we considered a couple of z 
15 different alternatives. One of them is an Action c 
16 Alternative and one of them is a No Action Alternative. :::0 m 
17 Under the No Action Alternative we would not convey or en 
18 transfer the tracts of land. Under the Action Alternative '"tJ 
19 we would consider each of the ten tracts of land that has 0 z 
20 been identified as being potentially suitable for transfer en 
21 and would either individually convey them, in whole or in m 
22 part, to the County of Los Alamos or to the Secretary of en 
23 the Interior in trust for San lldefonso Pueblo. ., 24 Additionally, we have identified out of the :r 

!!!.. 25 proposed action and the preferred alternative, which is a 
() 
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2 probability, related to the environmental restoration 0 
3 actions that are required, we will be able to transfer a 0 
4 couple of smaller tracts in a fairly short time frame, 3: 
5 probably in the year 2000 or soon thereafter. The bulk of 3: 
6 the tracts probably would be somewhat after that. m z 
7 We know that this is a duration of process that ..... 
8 will have to be followed for those, so it will probably be c 
9 after the year 2000 that those get transferred, but we 0 

1 0 would expect to transfer them, again in whole or in part, 0 c 11 before the end of the year 2000. 3: 
~ 12 For TA-21, which has a lot of contamination, we m I - 13 recognize that we probably won't be able to transfer all z 00 
-..J 14 of the tract, although that is still under consideration, ..... 

en 
15 and in all likelihood it may be that we would only be able )> 
16 to transfer part of it out more toward the end of the z 
17 period, the end of the year 2007. c 
18 We are in the middle, about in the middle of the :::0 
19 comment and review period. As I said, we issued the m en 
20 notice of general availability for the document in ., 
21 February. The comment and review period ends April 12th. 0 
22 It's a 45-day comment and review period. z 

en 
23 We will take the comments that we receive during m 
24 this period and we will actually use them to make changes en 
25 to the draft document, to produce the fmal document. We 
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will receive any comments -- any comments that we receive 
2 after the 12th I'll try to get them incorporated as much 
3 as I can, but we're on a very, very short schedule. We 
4 are actually trying to produce the Final Environmental 
5 Impact Statement the first part of August. 
6 We will be, together with that, producing a 
7 comment response document, which will explain exactly how 
8 the comments that we receive during this scoping period, 
9 or this comment period, rather, have been used to change 

I 0 the document or to add to the document, and if we don't 

II for some reason use the comment then we'll explain why 
12 not. Also in there, as we go through the evening, you'll 
13 see that folks ask questions and we will go ahead and 
14 provide the answer in that document as well. 
15 As Dennis has stated, we do have a plan at the 
I 6 end of the summer, and at the end of August 26, to be 
I 7 exact, to roll the information from the Environmental 
I 8 Impact Statement together with the information that we 
I 9 receive from the Environmental Restoration Report and 
20 produce a combined data report to congress. 
21 Then both receiving parties have to tell us, the 
22 DOE, what the allocation of parcels is to be. And about 
23 the year 2000, in February or so, we will be then issuing 
24 a report or plan on how we plan to transfer and convey 
25 these tracts, and probably at about the same time we will 
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issue a Record of Decision to go along with it. 
2 Now, there could be multiple Records of Decision 
3 as we go out in time and as tracts are made suitable for 
4 conveyance and transfer. So in all likelihood there will 
5 be at least one more Record of Decision if not multiple 
6 Records of Decision. 
7 And with this, I'm going to go ahead and turn 
8 the meeting over to our moderator, Steve Wilkes, and he 

9 will accept questions and answers and comments. 
10 THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Elizabeth. What 

11 I would like to do first is say we have three desired 
12 outcomes for this afternoon. And one of them we hope has 
13 at least been partially met, and that is that everyone 
14 leaves here with a pretty clear understanding of how we 
15 got to this meeting, what came before, how this whole 
16 process got started, the public law, and what's going to 
17 happen afterwards. That was one of the desired outcomes. 
18 The second desired outcome really has to do with 
19 getting a clear, accurate, complete record of public 
20 comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
21 And the third is really one that you, each one 
22 of you, walk out of here saying everybody had a chance to 

23 get heard and you felt like you got heard. 
24 Now, the first one Elizabeth and Dennis did, 
25 they gave you a fair amount of information. As they said, 
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there is more information, printed material, if you want 0 

2 more background information. s: 
3 Let me, before we get started, let me move a few s: 

m 
4 things, but as you heard, I am the moderator. I am z 
5 independently employed, not with the Department of -t 
6 Energy. This is the work I do is moderate meetings. c 
7 A couple of points: You heard several ways you 0 

0 
8 can get input to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, c 

:t= 
9 and I just realized I don't have the I-800 number or the s: 

I 0 e-mail address. Is it back there? Oh, thank you. Right m ...... z "' II back there, on the back wall, there are several ways. And 0 -t 
I2 on the back wall just before you go out of the room is the en 
13 1-800 number. So you can give oral comments there, e-mail )> 
14 comments. Oh, thank you, and I will write those up. If z 
IS you want it, it's 1-800-779I-2280, and the e-mail address, c 
I6 I'll just let you read off of the wall back there. ::0 m 
17 We also have, as you heard, a court reporter en 
I8 here. Barbara Harris will be recording the comments. I "'0 
I9 will be taking some notes in just a minute, just some key 0 z 
20 words so we can keep track of what kinds of questions have en 
21 been asked. Mine are not the complete record. It's just m 
22 to keep the conversation clear and let people know if en 
23 their point has already been said. , 24 There are some written comment cards in the back ::;· 

!!!. 25 as well. I think those are all the ways people can have 
(") 
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en 



0 
Q. 
0 
0'" 
CD .., 
_. 
<D 
<D 
<D 

~ -\0 -

::!1 
::::J 
!!!. 
(') 
-I 
m 
en 

Los Alamos Public Hearing (Afternoon Session) 
Document 33, Page 14 of 45 

input. As you heard, there is a separate room where there 
2 is the environmental restoration information open house. 
3 It is not a hearing. It is a place for you to go get 
4 questions answered about environmental restoration and 
5 learn more about that. No formal comments are recorded in 
6 there. They are only in here in terms of the 
7 Environmental Impact Statement. 
8 There are also cookies and beverages out there 
9 that you may have seen when you came in. 

10 Let's see if I covered everything. We do have 
11 this microphone if we have difficulty hearing. We noticed 
12 yesterday some people had difficulty hearing the 

13 questions. We have microphones for the answers. We want 
14 to make sure everyone hears the questions and the 
15 comments. If you put it close to your mouth we should be 
16 able to hear. 
17 As you heard, the purpose is to give impact to 
18 the Environmental Draft Statement, and that's what I would 

19 like to move us into now. 
20 Tenemos un interpretre, Arturo Sandoval. We 
21 have an interpreter here. If you need assistance with 

22 Spanish, he can help you out. He has been talking with 
23 folks to see if there is anyone. 
24 (Interpreter speaking in Spanish.) 
25 THE INTERPRETER: It looks like they are 
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all at least monolingual. 
2 THE MODERATOR: All right. Thank you, 
3 Arturo. Then I think we are ready to move into getting 
4 comments. And I will record those. We have a few folks 
5 who have signed up, and we can start out. 
6 Glenn Lockhart. Let me hand you this mike 
7 because I think I can be heard. 
8 MR. LOCKHART: Thank you. Glen Lockhart. 
9 My comments on the Draft EIS is not allowing for 

I 0 residential use in all tracts. Once the land is 
II transferred out of DOE control, unless there is a deed 
12 covenant, the recipient presumably can change the land 
I3 use. 
14 I would recommend putting residential use in all 
15 tracts except possibly for the Manhattan Memorial Tract. 
16 Thank you. 
I7 THE MODERATOR: The next person with a 
18 comment I think was, is it Jamie or Janie? Janie? 
19 MS. O'ROURKE: Janie O'Rourke. My name is 
20 Janie O'Rourke, and my concerns have to do with trails, 
21 historic trails in the county. And actually in almost 
22 every parcel there are pieces and sections of historic 
23 trails. One or two there aren't, near the pond. 
24 So my concern is that we have been working for 
25 several years, through both volunteer work and through the 

15 
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33-02-19 

Comment 33-01-12 

Response: 

Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1 of the main text discusses the DOE 
rationale for assessing the land uses identified by the potential 
recipients. Under Public Law (PL) 105-119, the DOE has no 
authority to direct future use of the property proposed for 
conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE cannot "know" the 
future development. As a result, the uncertainty over the ultimate 
use of the 10 tracts dictates that a generic, regional approach be 
taken in considering the future use and development of each tract. 
The reader is referred to the response to Comment 31-08-12. The 
reader also is referred to Section 4.1.4 in Chapter 4 of the main 
report for a discussion of global development assumptions. The 
reader is further referred to the responses provided to the comments 
in Document 24 of this appendix. 

Comment 33-02-19 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the responses provided to the 
comments in Document 09 of this appendix. 
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1 county parks and recreation subcommittee, to establish a 
2 countywide trail system. And this trail system is based 
3 on historic trails, and so it's very important to us that 
4 we preserve the trail itself and access to that trail, 
5 because the trails -- a trail system is only valuable if 
6 the trails connect. 
7 So when you start losing little bits and pieces 
8 of trails then you no longer have a trail system. And, of 
9 course, it's the historic trails that especially interest 

10 us. The trails are used for both recreational and 
11 commuting uses in Los Alamos County. So I don't know if I 
12 need to speak specifically about each of the tracts and 
13 the names of the trails, but, let's see. 
14 THE MODERATOR: If you have anything in 
15 writing, you can just turn that in. 
16 MS. O'ROURKE: Why don't I do that. 
17 THE MODERATOR: You can go through it if 
18 you like. 
19 MS. O'ROURKE: I would rather do that. 
20 THE MODERATOR: If she has it in writing, 
21 she--
22 MS. WITHERS: She can get it to me and I 
23 will be sure that it is made part of the record. 
24 THE MODERATOR: Thanks, Janie. Next on our 
25 list is Gordon Sping1er. 
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1 MR. SPINGLER: I have a letter here and 
2 I'll just read the letter. It's addressed to Elizabeth. 
3 "Dear Ms. Withers: On behalf of the 400 members 
4 of the Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club, Los Alamos 
5 County, I am pleased to make some remarks concerning the 
6 conveyance and transfer of certain land tracts 
7 administered by the Department of Energy and located at 
8 Los Alamos National Laboratory and the associated Draft CT 
9 EIS. Thank you for the opportunity to do so. · 

10 "The following remarks and questions are 
11 preliminary. Our final detailed comments will be 
12 submitted to you in the near future. I anticipate other 
13 Sierra Club entities will also comment." 
14 I didn't write this in the letter, this is 
15 something I just thought about. I would like to 
16 compliment the DOE on the draft. It's a very good first 
17 start. 
18 Okay. So first I would like to make two 
19 comments and then ask five questions that I hope you can 
20 answer today. My first comment is that the Sierra Club is 
21 quite concerned about the "NEPA busting" precedent of 
22 PL 105-119. 
23 My second comment concerns the drafting of the 
24 authorizing legislation PL I 05-119. Los Alamos County 
25 states page 18-6 of the draft, "When questions arose about 

17 
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Comment 33-03-15 

Response: 

The letter mentioned in this transcript is presented as 
Document 13 of this appendix. In addition to the response 
provided during the hearing, the reader is referred to that 
document for the responses to the individual comments presented 
here. 

To clarify a statement made regarding the placement of a deed 
restriction on building within floodplains, the DOE may not place 
deed restrictions on lands conveyed to the County of Los Alamos; 
instead, the DOE may defer to the County ordinances already in 
place. In addition, the parties may reach separate agreements 
concerning uses of the tracts. Also see General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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1 DOE's authority to transfer land, county elected officials 
2 and staff sat down with DOE and San lldefonso Pueblo 
3 representatives and drafted much of what has become 
4 PL 105-119." In other words, broad citizen involvement 
5 did not occur in drafting of the legislation. Some will 
6 argue that we were represented by our elected officials. 
7 However, given recent events concerning growth 
8 and development issues in Los Alamos County, I strongly 
9 suspect that a fair fraction of the community would feel 

1 0 otherwise. 
11 In arriving at a final decision about the land 
12 transfer, DOE should consider the recent events and the 
13 controversy generated. 
14 Please answer the following questions at this 
15 time. If you can't answer them, then I would appreciate a 
16 response in writing by April 5th, 1999, if possible. 
17 Question number I: Los Alamos County stated at 
18 page 18-26 that it intended to "aggressively develop the 
19 land obtained from DOE." 
20 In view of this statement, how come the DOE did 
21 not analyze the environmental and other impacts of the 
22 worst case scenario that all ten tracts proposed for 
23 transfer and conveyance would be developed? 
24 MS. WITHERS: Would you like me to jump in 
25 now and answer, or would you like to read all of them? 

18 
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MR. SPINGLER: No, I think we should go 33-03-15 0 

2 through each question. (Cont.) :s: 
3 MS. WITHERS: Great. The reason that we 3: m 
4 chose to analyze the particular future land uses that we z 
5 did is because we asked the County and San Ildefonso -t 
6 Pueblo to identify for us their contemplated future uses c 
7 for each tract. So both parties submitted to us for each 0 

0 
8 of the ten tracts what they proposed to do with them into c 

~ 
9 the future. And so that's what we used to analyze in our :s: 

10 Environmental Impact Statement. As opposed to doing a m - z \0 11 worst case scenario we chose to do a reasonable case 0\ -t 
12 scenario, and that was based on their own input. en 
13 MR. SPINGLER: Question number 2: )> 
14 PL 105-119 requires that the lands be conveyed and z 
15 transferred "without consideration." Why then the c 
16 following statement in the draft CT EIS page S-24? "In ::u m 
17 the case of conveyance of land tracts to the County, the en 
18 DOE will include deed restrictions precluding any ""0 
19 development within the 1 00-year flood plains or 0 z 
20 wetlands." en 
21 This statement indicates that deed restrictions m 
22 can be applied. If so, why were other alternative en 
23 restrictions, such as easements or protection of sensitive 

-n 24 areas, eliminated from detailed analysis? :r 
!!!.. 
() 

25 MS. WITHERS: They are not necessarily 
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eliminated from the range of possibilities into the 
2 future, although all of that is very speculative at this 
3 point. We can have a range of mitigations that we agree 
4 to, and it will probably have to be a mutual agreement as 
5 to the appropriate mitigations for the protection of 
6 threatened and endangered species habitat, but I would say 
7 that deed restrictions would probably be a last resort on 
8 that. 
9 To say that we -- in the EIS we did say that we 

10 would put a deed restriction on building within the flood 
11 plains. That dovetails with already existing County 
12 ordinances against building into the flood plain areas 
13 that are already in place. It's more or less a 
14 reinforcement of that existing regulation. 
15 MR. SPINGLER: Question three: In the 
16 early 1960s the National Park Service transferred lands to 
17 DOE's predecessor "with the stipulation that DOE 
18 adequately protect the ruins." This quote comes from the 

19 book Bandelier National Monument, An Administrative 
20 History, Hal Rothman, 1998. It appears that DOE has a 
21 continuing mandate to protect ruins on transferred lands. 

22 Why did DOE not analyze this alternative? 
23 MS. WITHERS: Again the cultural resources 
24 and traditional cultural properties are something that we 
25 are going to have to work out a mitigation on, working 

20 
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1 with the County, working with San Ildefonso Pueblo, and 33-03-15 0 
2 working with the State Historic Preservation Officer and (Cont.) 3: 
3 the Administrative Council. We note that going into 3: 

m 
4 this. z 
5 It isn't necessarily, again, something that we -1 
6 were trying to avoid or anything, it's rather a function c 
7 of who will ultimately receive which tract as to just what 0 

0 
8 we need to do. And so that piece is going to have to wait c: 

~ 
9 until we fmd out from San Ildefonso and Los Alamos County 3: 

I 0 as to what the division of the tracts is going to be in m - z \0 11 the future. 00 -1 
12 MR. SPINGLER: Question number 4: Does DOE (/) 

13 accurately know the environmental restoration cost and )> 
14 time frames to completion? Can DOE certify that z 
15 contaminants will be cleaned up to the level of planned c 
16 future use? ::u 

m 
17 MS. WITHERS: I'm going to jump in here and (/) 
18 try to answer that, although perhaps a better answer to 

., 
19 that would be obtained from our folks next door. At this 0 z 
20 time we don't know down to the exact detail just what all (/) 
21 the environmental restoration actions would be, and m 
22 exactly how much they would cost. There is a separate 

(/) 

23 process that we have to go through with the state in order 
"T1 24 to work out with our regulator just exactly what the :r 
!!!.. 25 mitigation of each site would be, and so that process is 
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on a separate timeline from the EIS. So that's being 
2 worked on, and will be worked on for each tract as we go 

3 along. 
4 MR. SPINGLER: And my last question, as 
5 stated above, PL 105-119 is clearly "a NEPA busting" law. 
6 What is DOE's position on having to administer such 
7 legislation? 

8 MS. WITHERS: The law requires us to look 
9 at the potential for impacts under the National 

10 Environmental Policy Act. The actual overriding decision 
11 to convey or transfer tracts was made by the law. That's 
12 the first statement in the law, that DOE shall convey and 
13 transfer the lands. 
14 The fact that we need to look at the potential 
15 for impact I think probably speaks to the furtherance of 
16 the background or purpose, if you will, of the National 
17 Environmental Policy Act, which is to give information to 
18 decision makers to help disseminate, if you will, to the 
19 community the information about the potential impacts. 
20 DOE doesn't get to, under this law, determine what the 
21 future use of these tracts would be individually, so 
22 that's something that is going to be decided in the 
23 communities of the recipients. 
24 So I think for the benefit of the members of the 
25 communities, we are doing the Environmental Impact 
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I Statement, as much for their benefit as anything else. 33-03-15 0 
2 Steve, would you like to speak to that? Steve (Cont.) ~ 
3 Ferguson here is with us from general counsel at DOE ~ 

m 
4 headquarters. z 
5 MR. FERGUSON: I totally agree with -t 
6 everything you said, Elizabeth. I would just add from our c 
7 perspective that our office would not consider this "a 0 

0 
8 NEPA busting law" in any respect. Congress has the final c: 

:I: 
9 say and supervision and they could have established a ~ 

10 process here that totally circumvented or eliminated the m ~ z 0 11 requirement to comply with NEPA. They chose instead to do 0 -t 
12 exactly what you said and dovetailed two processes en 
13 together where, at the outset, essentially giving the l> 
14 Department very specific direction on how to proceed and z 
15 what the end result should be but, at the same time, c 
16 providing for a process where the public is fully informed :::0 

m 
17 and involved. It's a balance that congress has en 
18 prescribed, and it's our job, the Department's job, to "'tJ 
19 carry out to the best of our ability. 0 

z 
20 MS. WITHERS: Thank you. en 
21 THE MODERATOR: Now I did not, like I said, m 
22 I did not get all the details of your question. I just en 
23 tried to capture some key words, so in case somebody came ., 24 in so we could go back and say those comments have been :r 

!!!. 25 addressed. Your full comments have been recorded and you 
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have the written ones as well. 
2 The next one on our list, is it Albert is the 
3 last name? 
4 MS. ALBERT: Diane Albert. 
5 THE MODERATOR: Sorry, Diane. 
6 MS. ALBERT: My name is Diane Albert and 
7 I'm a member ofthe Friends of Bandelier, Board of the 
8 Friends of Bandelier, and my concerns are with the White 
9 RockY and TA-74 tracts. And I guess my main concern is 

10 when I looked at this document they talk about 
11 environmental and cultural issues, and pretty much what 
12 you focus on are sites within those tracts, but what I'm 
13 concerned about are the visual impacts that development 
14 might have on Tsankawi, which is a really special part of 
15 Bandelier. 
16 And what I'm wondering is, it's my understanding 
17 that you plan to convey these lands with no strings 
18 attached, and my concern is if there is any kind of 
19 development restrictions that you could place that would 
20 protect Bandelier from any visual impacts. 
21 MS. WITHERS: Right now at the current time 
22 both parties have indicated that their planned future use 
23 for those two tracts are either cultural preservation or 
24 environmental preservation. On the part of one party 
25 there could be some enhanced use of the tracts as far as 

24 

33-04-24 

33-05-14 

Comment 33-04-2~ 

Response: 

The commentor provided the DOE with a comment letter that 
includes the comment presented in the transcript on the left. The 
reader is referred to Document 16 in this appendix for responses to 
the comments. 

Comment 33-05-14 

Response: 

The commentor provided the DOE with a comment letter that 
includes the comment presented in the transcript on the left. In 
addition to the response provided in the public hearing presented in 
the transcript on the left, the reader is referred to Document 16 of 
this appendix for responses to the comments. 
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utility corridors are concerned, for example, new water 
2 lines that might need to be run, new cable TV lines, that 
3 kind of thing. Those tracts already have those kinds of 
4 utilities on them and probably this would be an 
5 additional, into the future, you know, as we come up with 
6 new and better toys, we need different utilities run 
7 through them. 
8 We haven't really discussed the possibility of 
9 putting a visual restriction clause on the deed, but that 

10 is something that we should take under advisement. 
11 THE MODERATOR: And if you don't get your 
12 question answered, please ask for another response. I 
13 don't mean that you didn't get an answer you wanted, but 
14 that you had a clear answer you understood, because I know 
15 Elizabeth and Dennis both want to make sure they answered 
16 your question. 
17 The last person I have on the list here I 
18 believe is Jeremy Kruger. 
19 MR. KRUGER: My name is Jeremy Kruger and 
20 I'm here on behalf of the National Parks and Conservation 
21 Association, and we have 400,000 members nationwide and 
22 about three or four thousand in New Mexico. And, well, 
23 the two tracts -- there are three tracts we are really 

::!! 24 concerned about. 
::1 
!!. 25 The first two are the White RockY and TA-74, 
() 
-I 
m 
Ci5 
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(Cont.) 

33-06-24 

Comment 33-06-24 

Response: 

The potential visual impacts to Bandelier National Monument 
are discussed in the CT EIS (see Sections 12.1.5, 12.3.5, 13.1.5, and 
13.3.5 of the main report). Moreover, the concerns of the National 
Park Service regarding the potential impacts to Bandelier are 
expressed in a letter that is presented in Chapter 18 of the main 
report. For a detailed discussion of deed restrictions and other 
mitigation measures, see General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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for the reasons that were just stated. We are concerned 
2 about visual impacts to Bandelier from development of 
3 these utility corridors, cell phone towers and that sort 
4 of stuff. It's a form of visual pollution, especially in 
5 a unit like Tsankawi at Bandelier. Just usually 
6 viewscapes, that's one of the best resource uses is to 
7 enjoy the view, enjoying the archeological sites, and all 
8 that. So we would hate to see that diminished in any way 
9 by future land use. 

10 Of course we support the pueblo in their. claims 
11 to the land. They were here first and we think they will 
12 be great stewards of the archeological sites. But of 
13 course we would love to see some sort of visual 
14 restriction clause just to make sure that Bandelier will 
15 be protected into the future. And we hope that there will 
16 be open and honest dialogue with all parties concerned 
17 over these potential impacts in Bandelier. 
18 I should say actually, I kind of forgot, I 
19 wanted to thank you for your work on this. Usually I try 
20 to judge NEPA by the thickness of a document, but in this 
21 case, beyond it just being thick, there is a lot of useful 
22 information that I was able to find without too much 
23 trouble. So I also think you deserve a lot of credit for 
24 putting this together. 
25 I go to a lot of NEPA meetings and usually they 

26 
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don't have Starbucks, which is kind of nice. I don't 
2 think it's a NEPA-enabling legislation to feed chocolate. 
3 It keeps the sugar up and everybody is in a good mood. 
4 So on that note I will talk about Rendija Canyon 
5 which really concerns us basically because of the 
6 potential for development of a subdivision, which I think 
7 is an idea that has surfaced before up here. 
8 We know that certainly Los Alamos has a housing 
9 shortage, but there are some places that are jus't 

I 0 inappropriate for subdivisions and this is one of them. I 
11 think one thing I want to do is just read right out of the 
12 EIS. Subsequent residential development, however, would 
13 be incompatible with long-term land uses of the adjacent 
14 Santa Fe National Forest. For example, national resource 
15 protection, outdoor recreation, et cetera. Development 
16 would also cause disruption to and loss of ecological 
17 habitat and resources in the previously undisturbed areas 
18 of this land tract. This development would reduce the 
19 ecological productivity of the local area and would also 
20 preclude future use of this land for ecological habitat or 
21 for cultural resource protection. 
22 And, let's see, if you could bear with me just 
23 one second, I've got more good stuff. That's how good the 
24 document was. It was very easy to find all this. Okay . 
25 So a subdivision goes in there, and what is going to be 

27 

I 33-07-12 

Comment 33-07-12 

Response: 

Comment noted. In addition, this issue is discussed in General 
Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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the ecological impact to that? Well, here you go. The 
2 development would effectively disrupt the structure and 

3 function of the existing Rendija Canyon ecosystem. After 
4 development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, 
5 could occur due to predation from domestic animals. There 
6 would also be a loss of preferred habitat for the American 
7 peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. 
8 There are some pretty cogent reasons not to 
9 build a subdivision in there. 

10 Another one I think is that, given the fires 
11 that tend to sweep through the summer in the area, here 
12 you are building another subdivision, meaning the county, 
13 in a high risk area. That is just asking for a blaze that 
14 was going to sweep through the back side of the Jemez 
15 there, which is something I know a lot of fire management 
16 people are concerned about. And I don't think we need to 
17 make the situation worse by having a subdivision go in 
18 there. 

19 These are all just reasons not to build a 
20 subdivision, that I know DOE is not planning to. I know 
21 that San Ildefonso is not planning to. So it really seems 
22 that it is the County are the only folks that are 
23 interested in subdivision. 
24 If that were to happen, if the subdivision goes 
25 in there, I think there is also going to be a loss of 
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access to the national forest. People are going to be 
2 living there. The lessees may decide not to allow general 
3 public to go through there. 
4 This actually has an environmental justice angle 
5 to it because this will disproportionately impact minority 
6 populations. This will block access to places to collect 
7 fuel wood and pinon nuts, and the action says that right 
8 here in the summary, page 35, "Therefore, restricted 
9 access to this area could have a disproportionately 

10 adverse effect on these minority populations." So pinon 
11 nut gatherers. 
12 I think it also mentions how this will impact on 
13 the Sportsmen's Club and also Native American religious 
14 practices in the area, disturbance of traditional 
15 practices and ceremonies. 
16 I know I have been talking for a while so I will 
17 tie it up pretty soon. But there is just many, many 
18 reasons not to go ahead with the County's development plan 
19 in this area. So I would urge DOE to do whatever they can 
20 to see that that doesn't happen, and which I guess would 
21 lead to my question, which is can -- okay, getting back to 
22 one of the things that was said a couple times, the public 
23 law has already made the decision to kind of bypass the 
24 NEPA process. Even though I love the coffee and the 
25 cookies and all, the decision has already been made. So 
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33-09-15 

Comment 33-08-08 

Response: 

The reader is referred to General Issue 6, Environmental 
Justice, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where the issue is discussed. 

Comment 33-09-15 

Response: 

The reader is referred to the response presented for Comment 
33-03-15 earlier in this transcript and to General Issue 3, Basis for 
DOE's Decisions, and General Issue 4, Public Law Process and 
the CT EIS, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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1 what is the point of generating three inches of paperwork 
2 if the land is going to get transferred anyway? 
3 That wasn't the intend of NEP A. And I would 
4 hope that that is something that all folks involved are 
5 aware of. 
6 So my question is, what can DOE do and what is 
7 DOE willing to do to assure that ecological resources of 
8 the Rendija Canyon Tract are protected for future 
9 generations, and how willing is DOE to insist on visual 

10 restrictions being placed on future development use as a 
11 prior condition to conveyance for the White RockY and 
12 TA-74 areas? 
13 MS. WITHERS: I wish they had asked me 
14 before they named that tract. It's hard to say. Well, 
15 let's see if I can take your comments point by point there 
16 and see if I can answer them. For the NEPA, the National 
17 Environmental Policy Act, one reason that we are doing 
18 this effort is so that everyone knows what the potential 
19 impacts would be, because if we didn't do an Environmental 
20 Impact Statement or similar document under NEPA, then we 
21 wouldn't be sharing that information with everyone. 
22 The County has no requirement to have to do that 
23 because they are not a federal entity, and that only 
24 applies to federal entities. 
25 As far as establishing mitigating actions with 
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33-10-14 

Comment 33-10-l't 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. In addition, this 
issue is discussed in more detail in General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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the County, with the U.S. Forest Service for protection of 
2 endangered species we do plan to do that. Again that is a 
3 function of who ultimately gets those portions of the 
4 tracts that are within the habitat area. We will be 
5 working that very actively and aggressively. 
6 As far as our commitment to actually putting 
7 some sort of a visual covenant or restriction on the types 
8 of changes that you can make within an area to protect the 
9 visual impact, or the visual viewscape, that's something 

I 0 that we are going to have to talk about. I can't say that 
II we have really given a whole lot of consideration to that 
I2 at this point. 
13 Your points are well taken, though, and I thank 
I4 you. 
IS MR. KRUGER: Thank you. 
I6 THE MODERATOR: Did I get all ofyour 
I7 questions? 
I8 MR. KRUGER: There is also about --my 
I9 first question was what are you able to do with the 
20 conveyance of the Rendija Tract. 
21 THE MODERATOR: In terms of the residential 
22 development, is that what you're talking about? 
23 MR. KRUGER: Yeah, in terms of putting a 

::!1 24 restriction on the type ofland use. 
::J 
~ 25 MS. WITHERS: I think that will be affected 
(") 
-I 
m 
en 
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Comment 33-11-14 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. The reader also is 
referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix where the issue is discussed. 
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with the coordination that ultimately we will be doing 
2 with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as to what kind of 
3 mitigations we can effect on the tract together with the 
4 County, or whoever gets the tract. So the resources are 
5 protected. So that's something we will have to work on. 
6 MR. KRUGER: Thank you. 
7 THE MODERATOR: Your other questions were 
8 addressed, just to make sure? 
9 MR. KRUGER: Uh-huh. 
10 THE MODERATOR: I don't have anyone else 

11 signed up here. There may be others who have signed up 
12 out front. 
13 A SPEAKER: No sign-ups. 
14 THE MODERATOR: You are welcome to comment 
15 if you haven't signed up. We have the sign-ups to make 
16 sure we have people in an orderly fashion in case there 
17 were a lot of sign-ups. Are there any other questions or 
18 comments about the Environmental Impact Statement? What 
19 we have done in previous meetings is we have given people 
20 a little time to think. If they have nothing at this 
21 point we have taken a break, given you some time to look 
22 at the environmental restoration room, get some cookies 
23 and coffee, and then we will reconvene. 
24 It's 2:45. At a few minutes after 3:00 we will 
25 reconvene and see if there are more comments or 
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THE MODERATOR: If you just came in let me 
2 bring you up to speed. I don't know if there are any new 
3 faces out there. We have heard the background on the 
4 public law, the Environmental Impact Statement, how we got 
5 to where we are, what is going to happen next. We have 
6 been taking public comments and fielding questions about 
7 the Environmental Impact Statement and would like to 
8 continue that at this point. 
9 We have just come back from a break to see if 

I 0 there are other people who are going to come with comments 
11 or any folks who were here who had different comments or 
I2 questions, so let me pick up where we left off. Are there 
13 any additional comments or questions the public would like 
I4 to offer about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement? 
I 5 How was the coffee? That was a great ad for Starbucks. 
I6 You can't buy that kind of advertising. 
I7 I'm not hearing any comments or questions. Are 
I8 there any? This session was slated to go from two o'clock 
I9 until five. We have another from six to nine this evening 
20 in the same room. So not hearing any, Dennis, 30 
2I minutes? We will adjourn for 30 minutes, and see if other 
22 people -- some people may not have been able to get here 
23 right at 2:00 so we will plan to be here for most of the 

24 time period. 
25 We will adjourn for 30 minutes and resume at 
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approximately 3:35. Let me make one last call. Okay, 

2 30-minute break. 
3 (There was a brief recess.) 
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1 
2 THE MODERATOR: If you have a conversation 

3 going on in the back of the room, please proceed to join 
4 us up here or move your conversation to another spot. All 
5 right. Let's reconvene. I don't see any new faces, but 
6 in case someone new just walked in, we did give the 
7 background of how we got to this point, what the 
8 Environmental Impact Statement is, the process, about the 
9 law that started it. We have taken some public comments. 

10 We took a break for about a half hour since there were 
11 none, at about three o'clock, and we are now going to 
12 reconvene to see if there are any additional public 

13 comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 

14 the Los Alamos Land Transfer. 

15 Yes, we have at least one. 
16 MS. STRICKFADEN: I'm Georgia Strikevatten, 
17 just a citizen who has been involved in the controversial 
18 2.1 acres of our County land, but this is concerning the 

19 Los Alamos Area Operations Office Tract. There does not 
20 appear in my quick reading of the draft statement here, 
21 there doesn't appear to be any environmental impact reason 
22 to not immediately expedite this site for development into 
23 high density student and LANL visitor housing. 
24 Such a move immediately would go far in healing 
25 our split community, instead of trying to cram -- our 
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Comment 33-12-12 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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2 down our throats actually. (Cont.) s: 
3 What would it take to expedite this, the s: 

m 
4 transfer of the LAAO site? z 
5 MR. MARTINEZ: To expedite the LAAO site-- -1 
6 can you hear me? Is this on? c 
7 (WHEREUPON, there were proceedings held 0 

0 
8 off the record.) c 

::c: 
9 MR. MARTINEZ: As far as expediting the s: 

I I 0 LAAO Tract and putting that on a list of the parcels to be m 
N z - II transferred earlier, the hold-up, I guess, or the delay, .j::>. -1 

12 is not so much an environmental issue but funding issue, en 
13 because right now there is no funding available to build a l> 
14 replacement facility or lease a replacement facility to z 
IS move the employees to. c 
16 So our area manager has been to Washington a :::0 

m 
17 couple of times, working with congressional staff, with en 
18 the DOE headquarters staff. So we are pursuing the "'tJ 
19 funding and that is the biggest thing. If we had the 0 z 
20 money right in our pocket today, of course there is time en 
21 required to design and construct a building, and I'm not m 
22 sure that all that could be done by the time the first 

en 
23 parcels go. , 24 But that's the primary delay right now versus an 5' 
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THE MODERATOR: Did that address your 
2 question? 
3 MS. STRICKFADEN: Yes. Thank you. 
4 MS. WITHERS: There are some limited 
5 environmental issues that we still have to rectify, 
6 though. After we know which party gets which tract, we 
7 will have to work on potential mitigation for endangered 
8 species and habitat in the area as well as cultural 
9 resources and whatnot, and although the LAAO site itself 

10 doesn't have any of that type of resource directly on the 
11 site, it's nearby other sites, so it will still be 
12 factored in. 
13 There are some other steps that are outlined. 
14 believe in Chapter I we have outlined some of the other 
15 requirements that will be necessary to go through before 
16 we convey and transfer, and although that shouldn't take 
17 -- I would say probably in the next year we can probably 
18 get all that stuff wrapped up and be in a position to move 
19 as fast as we can, but it's still something that is out 
20 there that we need to accomplish. 
21 THE MODERATOR: Did you have a comment? 
22 MS. ALBERT: My name is Diane Albert again. 
23 I have a question about the LAAO site, too. Are there 
24 plans for a new building over on the other side of the 
25 bridge from the DOE headquarters? Are there any specific 
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Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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plans for that? Because if you want to transfer the site 
2 to the County, where are you going to go? 
3 And I have another question. Are there any 
4 opportunities for citizens to become involved in this 
5 process at an earlier time than now, because, you know, 
6 there are things that have gone on previously, before even 
7 public comment. I know that you had negotiations with 
8 County officials and so on. 
9 Were there any citizens reps involved in these 

10 really early -on discussions? 
11 MS. WITHERS: Well, I think --
12 MS. ALBERT: It's an historical question 
13 because I wasn't involved and I wanted to be. 
14 MR. MARTINEZ: I can answer the portion 
15 about where we will go or are likely to go. Our managers 
16 are entering into discussions with the lab director. It's 
17 our desire to be located on the other side of the bridge. 
18 It makes sense to be closer to the laboratory 
19 administration office somewhere. Nothing has been decided 
20 yet because we need to have funding, whatever, and also we 
21 don't want to circumvent this process. 
22 Moving out and starting to tum dirt or starting 
23 to do anything to construct a building makes a decision 
24 before this is completed that we are moving and that there 
25 is something happening, so we can't do that yet. So other 
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Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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than discussions and early planning, there hasn't been 
2 anything done yet there. 
3 THE MODERATOR: Can all of you hear? 
4 Okay. 
5 MS. WITHERS: As far as starting earlier 
6 with a process like this, you really have to have a 
7 proposal flrst that is flrmed up enough that you can 
8 actually do an analysis before you can start any earlier. 
9 If you mean getting in on the conversations and the 

10 contemplation, ifyou will, of these actions, I don't 
11 think we can help you with that. 
12 There may be a process that Fred Brueggeman 
13 could tell you about that could help you to tune into the 
14 County with some early steps, but I wouldn't know what 
15 that is. 
16 Fred, would you like to field that question? 
17 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Back in 1992 the County 
18 and DOE had a series of public meetings on the land 
19 transfer issue. 

20 MS. WITHERS: That's before my time. 
21 MS. ALBERT: Mine, too. 

22 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: I think there were eight 
23 of them on Wednesday nights at the DOE building, or most 
24 of the summer of 1992. 
25 MS. WITHERS: I guess the answer is they 
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had a process in place and they did accept public input. 
2 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: And then in 1997 when we 
3 were doing the master planning for the sites we had 
4 another whole series of public meetings that went on for 
5 most of actually 1997, and there were probably 22 
6 meetings. 
7 MS. ALBERT: Only one on each one, right? 
8 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Five on each one. 
9 THE MODERATOR: It looks like a ·quizzical 

10 look Did you get an answer? Five on each one, do you 
11 know what he means by that? 
12 MS. ALBERT: Five meetings on each tract. 
13 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Like TA-21 for the master 
14 plan, we had five meetings on that. 
15 THE MODERATOR: And five on each of the 
16 other tracts? 
17 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Most ofthe others, yes. 
18 THE MODERATOR: I saw your quizzical look 
19 I wanted to be sure you understood his answer. 
20 Any other information on that question then? 
21 MS. WITHERS: Did we get all ofyour 
22 answers? 
23 MS. ALBERT: I have another question on TP 
24 Road. How long do you think that's going to take to clean 
25 up? That, to me -- would you say that's the most polluted 
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33-14-15 
(Cont.) 

33-15-09 

Comment 33-15-09 

Response: 

It is assumed that the commentor is referring to the TA 21 
Tract, located at the end of DP Road, which has many more 
environmental restoration issues associated with it than does the DP 
Road Tract. The DOE is directed to convey or transfer the tract if it 
proves to meet the suitability criteria, which include cleanup of the 
tract. Neither the potential conveyance nor transfer of any of the 
tracts involve the DOE selling the land (see Section 1.1.3 in 
Chapter 1 of the main text). The environmental restoration process 
is separate from but parallel to the NEPA process. These issues are 
discussed in more detail in General Issue 5, Environmental 
Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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site of all the ten, of all the tracts? And how really 
2 feasible is it to clean that up and sell it? 
3 MS. WITHERS: TA-21 is one of the most 
4 polluted ones, and that might be something -- I probably 
5 am not the best person to respond to your question. That 
6 might be something that you could address to the folks in 
7 the ER break-out room and they could better address. I'm 
8 sorry. 
9 MS. ALBERT: I will. 

10 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments or 
11 questions? You just entered in the back. We are taking 
12 public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
13 Statement. Any other comments or questions about it? Not 
14 hearing any -- oh, it looks like we have another. 
15 MS. O'ROURKE: This is projecting into the 
16 future. I frequently hear people make comments like they 
17 don't believe that the DOE is ever really going to 
18 transfer any land. Now I see a timeline in here that says 
19 certainly this should be done by 2007. Is this 
20 realistic? 
21 MR. MARTINEZ: We believe it is. TA-21 is 
22 the biggest problem child, if you will, of all the 
23 parcels. The rest of the parcels, as our ER folks will 
24 tell you in the next room, they have 95 percent of the 
25 funds that they think they'll need for that in their 
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(Cont.) 

33-16-06 

Comment 33-16-06 

Response: 

To clarify the response given during the public hearing, the 95 
percent figure given in the response refers to 95 percent of the 
cleanup actions identified in the Environmental Restoration Report 
were already identified in the DOE's overall cleanup plans. 
However, because the funding for these actions is approved by 
Congress on an annual basis, the response should not be construed to 
mean that the DOE has been allocated 95 percent of the funds 
needed for cleanup. The reader is referred to General Issue 5, 
Environmental Restoration Process, in Chapter 2 of this appendix 
where this issue is discussed. 

w . 
Q 

0 
0 
s: s: 
m 
z 
-t 
c 
0 
0 
c s: 
m 
z 
-t 
(J) 

)> 
z c 
;:Q 
m 
(J) , 
0 z 
(J) 
m 
(J) 



~ Los Alamos Public Hearing (Afternoon Session) 
~ Document 33, Page 43 of 45 
(!) .., 
...... 
CD 
CD 
CD 

~ 
N 
0 

, 
::r 
!!!. 
() 
-i 
m 
en 

baseline budget, what they've told me. And so that is 
2 spread out to the 2007 time frame. So we believe it's 
3 realistic and that we can comply with the requirements. 
4 MS. O'ROURKE: Relating to that, too, then, 
5 will you wait until everything is ready to transfer before 
6 you transfer everything or will you start transferring? 
7 MR. MARTINEZ: No, we will not. We will 
8 transfer them when they're ready. 
9 MS. O'ROURKE: Thank you. 

10 THE MODERATOR: Yes. 
II A SPEAKER: I guess I have a question more 
12 for the County and maybe San Ildefonso Pueblo, but have 
13 there been any discussions on how the County and San 
14 Ildefonso is going to divide up these lands? And, if so, 
IS has any public involvement been taking place in that? 
16 MR. MARTINEZ: You can offer the mike to 
17 either party if they would like to address that. Of 
18 course the Department of Energy is not a party to those 

19 negotiations. 
20 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Well, the County and San 
21 Ildefonso have been meeting off and on over the last two 

22 years, but in terms of this process that is in this log 
23 that is to culminate in November, we have one meeting. 
24 The Tribal Council and County Council met jointly on March 
25 15th and talked about a process for getting to an 
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33-18-17 

Comment 33-17-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 

Comment 33-18-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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agreement by November, and we have agreed to meet again 
2 and we have set up sort of a way of getting to that 
3 point. 
4 MS. O'ROURKE: November of this year. 
5 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: Yes. 
6 MS. WITHERS: Thank you, Fred. 
7 THE MODERATOR: Any other questions or 
8 comments? Not hearing any, then, Dennis, Elizabeth, what 
9 would you like to do? It's about 10 till 4:00. 

10 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we go ahead and we 
11 will end the meeting, or the session, and resume the next 
12 session then at six o'clock tonight. Both Dennis and I 
13 will stay here for a period of time. If anyone would like 
14 to ask us questions off the record we will be available. 
15 THE MODERATOR: So if someone here knows 
16 someone who is coming later, would you please not tell 
17 them not to come, if they are planning to come this 
18 afternoon, there will still be people available, it just 
19 won't be in this normal format. They will still be able 
20 to get their comments and questions. 

21 Anything else before we adjourn? Then we will 
22 end this session now in the formal sense. You will still 
23 be available. And we will reconvene at six o'clock, from 
24 six to nine tonight. Same place. Thank you. 
25 (The meeting was adjourned at 3:50p.m.) 
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0 
MR. MARTINEZ: Good evening. We would like 0 

2 to get started. And if you are in the lobby out there and s: 
3 you can hear us, you are welcome to come in and take a s: m 
4 seat. z 
5 My name is Dennis Martinez. I'm with the -f 
6 Department of Energy, a Deputy Area Manager here at the c 
7 Los Alamos area office, and we welcome you. Thank you for 0 

0 
8 coming. c 

:p 9 We are here this evening to talk about the Draft s: 
10 Environmental Impact Statement report that has been issued m 

N z N 11 and get comments from you. I will very quickly try to run Vt -f 
12 you through the public law that brings us here and is en 
13 driving this project, and then I will introduce Elizabeth )> 
14 Withers, who is our document manager for this process, who z 
15 will walk us through some of what they're doing, and then c 
16 we will open it up for questions, answers and comments. :::0 m 
17 Basically this Public Law 105-119, you probably en 
18 can't read it from the back row, was made effective 

., 
19 November 26, 1997. It requires the Secretary of Energy to 0 z 
20 convey certain properties in Los Alamos without en 
21 consideration to San Ildefonso Pueblo and to the County of m 
22 Los Alamos. It specified that these parcels had to be en 
23 usable for historic, cultural, environmental preservation, , 24 preservation, economic diversification purposes, or :;-

!!!. 
() 

25 community self-sufficiency, and that these parcels had to 
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be no longer needed by the Department for the national 
2 security mission. So that's what started everything. 

3 A schedule was pretty much laid out for us 
4 within that law. Basically it required us at the 
5 Department to identify the parcels, and we did that in a 
6 report to congress in February 1998, we identified those 
7 parcels here. The report that we sent congress identifies 
8 ten sites. There is only nine on this map. There is two 
9 small ones on this one map. That's where ten comes from. 

10 So that part is completed, as you can see there, or maybe 
11 you can't from the back. 
12 These dates and this information is also on 
13 handouts that is available on the back table. 
14 The next step was we had to complete a title 
15 search on those parcels to determine if we had clear title 
16 to them. We contracted with the Army Corps of Engineers, 
17 who has a lot of experience and expertise in that area up 
18 here, especially in Los Alamos, and they completed that 
19 title search, and we submitted it to congress this past 
20 January. Basically that report says in the Corps of 
21 Engineers' opinion the Department owns those parcels free 
22 and clear. 
23 And the next process, the next step we have to 
24 do, I will skip a few steps because Elizabeth will cover 
25 them, is in August '99, this year, we have to issue the 
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Environmental Impact Statement and an Environmental 0 

2 Restoration Study. Folks in the next room here have 3: 
3: 3 information on the environmental restoration study and m 

4 they can fill you in and give you copies of what that z 
5 document looks like. They have a draft of that already. -1 
6 And so what we are here tonight for is for the c 
7 Environmental Impact Statement and to receive your 0 

0 
8 comments, and we will do that. c 

~ 
9 The next step that we need to do is we need to 3: 

I 10 issue -- we need to receive a report, an agreement from m 
N z N 11 Los Alamos County and from San Ildefonso Pueblo which -...) -1 

12 outlines their agreement on how they would split these tn 
13 parcels. The Department is not involved in that l> 
14 negotiation. That is strictly between these two z 
15 entities. And that agreement is due to come to us in c 
16 November of this year. ::0 

m 
17 Then we have to, the Department has to, submit a tn 
18 plan to congress by February 2000 that outlines the "tJ 
19 schedule, the costs, everything that has to be done, what 0 z 
20 our plan is for conveying these parcels, and the time tn 
21 lines and milestones for doing it. m 
22 The last item, the last two items are in tn 
23 November 2000 the first available parcels that are ready 

"T1 24 to go have to be transferred by that date. And then we s· 
!!. 
() 

25 became a long-term project, and we have until November 
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1 2007 to complete environmental restoration and remediation 
2 and transfer the remaining parcels to Los Alamos County 

3 and San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
4 So in a quick overview, that's our process, 
5 that's why we're here, that's what we're doing. 

6 Now I will introduce Elizabeth Withers, and she 
7 will take you through the Environmental Impact Statement 

8 process. 
9 MS. WITHERS: Thank you. As Dennis pointed 

10 out, accordingtoPublicLaw 105-119, the Department of 
11 Energy has an obligation to consider the potential impacts 
12 that could happen because of this conveyance and transfer 
13 of the tracts pursuant to the National Environmental 
14 Policy Act. So we started out this process then by the 
15 Department of Energy determining that an Environmental 
16 Impact Statement would be the appropriate level of both 
17 documentation and analysis that was needed to comply with 
18 the regulatory requirements. 
19 We published a Notice of Intent to prepare an 
20 Environmental Impact Statement in May of 1998. We 
21 proceeded then to also hold a public scoping period. 
22 After the scoping period was completed, early 
23 summer, we took the comments that were received on the 
24 scoping of the document and actually started working on 
25 the analysis and the document preparation. We worked with 
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0 
cooperating agencies on this effort. For this 0 

2 Environmental Impact Statement the cooperating agencies s: 
3 have been the County of Los Alamos, San Ildefonso Pueblo, s: 

m 
4 the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Indian z 
5 Affairs, Bandelier National Monument, the U.S. Forest -4 
6 Service, and the Department of, I'm sorry, Bureau of Land c 
7 management, did I say that? Well, there are six of them. 0 

0 
8 And we worked with these folks all through the summer, c 

::z:: 
9 fall, and winter drafting the document, and were able to s: 

I 10 publish the Draft Environmental Impact Statement last m 
N z N 11 month. \0 -4 

12 On February 26 we published a notice of general en 
13 availability of the draft document in the Federal )> 
14 Register. At the same time we mailed out over 200 copies z 
IS of the document to various individuals, organizations, and c 
16 stakeholders that have already identified themselves as :::0 

m 
17 being interested in reviewing the document. If you are en 
18 interested in seeing a copy of the document and you -o 
19 haven't received one already, there are extra copies of 0 z 
20 both the document and the summary on the front table and en 
21 you are welcome to pick up one or both of them as you m 
22 wish. 

en 
23 Additionally, a document is available on the 

'T1 24 Worldwide Web, and I have the web address posted on that :r 
e!.. 25 back wall as you go out. Please take note of that if you 
0 
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are interested in being a we bite there. 
2 Additionally, if you need copies and want to 
3 contact me to get extra copies, hard copies sent out to 
4 you, we have our address, mailing address, e-mail address, 
5 a 1-800 phone number, et cetera, on that wall, so please 
6 give me a call and I'll be happy to get you copies of the 
7 document. 
8 The alternatives that we analyzed in the 
9 Environmental Impact Statement included both an Action 

10 Alternative and a No Action Alternative. The.No Action 
11 Alternative would be simply that the DOE would not 
12 transfer, convey the tracts of land, they would continue 
13 under our administrative authority and the land use on 
14 them would be essentially the same as it is right now in 
15 the foreseeable future. 
16 Under the Proposed Action Alternative, we would 
17 consider the conveyance and transfer of each of the ten 
18 subject tracts, either in whole or in part to the County 
19 of Los Alamos or San Ildefonso Pueblo. 
20 In general, the environmental impacts that we 
21 concluded after our draft analysis was completed is that 
22 for direct impacts that are the result of DOE's actual 
23 action and conveyance and transfer, the impacts are 
24 relatively minor. It mostly consists -- the action mostly 
25 consists of us relocating our offices and warehousing 
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facilities and operations. So those impacts are 0 

2 relatively minor. But for the impacts that could be 3: 
3 associated because we actually effected a conveyance and 3: 

m 
4 transfer the tracts to the County or San Ildefonso Pueblo, z 
5 on some of the tracts the impacts could be fairly .... 
6 significant. c 
7 We have come up with a Preferred Alternative 0 

0 
8 that is listed in the Environmental Impact Statement and c 

:;o 
9 in the summary as well, which is a subset of tlie proposed 3: 

10 action. m 
N z w 11 We have recognized that some of the tracts will - .... 

12 be easier to remediate and restore than other tracts. We 0 
I 3 think that we can probably release a couple of the smaller )> 
14 tracts in the pretty near term, by the year 2000 or soon z 
15 thereafter. For the most of the remainder of the other c 
16 tracts we recognize that it's going to take longer to :::0 

m 
17 clean those properties up, and so we're estimating that we en 
18 will probably not make the 2000 year deadline but we will "tJ 
19 probably be able to convey or transfer those by the end of 0 

z 
20 the year 2007. en 
21 For TA-21, however, we recognize that there is a m 
22 lot of contamination on that tract, and we think that 0 

23 probably our preferred alternative would be to say that we 

::!! 24 can probably transfer part of that tract before the year 
::J 
!!!.. 25 2007. 
() 
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1 We plan to take the comments that we receive 
2 during this comment period, which started on February 26 
3 and which will go until April 12th, that is a 45-day day 
4 comment period, and as soon as the end of the comment 
5 period is reached we will then take all of the comments, 
6 we will start reworking the draft document as we need to, 
7 and we will come up with a final document. 

8 For all of the comments that we receive after 
9 April 12th, I'll try to get them in and worked into the 

10 document as much as I can, but we're on a very short 
11 schedule. 
12 We plan to issue the Final Environmental Impact 
13 Statement, together with a comment response document, 
14 about the first week in August, so it's a very aggressive 
15 schedule. 
16 We will be then taking the information that we 
17 have obtained through the Environmental Impact Statement 
18 process as well as the Environmental Restoration Report 
19 process, combining them together and issuing that combined 
20 data report to congress at the end of August. 
21 We expect that probably, because of the 
22 requirements of the law, that it will be about the same 
23 time frame, February of the year 2000, before we issue our 
24 first Record of Decision on this action, and it will be 
25 probably in conjunction with the report on conveyance and 
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transfer of the land tracts as required by congress at 0 
2 about the same time scale. s: 
3 In all likelihood because this is probably going s: 

m 
4 to become a long-term project over the next ten years, z 
5 ending in the year 2007, there will be other RODS issued, -1 
6 at least one other ROD, probably multiple RODs. And with c 
7 that I'm going to go ahead and tum over this meeting to 0 

(') 
8 get comments, questions, whatever you would like to c 

~ 
9 contribute this evening from the audience. And our s: 

10 moderator for the evening is Mr. Steve Wilkes. m 
N z w 11 THE MODERATOR: Thank you. I am the w -1 

12 moderator. I am not an employee of Department of Energy. en 
13 I have been asked to run the meeting to get your )> 
14 comments. z 
15 There are several ways for you to give c 
16 comments. This is not the only opportunity, is to stand :::0 m 
17 up and say something. There are, of course, other written en 
18 forms that are available, you can tum them in in any "'tJ 
19 written form. You do not have to use the one that is 0 z 
20 supplied. en 
21 You notice we have a court reporter, Barbara m 
22 Harris here, who is taking down the oral comments en 
23 verbatim, so we have that record. .., 24 If you would like to do it over e-mail there is :r 

!!!.. 25 an e-mail address on that piece of paper there as you go 
(") 
-I 
m en 
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out toward the cookies. There is also a 1-800 number so 0 
2 you can phone in your comments to the Draft Environmental 0 
3 Impact Statement. 3: 
4 We also have with us today, tenemos un 3: 
5 intetpretre, Arturo Sandoval. m z 6 THE INTERPRETER: (Speaking in Spanish.) -t 
7 THE MODERATOR: Gracias, Arturo. We also c 
8 have, as you noticed when you came in, there are cookies 0 
9 and beverages out in the lobby out there. What we have 0 

10 been doing, since we have done two of these sessions, two c: 
3: :I: 11 down in Pojoaque yesterday, one in the afternoon, and one m 

t!..> 12 in the evening, and one this afternoon, we found that we z w 
..j::o. 13 have done a period of time where people have given their -t en 

14 comments, and it seems to be that we run out long before )> 
15 the three-hour period is over, so we take a break, give z 
16 people to go into the adjacent room there. c 
17 That is a very different arrangement in there. ::0 
18 It's an open house. It's not a hearing. It's not a place m en 
19 where they are taking comments. It's kind of a place to ""CJ 
20 wander around, get familiar with environmental restoration 0 
21 issues and ask questions in a very informal sense. z en 
22 If you want comments recorded for the Draft m 
23 Environmental Impact Statement, that does need to happen en 
24 in here. They are not set up for that, but they are there 

"T1 25 to talk about environmental restoration. So we usually 
::;· 
~ 
() 
-I 
m en 



0 Los Alamos Public Hearing (Evening Session) u 
0 Document 34, Page 13 of 51 0'" 
CD .... ..... 
co 13 co co 

w . 
Q 

0 
take a break, give people a chance to do that, reconvene, 0 

2 see if there are additional comments. s: 
3 If there are, we take them. If not, we take s: 

m 
4 another break for a while in case other people just z 
5 couldn't get here right at 6:00 or right at 6:30, and try -t 
6 to get other comments. Because we do have three specific c 
7 desired outcomes for these sessions. 0 

0 
8 One is what we hope we have already begun to c 

~ 
9 accomplish, and that is hearing from Elizabeth and Dennis, s: 

I 0 so you walk out of here with a clear understanding of how m 
N z w 11 this whole thing got started, what the law was about, what Vo -t 

12 started the process, and also then the Environmental en 
13 Impact Statement process itself w~ich Elizabeth alluded )> 
14 to. There is far more material in the printed z 
15 information, but we wanted to at least give you an c 

::u 16 overview of that. m 
17 The second desired outcome is to get a complete, en 
18 accurate record of public comments about the Draft "tJ 

0 19 Environmental Impact Statement. z 
20 And the third one is another way of looking at en 
21 that, and that is for everybody to walk out of here saying m 
22 anyone who had anything to say had an opportunity to say en 
23 it. 

11 24 There are a couple of other comments. Let's :;-
!!t 
() 

25 see. If you are having a conversation in the back of the 
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m 
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room, we can hear you probably better than you can hear 
2 us, so please try to move out toward the lobby or into the 

3 environmental restoration room so we can continue in here 
4 without other noise. I think I may have covered 
5 everything. 
6 Oh, a full transcript of this session and the 
7 comments that were given, and I assume comments from both 
8 sessions at Pojoaque and the session this afternoon, will 
9 be available, and if I heard correctly, in a week and a 

10 half. 
11 MS. WITHERS: About a week and a half. 
12 THE MODERATOR: A week and a half a full 
13 transcript of the comments, if you are interested in 
14 that. And with that, unless there are questions about 
15 what we're about to do, I will start our process of 
16 getting your comments. Thank you. 
17 Now what we have done, I have been charting some 
18 key words about your questions or comments. What you are 
19 seeing charted is not the public record. I'm not trying 
20 to capture every word that is being stated, but I want to 
21 at least get some points up here so people can kind of 
22 follow along with the questions and points that have been 
23 made, so if they have the same one to make they don't 
24 necessarily need to. 
25 A SPEAKER: Where will the public comments 

14 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
3: 
3: m z 
-f 
c 
0 
0 c: 
3: 
m z 
-f en 
)> 
z c 
:::tJ m en 
"tJ 
0 z en m en 



0 s 
0" 
CD .., 
<0 
<0 
<0 

~ 
\;.) 

....J 

T1 ::;· 
!!!.. 
() 
-I 
m 
en 

Los Alamos Public Hearing (Evening Session) 
Document 34, Page 15 of 51 

be available that we can have? 
2 MS. WITHERS: Those will be available at 
3 the public reading rooms for DOE here in Los Alamos and 
4 also in Albuquerque. 
5 THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Then if there 
6 are no more questions about what we are about to do, the 
7 first person who signed up to comment -- what we have done 
8 is run through the names, people who have signed up, and 
9 after that, if there isn't a whole long list here, we have 

10 just taken questions from whoever has any. 
11 Let's start with this, Newby Ellington. And I'm 
12 also going to ask you to use the microphone, because one 
13 of the things we found yesterday was people could hear the 
14 answers but they couldn't always hear the questions. So 
15 would you please use this. 

15 

16 MR. ELLINGTON: Mine is a question probably 1 34-01-17 

17 versus a comment, but I notice on the exhibits out in the 
18 lobby that there are proposed recommendations for the use 
19 of the land. Who made those recommendations? Is that 
20 DOE, the County, or who made those recommendations? 
21 MS. WITHERS: In both instances the persons 
22 that made those recommendations were representatives of 
23 the San Ildefonso Pueblo and the Los Alamos County. The 
24 Department of Energy has no control over what these lands 
25 will be used for ultimately. As long as they meet the 

Comment 34-01-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. Further 
clarification was provided later in the hearing (quote is repeated 
here). 

" ... MR. FERGUSON: Elizabeth is correct when she 
answered your question and said that the Department 
does not have the authority to specify use. The statute 
says that in order to convey we have to make a finding 
that it can be used for any of the uses that she discussed 
earlier. 

That doesn't mean that either the County or the 
Pueblo must make that use. Having said that, there will 
be a process, a series of processes, where the 
Department is obligated to consult with, confer, with 
other agencies in the area, particularly with regard to 
threatened and endangered species and cultural 
resources that may end up with mitigations in the nature 
of limitations on the conveyance documents, in order for 
the Department to be in compliance with those other 
statutes, separate and apart from any requirements or 
specifications that this law requires. 

It's a little complex, but I didn't want you to think 
that this would be totally a no-strings-attached 
conveyance in all circumstances. The Department is in 
no position to really specify in that regard at this time 
until we go through these consultations. 

I hope that didn't muddy the water. It was intended 
to clarify, that there is the subtlety, and really they are 
sort of at odds." 
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criteria of the law, they can set their own future use. 
2 MR. ELLINGTON: You answered my second 
3 question about the future use of the land and are there 
4 any controls or restrictions or covenants, and you said 
5 no, that once the land is transferred it is up to the, 
6 what is the word, recipient of the land. I see. All 
7 right. That indeed was my question. Thank you. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Thank you. The next person 
9 who had signed up is Blair Swartz, I believe it is. 

10 MR. SWARTZ: I didn't sign up to make a 
11 comment. 
12 THE MODERATOR: You don't need to. You are 
13 not obligated. 
14 MR. SWARTZ: I had not intended to make a 
15 comment. My name is Blair Swartz. I live in Barranca 
16 Mesa, and my principal concern with this comment is that 
17 the Rendija Canyon Tract. My principal concern is the 
18 Rendija Canyon Tract because I live on Barranca Mesa. 
19 THE MODERATOR: We would ask him to hold it 
20 up a little closer. 
21 MR. SWARTZ: I have read your lovely 
22 document here, talking about the Rendija Canyon Tract and 
23 its environmental impacts. It looks like it's pretty 
24 competently done. I was not here this afternoon. They 
25 did address some of the birds and animals that might be 

16 

34-01-17 
{Cont.) 

34-02-17 

34-03-07 

Comment 34-02-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. The reader also is 
referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix and to the response to Comment 34-01-17. 

Comment 34-03-07 

Response: 

The CT EIS analyzes the potential for impact to the Mexican 
spotted owl habitat in the Rendija Canyon area and states that there 
could be impacts (see Section 5.3.7 in Chapter 5 of the main text). 
The reader is referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix and Chapter 16 of the main report for a 
discussion of mitigations. The DOE recognizes that the goshawk 
has been proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act as a 
threatened or endangered species. Currently, however, the goshawk 
is not listed nor afforded the protections that listing provides. As 
species are listed and de-listed under the Endangered Species Act, 
the DOE will consider the effect to individuals and to potential 
habitat, as appropriate. 
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affected this afternoon. 
2 I wanted to remark that although you talked 
3 about the peregrine falcon habitat and the spotted owl 
4 habitat, any remarks on the spotted owl habitat, in fact 
5 it's about a mile from the tract, and although in my 
6 experience spotted owls are pretty gentle beasts, it's not 
7 clear to me that they wouldn't be affected. And so they 
8 were observed. 
9 If you will look in Los Alamos Report LA 12206, 

10 they were observed on the other side of Guaje mountain 
11 apparently, not by me, unfortunately. 
12 The third species that is not talked about there 
13 because it's not endangered is the goshawk. It's likely 
14 to be an endangered or whatever species shortly, possibly 
15 before 2007. Okay? 
16 MS. WITHERS: Exactly. 
17 MR. SWARTZ: The second thing I want, that 
18 occurred to me, and I only came here this afternoon so I 
19 haven't thought about this very much, my principal concern 
20 these days is not this actually, it's wildfires, and I'm 
21 concerned that, well, of the three alternatives that are 
22 proposed, for the Rendija Canyon area, it strikes me 
23 offhand that as far as the danger of wildfires to the 
24 town, the cultural would be the least dangerous, in my 
25 experience. 

17 

34-03-07 
(Cont.) 

34-04-01 

Comment 34-04-01 

Response: 

The CT EIS acknowledges that the potential development of 
Rendija Canyon could increase the risk of wildfire (See Section 
5.3.7.1 in Chapter 5 of the main report). However, the DOE has no 
role in the choice ofland use (see response to Comment 34-0 1-17). 
The reader also is referred to General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's 
Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix where the issue is 
discussed. 
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I And you can check with the fire department 
2 here. There have been, with present use, there have been 

3 a number of people from the town and elsewhere that have 
4 -- there have been a number of fires ignited, small fires 
5 ignited in the canyon when it's dry, particularly in dry 

6 weather. 
7 I think, my understanding of the cultural use is 
8 that it might actually be -- there might be a locked gate 
9 at the bottom before you get to the Sportsmen's Club, and 

I 0 if that's the case, I being selfish, I think that would be 
II really good for me. 
12 The alternative of a residential community down 

13 there is very hard for me to figure out what would happen 
14 as far as wildfrres go. I think it depends partly on the 

15 community that would develop. If it's a bedroom community 
16 for Santa Fe, and for the rest of the world as well, it 
17 might be, because this is a very valuable community to 
18 live in because of the education it provides its kids and 

19 stuff. I think people might not feel that they belong so 
20 much to the community, and that might-- it's hard to 
21 imagine what would happen because of the roads that would 

22 go off and trails and stuff that would go off into the 
23 national forest from there, as far as what the danger from 
24 wildfire would be. 
25 The present -- so I would actually put that at 
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34-04-01 
(Cont.) 

34-05-12 

34-04-01 
(Cont.) 

Comment 34-05-12 

Response: 

Comment noted. 
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the bottom of my list, making a guess, as far as the 
2 wildfires go. The present situation would be in the 
3 middle. 
4 Thankyou. 
5 THE MODERATOR: Let me make sure I heard. 
6 I just want to get the main point. Your concern was about 
7 wildfires in Rendija and your goal was to have as little 
8 development as possible? 
9 MR. SWARTZ: Yes. That's a guess. You've 

1 0 got experts. 
11 THE MODERATOR: Okay. I have down next 
12 Rich Morley, I believe it is. And thank you for giving 
13 your name. If you want your name in the record, please do 
14 give your name. I have been giving them, I realize. 
15 MR. MORLEY: I'm Richard Worley, the 
16 president of the Sportsmen's Club, which is located in 
17 Rendija Canyon. I spoke at the town meeting the other 
18 night and said I haven't read the whole document and now I 
19 have. 
20 Actually I have a couple alternatives, written 
21 comments, but really I think it assesses things pretty 
22 good. I did have one question. Recreational use is not 
23 considered as one of the impacts as far as the criteria. 
24 Is that determined by NEPA or --you consider noise, you 
25 consider utilities, you don't consider recreation. 

19 

34-04-01 
(Cont.) 

34-06-19 

Comment 34-06-19 

Response: 

To elaborate on the response given during the public hearings, 
the assessment of impacts to recreation are often discussed under 
the resource called "land use" or "land resources." In this CT EIS, 
information on recreation is presented as part of the discussions of 
land use (see Sections 3.2.1, 5.1.1, 5.2.1, 5.3.1, 6.1.1, 6.2.1, 6.3.1, 
7.1.1, 7.2.1, 7.3.1, 8.1,9.1.1, 9.2.1, 9.3.1, 10.1.1, 10.2.1, 10.3.1, 
11.1.1, 11.2.1, 11.3.1, 12.1.1, 12.2.1, 12.3.1, 13.1.1, 13.2.1, 13.3.1, 
14.1.1, 14.2.1, 14.3.1, and 15.3.1 of the main report). 
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1 MS. WITHERS: We do consider as a going-in 
2 proposition that part of the tract would be used for 
3 enviromnental preservation. And the defmition of that 
4 from the potential recipient that identified that future 
5 use stated that that would include a recreational 
6 component. 
7 MR. SWARTZ: I'm not complaining, I'm just 
8 wondering what sets the criteria that you went through. 
9 You said you had noise, you had water, you had endangered 

10 species, a whole list of things. Does that come out of 
11 NEPA directly? 
12 MS. WITHERS: No, it doesn't. 
13 MR. SWARTZ: Or is that a judgmental thing 
14 the way it's done? 
15 MS. WITHERS: It is somewhat judgmental, 
16 but we have a body of history to draw on and we generally 
17 consider all of the various different kinds of 
18 enviromnental resource areas and the potential for impact 
19 to those resource areas, and we try to identify through 
20 our scoping process any specific or special resource areas 
21 that might be in a specific location. 
22 MR. SWARTZ: Okay. One fmal question. It 
23 seems like the two scenarios are end points. One is full 
24 development by the County, and one is full nondevelopment 
25 by the Pueblo. Is that the intent, just to span the two 

20 

34-06-19 
(Cont.) 

34-07-12 

Comment 34-07-12 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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I points rather than to consider all intermediaries. 
2 MS. WITHERS: No, we actually asked both of 
3 the representatives of both organizations to give us a 
4 list of the types of projected uses that they were 
5 actually contemplating for each of the ten tracts, even 
6 though we know that both parties won't get all ten tracts, 
7 obviously. But we wanted to be able to offer a reasonable 
8 analysis of the potential impacts from those contemplated 
9 uses to the public and to the decision makers. 

10 MR. SWARTZ: Okay. 
II THE MODERATOR: Thank you. John Sarracino 
12 is the next person signed up and the last person. And I 
13 want to make sure, unless there are other names on the 
14 sheet out there that can brought to me, if someone would 
15 walk out there just to check to see. If not, we will just 
16 open it up for any other questions or comments. 
17 MR. SARRACINO: I appreciate the chance to 
18 speak. I'm not sure that I have done enough research on 
19 this, but let me just start out by commenting that, as a 
20 resident of Los Alamos, in an area which would be impacted 
21 by the 12,058 trips per day which would be expected to be 
22 added to the local transportation system and an increase 
23 of 819 trips during peak-hour traffic, I'm a little 
24 concerned if all of the traffic in this Rendija Canyon 
25 area is forced out in this direction that will add an 

21 

34-07-12 
(Cont.) 

34-08-23 

Comment 34-08-23 

Response: 

The CT EIS assessed the transportation impacts associated 
with the potential development plans described for each tract. In 
order to bound these impacts, they were presented without 
mitigation measures. It is not within the scope of DOE's authority 
to mandate specific mitigation measures to the recipients. For a 
more detailed discussion of mitigation issues, please see General 
Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix and 
Chapter 16 of the main report. 
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undue pure burden to the County infrastructure, that 
2 perhaps we will never be able to recover in the way of 
3 property taxes or impact fees or whatever in this area. 
4 So my feeling is that the EIS should be 
5 modified, pemaps specifically for this particular tract, 
6 should be modified to specifically say that access out in 
7 this direction through whoever's lands they belong to, and 
8 I believe they belong to the Pueblo right now, that access 
9 should be allowed out in this direction to State Route 

10 504. 
11 In general I think there probably should be some 
12 language to cover all of the tracts that access to 
13 reasonable transportation nodes, should be allowed from 
14 every site here. 
15 MS. WITHERS: Just to answer why we didn't 
16 do that in the first place, typically for an Environmental 
17 Impact Statement, is what you are doing is contrasting the 
18 existing environment with the proposed action, and having 
19 an access road that went through the Pueblo land and 
20 exited out the other side of that canyon wasn't part of 
21 the proposal. So that's why we didn't do that. 
22 MR. SARRACINO: I sort of anticipated your 
23 answer, so this is my forum to let the members of the 
24 County Council, County staff know, that I think they will 
25 have failed in their obligation to the citizens of this 

22 

34-08-23 
(Cont.) 

34-09-23 

Comment 34-09-23 

Response: 

Comment noted. 
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community if they bargain for this tract of land without 
2 securing a right-of-way access from this direction down to 
3 State Route 504. 
4 Thank you very much. 
5 MS. WITHERS: Glad to have given you the 
6 opportunity. 
7 MR. SARRACINO: Thank you. 
8 THE MODERATOR: Unless someone knows of 
9 other names in the sign-up sheet, that's all I have up 

10 here who have formally signed in. If there are no other 
11 names, then we will just open it up. Is there anyone else 
12 who has a clarifying question or a comment you would like 
13 to make about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement? 
14 A SPEAKER: I haven't had a chance to read 
15 the thing so there may be some ignorance in these 
16 questions. I guess one fine point, there was a question 
17 earlier about control of the land, after the transfer. Is 
18 it a case of it's not your intent to control the use of 
19 the land afterwards, or you have no legal way to control 
20 the use of the land afterwards? 
21 MR. MARTINEZ: Well, there is a potential 
22 for us to maybe have deed restrictions if it's something 
23 that can be negotiated among the parties, and mitigate 
24 certain actions if there are issues that we need to take 
25 care of. But in general, I would say that the way the law 

23 

34-09-23 
(Cont.) 

34-10-12 

Comment 34-10-12 

Response: 

To elaborate on the response given during the public hearings, 
the DOE's authority to limit or condition the conveyance or transfer 
of land tracts is circumscribed by the provisions of Public Law 
(PL) I 05-119. Such limitations are not an issue for tracts transferred 
to the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOl), in trust for the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso, because such an administrative transfer will not 
result in a change of ownership (that is, the U.S. Government will 
retain title), and all applicable requirements (including those 
pertaining to environmental safeguards) will remain in effect. In the 
case ofland conveyed to the County of Los Alamos, the DOE must 
convey "fee title" to the tracts of land. The DOE must work within 
this limitation in determining what, if any, conditions or restrictions 
can be included in the instruments of conveyance. 
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is designed, transfer the properties without 
2 consideration, certainly leads in a direction where the 
3 recipients are fairly free to do what they want to do with 
4 those properties. 
5 A SPEAKER: The next question is you 
6 mentioned the Corps report, on who owned, who formally 
7 owned the land. As I recall, evetyone was really happy 
8 with that report. Is that sort of a done thing or are we 
9 going to hear more about that in lawsuits? 

10 MR. MARTINEZ: I am sure that for those 
11 folks, referring to the Homesteaders of the Pajarito 
12 Plateau, for them it is not a done thing. They still have 
13 concerns and they still have issues. 
14 With regards to the land transfer, I will just 
15 clarify, out of this 4646 acres, Rendija Canyon is the 
16 only area that has some formerly-owned pieces of property 
17 on it. There is a small section here, a section there, 
18 and here and here. So Rendija Canyon is about 908 acres. 
19 Approximately 92 acres were formerly owned. 
20 None of the other parcels for land transfer were 
21 ever formerly owned by anyone other than the government. 
22 And so this is the extent of any claims that would ever 
23 arise. 
24 The Corps of Engineers have said these are free 
25 and clear and the government has condemned them properly 
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34-10-12 
(Cont.) 

34-11-22 

Comment 34-11-22 

Response: 

To clarify the response given during the public hearing, the 
statement was based on the current state of DOE knowledge and 
was limited to the land tracts that are the subject of this CT EIS. 
The DOE recognizes that additional information may become 
available in the future. The reader is referred to General Issue 7, 
Homesteaders Association Claims, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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1 or purchased them properly and we own those, but the 
2 homesteaders' claims are broader. They express an 
3 interest in getting compensation for all the lands in Los 
4 Alamos that were taken, some of which there are houses on, 
5 County buildings are on. Their interest is broader than 
6 just land transfer parcels. 
7 A SPEAKER: And you mentioned that, you 
8 know, some of this land would go to the County, some will 
9 be to the Pueblo. If both parties, you know, wants a 

10 piece, I mean, who figures that out? 
11 MR. MARTINEZ: The decision --the 
12 negotiation is strictly between Los Alamos County and San 
13 Ildefonso Pueblo. The Department of Energy is not 
14 involved in that. And the way the public law is written 
15 what will happen is, if they fail to agree on a parcel or 
16 on all the parcels, then there will be no transfer. It's 
17 strictly up to the two entities. 
18 A SPEAKER: So if they tie, neither gets 
19 it? 
20 MR. MARTINEZ: That is basically it. 
21 A SPEAKER: Unless the DOE can see some 
22 reason not to do it? I guess a final question is, I think 
23 in the comments a lot of people are concerned about what 
24 is going to happen to the land. In terms of the, you 
25 know, no Action Preferred Alternative, some of us are 
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34-11-22 
(Cont.) 

34-12-17 

34-13-06 

Comment 34-12-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 

Comment 34-13-06 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. For a more 
detailed discussion of the issues associated with the DOE's 
obligations regarding the No Action Alternative, please see 
General Issue 3, Basis for DOE's Decisions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix. 

Additionally, to elaborate on the question of being able to put a 
certain "spin" on the Preferred Alternative, the DOE is responsible 
for determining its Preferred Alternative after consideration of all 
the information available, including consideration of public 
comments. 
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I really concerned about what might happen to the land. 
2 I mean, is there an option to, say, to lobby for 

3 the No Action, or to try to put a certain spin on the 
4 Preferred Alternative? 
5 MS. WITHERS: Essentially our options to 
6 choose the No Action Alternative were pretty much limited 
7 to the land not being suitable per the requirements under 
8 the law. Otherwise we're obligated under the law to 
9 convey or transfer. 

10 I just want to inteiject that one of the 
11 appendices here, Appendix A in the Environmental Impact 
12 Statement, does have a full copy of the law, so if you 
13 wanted to read the full law, it's only a couple of pages, 
14 it's pretty short. I know that the rest of this is 
15 delightful reading and I strongly encourage everyone 
16 taking it home and pursuing it, but ifyoujust wanted to 
17 read the Act itself, that is copied in full in this 
18 document. 
19 THE MODERATOR: I would add also to your 
20 question about the homesteader thing, many questions came 
21 up in last night's session. You can get that transcript 
22 when it comes out, because what Dennis talked about in 
23 terms of many of the comments are that they are claimants, 
24 as Dennis said. I don't know if you want more detail on 
25 what was said. It will be in there. 
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MS. STEVENS: Faith Stevens from the Los 

2 Alamos Monitor, and I would like to ask if people who do 

3 have questions would give their names so I can get the 
4 right person with the right question. 
5 THE MODERATOR: It's a chance to get your 

6 name in the paper. Here it is. Other comments? 

7 Questions? 

8 MR. SWARTZ: I'm sure I don't need to point 

9 out that this wildfire question is of importance- to the 

1 0 laboratory as well. 

11 MS. WITHERS: Right. The laboratory, the 
12 Department of Energy, the County, the Forest Service, 

13 Bandelier National Monument. I believe Bandelier and I 
14 believe several other organizations in the area are all 

15 working together. This is a regional problem, not just a 
16 community problem or a lab problem. We recognize it as 

17 all of our problem. 

18 MR. SWARTZ: But it's the impact of this 

19 particular decision. 

20 MS. WITHERS: That we are analyzing. 

21 MR. SWARTZ: That we are talking about, not 

22 the general. I realize everybody is scared, so ..... 

23 THE MODERATOR: Someone else here. 

24 MR. MORLEY: Richard Morley, Sportsmen's 

25 Club again. We have actually talked about that at the 
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I 34-14-01 

Comment 34-14-01 

Response: 

To elaborate on the comment given during the public hearing, 
the risk of wildfire to LANL was analyzed in the LANL Site-Wide 
EIS. The CT EIS discusses wildfire in Rendija Canyon in 
Section 5.3. 7 of Chapter 5 in the main report. The Interagency 
Wildfrre Management Team is a fire-planning organization with 
members from different government agencies and entities around 
Los Alamos. 
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club also. The way the club is currently configured it 
2 makes a great firebreak, the north side of the road where 
3 the range is. We've looked at what we can do at our 
4 spring cleanup this year to help remove any excess fuel 
5 there. 
6 And as far as the bird issue you brought up, we 
7 have a wildlife section that is just looking for a project 
8 to do, so if we can help out with any of those plans we 
9 can bring some bodies to it. 

10 MS. WITHERS: We always like volunteers. 
11 Thank you. 
12 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments, 
13 clarifying questions about the Draft Environmental Impact 
14 Statement? 
15 MR. SWARTZ: I guess I would like to ask 
16 the question because there are some people here. What is 
17 the time table here as far as what's known, for example, 
18 about meetings of the County with the Pueblo, and when can 
19 the public get input into this? I know that this is not a 
20 responsibility of the Department, but I think this is 
21 going to become pretty quickly much more public. 
22 MS. WITHERS: Actually we have Fred 
23 Brueggeman with the County in the audience. Perhaps, 
24 Fred, you would like to field that. 
25 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: At this point the tribal 
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(Cont.) 

34-15-17 

Comment 34-15-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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council and the county council have held one joint meeting 
2 to talk about a process for the negotiations so we can get 
3 to an end point by November of this year. Out of that 
4 meeting I was asked to come up with actually a public 
5 information plan for the process, and we will be working 
6 on that over the next few weeks and bringing it to council 
7 for consideration. 
8 That aside, we won't be meeting again until May, 
9 so this is a time when we're all reading these reports and 

10 trying to do our homework. 
11 THE MODERATOR: Anyone else with a comment 
12 or question? 
13 MR. SARRACINO: This is John Sarracino 
14 again, so I would like to ask Fred directly, is there any 
15 thought to allowing egress out ofRendija Canyon other 
16 than through existing roads in the County of Los Alamos? 
17 I think this is a fairly large issue and I suspect that 
18 the County has not addressed that and the counselors have 
19 not thought of it yet. 
20 MR. BRUEGGEMAN: It has been thought of. 
21 MS. WITHERS: That's one of the things that 
22 this environmental impact does, is it informs all of the 
23 citizens as well as all of the decision-makers about what 
24 the potential for future impacts would be, so that this is 
25 a big headstart for anyone, if we have identified 
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(Cont.) 

I 34-16-23 

Comment 34-16-23 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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1 problems, and now it's up to the future recipients and the 
2 communities to solve the problems. 

3 THE MODERATOR: Other comments, questions? 
4 MR. FERGUSON: My name is Steve Ferguson, 
5 I'm with the Department of Energy, in the Washington 
6 office. Elizabeth, I sense a need to clarify a response 
7 to the first gentleman's question about the Department's 
8 ability to control use versus the potential for 
9 limitations in the transfers with respect to conditions on 

10 the deed. 
11 We talked about that a little this afternoon. 
12 Do you want to handle it or do you want me to say 
13 something. 
14 MS. WITHERS: Go right ahead, Steve. 
15 MR. FERGUSON: I was afraid you would say 
16 that. Elizabeth is correct when she answered your 
17 question and said that the Department does not have.the 
18 authority to specify use. The statute says that in order 
19 to convey we have to make a finding that it can be used 
20 for any of the uses that she discussed earlier. 
21 That doesn't mean that either the County or the 
22 Pueblo must make that use. Having said that, there will 
23 be a process, a series of processes, where the Department 
24 is obligated to consult with, confer, with other agencies 
25 in the area, particularly with regard to threatened and 
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endangered species and cultural resources that may end up 

2 with mitigations in the nature of limitations on the 

3 conveyance documents, in order for the Department to be in 
4 compliance with those other statutes, separate and apart 
5 from any requirements or specifications that this law 
6 requires. 
7 It's a little complex, but I didn't want you to 

8 think that this would be totally a no-strings-attached 

9 conveyance in all circumstances. The Department is in no 

10 position to really specify in that regard at this time 
11 until we go through these consultations. 
12 I hope that didn't muddy the water. It was 
13 intended to clarify, that there is the subtlety, and 
14 really they are sort of at odds. 

15 MR. ELLINGTON: And that would apply to the 
16 tracts that go to the pueblos as well as the County? 

17 MR. FERGUSON: Whether such a consultation 
18 -- I'm really digging a hole here. Whether the 

19 consultation would end up with such limitations could in 
20 large part depend on who it's going to and what is the use 
21 they want to make of it. And this is a negotiation 

22 process that Elizabeth referred to. We are way out in 
23 front of that, or behind that now. It's going to happen 

24 way down the road. 

25 MS. WITHERS: And I was just going to say 
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I 34-17-17 

Comment 34-17-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. For a more detailed 
discussion of mitigation issues, please see General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix. 
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that I have spoken with the State Historic Preservation 
2 Officer, both with respect to our obligation to protect 
3 historical resources, as well as the head of the Fish and 
4 Wildlife Service area office in Albuquerque who has a 
5 regulatory authority, and in both cases we have reached 
6 the agreement that we cannot proceed with the Department 
7 of Energy's compliance process until we know who gets 
8 which tract because that very much will then determine 
9 just what the potential for impacts are based on the 

10 future contemplated uses by that organization .. 
11 So we are delaying our completion of 
12 consultation until after we know that piece of information 
13 in both cases. So we plan to then pick that piece up 
14 after we know this agreement of the split between the two 
15 parties on the pieces of property. And so probably about 
16 this winter, in December, January time frame, then we'll 
17 take up that action again and complete the consultation 
18 that the Department of Energy needs in order to meet our 
19 requirements. And it probably will be a process. I don't 
20 expect it to be an event. 
21 We will be working with the County and the San 
22 Ildefonso Pueblo to reach agreements and mitigations to 
23 satisfy our requirements. We are not able to violate 
24 another law in order to meet another law. So we'll take 
25 care of business. 
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A SPEAKER: During this consultation with 
2 the parties would the public have the opportunity to 
3 provide input on their concerns about concerned use of the 
4 land? 
5 MS. WITHERS: Typically speaking, those 
6 processes are not open to the public input in the same way 
7 that the National Environmental Policy Processes are. 
8 However, I'm certain that the two separate parties would 
9 appreciate input. 

10 A SPEAKER: But there is no process to 
11 collect input other than by the initiative of a concerned 
12 party? 
13 MS. WITHERS: That's correct. 
14 THE MODERATOR: Any other comments, 
IS questions on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement? 
16 Not hearing any, would you like for us to take a break, 
17 Elizabeth, Dennis? 
18 MS. WITHERS: Why don't we take about a 
19 fifteen-minute break. 
20 THE MODERATOR: Okay, we will reconvene at 
21 approximately five after 7:00. Remember the environmental 
22 restoration open house is to the left, and we will 
23 reconvene to see if there are comments at that point. 

::!1 24 Thank you. 
::l 

!!!.. 25 (There was a brief recess.) 
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Comment 34-18-14 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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THE MODERATOR: We are going to reconvene. 
2 If you are in the back of the room and you intend to 
3 continue your conversation, please move farther back or 
4 into the environmental restoration room. 
5 All right, we will begin. Like I said, if you 
6 are having a conversation in the back of the room, could 
7 you either have a seat if you plan to be in the input 
8 session or move farther become in the lobby and continue 
9 your conversation. Thank you. 

10 I see a couple of new faces who were not here 
II for the earlier session, I believe. Let me just make sure 
12 you are clear on what happened earlier. We had a very 
13 quick review of the public law, what started this entire 
14 process. We also got an overview of the Environmental 
15 Impact Statement process itself. There is more printed 
16 information. This was just a brief overview to bring 
17 people up to speed on the basics. There is much more 
18 printed information out in the lobby to describe it in 
19 greater detail. 
20 After that we have been taking comments and also 
21 clarifying questions about the Draft Environmental Impact 
22 Statement. That is the purpose of this session is to get 
23 public input on that document. 
24 So is there anyone here --you do not have to 
25 have signed in. I don't think we have a new sign-in 
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sheet. We didn't see that many people so we can handle it 
2 infonnally. If you weren't here earlier, we would ask you 
3 to use the microphone because we found last night people 
4 could often hear the answers but they could not always 
5 here the questions. So if you would hold the microphone 
6 just an inch or two from your mouth and speak into it we 
7 can hear you. 
8 Also we have a reporter here from the local 
9 paper. She would like to attribute quotes and so forth. 

10 If you don't mind giving your name, that's fine. You 
11 don't have to, but she has made that request. If you want 
12 your name in the public record as having made a comment or 
13 the name of your organization, please mention it. 
14 Anything else we need to mention before we 
IS continue? 
16 All right, is there anyone here with additional 
17 comments or clarifying questions about the Draft 
18 Environmental Impact Statement? 
19 MS. HORDE: My name is Dorothy Horde. I'm 
20 concerned about the cultural resources. The County has no 
21 equivalent of the Antiquities Act, and you have commented 
22 that you can put deed restrictions. Can you tell us in a 
23 little more detail what sort of protection that you can 
24 give cultural resources? Do you identify them? The 
25 County is not accustomed to identifying those resources. 
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Comment 34-19-04 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. The reader is 
referred to General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this 
appendix. 
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MS. WITHERS: Let me take a shot at that. 34-19-04 0 
2 I have already had conversations with the State Historic (Cont.) 0 
3 Preservation officer talking about this very problem. We s: 
4 have come to the agreement that we won't --the Department s: 
5 of Energy won't pursue the consultation process until m z 
6 after we know which recipient party is going to receive -1 
7 which tract, since that's a decision that is strictly up c 
8 to San Ildefonso Pueblo and Los Alamos County. 0 
9 At that time, which could be all the way to the 0 c 

I 0 end of November of this year, after that point then I s: 
~ 11 would pick back up and complete the consultation process m 
N 12 that is required under the agency. z Vl -1 00 13 As part of that consultation and regulatory en 

14 requirement to protect the sites, the cultural resources, )> 
15 historic resources, et cetera, we would have to be able to z 
16 meet that, and we anticipate that one way to do that would c 
17 be to get an agreement going with the County, with San ::u 
18 Ildefonso's input, so that those cultural sites are m en 
19 protected to some extent. "tJ 
20 And I qualify that, because there are many 0 
21 different types of mitigations that could be possible. We z en 
22 will be figuring out which type is best for a particular m 
23 site, with input from San Ildefonso Pueblo and possibly en 
24 some of the other pueblos in the area. They have a 

::!! 
25 specific site that is of importance to them, that happens 
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0 
to fall in one of these tracts. We don't even know all of 34-19-04 0 

2 the sites that might be of importance because they haven't (Cont.) :s: 
3 been identified to us. But if they so desire, then they s: 

m 
4 can participate in the process as well. z 
5 We are required by law to ask them if they can -1 
6 tell us or in some way indicate an area of interest. c 
7 Let's see. I'm anticipating that the 0 

0 
8 consultation process and reaching an agreement for c 

~ 
9 protection could take several months, and it could even s: 

10 take years, depending on the sites. So we have been m 
VI 11 engaged in a process of sending our archeologists and z 
\0 -1 

12 specialists out to these sites, to these tracts, en 
13 identifying all of the potential areas that they can tell )> 
14 would be of interest in the preservation process, so we z 
15 can get a handle on what's out there. c 
16 So these tracts, such as TA-74 Tract is very :::0 

m 
17 rugged terrain, and all of it previously had not been en 
18 mapped. That's true of several of the tracts. We should ""0 
19 finish that effort, I believe by the first part of this 0 

z 
20 spring. There were just a couple of little things we were en 
21 mopping up this season. So we will be in a good position m 
22 by the time we are able to sit down with the State en 
23 Historic Preservation and the Advisory Council and figure ., 24 out what potential mitigations are appropriate for each :r 

!!t 25 individual site. 
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We don't have -- I can't really give you a 
2 standard answer, because there are so many different types 
3 of these resources. They really cover the range all the 
4 way from lithic scatters to pueblo areas, to historic 
5 buildings, so there is a whole gamut there we are going to 
6 have to be looking at. We are going to have to look at 
7 each tract and each site specifically and reach 
8 agreement. It should be a fun process. 
9 MS. HORDE: Thank you. 

IO THE MODERATOR: I forgot to me11tion also 
II tenemos un interpretre. If you need a Spanish 
I2 intetpreter, the Department of Energy has provided one and 
I3 he is here this evening, because some new people came in. 
14 Does anyone? 
I 5 Any other comments, questions? 
16 MR. SWARTZ: It's nice to-- I get the 
I7 impression I can ask a question. Sorry. It's conceivable 
IS as far as in the species and stuff that this business that 
19 you were discussing in terms of the sites might actually, 
20 once you got into the negotiations with, say, the County 
21 or the Pueblo for all that, it might make it, the habitat 
22 that you might have to protect, goodness knows for a 
23 particular endangered species, might make the tract 

24 completely in the end inappropriate for the agency that 
25 you are dickering with. Can you address that? 
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34-19-04 
(Cont.) 

34-20-07 

Comment 34-20-07 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. For a discussion of 
mitigation issues, please see General Issue 2, Deed Restrictions, in 
Chapter 2 of this appendix and Chapter 16 of the main report. For 
clarification, should habitat for a threatened or endangered species 
be present on a tract, conveyance or transfer could still occur. One 
of land uses identified in PL 105-119 is for environmental 
preservation; as long as the land can be used by the recipients for one 
ofthe three land uses identified in PL 105-119, it can still be 
conveyed or transferred. 
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MS. WITHERS: I sure can. As it just 30-20-07 0 

2 happens, the Department of Energy has just completed an (Cont.) s: 
3 Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan for the Los s: 

m 
4 Alamos National Laboratory. We have just gone through the z 
5 consultation process with the Fish and Wildlife Service -t 
6 and got their concurrence that the implementation of that c 
7 plan would not likely lead to an adverse effect on the 0 

0 
8 species. c 

:;o 
9 So we are very happy about having that plan in s: 

10 place, and knowing where we have areas of habitat for the m 
N z 01 11 endangered species that are in this region. ,_.. -t 

12 Now, one thing I might point out, and you have en 
13 sort of hit upon this earlier tonight, is that over the )> 
14 ten-year time period species will be listed, delisted, z 
15 they could change. New species could fly in or walk in, c 
16 or seeds could be dropped in. :::0 

m 
17 MR. SWARTZ: I'll bring one in. en 
18 MS. WITHERS: That's never been suggested "U 
19 before. So this is something that could be a quite 0 

z 
20 lengthy process. We know already that it's not going to en 
21 be an event, but it could range further out in time than m 
22 you might initially think that it would. Until we 

en 
23 actually convey or transfer a particular tract we're 

"T1 24 always going to be on the hook to protect any species that s· 
!!!. 25 is in that area and their habitat under the law. 
() 
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1 The other thing that you hit upon was, let's see 

2 if I can remember your question there, your ftrst one. 

3 MR. SWARTZ: Don't ask me. 

4 MS. WITHERS: Well, just as a little bit 

5 further information, we do have the areas already mapped 

6 that have habitat or species. There aren't very many 
7 areas in Los Alamos National Laboratory that do have 

8 actual species nesting or living, raising young, that are 
9 endangered species, but we do have lots of habitat. We do 

I 0 now have a very good group awareness of where that habitat 

II is and what the likelihood of its being impacted would 
I2 be. 

I3 There aren't any particular tracts that are 
14 totally within a habitat area. There are several tracts 

I 5 that have small amounts of habitat nesting or roosting 
I6 habitat in particular, within the tract. Almost all the 
I7 tracts have potential foraging habitat. For the peregrine 
I8 falcon the entire flank of the mountains is considered 
19 foraging habitat, and they have quite a wide range, the 
20 peregrine falcon does, so it's pretty hard to avoid them. 
2I I think that's about most of the points I wanted 

22 to make. Did you have any further questions on this 

23 issue? Since you've got the floor there we might as well 

24 ftnish, huh? 
25 MR. SWARTZ: Well, it's quite clear, if you 
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(Cont.) 

I 34-21-07 

Comment 34-21-07 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. w . 
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expand the town you are going to reduce the habitat. 
2 MS. WITHERS: That's correct. 
3 MR. SWARTZ: And it doesn't matter whether 
4 the bird is nesting, you know, within 50 feet or 100 feet 
5 or maybe even 500 feet of the boundary of the particular 
6 tract you are considering, there can't be any question 
7 about expanding the town and reducing the habitat. 
8 MS. WITHERS: Expanding the town would 
9 reduce the habitat, and that is noted in the Environmental 

10 Impact Statement as being a potential impact, but most of 
11 the habitat that is within these tracts is foraging 
12 habitat or roosting habitat and not core nesting habitat, 
13 which for the perpetuation of the species is really the 
14 critical habitat. 
15 We have a couple of bird experts in the audience 
16 here and if they would like to add anything, I offer them 
17 the opportunity to do so. 
18 A SPEAKER: Is Dave Keller here? 
19 MS. WITHERS: No, I don't see Dave Keller 
20 in the audience. 
21 THE MODERATOR: If there aren't, I will 
22 move to a different topic unless you want to continue this 
23 topic. 
24 A SPEAKER: A few more questions here. 
25 When you-all were figuring out ten 10 parcels, I imagine 
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34-21-07 
(Cont.) 

I 34-22-17 

Comment 34-22-17 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. 
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1 you had to look at a crystal ball and figure out what was 
2 available, you know, as things progress, and there are 
3 other tracts that you thought, well, we need to hold this 
4 back for now, and then you later figure out we can give it 
5 up. Did those go through the same process or have we seen 
6 the last land until 2007? 
7 MR. MARTINEZ: I take your question to mean 
8 will any more parcels be added? No, the only parcels that 
9 can be transferred under this public law are those that 

10 were identified in the report to congress which are these 
11 parcels here. The only thing that can happen is that 
12 things can drop off the list if for some reason they can't 
13 be transferred, but nothing can be added to the list. 
14 A SPEAKER: So this is the last thing we 
15 see until 2007 or, you know. 
16 MR. MARTINEZ: Under this law. I can't 
17 control, if congress passes something else, but under the 
18 authority we have in this law. 
19 MS. WITHERS: They did do a really thorough 
20 screening process to try to anticipate new projects, and 
21 to the best of their ability they have considered that 
22 these are the only ten areas that are likely to become 
23 suitable before the end of the year 2007. 
24 A SPEAKER: And you mentioned earlier, 
25 that, you know, these ten tracts, two were likely before 
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34-22-17 
(Cont.) 

I 34-23-06 

Comment 34-23-06 

Response: 

The comment was addressed during the public hearing. The 
response is presented in the transcript on the left. See Section 1.4.3 
in Chapter 1 of the main report for a discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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the year 2000, the rest were going to have to wait. Is 34-23-06 0 

2 there any order or priority list, or how you deal with (Cont.) :s: :s: 3 those remaining tracts, or is it just whatever gets m 
4 cleaned up ftrst? z 
5 MR. MARTINEZ: Well, as part of the -f 
6 negotiations that the County and Ildefonso conduct, at c 
7 some point we will be going to them and asking them to 0 

0 
8 prioritize for us which parcels they think makes sense to c 

::0 
9 them to go ftrst, and we will kind of put that up against :s: 

I 10 our list of what the ER folks tell us are easiest to clean m 
N z 01 11 and we will work that way. \.11 -f 

12 MS. WITHERS: There is a separate process en 
13 from the Environmental Restoration Work that is going to > 
14 be done on these tracts and it does involve negotiation, z 
15 consultation with the state as the representative for the c 
16 Environmental Protection Agency for the RCRA law. So :::a m 
17 there is a whole process that they will go through to en 
18 determine which of the tracts they are able to clean up. ""0 
19 And part of the information that will get fed in, of 0 z 
20 course, like Dennis said, a big part is the desires of the en 
21 future recipients. m 
22 THE MODERATOR: Would you say what RCRA en 
23 is? , 24 MS. WITHERS: I'm sorry, I have been s· 

!!!. 25 chastised about using those acronyms. Resource 
() 
-l 
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en 
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I Conservation Recovery Act regulation. That's what LANL is 
2 operated under as opposed to some of the other 
3 environmental regulations. I am going to be careful and 
4 not say what they are so I don't have to explain what the 
5 acronym is. 
6 THE MODERATOR: You folks have done vety 
7 well. I just wasn't sure if they knew what that stood 
8 for. 

9 Anyone else with a comment or clarifying 
I 0 question about the Draft Environmental Impaqt Statement? 
II While you're thinking, if you have just came in, we had a 
12 meeting yesterday afternoon, in Pojoaque, two to five, and 
13 one in the evening there from six to nine, taking public 
14 comment. We had one this afternoon here from two to five 
IS and this one that you are in now. 
16 At all of those meetings the comments have been 
17 recorded, and if you just came in there will be a complete 
18 record of those in about a week and a half available in 
19 the reading room here in Los Alamos. Is that right? The 
20 DOE reading room. And that is located for those who may 
21 notknow? 
22 MS. WITHERS: Right over here on Central 
23 street about a block away. 
24 THE MODERATOR: Are there any other 
25 comments then, any other clarifying questions? Yes . 
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A SPEAKER: I have probably a very 

2 simplistic question, but is there any possibility, is the 

3 avenue potentially open that land transfer to the County 
4 could be protected, could continue to be in the state that 
5 it's in now, or is that like not even of interest or 

6 possibility? 
7 THE MODERATOR: And not transferred you 
8 mean? 
9 A SPEAKER: No, if it is -- here is my 

10 assumption I'm running on and it could be inaccurate. 

11 That land transfer to the County, the first thing they 
12 would look at is how can we develop it. I'm just 
13 wondering, and you may not even be the right people to 
14 ask, but once you give it over it's not -- you have 
I 5 nothing to do with it anymore. That's correct, once the 
16 land is transferred it has nothing to do with LANL 
17 anymore? Is that correct? 
18 MS. WITHERS: If there are no provisions 

19 made in the transfer documentation, that's correct. 
20 A SPEAKER: So I guess that is my 
21 question. Is it still potential, the potential is there 
22 for you to do certain type of protection on some of it in 
23 the way that you transfer it then? Is that possible? 

24 MS. WITHERS: That's conceivably possible, 
25 yes. I think probably I should say that both parties have 
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I 34-24-12 

Comment 34-24-12 

Response: 

PL 105-119 obligates the DOE to convey and transfer the 
subject tracts ofland (see Appendix A of this CT EIS). After any 
tract is conveyed to the County of Los Alamos, the DOE will not 
have any authority over the use of that tract. The DOE and the 
recipients are planning on exploring means to mitigate impacts to 
environmental and cultural resources. For a more detailed 
discussion of mitigation issues, please see General Issue 2, Deed 
Restrictions, in Chapter 2 of this appendix and Chapter 16 of the 
main report. 

To clarifY the response provided during the public hearing, the 
DOE could convey the land, reserving rights-of-way or with access 
requirements for such purposes as to facilitate utility line repairs or 
to perform environmental monitoring. 
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identified their contemplated future uses and that 
2 information was used in the Environmental Impact Statement 
3 to then look at what kind of impacts would result from 
4 that contemplated future use. We did ask that they give 
5 us a list on what those contemplated future uses would be, 
6 and I think they both took it very seriously. 
7 There are some tracts that they both identified 
8 where there would be little development or no development 
9 take place, so you might want to take a look at the list 

I 0 and take a look at those tracts and what is contemplated 
11 there. 
12 As far as determining future uses that are 
13 somehow different from what they've analyzed, that would 
14 be up to the recipient party. 
15 THE MODERATOR: A brief summary of those 
16 anticipated uses is on that wall out there for each 
17 tract. 
18 MS. WITHERS: That's right, the lighted 
19 diorama with the pictures and maps has just a very brief 
20 summary of what the contemplated future uses are. A much 
21 more detailed analysis with a list of assumptions of what 
22 those contemplated future uses mean in relationship to the 
23 conditions of the tract is in the Environmental Impact 
24 Statement. 
25 We have arranged this in kind of an unusual 
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I way. Since it was kind of an unusual project we felt that 34-24-12 0 
2 was appropriate. We took and gave individual chapters to (Cont.) s: 

s: 3 each of the ten tracts, so Chapters 4 through IS are each m 
4 of the individual tracts, and it goes from an explanation z 
5 of existing conditions of each tract to the No Action -t 
6 Alternative and then the Proposed Action Alternative, c 
7 which includes the contemplated future uses. 0 

0 
8 A SPEAKER: Thank you very much. c 

~ 
9 MS. WITHERS: Sure. s: 

10 THE MODERATOR: Are there any other m 
N z 0\ II comments or questions? It's 7:30. I'm not hearing any \0 -t 

12 more. We are scheduled to go from six to nine. The en 
I3 pattern has been we have taken a couple of breaks and > 
I4 reconvened in case someone had come late so ~e didn't miss z 
IS them, but Dennis, Elizabeth? c 
I6 MS. WITHERS: Half an hour. :::0 m 
I7 THE MODERATOR: We will reconvene then at en 
18 eight o'clock and see if there are some people who have '"tJ 

0 19 arrived at that time or if you have new questions. If you z 
20 just arrive, if you are interested in the environmental en 
2I restoration part of this, the informational open house is m 
22 in the room just to the left as you are going out. It's 

en 
23 not a hearing, it's not a place to get comments. It's a 

"T1 24 place to really find out about those issues. They are not :r 
!!!. 
() 

25 taking formal comments on the Environmental Impact 
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Statement at all. That is all done in here. 0 
2 Thank. you. 0 
3 (There was a brief recess.) s: 
4 s: 
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THE MODERATOR: If you are here to give 0 

2 comments or ask questions about the Draft Environmental :s: 
3 Impact Statement, please come on in and have a seat. We :s: 

m 
4 will begin in just about a minute. I will give you folks z 
5 about a minute or so to get here, into the room. I -t 
6 announced this in the environmental restoration room as c 
7 well, so people in there, they know to come on in. 0 

0 
8 So everybody understand, if they have comments c 

:I: 
9 they are to come on in. So let me ask, are there any :s: 

10 additional questions or clarifying questions about the m N z -...! 11 document, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement? Not ..... -t 
12 hearing any, then I will ask Dennis and Elizabeth. en 
13 MR. MARTINEZ: This is the second time we )> 
14 have had a break like this and haven't had any comment, z 
15 and I guess I would like to ask if anyone objects, or if c 
16 they don't object, we will adjourn the meeting now and AI 

m 
17 call it an evening. I ask for a show of hands if anyone en 
18 does object and would like us to continue. '"tJ 
19 I don't see any hands. We will record that. I 0 z 
20 guess we'll call it an evening then. Thank you. en 
21 THE MODERATOR: Let me just make sure, if m 
22 someone has a comment, if someone gets home and says I en 
23 have a comment but I couldn't get to the meeting, they 

"T1 24 can--s· 
!:!!.. 25 MS. WITHERS: There are a number of 
() 
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different ways that you can get comments in to me until 
2 April 12th, which is the end of our comment period. There 
3 is a list on the back wall of various different addresses 
4 and it includes an e-mail address, a 1-800 number that we 
5 have established, our mailing address, our street 
6 address. Come by, call me, please get your comments into 
7 me. 

8 We also have back at the registration table, we 
9 have written comment forms for your convenience, if you 

I 0 would like to use those as well. So we have v!lfious 
II different ways established, and we hope that everyone who 
12 would like to comment on the Environmental Impact 
13 Statement, the conveyance and transfer of the land tracts, 
14 will do so. 
15 Thank you very much. 
16 THE MODERATOR: Thank you and goodnight. 
17 (The meeting was adjourned at 8:05p.m.) 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

50 

w . 
0 

0 
0 
s: 
s: 
m 
z 
~ 

c 
0 
0 c: 
s: m 
z 
~ en 
)> 
z c 
:::u m en ., 
0 
z en m en 



0 Los Alamos Public Hearing (Evening Session) 
Q. 
0 Document 34, Page 51 of 51 0'" ro ..... 
..... 
co 51 co co 

w . 
Q 

0 
0 

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO s: 
2 STATE OF NEW MEXICO s: m 
3 z 
4 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE -1 
5 I, the undersigned Court Reporter and Notary c 
6 Public, HEREBY CERTIFY that I reported in stenographic 0 

0 
7 shorthand the proceedings set forth herein, and the c 

~ 
8 foregoing is a true and correct transcript of the s: 

I 9 proceeding to the best of my ability. m 
N z -.....) 10 I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am neither employed by w -1 

11 nor related to any of the parties or attorneys in this en 
12 case, and that I have no interest whatsoever in the final )> 
13 disposition of this case in any court. z 
14 c 
15 :::tJ m 
16 en 
17 

., 
BARBARA K. HARRIS, RPR-CM 0 z 

18 Certified Court Reporter # 114 en 
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ABOUT THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §4321 et seq.) was 
enacted to ensure that Federal decisionmakers consider the effects of proposed actions on the human 
environment and to lay their decisionmaking process open for public scrutiny. NEP A also created 
the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The U.S. Department ofEnergy's 
(DOE's) NEPA regulations (10 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1021) augment the CEQ 
regulations ( 40 CFR 1500 through 1508). 

Under NEPA, an environmental impact statement (EIS) documents a Federal agency's analysis of 
the environmental consequences that might be caused by major Federal actions, defined as those 
proposed actions that may result in a significant impact to the environment. An EIS also: 

• Explains the purpose and need for the agency to take action. 
• Describes the proposed action and the reasonable alternative courses of action that the 

agency could take to meet the need. 
• Describes what would happen if the proposed action were not implemented-the "No 

Action"' (or status quo) Alternative. 
• Describes what aspects of the human environment would be affected if the proposed action 

or any alternative were implemented. 
• Analyzes the changes, or impacts, to the environment that would be expected to take place if 

the proposed action or an alternative were implemented, compared to the expected condition 
of the environment if no action were taken. 

The DOE EIS process follows these steps: 

• The Notice oflntent, published in the Federal Register, identifies potential EIS issues and 
alternatives and asks for public comment on the scope of the analysis. 

• The public scoping period, with at least one public meeting, during which public comments 
on the scope of the document are collected and considered. 

• The issuance of a draft EIS for public review and comment (for a minimum of 45 days), with 
at least one public hearing. 

• The preparation and issuance ofthe final EIS, which incorporates the results of the public 
comment period on the draft EIS. 

• Preparation and issuance of a Record of Decision, which states: 
The decision 
The alternatives that were considered in the EIS and the environmentally preferable 
alternative 
All decision factors, such as cost and technical considerations, that were considered by 
the agency along with environmental consequences 
Mitigation measures designed to reduce adverse environmental impacts 

• Preparation of a Mitigation Action Plan, as appropriate, which explains how the mitigation 
measures will be implemented and monitored. 



Prepared with the Participation of these Cooperating Agencies: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: 
• Forest Service (Santa Fe National Forest, Espanola District) 

U.S. Department of the Interior: 
• National Park Service, Bandelier National Monument 
• Bureau of Land Management, Taos Office 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs 

San Ildefonso Pueblo 

Incorporated County of Los Alamos 




