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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In order to maintain its ability to continue to conduct uninterrupted radioactive and metallurgical 

research in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner, the U.S. Department of Energy 

(DOE) proposes to upgrade the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Chemistry and 

Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building. The building was built in the early 1950s to provide a 

research and experimental facility for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium chemistry, 

and metallurgy. Today, research and development (R&D) activities are perfonned involving 

nuclear materials. A variety of radioactive and chemical hazards are present. The CMR 

Building is nearing the end of its original design life and does not meet many oftoday's design 

codes and standards. 

The Proposed Action for this Environmental Assessment (EA) includes structural modifications 

to some portions of the CMR Building which do not meet current seismic criteria for a Hazard 

Category 2 Facility. Also included are upgrades and improvements in building ventilation, 

communications, monitoring, and fire protection systems. This EA analyzes the environmental 

effects of construction of the proposed upgrades. The Proposed Action will have no adverse 

effects upon agricultural and cultural resources, wetlands and floodplains, endangered and 

threatened species, recreational resources, or water resources. The Proposed Action would have 

negligible effects on human health and transportation, and would not pose a disproportionate 

adverse health or environmental impact on minority or low-income populations within an 

80 kilometer (50 mile) radius of the CMR Building. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the CMR Building has a useful life of approximately five to 

ten years, without upgrades. Continuing operations beyond the facility's useful life could result 

in higher risks and lower safety margins for workers, the public and the environment, which are 

not acceptable to DOE. Curtailment and/or shutdown of critical operations could also seriously 

affect the ability ofDOE to perform its assigned missio~s. 

Alternatives included the construction and operation of a new facility, either at LANL or at 

another site within the DOE Complex. The time necessary to plan and construct such a facility 

would exceed the remaining useful life of the CMR Building, meaning that ongoing or new 

research activities could be adversely affected. Further, the cost of constructing a new facility 

would be more than twice the cost of the proposed upgrades, and new construction could 

adversely affect water and air quality, biological, and archeological resources. This alternative 

was not considered reasonable, and was not developed further. 
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Relocating CMR Building operations to an existing building at LANL or another site within the 
DOE complex are additional alternatives. No building, without mission commitments, 
sufficient size, and necessary environmental protection systems, was available at LANL. 
Locating operations at a site away from LANL plutonium-processing facilities would increase 
risks to the public. The additional operational costs, technical issues, and schedule effects would 
result in programmatic inefficiencies not considered reasonable. This alternative was not 
considered reasonable, and was not developed further. 

Two CMR Building wings are not required for current missions. Proposed uses for the two, 
inactive wings have not been decided upon, so analysis of the environmental effects of their use 
is premature. Because of the unique capabilities of the CMR Building, DOE has no current plans 
to decommission any portion. For this reason, this alternative was not considered reasonable and 
was not developed further. 

The volume oflow-level solida radioactive waste would increase during CMR Building upgrades 
due to the removal of construction waste. Waste minimization techniques would be used to 
reduce waste volume and waste management costs. A small amount oftransuranic (TRU) waste 
might be generated. Radiation risks to workers and the public would not be significantly 
increased, however, the increased construction workforce could be subject to additional worker 
injuries/deaths associated with collapse of the building due to an earthquake. Transportation 
risks would increase as waste is sent to the Technical Area (TA) 54 disposal area, or off-site, but 
the likelihood of an accident would be very low. 

The cumulative effects of the Proposed Action would be to enhance CMR Building 
environmental health and safety operating parameters, thereby reducing effects on the 
environment from its continued use. 

a Use of the term "solid" refers to the solid state of matter not the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
regulatory definition. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.1 Background Information 

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR)1 Building at Los Alamos National Laboratory 

(LANL), located in Los Alamos, New Mexico, was constructed in the early 1950s to the 

industrial building code standards in effect at the time. It was designed to provide a state-of-the­

art research and experimental facility for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium chemistry, 

and nuclear materials. Provisions for support disciplines such as drafting, electronics, and 

machine shops were also included. The CMR Building is now reaching the end of its original 

design life and does not meet many oftoday's design codes and standards. Over the years, the 

Department of Energy (DOE) has systematically identified and corrected some deficiencies and 

upgraded some systems. However, these upgrades have not kept up with building aging and 

increasingly stringent safety standards. 

The CMR Building is used for R&D involving radioactive and hazardous materials. The 

analytical chemistry operations in the CMR Building support a wide range of programs at LANL 

that, in tum, support critical DOE missions assigned to LANL. Some of these programs include 

basic chemistry research on plutonium and similar radioactive materials, surveillance of the 

weapons stockpile for safety, stewardship of nuclear materials technologies, non- and 

counterproliferation, environmental stewardship, and technology development for treatment and 

minimization of defense industry waste. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has 

recommended that the DOE maintain a strong plutonium chemistry research capability in support 

of nuclear safety issues at LANL, Rocky Flats Plant, and other sites. Continued safe and reliable 

operation of the chemical and radiological research activities is critical to the LANL mission and 

the DOE. While the CMR Facility is currently operating safely, the combination of facility aging 

and the continuing evolution of standards and requirements, threatens the uninterrupted operation 

of this facility. The CMR Building requires upgrading if it is to continue to perform essential 

analytical chemistry and metallurgy operations in a safe, secure and environmentally sound 

manner for the next 20 to 30 years. 

1.2 Purpose and Need for Agency Action 

DOE has conducted R&D of radioactive isotopes at LANL since the site's creation in 1943. 

Over the past half-century, the R&D focus at LANL, originally intended to support the national 

defense mission, has expanded into many other fields of scientific investigation in response to 

international and domestic requirements. R&D activities maintained by DOE at LANL cover the 

spectrum of critical scientific investigation including materials science, nuclear safeguards and 

1A Glossary and a list ofacronyms appear in Section 7. 
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security, nuclear weapons materials processing and process development. These activities 
support technology competence, environmental protection and cleanup, and other basic and 
applied science research as part of DOE's post-Cold War mission. Chemical and metallurgical 
research activities are essential to the continued support of national missions, as well as 
continued compliance with standards and regulations requiring highly accurate and precise 
measurements. The CMR Building, where these activities are performed, is nearing the end of 
its design life. DOE needs to maintain the capability to continue to perform uninterrupted 
interim and ongoing radioactive chemical and metallurgical research activities in a safe, secure, 
and environmentally sound manner at LANL. 

1.3 CMR Upgrades Project History 

In 1983, DOE determined that it needed to maintain chemical and metallurgy R&D capabilities 
at LANL. It was also determined that, due to its age, the CMR Building would have to be 
replaced or would require major upgrades to maintain critical mission capabilities. Given 
projected mission requirements at the time, DOE proposed construction of a new facility in 
TA-55 to assume some of the functions from the CMR Building. In 1986, the Special Nuclear 
Materials Laboratory (SNML) Project was proposed. The proposed SNML Project involved 
construction of a new facility to house several activities, including the analytical chemistry 
capabilities at the CMR Building. Although the SNML Project included space for the CMR 
analytical chemistry operations, it was not intended to be a replacement facility solely for CMR 
because other activities related to nuclear materials programs were also part of the SNML Project 
scope. The SNML Project proceeded through conceptual and preliminary designs before DOE 
decided during an Energy Systems Acquisition Advisory Board (ESAAB) meeting in February 
1991 to place the project on hold. This decision was based upon changes in DOE's mission 
resulting from the end of the Cold War, and the projected high cost for the new facility. At this 
time, DOE decided to further evaluate CMR Building renovations to meet the Agency's needs. 

Included in the evaluation was an Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR) to evaluate the risks of 
CMR Building operations, identify safety deficiencies in the facility and aid in determining the 
scope of upgrades required to extend the CMR Building's useful life. As a result of the ISAR 
evaluation, several compensatory measures (including reducing the amounts of material in the 
building at any time) were put into place. These measures reduce the potential dose to the public 
in the event of major accidents, but have had a negative effect on operations and productivity and 
result in increased operational costs. 

To maintain operations, several stand-alone projects were developed in response to environment, 
safety and health deficiencies requiring immediate action. These initial upgrades were required 
independent of the decision to proceed with the SNML project or proceed with additional 
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upgrades to extend the useful life of the CMR Building. Some of these initial stand-alone 

projects were grouped and identified as CMR Building Phase 1 Upgrades. 

In March 1993, after validating continued mission requirements and investigating alternatives, 

DOE concluded that the most reasonable and cost-effective programmatic option was to upgrade 

portions ofthe CMR Building to extend its useful life by 20 to 30 years. A group of potential 

upgrades supporting the extended use of the CMR Building have been proposed. Conceptual 

design efforts were begun for these elements, initially identified as CMR Building Phase 2 

Upgrades. During the development of the conceptual design, it was determined that some of the 

upgrades were not required to support existing missions at the CMR Building. These elements 

were found to be contingent upon possible future CMR missions and were thus excluded from 

Phase 2, and re-designated as Phase 3 upgrades. At the completion of the Phase 2 conceptual 

design process in 1995, it was decided that no further planning for Phase 3 upgrades was 

appropriate, in as much as there was neither a need that could be demonstrated nor funding 

available for Phase 3. Therefore, the current proposed CMR Building upgrades, commonly 

referred to as Phase 2, are those identified as necessary infrastructure needs to support existing 

missions. 

During a November 1995 ESAAB meeting, DOE approved consolidation ofPhases 1 and 2 

CMR Building Upgrades into a single federal budget line item project. The subsequent DOE 

budget submittal for the CMR Building Upgrades did not include funding requests for Phase 3 

Upgrades. Also as a result of the ESAAB meeting, DOE directed the official cancellation and 

close-out of the SNML Project. As stated previously, the scope of the Proposed Action analysis 

included in this Environmental Assessment (EA) is limited to Phase 2 activities. 

1.4 Environmental Assessment Methodology 

This EA analyzes the environmental effects of construction of the proposed upgrades and has 

been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42 

USC 4332 (1975); Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 CFR 1500-1508; 

and DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures, 10 CFR Part 1021. The purpose ofthe EA is to 

provide the DOE with sufficient infonnation to determine whether a Finding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI) is warranted for the Proposed Action, or whether an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) must be prepared. The assessment of effects presented in this EA is designed to 

be based upon conservative assumptions that have the effect of maximizing estimates of 

radiological releases and human exposures. 

CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508, state that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and 

analysis for determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI. The current DOE NEP A 

Implementing Procedures, effective as of August 8, 1996, recognize that activities designated by 
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the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems normally require the preparation of an EIS. The 
proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project was not designated as a Strategic System by the 
Secretary. 

Predecisional draft copies of this EA were sent to the Los Alamos and Albuquerque DOE public 
reading rooms; the four local Accord Tribes; the State of New Mexico; and various concerned 
and interested parties for review and comment on January 22, 1996. Additionally, letters 
announcing the availability of the predecisional draft EA were sent out to more than 30 private 
citizens and groups, a notice was sent to local newspapers, and the predecisional draft EA was 
placed on the World Wide Web Computer Internet System. The original review period of 14 
calendar days was extended to 28 at the request of several of the draft EA reviewers, as explained 
in a February 2, 1996 letter. Copies of comments from the reviewers about the January 
predecisional draft EA are presented in Appendix A, along with DOE's responses and notations 
of changes made to the text of the revised predecisional draft EA. The revised predecisional 
draft EA was distributed in the same manner as the original predecisional draft EA, along with 
the same public notification and distribution on August 28, 1996. The review period was for a 
period of 14 calendar days and ended on September 11, 1996. Copies of comments from the 
reviewers about the August revised predecisional draft EA are also presented in Appendix A, 
along with DOE's responses to those comments. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY AND ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes present conditions at the CMR Building, the proposed action, and the 

other alternatives considered to meet the need for Agency action. 

The CMR Building (Building 3-29), located in LANL's TA-3, was completed in the early 1950s 

to house research and experimental facilities for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium 

chemistry, and metallurgy, as well as some engineering design and support functions. In 1960, 

an addition (Wing 9) was constructed to support LANL programs requiring hot cell facilities. 

Figure 2-1 shows the location of the LANL TAs; figure 2-2 shows the location of the CMR 

Building within TA-3. Figure 2-3 shows the outline of the facility, including its security fence. 

At the time the CMR Building was constructed, the facility included state-of-the-art 

instrumentation and engineered safety controls appropriate for a modern chemistry laboratory. 

However, the building is now nearing the end of its original design life and does not meet many 

oftoday's design codes and standards for a newly constructed facility. Alternatives for dealing 

with this problem, along with meeting the need for continuing uninterrupted facility operations 

include: 

• upgrading the present building (the Proposed Action). 

• no action, 
• construction and operation of a new LANL facility, 

• alternate site for CMR Building operations at another LANL facility, 

• alternate site for CMR Building operations at another DOE facility (non-LANL), 

• construction and operation of a new building for CMR Building operations at another DOE 

site, and 
• decommissioning existing Wings 2 and 4 in the CMR Building. 

2.1 Description of Facility 

The CMR Building is a three-story, reinforced-concrete structure that contains approximately 

51,000 square meters (m2) (550,000 square feet [ft2]) of floor space. The building has seven 

office and laboratory wings and one administration wing, all connected to a central (spinal) 

corridor. Each wing is designed to operate independently, with its own electrical power 

substations and ventilation system. The first floor of each wing contains approximately 4,460 m2 

( 48,000 ft2) of laboratory space and an equal amount of offi~e space. The basement and second­

floor spaces were designed primarily to provide utility services for the first-floor laboratories and 

offices. 
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Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 extend from the spinal corridor and are identical in design and 

construction. Wings 6 and 8 were planned, but never constructed. The main floor of each wing 

has change rooms at the entrance, and offices along the outside walls. Two corridors separate the 

offices from laboratories, which are completely interior. At the end of each wing are filter 

towers, which house the filter plenums and other large mechanical equipment for the exhaust 

ventilation system. There are nuclear materials storage vaults on the main floors in Wings 2, 3, 

4, 5, and 7. The basements of some wings house laboratory and office areas; the second floors of 

the wings are large, open areas with some building support equipment and storage areas. 

Wings 1, 9, and the Administration Wing are unique. Wing 1 contains offices and inactive 

laboratories and does not have a filter tower. Wing 9 is a large bay area containing hot cell 

facilities with remote handling capabilities, and other support laboratories; men's and women's 

change rooms are at the access to the wing. The Administration Wing houses offices and 

conference rooms. 

The CMR Building was constructed to the 1949 Uniform Building Code (UBC). The facility has 

been upgraded and maintained by LANL over the years to ensure safe operation in support of 

programmatic missions. A list of major upgrades performed since 1973 is given in Appendix B. 

2.1.1 Wing Operations 

The R&D tasks and other operations at the CMR Building are varied, types and numbers of 

projects change frequently, and many involve nuclear materials. Projects take advantage of the 

special capabilities of the facility, including safety, security, ventilation, and special processes. 

User organizations and specific tasks are typically different between the wings and within wings. 

However, some tasks at the CMR Building are interdependent among wings and users. 

Analytical chemistry has been performed in the facility since it was constructed. Process 

chemistry and metallurgy R&D operations involving plutonium and other actinides have been 

performed on a continuous basis. These activities support many LANL and other DOE programs 

conducted primarily outside the CMR Building, such as plutonium processing at TA-55 and 

uranium-related activities. 

Many activities conducted in the CMR Building are hazardous. Controls and procedures are in 

place to protect workers from chemical, electrical, mechanical, and radioactive hazards. Hoods 

and glove boxes are used in laboratories where chemical and radioactive materials are. handled, 

and personnel are trained to use them safely. Other safety measures include restricted entry, 

hazard warning signs, protective clothing, and containerization of hazardous materials. Areas 

that contain significant quantities of nuclear material are reviewed for criticality concerns by the 
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LANL criticality safety group to identify safe operating limits. CMR Building personnel interact 
with health physics, industrial hygiene, and safety service providers to ensure health and safety. 

2.1.2 CMR Building Systems 

2.1.2.1 Ventilation System 

The CMR Building has an extensive ventilation system that moves approximately 2,800 cubic 
meters per minute (m3/min) (100,000 cubic feet per minute [cfm]) of air through each laboratory 
wing. The ventilation system is designed as an independent system in each wing. All areas of 
the building are served by outside-air supply systems, except for the Administration Wing where 
the system uses both outside and return air. Exhaust air is high-efficiency particulate air 
(HEPA)-filtered from Wings 2, 5, 7, and 9 (hot cells), as well as the main vault. In Wing 1, 
where the laboratory space is currently unused, the exhaust is non-filtered. The Wing 3 exhaust 
is filtered through cartridge-type particulate air filters; the Wing 4 exhaust is filtered through 
roughing filters. 

2.1.2.2 Electrical System 

Primary Power 

Primary power to the CMR Building is provided by two 13.2- kilovolt (kV), 3-phase, 
underground primary feeders derived from the Los Alamos Area Distribution System. The 
feeders terminate at a 15 kV switchgear (SM-1196). 

Secondary Power 

Secondary power ( 480 V, 3-phase, 3-wire) is supplied from the low-voltage section of double­
ended unit substations to motor control centers, switchboards, distribution buses, and power 
panels located throughout the facility. Each low-voltage section is equipped with a manually­
operated tie breaker and bus that allow the electrical loads for each wing to be fed from either 
end of the switchgear. There are two substations each for Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7. 

Uninterruptable Power Supply (UPS) 

In the event of power failure, the CMR Building is equipped with UPS battery systems that can 
provide continuous power to the evacuation and paging system, facility computer system, waste 
assay facility, security alarm and detection system, fire alarm system, and emergency lighting 
system. 

Page 10 February 4, 1997 
Environmental Assessment 

I .. 
01111 .. 
01111 

Ill .. .. 
01111 .. .. .. 
11111111 

... -
""" ... 
.... 

-
1111! 

-... -
""''I -
1111111 

-... 
-.. -.. 
""' 
till 

.-! ... 
-· ! ... 
... 
• 



-
-

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgra4es 

- 2.1.2.3 Fire Protection System 

-
-

-
-
-

--

-
-

The CMR Building fire protection system includes: 

• closed loop water mains (two feeds from the TA-3 grid), 

• automatic wet pipe sprinkler system (initiated by a fusible link on all sprinkler heads), 

• halon system in the Wing 3 vault and main vault, 

• heat detection in the main vault, wing vaults, and Wing 9 (evacuation alarms and visual 

alerts), 
• evacuation alarm system, 

• fire circuitry and control panels (that sends signals to the central alarm station), 

• fire divisions (by individual wing), and 

• non-combustible construction materials. 

2.1.2.4 Radioactive Liquid Waste Drainlines (Acid Drainlines) 

The radioactive liquid waste drainline system, also referred to as acid drainlines, routes 

radioactive liquid waste from CMR Building laboratories to the Radioactive Liquid Waste 

Treatment Facility (RL WTF) at TA-50. 

2.1.3 Current Condition of the CMR Building 

All current CMR operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization basis. 

The current condition of the facility, in combination with administrative controls, provides an 

adequate level of safety for workers and the public. The proposed upgrades would support the 

continued safe and reliable operation of the facility. 

Radioactive materials may be present in Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 9 in liquid, solid\ gaseous, or 

powder form. A variety of chemicals are used in numerous activities and are stored in the CMR 

Building. All current operations in the CMR Building are conducted safely within the approved 

authorization basis. To compensate for building deficiencies, operations are controlled by 

administrative controls placed on routine operations involving hazardous or radioactive 

materials. These administrative controls include limits on radioactive inventory. 

An ISAR was prepared in 1992 to define the current safety envelope for the facility and identify 

potential upgrades based on engineering assessments, a limited-scope comparison to criteria, and 

accident analysis (Romero 1992). The CMR Building was designed to meet 1949 UBC 

standards. Wind and seismic analyses were conducted to support the ISAR. The wind analysis 

2 Use of the term "solid" refers to the solid state of matter not the RCRA regulatory definition. 
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indicated that the entire CMR Building meets applicable criteria. The seismic analysis indicated 
that portions of the building do not meet current standards and criteria for seismic design. 
Subsequently, a structural analysis was performed as part of the Conceptual Design Report 
(CDR) (LANL 1995a) for the Proposed Action in accordance with DOE Order 5480.28 "Natural 
Phenomena Hazards Mitigation," and DOE-STD-1020-94 "Natural Phenomena Hazards Design 
and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities," the current standards for seismic 
and natural phenomena hazards. 

The seismic analysis indicated that the Administration Wing, Wing 1, the filter towers, the 
basement, the change room areas, the main vault, and the center corridor met seismic criteria for 
a Hazard Category 2 facility. (Hazard categories, are defined in DOE Standard 1027-92, 
"Guidance on Preliminary Hazard Classification and Accident Analysis Techniques for 
Compliance with DOE Order 5480.23, Safety Analysis Reports.") The first floors (laboratory 
and offices) and second floors of Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 9 did not meet the criteria for a Hazard 
Category 2 facility. Current seismic design standards for a Hazard Category 2 facility located at 
LANL require facilities to withstand a horizontal ground acceleration of 0.31 g. 

The risks to the public from both radioactive materials and hazardous materials were evaluated 
for the ISAR. No chemicals were found to exceed Emergency Response Planning Guideline 
(ERPG)-1 or Time-Weighted Average (TWA) levels off-site under accident conditions. The 
CMR Building chemical inventory does not represent a public health concern. The ISAR risk 
analys.is identified the bounding accident scenario as a postulated earthquake that collapses major 
portions of the CMR Building, resulting in fire and a release of radioactive material. The 
maximum credible consequence of such an event was calculated to be within DOE evaluation 
guidelines (DOE-STD-3009-94, 11Preparation Guide for US DOE Non-Reactor Nuclear Facility 
Safety Analysis Reports") at the nearest residential area. 

2.2 Proposed Action 

Based upon a comparison of the current condition of the CMR facility to DOE General Design 
Criteria (DOE 6430.1A) for a new facility, upgrades are proposed that would allow the CMR 
Building to continue operating safely and reliably for another 20 to 30 years. This 
Environmental Assessment analyzes the environmental effects of construction of proposed 
upgrades. These proposed upgrades address deficiencies identified in the ISAR, listed in 
Appendix C. The proposed upgrades include: 

• seismic and tertiary confinement (Wings 3, 5, 7, 9, and Administration Wing), 
• security (related to tertiary confinement), 
• ventilation confinement zone separation (Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9), 
• standby power/communications system, 

Page 12 February 4, 1997 
Environmental Assessment 

' 
I .. 

.... 
111111 -.. 
...., 

111111 -
111111 

.... 
111111 

.... 

... 
illlllol .. 
..., 
lllllll 

... 
111111 

..... .. -.. 

... 

... -.. 

.... .. -... 
"""' ... -
111111 

... 

... .. 
~ 



-
---
-
-
----
-
-
----
-

.. 

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

• Wing 1 upgrades, Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system/Wing 1 interim 

decontamination, 
• operations center upgrade, 

• chilled water upgrade: Wings 3, 5, and 7, 

• main vault, Continuous Air Monitors (CAM) and dampers, 

• acid vents and drains: Wings 3, 5, and 7, 

• fire protection upgrades, 

• operations center standby power, 

• exhaust duct washdown recycling system: Wings 3, 5, and 7, and 

• Wings 2 and 4 safe standby. 

Figure 2-4 shows the locations of proposed upgrades. The majority would be perfonned inside 

the CMR Building. Some construction activities would occur outside of the building, but within 

the fenced CMR Facility perimeter. Exterior activities would involve construction of a new 

cooling tower and one-story chilled-water plant to service HV AC requirements, a new pre­

engineered metal building to house standby power generators and associated support equipment, 

a new one-story filter tower addition to service Wing 3, and installation of concrete columns and 

steel buttresses around the exterior of the facility for seismic upgrading. Proposed construction 

activities would disturb a total area of less than 0.4 hectare (one acre). As appropriate, LANL 

would apply dust suppression and storm water run-off controls in accordance with best 

management practices during exterior construction activities. Each proposed upgrade is 

described in further detail in sections 2.2.1.1 through 2.2.1.14. Additional information 

concerning the details of the proposed upgrades can be found in the CDR (LANL 1995a). 

The DOE considered whether or not to upgrade the mostly inactive Wings 2 and 4 of the CMR 

Building as part of the Proposed Action. DOE has no current programmatic needs to perform 

analytical chemistry operations in Wings 2 and 4; therefore, upgrading Wings 2 and 4 is not part 

of this proposal. 

Decontamination and decommissioning of the structure would be performed at the end of the 

useful life of the CMR Building. A separate NEPA analysis will be required at that time. 

2.2.1 Description of the Proposed Upgrades 

General 

The proposed upgrades would involve activities normally associated with construction projects 

involving modifications to an existing structure. Some specific activities would include: minor 

demolition; repair and reconfiguration of interior architectural systems (walls, ceilings, floors); 

removal and/or replacement of existing equipment and mechanical systems; installation of new 

equipment and mechanical systems; excavation and backfilling around building foundations; 

reinforced concrete and masonry placement; underground electrical system installation; interior 
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Figure 2-4. Proposed CMR Building Upgrades 

February 4,1997 
Environmental Assessment 

-
-

-

-

-
-
-
-

I ._, 
i 

-~ 

-: -
.. 

I 



-
-
-
-
-

• 

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades. 

electrical wiring/cabling systems installation; plumbing and other standard construction 

activities. 

The CDR envisions that the proposed upgrades would be performed using common construction 

methods. However, these upgrades would be performed in an operating nuclear facility with 

associated radiological and chemical hazards. This unique situation requires special controls, 

procedures and safeguards (such as the use of respirators, coveralls and booties; floor and wall 

coverings; and monitoring for contamination). Because of both the need to maintain the facility 

in an operational status and the potential hazards present in the facility, the proposed CMR 

Building upgrades would take longer than performing similar upgrades for a facility without the 

same constraints. 

Worker Safety 

All construction work would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that safety goals are 

met and that work is conducted safely in accordance with good management practices. The only 

work involving materials where radioactive contamination might be expected to be disturbed 

would take place inside the CMR Building; however, air filtration and interior area confinement 

systems would remain in place while the upgrade activities were performed. Members of the 

public would therefore not be in contact with these radioactive waste or materials. The radiation 

safety goal for the Proposed Action is that no single worker's exposure to ionizing radiation 

would exceed 500 millirem per year (mrernlyear). The maximum exposure would not exceed the 

DOE and LANL Administrative Control level of2 rem/year. Based upon historical worker 

exposures at the CMR Building and the relatively low radiation and contamination levels in the 

building, construction workers' exposures are expected to be well below the safety goal of 500 

mrem/year. 

DOE seeks to maintain all personnel doses As Low As Reasonably.Achievable (ALARA). Both 

construction workers and workers involved in routine activities would wear appropriate 

protective clothing (including smocks, booties, and rubber gloves as needed) when working with 

radioactive material. Personnel are notified of any occupational doses they receive. During 

construction, appropriate monitors would be used to measure personnel exposures. 

Waste Management 

As CMR Building upgrades are perfonned, some uncontaminated construction rubble would be 

generated. Additionally, wastes generated could be contaminated with Low-Level Radioactive 

Waste (LL W). Some removed material may also be contaminated with Transuranic (TRU) 

isotopes. TRU waste contains alpha-emitting radionuclides with an atomic number greater than 

uranium (transuranic), half-lives greater than 20 years, and concentrations greater than 100 
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nanocuries per gram of waste material. Mixed wastes are contaminated with both radioactive 
materials and hazardous (RCRA-regulated) materials, and could also be generated. Such wastes 

would be managed as mixed LL W or mixed TRU wastes, depending upon the type and level of 
the radioactive component. Some asbestos waste may also be generated, and would be managed 

according to applicable regulations. Decontamination activities may also generate some 
radioactive low-level liquid waste. These wastes would be treated at RLWTF. 

An initial conceptual estimate for waste volumes indicated that over 16,400 m3 (21 ,400 yd3) of 

potentially radiological, RCRA and mixed waste would be generated as a result of the upgrades. 

This included about 7,340 m3 (9,600 yd3
) of exhaust air ducting, 840m3 (1,100 yd3

) of supply air 
ducting, 4,890 m3 (6,400 yd3) of excavated soil, 3,370 m3 (4,400 yd3) of miscellaneous waste 

(i.e., gloves, anti-contamination materials, etc.), and 1,840 m3 (2,400 yd3
) of other materials. 

These numbers are estimates and are rounded off. 

A value engineering-type process was then used to identify possible ways to reduce this 
estimated volume of waste. The process proved to be highly successful since it determined that: 

(1) most of the excavated soil would be uncontaminated and that all of the uncontaminated 

excavated soil could be retained within LANL boundaries and reused as fill; and (2) the bulk of 

the ducting could be reused, decontaminated, or compacted at LANL. This eliminated 12,400 m3 

( 16, 170 yd3) of potential waste; bringing the total projected waste volume needing disposal down 

to 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3). The waste volume reduction would take place at either the CMR 

Building or the TA-54 waste management area. Therefore, the volume of 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3
) is 

used for disposal considerations in this EA's effects analysis, while the volume of 16,400 m3 

(21 ,400 yd3) is used for on-site transportation mileage considerations. The volume of exhaust air 

ducting, 7,340 m3 {9,600 yd3), is used to determine the largest quantity of radioactive material 
that could be released during an on-site transportation accident (see Section 4.1.5). 

All construction wastes would be characterized before leaving the CMR Building. Solid waste 
not contaminated with radioactive or hazardous constituents would be disposed of at the 
Los Alamos County Landfill. LL W would be disposed of at T A-54, Area G, or off-site. TRU 
waste and mixed TRU waste would be sealed into appropriate containers and stored at T A-54 
pending disposal off-site. Mixed LL W would be stored at T A-54 or sent off-site for treatment 
and disposal. Asbestos would be disposed of off-site in a landfill permitted for asbestos disposal. 

Radiologically contaminated asbestos would be placed into an existing dedicated pit at TA-54, 

Area G. 

The construction contractor would be required to avoid using chemicals that produce liquid 
RCRA-regulated or mixed wastes. During decontamination activities some RCRA-regulated 
wastes could be generated. RCRA-regulated wastes are administratively excluded from the 
RL WTF at TA-50. These wastes are managed and stored at T A-54 and would be sent off-site for 
final disposal. 
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The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses LANL site contamination issues. 

Information provided by the ER Program indicates there are three known Solid Waste 

Management Units (SWMU) (now referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate 

vicinity (exterior) of the CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR facility 

operations. All three have been investigated in connection with other work activities and were 

found to have no contaminants that exceeded action levels, as defined in the ER program. Due 

to the low contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within LANL, 

the ER program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs. Based 

upon currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of the SWMUs 

as part of the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMUs be encountered during construction 

of the proposed upgrades, any remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to these 

SWMUs would be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL 

Environmental Restoration Project, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Additional information concerning 

contamination levels within TA-3 can be found in LANL's Remedial Field Investigation (RFI) 

Work Plan for Operational Unit (OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RFI dated 

July 1995. 

• 2.2.1.1 Seismic and Tertiary Confinement .. 

IIIII . 

c 

The CMR Facility does not meet current seismic criteria for a Hazard Category 2 Nuclear 

Facility. A benefit of this proposed upgrade would be to reduce potential radiological doses to 

the public and improve worker safety in the event of an earthquake. 

This proposed upgrade project would involve structural modifications to Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9, to 

meet seismic criteria for a Hazard Category 2 facility with Performance Category 2 and 3 

subregions, in accordance with DOE-STD-1 020. STD-1 020 establishes current design and . 

evaluation criteria for natural phenomena hazards. Modifications to existing exterior structural 

openings would be performed to create a final confinement barrier. The Administration Wing 

would also be strengthened to meet seismic criteria for worker safety. 

To bring these wings into compliance with the criteria, upgrades, including construction of 

diagonal braces at the roof diaphragm, exterior bracing from the second floor to ground at the 

exterior columns, internal vertical bracing from the second floor to the roof, strengthening the 

exterior columns and adding extra concrete over selected beams on the second floor, and filling 

in of selected window openings would take place. Wing 9 upgrades would also include 

strengthening and bracing the hot cell support structures for additional confinement protection in 

case of a seismic event (earthquake). 
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2.2.1.2 Security (Related to Tertiary Confinement) 

This proposed upgrade would take advantage of opportunities to upgrade building openings, 
simultaneously, while seismic and tertiary confinement upgrades are conducted. 

Building openings in Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9 would be upgraded to meet security requirements 
making it more difficult for an intruder to get into the area. Upgrades would include man­
proofing unattended openings by adding bars, and replacing, upgrading or installing door and 
window gaskets, seals, and similar hardware. 

2.2.1.3 Ventilation Confinement Zone Separation 
(Wings 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9); 

This proposed upgrade would improve worker safety by replacing and upgrading ventilation 
systems to improve reliability and maintain proper air flows, and by adding instrumentation to 
notify workers of system failures. 

Replacing and upgrading ventilation systems would include renovating the mechanical systems 
in Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9, by replacing components that are near the end of their useful lives, and 
improving confinement zone separation throughout each wing. Wings 3, 5, and 7 would be 
modified architecturally to add additional barriers between the ventilation systems for office and 
laboratory areas. This would be accomplished by installation of vestibules and doors, as needed. 
A new filter tower would be constructed on the northeast comer of Wing 3 allowing for the 
installation ofHEPA filters. New mechanical systems would be installed to provide for 
separation of glovebox exhaust from other exhaust systems for laboratory and office spaces. 
Alarms would be provided for each enclosure to alert workers when mechanical systems are not 
operating according to safety standards. These alarms would be wired to the Operations Center. 

Two possible construction approaches have been identified for implementation of the 
confinement zone separation upgrade. Option A would employ a sequential movement of 
operational processes from Wing 3 to 1 and 2, then 5 to 3 and then 7 to 5, allowing for 
movement of operations prior to performing upgrades in each wing. Option B would upgrade 
Wings 3, 5, and 7 without relocating programmatic functions while the upgrades are being 
performed. For either option, process radioactive material would be removed from the 
construction zone during the construction activities, but would remain in the building. 

2.2.1.4 Standby Power and Communications Systems 

This proposed upgrade would reduce the likelihood of the spread of contamination in the 
laboratories because of ventilation system failure caused by a loss of electric power. 
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Standby electric power would be provided to the most important mechanical systems in Wings 3, 

5, 7, and 9 at a reduced level sufficient to maintain negative pressure in the laboratory enclosures 

with respect to the offices, corridors, etc. This would reduce the possibility of contamination 

spreading should off-site power be lost. The system would include engine-generator sets and 

associated fuel, control, and leak/level detector processing systems. The engine-generator sets 

would be placed outside on a reinforced concrete pad, located west ofWing 1. The pad would 

also contain a diesel fuel distribution system, the engine-generator and diesel fuel control 

systems, and processing electronics for fuel leak-level detectors. The engine-generator sets 

would be located within the CMR Building perimeter security fence. Underground fuel storage 

tanks would be placed adjacent to the engine-generator pad. Construction would meet current 

NMED regulations. 

The existing communications system, including telephone and public address systems, would be 

upgraded by adding emergency telephone handsets to allow for voice announcements and 

communication from all floors. Additional speakers would be wired into the !:;ystem, as 

necessary, for full building coverage. 

2.2.1.5 Wing 1 Upgrades (HV AC)/Wing 1 Interim Decontamination 

This proposed upgrade would improve worker health and safety by preventing air recirculation 

through modification of exterior intake and exhaust locations, and decontaminating presently 

unoccupied contaminated Wing 1 laboratories. 

Contamination on the surfaces ofbenches and equipment in the unoccupied Wing !laboratories 

would be removed where possible, while any remaining contamination would be fixed in-place 

(such as covering with paint). These activities would be performed in accordance with standard 

LANL practices for decontamination. 

The HV AC exterior intake and exhaust locations would be modified to improve worker health 

and safety. This would require relocation of existing air intake louvers to the roof, to eliminate 

the intake of vehicle exhaust fumes from the loading dock area, and extending the building 

exhaust point, upwards, by adding additional exhaust ducting. 

2.2.1.6 Operations Center Upgrade 

This proposed upgrade would improve the existing Operations Center's ergonomics and 

efficiency, the reliability of the central monitoring and control capabilities, and would also result 

in enhanced worker safety. To accomplish this, the proposed upgrade would integrate building 

monitoring systems into a central location. 
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The Operations Center would be upgraded to allow routine monitoring and limited control of 
essential building functions from a single center designed for this purpose. An equipment 
console would be installed to house building monitoring and control equipment for the following 
major CMR Building systems: 

• CAMs, 
• stack air monitors and alarms, 
• fire alarm panels, 
• HV AC/building utilities equipment, 
• substation switchgear, and 
• glovebox temperature, pressure differential, and airflow monitors. 

This upgrade would also include interfacing personal computer-based workstations used for the 
building systems listed above into the control console and central computer system. 
Monitoring/control systems would be wired into the control panel. 

2.2.1.7 Chilled Water Upgrade: Wings 3, 5, and 7 

This proposed upgrade would enhance chilled water delivery by replacing the existing 40-year­
old evaporative coolers in each wing, with refrigeration units in each wing to provide chilled 
water needed for process equipment. Process chilled water is currently provided by two 
evaporative coolers located in each wing. This upgrade would replace the evaporative coolers 
with a single refrigerated unit in each wing and would also include replacement of the process 
chilled water piping system. These proposed upgrades are independent and separate from the 
proposed chilled water plant upgrade included in the ventilation and confinement zone separation 
upgrade. 

A central chilled water plant would be placed outside the building on a reinforced concrete pad 
constructed west of Wing 1. The pad would contain four 400-ton chilled water units, four 
cooling towers, five chilled water pumps, five condensing water pumps and ancillary equipment. 
The chilled water units and pumps would be protected by a pre-engineered metal building, 
complete with heating, ventilation and lighting. The chilled water plant would provide cooling 
water to each wing of the CMR Building, with sufficient capacity to maintain heating and 
cooling requirements for laboratory operations and personnel comfort as part ofHVAC 
mechanical system upgrades. 

2.2.1.8 Main Vault Continuous Air Monitors (CAMs), and Dampers 

This proposed upgrade would enhance potential airborne radiation monitoring by the installation 
of CAMs. CAMs would be installed in the main storage vault, CAM controllers would be 
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installed in the vault anteroom, and remote monitoring (similar to the wing CAM systems) would 

be incorporated into the CMR Building Health Physics office. Seismic dampers would be 

installed in the main vault ventilation ducts. 

2.2.1.9 Acid Vents and Drains: Wings 3, 5, and 7 

This proposed upgrade would correct deficiencies and improve maintainability of the existing 

acid vents and drains system that remove liquid radioactive wastes produced from CMR Building 

operations. Deficiencies in the acid vents and drains would be corrected by modifying piping 

sections that currently have inadequate slope to provide for complete drainage of liquids. 

Sections of the piping system that connect laboratories to the acid drain lines would be replaced 

as required. 

2.2.1.10 Fire Protection Upgrades 

This proposed upgrade would correct CMR Building fire protection system deficiencies 

identified in the 1992 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 101 analysis and a Fire 

Hazard Analysis, which is being performed as part of the CDR. These analyses will result in a 

list of fire protection system deficiencies. These deficiencies would be evaluated and prioritized 

to determine those deficiencies that would be corrected as part of this proposed upgrades project. 

Examples of potential upgrades that may be performed as part of this project include: adding 

check valves in fire protection water line risers; adding backflow preventers in the sprinkler 

system; providing fire dampers in duct penetrations; and replacing fire alarm system panels. 

2.2.1.11 Operations Center Standby Power 

This proposed upgrade would allow the Operations Center to continue to function during 

situations where off-site power is lost. This would be accomplished by installing standby power 

to the CMR Building Operations Center and equipment for transfer capability and wiring from 

the standby power generator. 

2.2.1.12 Exhaust Duct Washdown Recycling System: Wings 3, 5, and 7 

This proposed upgrade would advance waste minimization initiatives through the installation of 

mechanical systems to allow for recycling of the exhaust duct washdown effluent. 

A recycling system, installed in the duct washdown system, would provide about an 80 percent 

- reduction in the CMR Building radioactive liquid waste stream thus reducing demands on the 

111111 LANL RLWTF. Currently, an estimated 2,160,000 liters per year (570,000 gallons per year) of 

liquid effluent are generated by operating the existing duct washdown system that must be 

- processed by LANL's RL WTF. This proposed upgrade could reduce exhaust duct washdown 
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system liquid waste generation from operations to about 454,300 liters per year (120,000 gallons 
per year). This upgrade would add new recycling capability to the existing washdown system. It 
would require installation of a tank to receive washdown effluent, a piping manifold to connect 
each wing duct to the receiver tank, a chemical makeup tank, centrifugal pumps, and associated 
piping and instrumentation/control equipment in each wing. 

2.2.1.13 Wings 2 and 4 Safe Standby 

This proposed upgrade would establish a safe standby condition in Wings 2 and 4 to ensure 
existing contamination in the wings would continue to be contained and that equipment would 
not deteriorate until decisions can be made regarding future programmatic needs for this space. 
Safety systems required for safe standby would be identified, radioactive materials removed, and 
systems and glove boxes deactivated and decontaminated. Safe standby means that loose surface 
contamination would be removed or stabilized. Equipment would be placed in a condition so 
that maintenance can be performed, but operations cannot take place. Continued maintenance 
and surveillance are both part of the safe standby procedure and would be performed until a new 
use is determined for these wings or until they are decommissioned. 

2.2.1.14 Construction Work Force and Schedule 

Construction activities associated with the proposed upgrades would take about five years to 
complete. The present schedule calls for construction to begin in 1997 and be completed during 
2002. As previously noted, these upgrades would be performed in an operating nuclear facility 
with associated radiological and chemical hazards. Because of this unique situation, special 
controls, procedures and safeguards would be required. Because of the need to maintain the 
facility in an operational status and due to the potential hazards present in the facility, the 
proposed upgrades would take longer than similar upgrades for a facility without the same 
constraints. 

The estimated number of construction workers involved in each phase ofthe proposed upgrades 
is shown in Table 2-1 as is the anticipated duration of each upgrade. The potential for workers to 
be exposed to radioactive materials and radioactive waste is also shown in the table. 
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Table 2-1 

Estimate of Construction Worker Population and Durations for Upgrades 

Upgrades Numbers of Duration of Likelihood of Exposure 

Construction Proposed Upgrade to Radioactive Materials 

Workers and Radioactive Waste 

Seismicffertiary Security 45-55 1 Year Negligible 

Ventilation Confmement 70-80 4 Years Possible 

Zone Separation/Process 
Chilled Water 

Acid Vents and Drains 30-35 4 Years Possible 

Operations Center 12-20 4 Months Negligible 

Standby Power & 40-50 1 Year Negligible 

Communications 
Systems/Opns Center 
Standby Power 

Wing 1 Interim 15-20 1 Year Possible 

Decontamination & 
HVAC!Wings 2, and 4 
Safe Standby 

Fire Protection 15-20 1 Year Negligible 

Main Vault CAMS, 1-5 2 Months Possible 

Dampers 

Exhaust Duct Washdown 1-5 6 Months Possible 

Recycle. 

2.3 Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action alternative is to make no improvements or modifications to the CMR Building. 

The building would continue to be used and operated as it is now. Decontamination and 

decommissioning would be performed at the end of the building's operational use. Separate 

NEP A analysis would be required at that time. Without upgrades, the building has a life 

expectancy of approximately 5 to 10 years, after which DOE would not be able to reliably 

perform uninterrupted radiological and chemical research activities in a safe, secure, and 

environmentally sound manner at LANL. Higher worker and public risks and lower safety 

margins would result from not implementing the upgrades which would be unacceptable to the 

DOE. Such a situation may result in curtailment and/or shutdown of critical operations which 

would seriously affect DOE's ability to perform missions assigned to it by Congress and the 
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President. For these reasons, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need for Agency 
action, but is analyzed to provide a basis of comparison with the Proposed Action. 

2.4 Alternative 2: Construction and Operation of New Facility at LANL 

The construction and operation of a new facility was considered and DOE determined that it was 
not fiscally prudent (Section 1.3). However, construction of a new facility would not meet 
DOE's need for continued performance of uninterrupted interim and ongoing radioactive 
chemical and metallurgical research activities at LANL. Planning, design, and construction of a 
new facility would take a minimum of 10 years to complete. As noted in Section 2.3, the higher 
risks and lower safety margins that would exist in the CMR Building without upgrades would be 
unacceptable to DOE within about 5 to 10 years. Further, a new facility is estimated to cost more 
than twice as much as the proposed upgrades ($348 million vs. $123 million). In addition, the 
existing CMR Building would have to be decommissioned, incurring additional costs and wastes 
generated would take up space in the LANL low-level radioactive waste landfill or other 
permitted waste disposal system. 

A new facility could disturb previously undisturbed land. New construction could potentially 
have adverse environmental effects upon water and air quality, biological resources, and possibly 
archeological resources. Because this alternative could potentially cause more environmental 
effects than the proposed upgrades, is estimated to cost more than twice the proposed upgrades, 
and would jeopardize DOE's requirement to maintain the uninterrupted operational capability to 
perform radioactive and chemical research, construction and operation of a new facility were not 
considered reasonable, and therefore, not analyzed further in this EA. 

2.5 Alternative 3: Alternate Site for the CMR Building Operations at Other LANL 
Locations 

The choice of an alternative site for CMR Building operations in existing buildings at LANL was 
considered. Other nuclear qualified LANL facilities where analytical chemistry operations could 
be performed are not of sufficient size or are currently committed to other programmatic 
missions. Besides CMR, the only other nuclear qualified space of sufficient size available at 
LANL is at TA-55; however, movement of CMR activities to the Plutonium Facility at TA-55 
would displace about 50 percent of its ongoing activities. 

Additionally, other existing buildings at LANL do not have sufficient safeguards and security 
systems or equivalent environmental and worker protection systems in place for the type of 
operations currently being performed in the CMR Building. For these reasons, this alternative 
was not considered to be reasonable and is not analyzed further in this EA. 
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2.6 Alternative 4: Alternate Site for CMR Building Operations at Another DOE Facility 

(Non-LANL) 

The choice of an alternative site for CMR Building operations in an existing building within the 

DOE complex was considered. CMR Building activities directly support plutonium processing 

activities at TA-55 with analytical chemistry and plutonium and uranium chemistry. Locating 

this support away from LANL would result in additional operating costs, technical issues, and 

schedule impacts to current operations which would in tum generate programmatic inefficiencies 

that are not considered reasonable. In addition, this alternative would greatly increase 

transportation of radioactive materials over public highways, increasing risks to the public. This 

alternative would require off-site transportation of nuclear materials used in current CMR 

Building operations. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency's purpose 

and need for action and, therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA. 

2.7 Alternative 5: Construction and Operation of New Facility for CMR Building 

Operations at Another DOE Site 

Construction of a new facility would be more costly, would potentially jeopardize DOE's ability 

to maintain uninterrupted analytical chemistry and metallurgy research capabilities, and would 

potentially cause more environmental effects than upgrading the CMR Building (see explanation 

set forth in Section 2.4). Moving CMR Building operations to an existing building at another 

DOE site would increase the public risk due to increased off-site transportation (see discussion in 

Section 2.6). Constructing a new building at another DOE site and performing CMR Building 

operations in that new building in support ofLANL activities would be more costly, entail more 

environmental effects, and expose the public to increased risks from additional off-site 

transportation. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency's purpose and need 

for action and, therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA. 

2.8 Alternative 6: Decommissioning of Wings 2 and 4 in CMR Building 

Not all wings of the CMR Building are required to perform analytical chemistry in support of 

current LANL mission assignments. The CMR Building was designed, constructed and has been 

operated for the past 40 years as an analytical chemistry research facility. Decommissioning 

Wings 2 and 4 of the CMR Building that are not currently required to support existing LANL 

missions is not considered to be an appropriate use of facility space. Decommissioning implies 

the ultimate retirement of a building or other capital asset from service and potential future use. 

Because of the unique capability of the existing CMR Building, DOE has no current plans to 

decommission any portion of the building. If future programmatic decisions result in no need for 

the currently available space in Wings 2 and 4, a decision relating to decommissioning could be 

appropriate. Should future programmatic decisions necessitate the need for increased analytical 
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chemistry operations, this additional space would be available at the CMR Building. If future 
programmatic decisions, such as those resulting from the Records of Decision (ROD) 
accompanying the Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (PElS) or the LANL Sitewide EIS (SWEIS) analyses, are made that 
necessitate use of remaining available space in the CMR Building, such actions would be subject 
to additional NEPA review. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency's 
purpose and need for action, and therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA. 

2.9 Foreseeable Related and Future Actions 

DOE gave preliminary notice of its intent to prepare the SSM PElS in October 1994, issued its 
Notice oflntent to prepare the PElS on June 14, 1995, and issued its PElS Implementation Plan 
on January 5, 1996. The draft PElS was published in February 1996, and the final PElS was 
issued in September 1996. On December 19, 1996, the Programmatic ROD was signed which 
identified the future missions of the stockpile stewardship and management program and 
determine the configuration of the nuclear weapons complex needed for stockpile stewardship 
and management missions. Although the CMR Building has in the past and is expected to 
continue to support both stockpile stewardship and stockpile management activities, the 
proposed CMR Building upgrades would not be influenced by programmatic decisions stemming 
from the PElS. Regardless of decisions concerning the allocation of stockpile stewardship and 
management program functions across the DOE complex, DOE will maintain the historical 
nuclear weapons competencies and capabilities of its weapons laboratories, including LANL, and 
has no plans to divest itself of its nuclear materials inventory related to weapons research, 
including that at LANL. Accordingly, DOE needs to maintain its capabilities to perform 
ongoing chemical and metallurgical R&D activities and operations regardless of the outcome of 
programmatic stockpile stewardship and management decisions. DOE's decision to reassign 
mission responsibilities to LANL will require a greater capability and capacity than could be 
provided by the CMR Building alone. This new mission assignment will be considered in future 
NEPA reviews that analyze the effects of alternative means of meeting these new mission 
responsibilities. 

Environmental effects from current CMR Building operations were analyzed in "Final 
Environmental Impact Statement: Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory Site, Los Alamos, New 
Mexico" (SWEIS [DOE 1979]). In 1994, the DOE committed to preparing a new SWEIS to 
address ongoing operations and new activities planned for the next 5 to 10 years. The 
environmental effects from CMR Building current and projected operations are to be assessed in 
the LANL SWEIS. An Advanced Notice of Intent for the LANL SWEIS was issued August 10, 
1994, and included the proposed CMR Building upgrades in a list of recommendations for 
ongoing NEPA reviews. On May 12, 1995, a Notice oflntent (NOI) for the LANL SWEIS was 
issued by DOE. As stated in the NOI, DOE has decided to proceed immediately with a separate 
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NEP A review for those elements of the proposed CMR Building upgrades that address 

maintenance of the existing infrastructure, improved safety of operations to workers and the 

public, enhanced environmental management systems, and improved security. This decision was 

based upon the determination that such upgrades are required under all SWEIS alternatives and 

would neither influence nor be influenced by the SWEIS. These proposed upgrades are required 

for the CMR Building to continue to meet current DOE assigned missions. The SWEIS 

Implementation Plan addresses the results of the SWEIS scoping process and reiterates the 

decision to proceed with this EA. The implementation plan was approved for public release on 

November 27, 1995. 

DOE issued a final EIS for the proposed production of medical isotopes in April 1996 

(DOE 1995c). A ROD was issued on September 11, 1996. The preferred alternative chosen for 

implementation is to fabricate targets containing highly enriched uranium at the CMR Building 

and ship the targets to the Annular Core Research Reactor at Sandia National Laboratories, New 

Mexico, for irradiation and processing. This project is independent from the proposed CMR 

Building upgrades. 

In February 1995, DOE issued a FONSI for the Actinide Waste Test Source Term Project 

(DOE 1995a). This project is taking place in the CMR Building basement area and is an 

operational activity independent of the proposed CMR Building upgrades. This project is not 

dependent on completion of the proposed upgrades included in this EA. Similarly, this project 

will not affect any of the proposed CMR Building upgrades. 

DOE issued a FONSI in December 1995, for a project to reclaim excess sealed radioactive 

sources containing americium and plutonium mixed with beryllium that are now held by 

commercial, university, and other owners. Part of this work will be performed in the CMR 

Building Wing 9 hot cells. This activity will not require the upgrades addressed in this EA and is 

an operational activity independent of the proposed CMR Building upgrades. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Environmental Resources Not Affected 

Only the issues or resources that may actually be affected by the Proposed Action have been 

discussed in this chapter. The environmental issues listed below would not be affected by the 

Proposed Action since no construction activities are proposed outside of the immediate vicinity 

of the CMR Building that would have any effect on these resources. 

• Agricultural resources 
• Cultural resources 
• Wetlands and floodplains 
• Endangered and threatened species 

• Recreational resources 
• Nesting/foraging habitat of migratory birds 

• Environmental Justice 

3.2 Regional Setting 

Annual surveillance reports prepared by the LANL Environmental Protection Group in the 

Environment Safety and Health Division describe the LANL environment, including archeology, 

geology, seismology, geographic setting, land use, hydrology, climatology, meteorology, and the 

population distribution of Los Alamos County and surrounding areas (LANL 1996). LANL's 

location within the County and New Mexico is shown in Figure 3-1. The site for the Proposed 

Action is within developed areas with many similar activities nearby and within the same 

ecological environment. Detailed descriptions ofLANL environs, climatology, meteorology, 

hydrology, flood plains, wetlands, cultural resources, and habitat suitable for threatened and 

endangered species are presented in several LANL documents. (DOE 1979, LANL 1990b, 

LANL 1994a, LANL 1996). 

3.3 Site Description and Affected Population 

LANL is a DOE facility located on 111 square kilometers (km2) ( 43 square miles [mi2]) of land 

in Los Alamos County in north-central New Mexico, approximately 100 krn (60 mi) north­

northwest of Albuquerque. LANL is on the Pajarito Plateau, a series of mesas and canyons, at an 

elevation of about 2,200 m (7,200 ft) above sea level. Los Alamos has a semiarid, temperate 

mountain climate with about 0.48 meters (m) (18. 7 inches [in]) of annual precipitation (LANL 

1996). 

Los Alamos County has an estimated population of approximately 18,115 (U.S. Census, 1990, 

projected to 1995 [Commerce 1991]); the Los Alamos townsite has an estimated population of 

11,400, and White Rock has an estimated population of6,800. A small, privately-owned 
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residential area, Royal Crest Trailer Park, is surrounded by LANL property and has an estimated 

population of 500 (Morris 1994 ). The principal population centers located within an 80 km 

(50 mi) radius ofLANL are Santa Fe, Espanola, and the Pojoaque Valley, which have a total 

approximate population of214,727. Fourteen pueblos and Native American reservations are 

located within an 80 km (50 mi) radius ofLANL. The populations of the four closest pueblos 

are: San Ildefonso Pueblo (15 km [8 mi] to the east), 1,499; Santa Clara Pueblo (37 km [23 mi] 

to the northeast), 3,000; Cochiti Pueblo (34 km [9 mi] to the south), 1,342; and Jemez Pueblo 

(43 km [27 mi] to the southwest), 1,750 (Commerce 1991). LANL employs approximately 

12,250 people, principally living within 80 km (50 mi) ofLANL. 

3.4 Air Quality 

LANL and Los Alamos County are remote from major metropolitan areas and major sources of 

industrial pollution. In 1994, air quality at LANL was much better than ambient air quality 

standards set by the EPA and the NMED (LANL 1996). Information on nonradioactive air 

emissions is summarized in the annual Environmental Surveillance Report and the 1990 Non­

radioactive Air Emissions Inventory (LANL 1990a). Radioactive and nonradioactive air 

emissions from normal operations at LANL are in compliance with the Clean Air Act and the 

New Mexico Air Quality Control Act. An assessment of these emissions is also available in 

LANL Environmental Surveillance Reports (LANL 1996). 

3.4.1 Radiation Environment 

The radiation environment consists of (1) background radiation and background levels of 

radioactivity at LANL and the surrounding community, and (2) the workers' radiation 

environment within the CMR Building workplace. 

The radiation environment at LANL and the surrounding communities is continuously monitored 

and characterized in the LANL Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 1996). Air is 

routinely sampled at locations on LANL property, along the DOE boundary perimeter, and in 

more distant areas that serve as regional background stations. Atmospheric concentrations of 

radioactive isotopes are measured. Thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLD) are used to determine 

external radiation doses in the area. Background dose estimates are subtracted from the 

measured values to determine the effective dose equivalents and the committed effective dose 

equivalents to the public at or outside the site boundary and at the nearest residence. (See 

Glossary for definition of effective dose equivalents.) LANL radiation worker exposures are 

similarly determined from personnel monitoring and personnel TLD data. The normal 

operational radiation environment from external exposure and airborne radioactive material for 

members of the public (LANL 1996) and for LANL workers (LANL 1994b) is summarized in 

Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3. 

From these data, estimates of human risk of developing excess fatal cancers from the radiation 

environment are made based upon currently accepted mathematical models that estimate 

radiation risk. These risk estimates predict the chance of excess cancer fatalities. These values 
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are compared with the risks expected to be caused by the Proposed Action, forming the basis for 
the radiological environmental effects described in Section 4.1.5. 

Table 3-1 
1991 Estimated Maximum Individual Dose Commitment• from Airborne Actinide 

Releases from All LANL Operations 

Page32 

Source Dose (mrem)/year 

Total Actinides2 0.3 

EPA Limit 10.0 

1 Maximum Committed Effective Dose Equivalent (CEDE) to an individual at or 
outside the site boundary where the highest dose rate occurs and where a person 
actually resides. 

2 Includes uranium, plutonium, and americium. 

Source: LANL 1994a, Table V-5. 

Table3-2 
1994 Estimated Annual Effective Doses1 to Los Alamos 

Townsite Residents from All LANL Operations 

Receptor Dose (mrem)/year 

Average Dose to Residents (Los Alamos townsite) 0.27 

Maximum Dose to an Individuatl 3.5 

Background (Los Alamos townsite) 348 

DOE Limit to Public 100 

1 Effective Dose Equivalent (EDE) from all sources including external exposures and 
inhalation of airborne emissions. 

2 At East Gate, due mostly to external penetrating radiation from air activation 
products released by the Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility. 

Source: LANL 1996, Tables 1-2,1-3. 
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I 

Table 3-3 
Annual Individual Worker 

Occupational Exposure, EDE 

Dose Source 

Average External Dose to all CMR Building Workers who 
received doses (1994-1995) 1 

Background2 

DOE Occupational Limit 

1 Source: LANL 1993b, p. 3. 
2 Source: LANL 1994. 

3.5 Liquid Waste Management 

I 
Dose 

I (mrem)/year 

44 

348 

5,000 

LANL operations produce about 30 million liters/yr (8 million gal./yr) of radioactive liquid that 

must be treated (LANL 1991). The RLWTF at TA-50 processes radioactive liquid waste using 

precipitation, filtration and dewatering, and the effluent is discharged through a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted outfall into Mortandad Canyon. 

The discharged water infiltrates surface sediments. Surface flow in this canyon is not known to 

have passed beyond the LANL site boundary since the RL WTF began operating in 1963 (LANL 

1996). The overall removal factor for materials dissolved and suspended in the water was 

99.4 percent in 1992. Most of the discharged radionuclides in the effluent are physically bound 

to the sediments in the channel (LANL 1994a). To ensure that sediment-bearing radionuclides 

are not carried beyond LANL boundaries during major runoff events, a series of three canyon 

sediment traps were installed 2.3 km (1.4 mi) upstream from the LANL boundary in the early 

1970s (LANL 1994a). In 1992, following thunderstorms in 1991 which filled the sediment traps, 

the traps were excavated to restore the original retention volumes. 

The dewatered concentrates annually amount to about 400, 55-gallon drums ofLLW, which are 

disposed of at TA-54. Higher concentration radioactive liquids are processed separately, and the 

precipitates solidified are stored at TA-54 as TRU waste awaiting final disposal to permitted 

waste management sites, such as the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). 

CMR Building liquid wastes generated by routine operations include radioactive and inorganic 

chemical wastes. These are disposed of through industrial waste lines to the RLWTF provided 

that the liquid meets all acceptance criteria. Approximate quantities of radioactive and inorganic 

Page33 February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

liquids sent to the RLWTF are 36,000 liters per day (11,500 gal per day), or 8.9 million liters per 

yr (2.4 million gal per yr). 

Table 3-4 summarizes liquid radioactive waste generated at LANL and at the CMR Building. 

Table 3-4 
Summary of Liquid Radioactive Waste 

Origin of Liquid Radioactive Waste Yearly Average of Radioactive Liquid Waste 

Total LANL 30 million liters (8 million gal) 

CMR Building 8.9 million liters (2.4 million gal) 

Source: LANL 1991. 

Appropriate arrangements must be made for liquid wastes that do not meet the T A-50 waste 

acceptance criteri'a since the TA-54, Area G, waste disposal site cannot accept radioactive liquids 

for landfill disposal. Liquid wastes that require other forms of disposal include radioactive 

organic chemical wastes, RCRA-regulated wastes, and other controlled wastes. These wastes are 

managed and stored at T A-54, and may be sent off-site for final disposal. 

Sanitary liquid waste is disposed of directly to the LANL Sanitary Waste Consolidation System. 

Treated effiuent is released directly to the environment. 

3.6 Land Use for Waste Disposal 

Wastes currently generated at LANL include radioactive low-level and TRU wastes, RCRA­

regulated and other chemical wastes, and asbestos. Solid waste and suspect radioactive wastes 

that have been determined to be free of radioactivity by counting techniques or radioanalysis can 

be released to the Los Alamos County landfill. 

LANL TA-54 disposal site waste management staff report that 4,500 m3 per yr (5,925 cubic yards 

[yd3
] per yr) are disposed of in the Area G, low-level radioactive disposal area (LANL 1991). 

Other types and amounts of waste processed at TA-54 are 153m3 per yr (200 yd3 per yr) of 

RCRA-regu1ated hazardous waste, 26 m3 per yr (34 yd3 per yr) ofRCRA-regulated mixed waste 

(Tang, 1994), and 5,400 m3 per yr (7,060 yd3 per yr) ofTRU waste (LANL 1991). All waste is 

stored and disposed of in accordance with the current permit. 
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3.7 Environmental Justice 

Within a 16-km (10 mi) radius ofTA-3, 14 percent of the 18,115 persons are minorities, defined 

as including Hispanic and Native American people. The principal population centers within an 

80 km (50 mi) radius ofLANL are Santa Fe, Espanola, and the Pojoaque Valley. These areas 

have an approximate total population of214,727 people. Minority individuals account for 65 

percent of the general population of 133,028 living 16 to 48 km (10 to 30 mi) from TA-3. 

Within an 80 km (50 mi) radius ofTA-3, minority individuals account for 54 percent of the 

population of214,727. Low-income households increase sharply beyond the 16 km (10 mi) 

radius ofTA-3 (low income is defined as a household income ofless than $15,000 in 1990). In 

the 16 to 49 km (10 to 30 mi) radius ofTA-3, 23 percent (12,995 households) of the general 

population are low-income households. A total of 24 percent of the general population are low­

income households within the 80 km (50 mi) radius ofTA-3. 

Fourteen pueblos and Native American reservations are located within a 80 km (50 mi) radius of 

LANL. The populations of the four closest pueblos are: San Ildefonso Pueblo, 1,499; Santa 

Clara Pueblo, 3,000; Cochiti Pueblo, 1,342; and Jemez Pueblo, 1,750 (Commerce 1991). 

Under Presidential Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994: 

"Section 1-1. IMPLEMENTATION. 

1-101. Agency Responsibilities. To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, 

and consistent with the principles set forth inthe report on the National Performance 

Review, each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission 

by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 

health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 

populations and low-income populations in the United States and its territories and 

possessions, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the 

Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands." 

DOE is in the process of finalizing procedures for implementing the Executive Order. The 

manner in which environmental justice issues should be addressed in an environmental 

assessment is expected to be addressed in the procedures. The analysis of environmental justice 

in this EA is not intended to establish the direction of DOE's future procedures implementing the 

Executive Order. For the purpose of environmental justice analysis, minority populations are 

defined as all people of color, exclusive of white non-Hispanics; and low-income households are 

those with incomes ofless than $15,000 per year. 
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The Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately adverse consequences to 
Environmental Justice populations. The effects considered include land use from waste disposal, 
dust air emissions caused during construction, and transportation. Any foreseeable effects on 
land use from routine waste disposal, air quality, and transportation, would not have an adverse 
health effect on human populations and would fall within regulatory compliance requirements. 
Construction of the upgrades would have no known disproportionately high adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority or low-income populations in the region of interest, 
i.e., populations residing within 80 km (50 mi) of the site. 

3.8 Transportation 

LANL has a number of roads, including major thoroughfares, that allow public access. 
However, since DOE controls the entire area within the LANL boundaries, DOE has the option 
to restrict traffic on LANL roadways. 

3.8.1 Vehicular Traffic 

Most vehicular activity in Los Alamos County, including LANL, is commuter traffic. The 
number of average daily trips on East Jemez Road is 6,000, Pajarito Road, 8,000, and across the 
Los Alamos Canyon Bridge, 25,000 (LAC 1992). The State of New Mexico reports that 
Los Alamos County has an annual average of280 accidents per 2.95 x 108 km (1.83 x 108 mi) 
driven, and the State accident rate is 50,227 accidents per 3.04 x toll km (1.89 x lOll mi) driven 
(NMSHTD, 1992). In Los Alamos County, this rate is equivalent to 0.949 accidents per million 
km (1.53 accidents per million mi) driven; in the State, the rate is equivalent to 0.165 accidents 
per million km (0.279 accidents per million mi) driven. 

3.8.2 Road Closures 

Occasionally roads in the county are closed for movement of hazardous material. DOE has the 
option to restrict traffic on LANL roads, and exercises this option during the movement of 
hazardous and radioactive material if the material is not packaged in U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT)-approved containers. County residents and LANL employees are notified, 
in advance, of closures, including routes, dates, and times. 

3.8.3 Utilities Along Roadways 

Utility corridors usually follow roadways within the LANL boundaries. Utility upgrades or other 
utility work can obstruct the flow of traffic. 
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3.9 Seismicity 

Geologically, LANL is located within the northern Rio Grande rift, a seismically active province. 

Although surface-faulting earthquakes have not occurred historically in the LANL region (within 

100 km [60 mi] ofLANL), geological evidence indicates they have occurred during the 

Quaternary Period (1.6 million years). In particular, investigations on three of the most 

significant and closest faults to LANL (Pajarito, Rendija Canyon, and Guaje Mountain) have 

produced evidence of a number of surface-faulting seismic events. Evidence indicates the most 

recent occurred between 4,000 to 6,000 years ago. The Valles Volcanic province is situated just 

west ofLANL. Physical evidence indicates the last volcanic eruption occurred approximately 

60,000 years ago. Geologically, the province is intimately related to tectonic activity associated 

with the Rio Grande Rift and the Jemez lineament. Presently, the volcanic center that produced 

the past eruptions is considered to be dormant, but geologically active. The Valles Volcanic 

province is noteworthy due to its lack of seismicity. 

Evaluation of seismic hazards for LANL's TA-3, where the CMR Building is located, provides 

results in terms of mean annual probability of exceedance. In any one year, the chance of a 

seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of0.14g is 1 in 500. In any one 

year, the chance of a seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.30g is 1 

in 2,000. The seismic hazard evaluation produced results that have been scrutinized by a variety 

of subject matter experts, including non-LANL employees. A significant amount of research, 

investigation, and evaluation was expended over a four-year period (1991-1995) to obtain 

seismic information. Although bounded by a range of uncertainty, these results are based upon 

state-of-the-art technology and represent the best estimates available . 
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• 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The Proposed Action upgrades would all take place within the CMR Building, except for the 

• seismic upgrades, and installation of standby power, the new chiller, and the filter towers. These 

._ upgrades would take place in an area outside of the existing structure, which was previously 

disturbed by the original construction, but within the fenced CMR Facility perimeter. 

* The environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action alternative are 

summarized in Table 4-1 and discussed in detail below. 

Table 4-1 

Summary of Environmental Consequences During Construction Period 

Proposed Action No-Action Alternative 

Air Quality Air filtration and interior area No effects expected 

confinement would remain in place; 

no emisions are expected from - interior construction; dust emissions 

--
-

-

may be generated by exterior 

construction activites. 

Liquid Waste Minor effect. Minor effect. 

Land Use for Waste 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3) 1 for the total No effects expected 

Disposal project, compacted. 

Worker and Public Health No effects to public. No effects expected 

Increased health risk to workers. 

Transportation Increase in truck-miles driven. No effects expected 

1This EA uses 4,000 m' of waste volume generated to assess the effec:ts of waste disposal on land use. 

Although an estimated 16,400 m' of waste could potentially be generated, waste minimization activities planned 

into the proposed upgrades would reduce this volume to the estimated 4,000 m' requiring disposal. 
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4.1 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

4.1.1 Effects on Air Quality 

During the Proposed Action, routine CMR Building process operations in the immediate 

construction area would be temporarily suspended. Process radioactive material would be 

removed from the active construction area, either prior to the start of construction or each night 

while construction takes place, depending upon the option chosen. However, all process 

radioactive material would remain in the building. There would be no radioactive or hazardous 

air emissions from normal construction activities that would produce any environmental effect 

since air filtration and interior area confinement systems would remain in place during the 

conduct of upgrade activities. Under accident event conditions, the primary source for potential 

releases to the environment would be accidents involving the transport of radioactive waste 

deposited in ventilation ductwork and acid drainlines during the past 42 years of operations. 

This material, mainly plutonium and small amounts of uranium, is the basis for the human health 

effect calculations discussed in Section 4.1.6. 

Construction would result in increased levels of dust particulates from excavation and air 

pollutants generated by construction equipment exhaust. The generation of dust is not expected 

to adversely effect T A-3 area operations. Measures to reduce dust could include: watering, 

phasing of construction, rescheduling construction to avoid windy periods, and limitations on 

vehicle access and speed. Immediately following construction, disturbed areas would be seeded, 

landscaped, and/or stabilized. 

4.1.2 Effects on Land Use from Waste Disposal 

Construction activities associated with the proposed upgrades would result in the generation of 

radioactive, chemical, and hazardous wastes, in addition to normal construction waste. Waste 

items would include waste concrete, soil, ceilings and coverings, piping and plumbing fixtures, 

wiring and electrical boxes, metal braces, glove boxes, hoods and ductwork, HEPA filters, 

laboratory equipment and mechanical equipment. Some equipment could contain asbestos. 

Some RCRA-regulated wastes (such as solvents or metals) may be included in the solid waste. 

Wastes would be assayed to determine waste classifications, amounts and radioactivity. 

Approximately 16,400 m3 (21,400 yd3) of potentially radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed 

waste were originally estimated to be generated as a result of the CMR Building Upgrades 

Project. This volume was estimated by conservatively assuming that the entire existing exhaust 

ventilation system would be removed and disposed of at a permitted waste disposal site, and all 

soil disturbed would be disposed of as waste. Evaluations of options for the design of the 

ventilation system and identification of waste minimization technologies resulted in significant 
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reductions in the projected volume of radioactive waste. Volume reductions would be achieved 

by reusing some portions of the mechanical equipment, decontaminating contaminated materials 

that are removed so that they are no longer classified as radioactively contaminated, reducing the 

volume of contaminated material and equipment, and reusing soil on-site. The resulting 

projected estimate of the total volume of radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed waste after 

waste minimization activities is approximately 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3). 

The largest source of waste is expected to come from the ventilation and confinement zone 

separation upgrades. It is expected that the majority ofthe wastes would beLL W. Although the 

RCRA-regulated, TRU, and mixed waste streams have not been estimated as a percentage of the 

total, they are included in the overall total projected waste volume. Characterization to 

determine waste classification would take place before or during construction. 

LLW would be disposed of at TA-54, Area G, the LANL low-level radioactive waste disposal 

area, or sent off-site. Area G has several active pits in the currently developed area. While the 

area is nearing its original design capacity based on the use of past pit designs and placements, 

the currently defined active disposal area may be sufficiently great enough in size to 

accommodate more pits for disposal activities using newly engineered designs. Room is also 

available for a number of shafts to be constructed between existing pits, if necessary. Plans 

being considered for the continued management of LL W for LANL include maximizing the use 

of the active pit area at Area G for the next ten years; the expansion of waste disposal into the 

unused western portion of Area G; and offsite transport and disposal of wastes, particularly soils 

from the Environmental Restoration program (all of which will be included for analysis in the 

LANL SWEIS). Without the incorporation of any new disposal pit designs or the use of shafts 

for disposal at the existing active disposal site at Area G, the landfill area would not be filled to 

capacity before the end of 1998, based upon current projections that include receiving waste from 

the proposed CMR Building upgrades. The current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for 

construction to be conducted over a five-year period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL's overall 

waste management strategy for the next 10 years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is 

to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS, as stated in the Notice oflntent published in the May 12, 

1995 Federal Register (60 FR 25697). The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997 or early 

1998, before the developed part of Area G is filled. Depending upon waste management 

decisions regarding Area G, waste will either be disposed of at the expanded Area G, its 

replacement facility, or off site. 

RCRA-regulated solid wastes, including mixed waste, may be generated during construction. 

One source would be from the decontamination or disposal of glove boxes and hoods in which 

RCRA characteristic or listed wastes have been deposited. If materials that result in the 

generation ofRCRA-regulated wastes are used during the decontamination process, the amounts 

ofRCRA-regulated and mixed waste could be increased. The volume ofRCRA-regulated 
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wastes has not been estimated at this time. The total waste volume estimate includes any RCRA­
related wastes. Both RCRA-regulated and mixed waste would have to be taken off-site for 
disposal at a permitted landfill because LANL does not have a permit for disposal. Volumes of 
wastes produced by routine operations would not be changed by the proposed construction 
activities. 

TRU waste could be generated during the upgrades and the total waste volume estimate includes 
TRU waste. The specific volume ofTRU waste has not been estimated at this time. Buildup of 
radioactive contamination in the glove boxes and hoods has been kept to a minimum by cleaning, 
so the amount ofTRU waste is expected to be small. However, some hoods, glove boxes, and 
ductwork may have an activity level high enough to put them in the TRU waste category. This 
waste would be certified as required, sealed in drums, and stored at TA-54, Area G, for final 
disposal at a permitted off-site facility. At present, DOE anticipates disposing ofTRU and TRU 
mixed wastes in WIPP near Carlsbad, New Mexico, when that facility recieves authorization to 
open. Any liquid TRU waste would be solidified, sealed in drums, and stored at TA-54 pending 
ultimate disposal. 

Solid waste not contaminated by radioactive or hazardous constituents could be generated during 
construction. This solid construction waste and debris would be disposed of at the Los Alamos 
County Landfill. 

4.1.3 Radioactive Liquid Waste Management 

Decontamination activities proposed under the CMR Building upgrades may generate radioactive 
low-level liquid waste. The RLWTF has historically treated as much as 30 million liters 
(7,920,000 gal) per year and is currently treating 20 million liters (5,280,000 gal) per year. The 
volume of liquid low-level waste that could be generated under the Proposed Action has not been 
estimated, but is expected to be much less than 10 million liters (2,640,000 gal) per year. 
Therefore, any increase due to these activities is well within the capacity of the existing RL WTF 
(LANL, 1991 ). 

4.1.4 Effects on Worker and Public Health- Radiation 

The effect on human health from the Proposed Action would come from the radiation 
environment within the CMR Building. As presented in Table 2-1, not all construction workers 
are expected to be exposed to radioactive material during their routine work. Non-involved 
workers, those performing other jobs as well as the usual CMR Building personnel, would not be 
expected to receive any doses due to the proposed upgrades. No increases in airborne radioactive 
material emissions from the CMR Building are expected due to the upgrades taking place within 
the building, and therefore, no effects to the public are expected. 

Estimates of human health risk from the radiation environment are made based upon currently 
accepted radiation risk models (International Commission on Radiological Protection [ICRP], 
1991 ). See Appendix D for additional information. These risk estimates show the ultimate 
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effects of radiation on humans, namely, an estimate of the added cancer fatalities in the exposed 

population. Human health risk is determined by converting the estimated dose into the 

probability of contracting a fatal cancer. The dose-to-risk conversion factors used for estimating 

cancer deaths were five cancer deaths (latent cancer fatalities) per 10,000 person-rem dose (5 x 

10·4 deaths per person-rem) for the general population and four cancer deaths per 10,000 person­

rem dose (4 x 10-4 cancer deaths per person-rem) for exposed workers. The health risk to an 

exposed individual is best expressed as the added probability of that individual developing a fatal 

cancer. As the probability approaches 1, the chances of development of a fatal cancer increase. 

As probability decreases, the chances of development of a fatal cancer similarly decrease. For 

exposed populations, the probability is more meaningful when it is considered as the number of 

additional cancer deaths. If the probability is less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are 

expected. If it exceeds 1.0, then additional cancer deaths are likely to occur. 

A conservative estimate of worker doses and health risks is presented in Table 4-2. Exposed 

workers are assumed to receive 500 mrem (0.5 rem) per year of work, although actual doses are 

expected to be much smaller. As shown in Table 2-1, less than half of the workers are expected 

to be exposed to radioactive materials. Construction workers in the CMR Building typically 

receive much less than 500 mrem per year. A small random sample of CMR Building 

construction workers indicates that 80 percent of the workers had no occupational exposure, and 

the :remainder had exposures between 10 mrem and 50 mrem during the period January to 

October 1995. Radiation and contamination levels in the CMR Building are typically low. This 

construction work would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that worker exposures are 

kept as low as reasonably achievable. Therefore, construction worker exposures and resulting 

health risks are expected to be much lower than indicated in Table 4-2. Based upon this 

calculation, no excess cancer fatalities are expected and workers engaged in this proposed project 

are not expected to incur any hannful health effects from radiation exposures they receive during 

normal construction operations. At present, one in five individuals in the United States dies of 

cancer (the risk is 0.2 per person) . 

Table 4-2 

s ummaryo fR d. . E a 1at10D xposure D oses an d ru k rc s 0 ancer DtbtWk P ea s 0 or er I f OpU a IODS 

Upgrades Dose (person-rem) Risk of Excess Cancer Fatalities• in 
Exposed Population 

Ventilation confmement zone separation Process 160 6.4 x to-2 

chilled water (80 workers, 4 years) 

Acid vents and drains 70 2.8 X 10'2 

(35 workers, 4 years) 

Main Vault CAMs/Dampers 0.4 2 x t0·4 

(5 workers, 2 months) 

Exhaust duct washdown recycling 1.25 5.0 x to-4 

(5 workers, 6 months) 

Wings 1 interim decontamination/IIV AC, Wings 10 4.0 X 10'3 

2, and 4 safe standby (20 workers, 1 year) 
-. . . 

*If the probabthty ts less than 1.0, no addtttonal cancer deaths are expected . 
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For comparison, the normal annual dose to CMR Building operations personnel is 0.044 rem per 

person per year, corresponding to an individual annual risk oflatent cancer fatality of2 x w-s. 
The DOE occupational annual dose limit of 5 rem per person corresponds to an individual 

annual risk oflatent cancer fatality of2 x I0-3
• 

4.1.5 Effects from Transportation 

There would be some effect from transportation during construction if 16,400 m3 (21 ,400 yd3) of 

waste were to be removed and transported to TA-54. While waste minimization is expected to 

reduce this waste volume to 4,000 m3, some of the volume reduction may be accomplished at 

TA-54. Although some construction material and equipment may be reused on-site, to ensure 

that this transportation analysis is bounding, the original conceptual estimates of waste volume 

are used. Construction debris for on-site volume reduction and disposal would be collected into 

dump trucks of6 m3 (8 yd3) capacity and hauled from the construction site to theTA-54, Area G, 

waste management area. The volume of7,340 m3 (9,600 yd3) of waste is used to determine the 

bounding concentrations of radioactive material for on-site transportation accidents. LLW would 

be disposed of at Area G without any further transportation. Mixed waste for off-site treatment 

and disposal would be packaged in 3m3 (4 yd3) B-25 boxes for shipment. The B-25 box is a 

steel container with a tight-fitting lid that meets DOT transportation requirements. If 6 m3 

(8 yd3) trucks were used to haul the waste to the T A-54 disposal area, a round-trip distance of 

about 19 km (12 mi), the total project would require an additional52,000 truck-km (32,100 

truck-mi) for waste removal. Assuming that delivery of new construction materials resulted in 

10 times that travel distance, then approximately 520,000 km (320,000 mi) might be driven 

during waste removal and construction. 

Should LANL on-site disposal capability not be available, off-site disposal of the contaminated 

construction waste (LLW, mixed, or RCRA-regulated waste) would require transportation in two 

segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km {1,350 mi) from Los Alamos 

to the Scientific Ecology Group (SEG) facility in Oak Ridge, Tennesee; (2) treated, contaminated 

waste would be moved 2,893 highway km (1,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the Envirocare Facility, 

near Clive, Utah. Wastes would be transported in DOT -approved containers. Resulting doses to 

workers and the public from the routine shipments would be extremely small since there is no 

detectable external dose at the surface of the container. 

Local Los Alamos townsite traffic delays may be caused during some CMR Building utility 

upgrades, since utilities run in or across Diamond Drive. Hooking up the new electrical upgrades 

or acid waste lines could cause brief (less than one day) interruptions of traffic, if access to utility 

lines is needed. Long-term transportation effects are not expected. 
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4.1.6 Accident Analysis 

Abnormal events, accidents, and hazards from natural phenomena scenarios were developed and 

reviewed for CMR Building construction activities to provide bounding events that could cause 

injuries, or releases of radioactive or hazardous materials to the worker and the public. 

Conservative assumptions were used for each event, although these assumptions may result in 

overestimation of the probability and consequences of an event. The conservative approach 

helps to ensure that the analyzed accidents will bound the environmental effects from actual 

events. Tables 4-4 and 4-5 summarize the decisions for determining accidents resulting in 

releases, and for determining release pathways. 

After determining the amount of radioactive or hazardous material likely to be released from 

credible events, dose and risk calculations were made. Summary results are discussed below; 

details are in Appendix D. 

Accidents that were identified, but not considered likely to result in releases of radioactive 

• material to the environment, are shown in Table 4-4. Accidents that were identified and were 

• considered likely to result in releases of radioactive material are shown in Table 4-5. Doses that 

individuals could receive as a result of accidents are shown in Table 4-6. Also shown are the 

• population risks or added cases of fatal cancer as a result of the doses. 

-
-.. 
-
-
-
-
-
-

The proposed upgrade of the CMR Building ventilation system includes two construction 

options. Option A specifies that wings would be vacated and upgraded in series, starting with 

the upgrade of Wing 1 as a moderate radiation hazard laboratory. In Option B, the HVAC 

system would be upgraded without relocating the laboratories and without upgrading Wing 1. In 

this EA, the upgrade Option B with the largest possible effect was used to determine the 

consequences and risks to the worker, the public, and the environment. This method bounds the 

worst case for accident or risk without establishing a prescribed method for conducting the 

upgrade. 

Table 4-4 
s umma!Yo CCI en ven s 0 1 ely_ to fA . d t E t N t L 'k I esu lD e eases R It' R I 

Initiating Event Rationale 

Wind • No tornado-strength winds that could cause structural damage occur in Los Alamos County. 

• Materials that could result in a release during construction are confmed to the interior of the building 

Airplane • An aircraft study determined that an airplane crash that penetrates a LANL building is not likely to 

happen (Fuentes 1988). 

Security Breach • Administrative procedures prevent a security breach . 

Historical information supports the assumption that a breach is unlikely. 

Criticality • Barrier methods and administrative procedures are used . 

• Inventory will be reduced during construction . 

• Material deposited in ducts is insufficient to create criticality concern . 
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-
Table 4-5 

s ummary o fA 'd CCI ent E vents 1 ely to esu tm Ir L'k I R I . A' E miSSIOD Rl e eases 

Initiating Event Release Pathways Mitigating Conditions 

Earthquake • Structure is not seismically qualified. • Small quantity of radioactive material available 
• Fires and explosion resulting from earthquake for release 

(see below). 

Fire • A fire during ductwork removal would ignite • Releases contained within wing. 
holdup material. 

Explosion • Possibility of explosion sources no different • May be lower because quantities of chemicals -from that in normal operations. would be removed prior to construction. -
Operational • Analyzed in CMR facility safety • Spills contained within wing. 
Accidents documentation. • Acutely hazardous chemicals moved prior to 

• Movement of hazardous chemicals in larger construction, double-packaged with absorbent 
quantities than those analyzed for normal material, and special procedures followed. 
operations. • Quantities less than 29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z. 

• Involved worker exposed . -Industrial • Acid drainline puncture. • Releases contained within wing. 
Accidents • Rupture of ductwork. 

• Exposure to involved worker . -
Table4-6 

s ummary o a Ia IOD X lOSUre s s, DC U 102 CCI enS fR d' f E Ri k I I d' A 'd t 

EXPOSURE SOURCE DOSE RISK OF EXCESS CANCER DEA~~ 
Dose from Pu to individual located at site of on-site Truck accident: 2.8 Individual risk: 1 in 714 or 1.4 x 10·3 

transportation accident, CEDE rem 

Dose from Pu to nearest population in on-site 2.9 person-mrem, Population risk: 1.5 x 10-6 excess cancer 
transportation accident, CEDE truck accident deaths for the population of 6,501 persons -
Dose from Pu to population in off-site transportation 1.31 person-mrem Population risk: 6.7 x to·7 excess cancer 
accident deaths for the population along the 

shipping routes -
Annual dose, normal operations, CMR Building~ 44 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 57,000 or 1.8 x 10·5 

workers -Lifetime DOE dose limit to the worker for a planned 10 to 25 rem Individual risk: 1 in 250 to 1 in 100 or 4 x 
emergency exposure 10·3 to 1 x to·2 -Annual dose limit to the worker from DOE operations 5 rem Individual risk: 1 in 500 Or 2 X 1 0·3 -
Annual dose to members of the public from all LANL 3.5 mrem max. Individual risk: 1 in 571,000 or 1.8 x 10-6 
operations (1994), Los Alamos townsite individual dose; 1 in 7,400,000 or 1.4 x to·7 

0.27 mrem average -dose 

Annual DOE dose limit to the public from airborne 10 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 200,000 or 5 x 10·6 

emissions 

Annual natural background radiation in Los Alamos 339mrem Individual risk: 1 in 6,000 or 1.7 x 10 ... 
. . . . 

*If the probabthty IS less than 1.0, no add1t1onal cancer deaths are expected . 
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- 4.1.6.1 Accident Scenarios 

Since the Proposed Action is the construction of upgrades to laboratories and support systems, 

process radioactive material would be removed from active construction areas before starting 

construction, but would remain in the building. The earthquake scenario was selected as the 

abnormal event resulting in the most damage to the CMR Building. Accident scenarios were 

also developed for on-site disposal, and off-site shipment treatment and disposal facilities, of 

radioactive waste generated during construction. 

4.1.6.1.1 Construction Accident- Earthquake 

In accordance with DOE Standard 1020 criteria, the most hazardous portions of the CMR 

Building would be designed to withstand seismic events in the vicinity of LANL up to and 

including those that would be expected once in 2,000 years. The postulated earthquake is 

expected to produce peak horizontal ground accelerations of0.30g at TA-3, site of the CMR 

Building. An earthquake of this magnitude would result in collapse ofthe CMR Building in its 

current configuration. The consequences (quantity of material released, population dose, and 

latent cancer fatalities) to the public from the release of radioactive materials from the collapsed 

CMR Building due to this earthquake would be the same in either the No Action alternative, or 

during construction of the proposed upgrades since the amount of radioactive materials present in 

the CMR Building would be the same in either situation. Therefore, the consequences from 

release of radioactive materials present in the CMR Building resulting from an earthquake 

scenario were not calculated. Consequences of a severe earthquake at LANL, that would 

collapse multiple buildings, will be presented in the LANL SWEIS, now in preparation. 

However, if construction was taking place when the postulated earthquake occurred, an increased 

worker population due to the increased construction workforce would be present in the CMR 

Building. These additional personnel could be seriously injured or killed as a result ofthe 

building collapsing. Earthquake-related consequences are summarized in Table 4-7. 

Table 4-7 

Summary of Earthquake-Related Consequences 

Accident Proposed Action No-Action Alternative 

Earthquake and building Death or severe injury to 250 Death or severe injury to 250 

collapse CMR Building occupants CMR Building occupants 

and but 

Personnel in CMR Building ~ 120 construction workers no construction workers 

4.1.6.1.2 Transportation Accident 

Accident scenarios were developed for both on-site disposal of construction debris and shipment 

to off-site treatment and disposal facilities. In order to bound the on-site accident scenario, it was 
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assumed that construction debris would be collected into 6 m3 (8 yd3) capacity dump trucks and 

hauled from the construction site to the TA-54, Area G, waste disposal area. Assuming that all 

waste was moved in dump trucks, some 2,700 loads would be required. The total transportation 

distance would be 52,000 truck km (32,100 truck mi). 

Contaminated waste would be properly bagged and contained following DOT and DOE 

protocols and requirements. The conservative accident assumes the following conditions: 

• The amount of radioactive contamination in the total waste is 1.5 Ci of plutonium, mostly 

from contaminated ductwork. 
• A truck tips over on the roadway, releasing either the contents of one B-25 box, or, if it is a 

6 m3 (8 yd3) dump truck, its entire contents. All bagged, contaminated material spills out, 

breaking open and making the contaminated material available for release to the air. 

• The release fraction is 0.001 of the radioactive material. 

For an on-site accident, an individual was assumed to be standing next to the spilled contents of 

the truck and breathing the contaminated air for 30 seconds; this individual's calculated dose is 

2.8 rem. Population dose from an on-site transportation accident was calculated to be 2.9 person­

mrem. 

In the event that on-site disposal capability is not available, off-site disposal of waste would be 

required. The conservative off-site shipment scenario assumes that waste is transported to SEG 

near Oak Ridge, Tennessee, for treatment, then to Envirocare of Utah, near Clive, Utah, for 

disposal. Waste may also be moved off-site for compaction or treatment and then returned to 

LANL for disposal. Off-site disposal of contaminated construction waste would require 

transportation in two segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km 
(1,350 mi) from LANL to the SEG facility in Oak Ridge; (2) treated contaminated waste would 

be moved 2,893 highway km (1 ,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the Envirocare facility near Clive. 

Wastes would be transported in DOT -approved containers. 

The inventory for an off-site transportation accident was determined using the reduced waste 

volume figures from the "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste 

Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b ). The initial projected volume 

of 16,400 m3 (21 ,400 yd3) of radiological!RCRA/mixed waste was reduced to 4,000 m3 

(5,200 yd3) through waste minimization techniques. This is a reduction of75 percent in 

contaminated ductwork waste volume, primarily through reuse of existing ventilation system 

components and results in a reduction of75 percent of the original plutonium inventory, from 6 

Ci to 1.5 Ci. A 6m3 (8 yd3
) dump truck would contain an inventory of2.2 mCi (6m3 + 4,000 m3 

x 1.5 Ci). The container for this shipment is assumed to be a B-25 box whose volume is half that 

of the 6m3 (8 yd3) dump truck. However, for off-site shipment, a truck is assumed to carry three 

boxes of waste, or a total inventory of 3.3 mCi plutonium or 1.1 mCi per box. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

The dose to the maximally exposed individual would be 635 mrem. The accident doses to the 

population are due to ground deposition, inhalation, re-suspension, and cloud shine: 

• LANL to Oak Ridge, Tennessee 

• Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to Clive, Utah 

• Total 

0.57 person-rnrem 

0. 7 4 person-mrem 
1.31 person-mrem 

An occupational risk factor of 4x10"7 per mrem equates to an individual cancer mortality risk of 

one chance in 2,500,000 for an exposure of one mrem; the risk factor for the public of 5x10"7 per 

rnrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mortality of one chance in 2,000,000 for an 

exposure of one mrem. The health effect is thus expressed as the number of chances of an 

individual developing a fatal cancer as a result of the CEDE in mrem. For a population group the 

risk factor of5 x 10"7 per person-mrem equates to a group risk of one chance in 2,000,000 for an 

exposure of one mrem. 

For off-site shipment, the RADTRAN computer code was used to calculate population doses 

from accidents en route. The reduced waste volume was also used, per the strategic plan for 

waste minimization. The total population dose was estimated to be 1.31 person-mrem for 

off-site treatment and disposal (see Appendix D). If the waste is sent off-site for treatment and 

returned to LANL for disposal, the population dose is bounded by the total population dose 

( 1.31 person-mrem) for off-site treatment and disposal. The risks of additional cancer fatalities 

are presented in Table 4-6. Table 4-6 summarizes and compares the risk from the radiation 

exposures calculated in this section with the risks from doses from natural background radiation 

and the regulatory limit dose values. 

4.2 No Action Alternative 

There would be no construction effects on facilities, operations, or the environment in the No 

Action alternative. The cumulative effect without the proposed upgrades being performed would 

be decreased functional efficiency, that in tum could potentially result in a longer time of worker 

hazards exposure or exposure to a greater number of workers. If the facility is not upgraded, 

DOE would forego the opportunity to decrease risks to the workers, the public, and the 

environment. LANL's ability to meet current DOE mission assignments during the next 20 to 30 

years would be adversely affected because the life expectancy of the building, without upgrades, 

is 5 to 1 0 years. 

Waste streams from operations would remain unchanged in the No Action alternative. An 

alternative to the Area G landfill area will still need to be sought for LANL-generated waste in 

the near term. 
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While these reductions are significant, they are only a first step. Waste minimization would 
continue during the project. It is expected that future efforts would identify other waste 
minimization opportunities; however, the 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3) is used in the analysis of the 
Proposed Action since additional waste minimization activities have not yet been developed and 
validated. 

COMMENT CODE 

4-6 

RESPON~E 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.4, Pages 42-43; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, 
Page 46; Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 47; Appendix D, Table D-1, 
Page D-6 

The methodology used for dose calculations is provided in Appendix D. Table 4-6 presents 
doses to individuals as well as to populations from three different accident scenarios. The table 
has been modified to clarify estimated population doses and the accompanying text enhanced to 
clarify the interpretation of Table 4-6. Information in the predecisional draft EA that stated 1 in 
9 for a population of 26,770 persons, does not mean that 1 in 9 people will die of latent cancer. 
This information was intended show that the estimated risk oflatent radiation-induced cancer 
deaths in the exposed population is less than one (0.11 ). The 0.11 latent cancer fatalities risk is 
calculated by multiplying the total dose of216 person-rem for the exposed population by the 
standard dose-to-risk conversion factor of 5x 10-4 deaths per person-rem for the general public. 
This results in a total risk of 0.11, or~, latent cancer fatalities for the exposed population. 
Therefore, the predecisional draft EA analysis reflected no excess latent cancer fatalities are 
expected in the exposed population of26,770 (the risk is less than 1 [0.11 or~]}. 

The January 1996 predecisional draft EA included a dose calculation based upon the amount of 
radioactive material in the construction zone, in the form of contamination in ductwork and acid 
drainlines. The calculation did not reflect the fact that the process radioactive material would 
remain within the CMR Building. The same amount of material would be in the building under 
either the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action resulting in the same effect on the 
environment. The only significant difference in effects between the Proposed Action and the No 
Action Alternative would be the number of workers who would be in the building that could be 
either seriously injured or killed as a result of building collapse during an earthquake. Therefore, 
the predecisional draft EA no longer includes public dose calculations resulting from an 
earthquake during construction. The purpose of the seismic upgrades in the Proposed Action is 
to enable the CMR Building to withstand the design-basis earthquake, thereby allowing the 
facility itself to serve as a containment barrier for radioactive materials that could potentially be 
released. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCA IION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-7 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Although several projects and activities take place within the CMR Building, they are ongoing 

operational or R&D activities, which were subjected to separate and specific NEPA analyses and 

determinations and are described in Section 2.9. These projects and activities are independent 

from the proposed CMR Building upgrades. These projects do not require the upgrades under 

the Proposed Action. This EA addresses the effects ofthe proposed upgrades, and not the effects 

of operations. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-8 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Construction activities for the Proposed Action have not begun. This EA is being prepared to 

evaluate whether a FONSI is warranted for the Proposed Action, or if an EIS is required. All 

current CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization 

basis. The response to Comment 4-4 addresses administrative controls and compensatory 

measures currently in place at the CMR Building. · 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-Attachment None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE responded to the issues raised in this letter by issuing an Advance Notice of Intent (ANOI) 

to prepare a LANL SWEIS in the August 10, 1994 Federal Register. DOE later issued a Notice 

of Intent (NO I) to prepare a LANL SWEIS, that included comments received on the ANOI, in 

the May 12, 1995 Federal Register. In both the ANOI and the NOI, the public was initiated to 

provide input regarding DOE's proposed strategy to proceed immediately with a NEPA review 

(i.e., the proposed· CMR Building Upgrades EA) for actions that would maintain the existing 

infrastructure, improve the safety of operations, enhance environmental management systems, 

and improve security. Additional upgrades (e.g., the Phase 3 Upgrades), would be addressed in 

the LANL SWEIS, or other appropriate NEP A analysis. Consistent with its proposed strategies 

in the ANOI and NO I, and after considering public comment, DOE made the decision to prepare 

the proposed CMR Building Upgrades EA. The proposed Phase 3 Upgrades project has since 

Page A-60 February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 

' 
I 

!Ill 

11111111 

1111!1 .. .. 
11111111 .. .. 
IIIII 

lllllill 

!11!1 

11111111 

IIIII 

IIIII .. .. .. 
11111111 

IIIII 

1111111 

IIIII .. .. -
'1111111 -
!IIIII -.. 
-
!11!1 

... .. 
11111111 .. -.. 
... 



-
-

-

-

-

---
----
-
-

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

been eliminated from further consideration pending programmatic decisions regarding future 

mission changes that could affect use of the CMR Building. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

5-1 None required. 

RESPONSE 

There are existing levels of contamination within the CMR Building resulting from the past 40-

plus years of operations. It is against DOE and LANL policies to allow routine operations to 

continue in areas where contamination levels exceed levels specified in the DOE Radiation 

Protection Regulations (10 CFR 835). 

It is unclear which wing of the CMR Building the commentor is referring to. As part of the 

conceptual design process for the Proposed Action, a number of space use configurations were 

considered. The Proposed Action only includes upgrades to those portions of the facility which 

are currently programmatically required. Because of existing contamination throughout the 

facility, the Proposed Action also includes placing Wings 2 and 4 in a safe standby condition. 

Wings 2 and 4 are not currently required for programmatic needs. 

Continued operation of the CMR Building is necessary to meet current LANL mission 

assignments. Operations in the CMR Building include administrative controls and compensatory 

measures, and are conducted safely within the approved Safety Authorization Basis. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

5-2 None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE structured public meetings tm the proposed LANL SWEIS to encourage members of the 

public to comment on a number of projects, including the proposed CMR Upgrades. In the ANOI 

for the LANL SWEIS, DOE listed proposed projects and invited members of the public to 

comment on whether the NEPA reviews for these projects should precede, be incorporated into, 

or be deferred until after completion of the SWEIS. A brief summary of each project and DOE's 

recommendation were included in the ANOI. Information sheets were made available and 

technical experts were present to discuss the projects with interested citizens. DOE has decided 

not to hold additional public meetings on this proposed project. DOE has invited public 

participation in this Proposed Action by making the predecisional draft EA available for public 

review. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-1 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Security upgrades will be performed in accordance with life safety code requirements ensuring 

safe exit in emergency situations. This EA is based upon the conceptual design report that is 

incorporated, by reference, in the EA and that has been placed in the DOE public reading room in 

Los Alamos, New Mexico. At the current conceptual design stage of the project, detailed 

engineering designs have not been developed. Detailed engineering designs are not prepared 

until decisions are made to proceed with the proposal, i.e., the go/no go stage. Sufficient 

information is generally presented at the conceptual design stage with which to assess 

environmental effects of a proposal. DOE NEP A implementing procedures require that DOE 

complete its NEPA review for each proposal before making a decision to proceed (e.g., normally 

in advance of, and for the use in reaching, a decision to proceed with detailed design). As a 

result, DOE does not expend valuable resources until the decision to proceed has been made. 

Final design of the CMR Building upgrades has not been initiated. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-2 Section 2.2.1, Page 17 

RESPONSE 

Cleanup of any existing contamination outside of the CMR Building is not part of the Proposed 

Action and is not analyzed in the EA. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program 

addresses LANL site contamination issues. Information provided by the ER Program indicates 

there are three known SWMUs (now also referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate 

vicinity exterior to the CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR operations. All 

three SWMUs have been investigated in connection with other work activities, and were found to 

have no contaminants that exceeded action levels defined in the ER program. Due to the low 

contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within LANL, the ER 

program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs. Based upon 

currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of SWMUs as part of 

the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMUs be encountered during construction of the 

proposed upgrades, remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to these SWMUs would 

be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL ER Program, the 

NMED and the EPA. Additional information concerning contamination levels within TA-3 can 

be found in LANL's Remedial Field Investigation (RFI) Work Plan for Operational Unit 

(OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RFI, dated July 1995. Both documents are 

available in the DOE public reading room. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-3 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The CMR Building is an R&D facility, as opposed to the Rocky Flats Plant that was a production 
facility. Therefore, the anticipated amount of plutonium holdup (material trapped) in the CMR 
Building ventilation system is expected to be less than that at Rocky Flats. Measurements have 
been made of plutonium and uranium holdup in the CMR Building exhaust ducts (LANL 1992), 
primarily to determine if sufficient material had accumulated to become a criticality hazard. No 
significant quantities of plutonium or uranium were found. All duct systems have fissile material 
holdup estimates far below the 400-gram (equivalent to about 24 Ci of 239Pu) limit suggested by 
DOE. According to the measurements, the maximum fissionable material hold-up in any duct 
system is about 6 Ci of 239Pu. Construction activities would be planned to minimize potential 
exposure during the upgrades. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-4 Section 2.1.3, Page 11 

RESPONSE 

The entire CMR Building ventilation system is monitored by Facility Engineers in the 
Administrative Wing Operations Center to ensure the system is working properly (the Operations 
Center is staffed during normal working hours). The LANL Utilities Department, which is 
staffed 24 hours per day, also receives data from the CMR Building to monitor whether the 
ventilation system is functioning properly. In addition, gauges in the hallways of Wings 3, 5, 7, 
and 9 allow personnel to assess if the ventilation system is working properly. Finally, in the 
laboratory rooms, there are several ventilation system function indicators. Some fume hoods are 
equipped with operator aids, such as tissues hung from the sash to show air flow direction. 
Gloves on gloveboxes are drawn into the box when the air flow direction is correct. The 
ventilation system is also extremely noisy during normal operations and it becomes quite 
noticeable to operators when it is not functioning. 

All CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization 
basis. No cessation of building operations is required due to the present lack of monitoring 
devices or alarms. The current condition of the facility, augmented by administrative controls, 
provides an adequate level of safety for workers and the public. Similarly, activities and projects 
are undertaken in such a manner that existing fire protection is adequate and is not compromised. 
The proposed upgrades would support the continued safe and reliable operation ofthe facility. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-5 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Toxic vapor emissions during operations have not been a problem in the past; however, vapor 

emissions are considerations in the design of the proposed upgrades. Hazards associated with 

construction activities on the acid drain lines would be analyzed during the design process and 

appropriate mitigation measures taken to protect the workers and the public. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-6 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Detailed design and construction planning activities for the proposed CMR Building upgrades 

would include structural analysis. This analysis would be performed to validate the basic 

structure's ability to withstand equipment weight and external forces (such as earthquake and 

wind), as well as to analyze potential loading conditions that would exist during actual 

construction. At the current conceptual design stage of the project, detailed structural analyses 

required to assess these issues are not available. However, the detailed design process, including 

design validation, would ensure that the appropriate designs are developed and implemented with 

acceptable margins of safety in accordance with current codes and standards. 

COMMENT CODE 

6-7 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 3.9 (new), Page 37 

Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 4 7 

In accordance with DOE SID 1020 criteria, the most hazardous portions of the CMR Building 

would be designed to withstand seismic events in the vicinity ofLANL up to and including those 

expected once in 2000 years. A mean magnitude of 6.0 on the Richter Scale is the dominant 

earthquake anticipated. The postulated earthquake used to develop the structural design has a 

peak horizontal ground acceleration of0.30g at TA-3, site of the CMR Building. 

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................
........ 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

6-8 Section 2.1.3, Page 11 

RESPONSE 

The existing ventilation system provides adequate air flow to ensure workers and the public are 

protected. The condition of dampers and other controls makes operation of the facility more 

labor intensive and less flexible in response to operations but it is being operated in a safe 

configuration. 

All CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization 

basis. Therefore, no cessation of building operations is required. The proposed upgrades would 

support the continued safe and reliable operation of the CMR Building, which is necessary to 

meet current LANL mission assignments. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-1 Section 2.8 (new), Pages 25 and 26 

RESPONSE 

The response provided for comment 4-4 addresses commentors' issues with respect to their 

proposed Alternative 1. 

Alternatives 2 through 4, as proposed by the commentor, relate to decommissioning a portion of 

the CMR Building under various scenarios. A number of space use configurations were 

considered in the conceptual design process for upgrading the CMR Building. The Proposed 

Action includes upgrades to those portions of the facility that are currently programmatically 

required. The Proposed Action also provides for the preservation of those parts of the facility 

which are not currently required. The DOE does not consider the decommissioning of any 

portion of the CMR Building as an appropriate use of the facilty. Further discussion of these 

alternatives has been included in a new Section 2.8, Page 26. 

Alternative 5, as proposed by the commentor, is essentially an embodiment of the Proposed 

Action that is analyzed in the EA. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-2 Section 1.4, Page 3 

RESPONSE 

Current DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021) effective August 8, 1996, state 

that activities designated by the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems normally require the 

preparation of an EIS. The proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project w~s not designated as a 

Strategic System by the Secretary. Prior to August 8, 1996, the cost of the proposed CMR 

Building Upgrades Project fell within the prior DOE designation of a Major System Acquisition 

(MSA). DOE's previous NEPA Implementing Procedures specified that MSAs normally 

required and EIS; however, preparation of an EIS was not mandatory. CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 

1508, specify that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for 

determining whether to prepare and EIS or a FONSI. Additional information is provided in the 

response to Comment 4-3 concerning the prior MSA designation of the Proposed Action and the 

corresponding level ofNEPA documentation. · 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-3 None required. 

RESPONSE 

As described in Section 2.2 of the EA, the proposed CMR Building upgrades are based upon a 

comparison of the current condition of the facility to DOE General Design Criteria (DOE Order 

6430.1A) for a new facility, and good engineering practices. The upgrades selected for inclusion 

in this Proposed Action are the minimum upgrades necessary to extend the life of the facility and 

meet current mission assignments for the next 20 to 30 years. While additional, more stringent 

upgrades could be considered, the Proposed Action upgrades are adequate to meet the present 

goal of extending the life of the CMR Building. 

COMMENT CODE 

7-4 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.4, Page 40; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 45; 

Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6 

The responses to comments 3-6 and 4-6 provide additional information clarifying the risk of 

latent cancer fatalities. The EA analysis reflects no excess latent cancer fatalities are expected in 

the exposed population (the risk is less than 1 [0.11 or~]). Additional information is available 

in comment responses 3-6 and 4-6. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-5 None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE, like any other federal agency, is required to develop implementing regulations, orders and 

standards to ensure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations (OSHA, CW A, 

CAA, etc.). Numerous state and federal organizations and agencies are responsible for oversight 

activities to ensure DOE compliance. The primary federal entity providing direct oversight of 

the DOE is the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). The DNFSB is chartered by 

Congress to evaluate nuclear operations in the DOE complex and make recommendations to the 

Secretary of Energy to enhance safe operation. The DOE and the DNFSB share the common 

goals of ensuring protection of public and worker health and safety, and the well being of the 

environment. Safety and design documentation for the CMR operations and the proposed CMR 

Building Upgrades Project been forwarded to the DNFSB. They have been monitoring the 

project and will continue to review its development and implementation, if DOE decides to go 

forward with the Proposed Action. Also see responses to comments 3-6, 4-6 and 7-4. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-6 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The functioning of CMR Building safety systems and alarms is not dependent upon computer 

systems either currently installed or planned as part of the proposed upgrades. The intent of the 

Proposed Action is to install an integrated computerized system in the operations center that will 

monitor the safety alarms but not control their functions. The Proposed Action would also 

provide for the installation of stand-by power for these monitoring systems if primary power is 

lost. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-7 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The potential for criticality accidents during construction is very low, as reflected in Table 4-4. 

The duct holdup study (incorporated by reference in the EA) indicates there is not enough 

plutonium present for criticality to occur. Administrative controls would be in effect during the 

proposed upgrades to reduce confusion or human error that might increase the chances of a 

Page A-67 February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

criticality event. There has never been a criticality accident in CMR Building. If necessary, 

based upon additional hazards analysis that would be performed during detailed design, special 

procedures would be implemented during construction to eliminate the possibility of criticality 

accidents. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-8 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The EA states that there would be no disproportionately adverse consequences to Environmental 

Justice populations. The analysis in the EA presents the effects of the Proposed Action both 

under normal conditions and accident scenarios upon the local communities. This analysis 

reflects no excess latent cancer fatalities are expected in the exposed population (see response 

to 3-6). Foreseeable effects on land use from waste disposal, air quality, and transportation, 

would not have significant health effects on human populations, and would fall within regulatory 

compliance requirements. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-9 New Section 3.9, Page 37 

RESPONSE 

The design basis accident analyzed in the safety analysis report under development for the CMR 

Building is the same earthquake accident analyzed in this EA. As discussed in the responses to 

comments 3-6 and 7-4, the predecisional draft EA has been modified to better explain the effects 

should an earthquake occur during the upgrades. 

Geologically, LANL is located within the northern Rio Grande rift, a seismically active area. 

Although surface-faulting earthquakes have not occurred historically in the LANL region (within 

100 km [60 mi]), geological evidence indicates they have occurred during the Quaternary Period 

(1.6 million years). In particular, investigations on three of the most significant and closest faults 

to the Laboratory (Pajarito, Rendija Canyon, and Guaje Mountain) have produced evidence of a 

number of surface-faulting seismic events. The evidence indicates the most recent occurred 

between 4,000 to 6,000 years ago. The Valles Volcanic province is situated just west ofLANL. 

Physical evidence indicates the last volcanic eruption occurred approximately 60,000 years ago. 

Presently, the volcanic center that produced the past eruptions is considered to be dormant. The 

Valles Volcanic province is noteworthy for its lack of seismicity. 
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Evaluation of the siesmic hazard for LANL TA-3, where the CMR Building is located, provides 
results in terms of mean annual probability of exceedance. In any one year, the chance of a 
seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.14g is 1 in 500. In any one 
year, the chance of a seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.30g is 1 
in 2000. The seismic hazard evaluation produced results that have been scrutinized by a variety 
of subject matter experts, including non-LANL employees. A significant amount of research, 
investigation, and evaluation was expended over a four-year period ( 1991-1995) to obtain 
seismic information. Although bounded by a range of uncertainty, these results are based upon 
state-of-the-art technology and represent the best estimates available. 

COMMENT CODE 

7-10 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.4, Pages 42-43; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, 
Page 46; Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6 

Rain falling through a release plume would capture material from the plume and deposit it onto 
the ground near the release point thereby reducing the airborne concentration of the plume. A 
plume could potentially reach Santa Fe or Albuquerque, depending upon meterological 
conditions at the time of an accident. However, doses would be less than those presented in 
Table 4-6 because the plume would disperse as it travels downwind. The risk resulting from 
such an event would be less than one additional cancer fatality in the exposed population, 
regardless of wind direction. The predecisional draft EA text and Tables 4-6 and D-1 have been 
revised to clarify population risk. The response to comments 3-6 and 4-6 also provide additional 
information clarifying population risk. Predecisional draft EA population figures have been 
rounded and are based on the 1990 U.S. Census, projected to 1995. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-11 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Los Alamos County currently has an evacuation plan under development that addressess 
potential accidents. The proposed title of the plan is, "Los Alamos County All Hazards 
Emergency Operations Plan." For futher information on the status of the plan, the commentor 
should contact the Office of the Emergency Management Coordinator for Los Alamos County at 
(505) 662-8035. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-12 None required. 

RESPONSE 

CMR Building exhaust HEPA filters are far enough away from the wings so that the physical 

separation prevents laboratory fires from damaging the filters. Fires would be contained within 

the wings. The CMR Building also uses fire resistant HEPA filters, qualified by Underwriter's 

Laboratories. No potential fire accident scenario has been identified that could cause the filters 

to bum. 

COMMENT CODE 

7-13 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 47; Section 4.1.6.1.1, Table 4-7, 

Page 47 (new). 

The earthquake accident scenario has been revised to consider a more severe earthquake event 

with total building collapse. The scenario assumes that all workers in the CMR Building are 

either killed from collapse of the building or severely injured. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-14 Section 5.0, Page 51 

RESPONSE 

Text has been added to the EA to clarify potential permit requirements. Although not actually a 

permit requirement, 40 CFR 61 requires prior EPA approval for new construction or 

modifications that may increase emissions. EPA approval would not be required for the 

proposed CMR Building upgrades since the project will not increase LANL emissions. Since the 

scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental effects associated with 

construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not within the scope of this EA. 

It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR Building would require 

permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other programmatic decisions 

and subject to their own independent NEP A review. 

······················•·······················································································································································•····
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-15 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Aircraft crash data from 1988 remain valid, therefore, estimates of the probability of airplane 

crashes remain valid. The 1988 data, which included Ross Aviation aircraft, is bounding as there 

is no longer a contract aviation carrier based at the Los Alamos Airport. Since Ross Aviation no 

longer operates in Los Alamos, the probability of an aircraft crashing into the CMR Building 

would be expected to be lower; however, the revised probability was not recalculated for this 

predecisional draft EA. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-16 Section 2.2.1, Page 16; Section 4.1.2, Page 41 

RESPONSE 

The predecisional draft EA has been revised to clarify waste issues. Initial analyses of waste are 

based upon conceptual design work. Additional waste characterization, to include analysis, 

would be performed as part of detailed design. 

LL W could be disposed of at the LANL TA-54, Area G, LL W disposal area. Area G has several 

active pits in the currently developed area. While the area is nearing its original design capacity 

based on the use of past pit designs and placements, the currently defined active disposal area 

may be sufficiently great enough in size to accommodate more pits for disposal activities using 

newly engineered designs. Room is also available for a number of shafts to be constructed 

between existing pits, if necessary. Plans being considered for the continued management of 

LLW for LANL include maximizing the use of the active pit area at Area G for the next ten 

years; the expansion of waste disposal into the unused western portion of Area G; and offsite 

transport and disposal of wastes, particularly soils from the Environmental Restoration program 

(all ofwhich will be included for analysis in the LANL SWEIS). Without the incorporation of 

any new disposal pit designs or the use of shafts for disposal at the existing active disposal site at 

Area G, the landfill area would not be filled to capacity before the end of 1998, based upon 

current projections that include receiving waste from the proposed CMR Building upgrades. The 

current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for construction to be conducted over a five-year 

period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL's overall waste management strategy for the next 10 

years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS, as 

stated in the Notice oflntent published in the May 12, 1995 Federal Register (60 FR 25697). 

The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997 or early 1998, before the developed part of Area G 

is filled. Depending upon waste management decisions regarding Area G, waste will either be 

disposed of at the expanded Area G, its replacement facility, or off site. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-17 Section 4.1.2, Page 40 

RESPONSE 

Proposed CMR Building upgrades include an estimated reduction in liquid exhaust duct 

washdown waste generated during subsequent operations. This reduction is based upon 

engineering study activities. The duct washdown recycle system upgrade has been identified as 

an effective means to reduce the volume of liquid waste. During the conceptual design process, 

alternative technologies to reduce the volume ofwashdown waste were considered. The 

proposed upgrades were determined to be the most effective solution for meeting the operational 

requirements of the system. This proposed upgrade could reduce the amount of liquid 

radioactive waste generated from future operation of the duct washdown system to 454,300 liters 

per year (120,000 gallons per year). 

The amount ofTRU waste generated each year depends upon operations. TRU liquid waste is 

managed through the LANL Waste Management Program, and currently is slated for final 

disposition at WIPP. The revised predecisional draft EA has been modified to include 

information regarding disposition ofTRU liquid waste potentially generated by the proposed 

upgrades. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-18 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The quantity and composition of radionuclides not removed by the RL WTF (discharged) are 

published in the Annual Surveillance Report, Section V, Page 121, Table V -6 (LANL 1996). 

During the 1991' thunderstorm event, when water filled the sediment traps in Mortandad Canyon, 

sediment is believed to have remained in the traps and was not transported down stream. 

RL WTF discharges are in full compliance with the NPDES Permit issued by the EPA under the 

Clean Water Act. Also see comment response to Comment 2-5. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

COMMENT CODE 

7-19 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.5, Page 44; Section 4.1.6, Page 45; Section 
4.1.6.1.2, Pages 47 and 48; Appendix D, Sections D.2.1 

and D.2.2, Pages D-2 and D-3. 

The EA has been revised to clarify the effects of transportation and transportation accidents. 

Information regarding numbers of shipments, waste material type, and numbers ofkilometers 

(miles) per shipment is in Appendix D, Section D.2.2. Waste generated by the Proposed Action 

would be transported in DOT -approved shipping containers. Certification of shipping containers 

by DOT is specific to the type of waste to be transported. Requirements for certification are in 

49 CFR §173.401, Subpart I. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-20 Appendix D, Section D.1 

RESPONSE 

TEDE is essentially equivalent to CEDE for materials that could be released during potential 

accidents considered in this EA. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-21 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The information on these parameters is provided in Appendix D, page D-4. 

COMMENT CODE LOCA IION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-22 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The term "mixed waste" used in the predecisional draft EA refers to both low-level and TRU 

mixed waste. Where the distinction is important to the discussion, the specific waste type 

designation has been used. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCA liON OF EA REVISIONS 

7-23 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Plutonium processing includes many different activities. The largest "plutonium processing" 

activity at LANL is stabilization and packaging undertaken to address the DNFSB 94-1 

recommendation. This work will place the LANL inventory of2.7 metric tons of plutonium 

metal and oxide into double-contained stainless steel cans, meeting DOE SID 3013-94. LANL 

will complete the stabilization by 2002 in line with the Implementation Plan submitted by the 

Secretary of Energy to the DNFSB. Another aspect of"plutonium processing" is the R&D 

support provided to other DOE sites to meet the DNFSB 94-1 recommendation. Work is also 

underway to determine how to perform the minimum processing of residues that exist at the 

Hanford Site, SRS, and the Rocky Flats Plant into a form for safe storage. Storage is needed 

until a national Fissile Material Disposition Program has determined the proper disposal strategy, 

consistent with the non-proliferation goals. Some "plutonium processing" supports the Fissile 

Material Disposition Program. Currently, this work is aimed at the dematerialization of weapons 

components and placing plutonium into STD 3013-94 storage cans, along with mixed oxide fuel 

work to support the multi-national options. Some "plutonium processing" supports ongoing 

studies into the long-term aging characteristics of weapons components and the destructive 

evaluation of weapons returned from the Pantex Plant. A very small capability has been 

maintained at LANL to dismantle weapons components and place fissile materials into safe 

storage. 

The CMR Building supports all of these efforts by providing chemical analysis, isotopic 

analysis, analytical standards and material characterization. The upgrades outlined in Phase 2 

support continuation of the plutonium processing efforts outlined. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-24 Section 2.1, Page 9. 

RESPONSE 

Wings 6 and 8 were planned but never constructed . 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-25 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The proposed Wing 3 filter tower is needed to allow installation of new HV AC systems with 

REP A filters, while existing systems in the existing filter tower remain operational. New filter 

towers for Wings 5 and 7 are not proposed at this time because existing filter plenums can be 

reused and the fans modified, as necessary, with a minimal amount of downtime. The need for a 

new Wing 3 filter tower may be eliminated during detailed design; however, it is included in the 

current scope of the Proposed Action to bound potential effects. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-26 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The CMR Building is an operating laboratory facility, so actual contamination levels vary. 

Office and administrative areas are clean (no radiation or contamination levels above 

background). 

Spills or leaks in laboratories are cleaned up promptly, so these spaces are normally clean. 

Residual contamination exists in glove boxes, fume hoods, and equipment areas. The levels of 

contamination in these areas varies, depending upon the operations, but is always managed so as 

not to be a hazard to workers in accordance with DOE directives and regulatory requirements. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

7-27 Section 2.2.1.13, Page 22 

RESPONSE 

Safe standby means that loose surface contamination would be removed or stabilized. 

Equipment would be placed in a condition where maintenance can be performed, but operations 

cannot occur. The purpose of this is to ensure that contamination does not spread and equipment 

does not deteriorate until decisions can be made regarding future programmatic needs. 

Continued maintenance and surveillance are both part of the safe standby procedure. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-1 None required. 

RESPONSE 

These comments begin with a discussion of activities underway by DOE in 1989. Given the 

world events that have occurred during the past seven years, it is not surprising that a great deal 

of past planning, discussed in the documents cited, has changed. The SNML was proposed at a 

time when there were five new weapons systems in various phases of development, and a 

significant shortage of plutonium existed to support the planned production schedules. The 

Rocky Flats Plant in Colorado was still producing at close to peak capacity. Since the time 

initial plans were developed for the proposed SNML and then the CMR upgrades, target 

production levels for a Rocky Flats Plant replacement facility have dropped from 600 pits per 

year to the levels discussed in the draft SSM PElS, as first START I then START II were 

negotiated, then ratified by the Senate. DOE planning reflects the evolution that has occurred as 

significant changes have been made in the nation's nuclear deterrent policy. At each stage of 

these changes in national policy, nuclear materials support work performed at LANL has been 

redirected. The most recent planning document describing DOE's plans for performing the 

nuclear deterrent role is the draft SSM PElS. 

In the draft SSM PElS, the ongoing mission for the DOE's weapons laboratories is outlined. 

Continued support for the nuclear stockpile safety and reliability is expected to be maintained by 

the national laboratories. The knowledge base must be maintained for eve~tual dismantlement of 

the stockpile. 

lfLANL is selected for a production role in the SSM PIES's ROD(s) then some activities could 

be moved into the CMR Building from TA-55. These activities would be moved into space 

upgraded, later, for this purpose. Current plans in the CMR Building Conceptual Design Report 

only discuss the upgrade of space needed to support the existing set ofLANL missions. The 

report also discusses the need to put Wings 2 and 4 into a safe standby condition since they are 

not required to support the existing mission set. Under the SSM PElS ROD(s), additional work 

may be assigned to LANL. The current preferred alternative describes additional plutonium 

work. One alternative developed in the draft SSM PElS is to relocate the weapons secondary 

component fabrication mission to LANL. This option is not one of the preferred alternatives 

announced by the Secretary of Energy for the draft SSM PElS. If either, or both, of these 

changes take place, Wings 2 and 4 may be needed to support this additional work. Analysis of 

the potential effects of implementing such a decision would be included in the LANL SWEIS, 

currently in progress. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-2 None required. 

RESPONSE 

CMR Building upgrades would support continued operations to meet currently-assigned 

missions, and could provide analytical chemistry capability to LANL laboratory facilities, 

including DARHT. On Aprill6, 1996, the U.S. District Court for the District ofNew Mexico 

filed a Memorandum of Opinion and Order for litigation regarding the Dual Axis Radiographic 

Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility. The court found that DARHT is supported by an 

adequate Environmental Impa~t Statement and qualifies as an interim action that can proceed 

while DOE completes the SS&M PElS and drafts a new LANL SWEIS. In the Memorandum, 

the judge stated that the larger influence for decisions reached through those analyses is posed by 

the existing infrastructure at LANL, both in terms of intellectual and technological resources, 

including hardened nuclear-qualified space for plutonium processing. In the case of the CMR 

Building Upgrades Project, the project is proposed for DOE to meet current LANL mission 

needs in a safe, secure and environmentally sound manner, and the CMR Building would make 

up a part of the existing LANL infrastructure over the foreseeable future. If the decision reached 

for the proposed CMR Building upgrades is the No Action Alternative, the CMR Building would 

still make up a part of the LANL infrastructure, but for only about the next 5 to 10 years. 

Beyond about five years, the capability to perform analytical chemistry would still be needed at 

LANL, but the reliability and margin of safety of the CMR Building would be lowered and the 

risk of operating the facility would become unacceptable to DOE. In any case, a decision made 

to implement either the proposed upgrades or the No Action Alternative would not alter the need 

for operation of the DARHT Facility, nor would the DARHT Facility's operation alter the need 

met by the proposed CMR Building upgrades. As such, there is no direct connection between 

the proposed CMR Building Upgrade Project and the DARHT Facility. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-3 None required. 

RESPONSE 

National policy forbids the production of new nuclear weapon physics package designs. The 

policy also requires DOE to maintain the capability to repair and replace warheads in the existing 

stockpile. Until national policy directs that there will be no national nuclear force, the ability to 

understand the aging of weapons in the existing stockpile, and replace old components with new 

or refurbished components, will be needed. The CMR Building plays a significant role in 

providing the facilities for understanding the aging of weapons, weapons components and 

materials removed from weapons. The CMR Building also offers analytical chemistry support to 

understanding the ability of other countries to develop nuclear weapons. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-4 None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE has made no decisions to proceed or not proceed with the proposed CMR Building 
upgrades, and has prepared this NEP A review to assist in making this decision. The documents 
referred to pre-date the pending decision, hence are "predecisional"; such predecisional 
documents (which in some cases are now obsolete) were used to assist at various stages of the 
conceptual design process. 

In response to a 1995 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request and requests relating to the 
LANL SWEIS, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Applications (DASMA) Study -
Predecisional Report was released to the DOE public reading room on March 15, 1996. As part 
of the same FOIA request, the ISAR was subjected to a classification review and DOE 
determined that the document is not releasable. This determination was based on the fact a 
significant portion of the document may be classified as "For Official Use Only," the entire 
document contains a significant amount of "Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information" and 
the document, interim by definition, will be superceded by the Safety Analysis Report currently 
under development. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-5 Section 5.0, Page 51 

RESPONSE 

The CMR Building was brought into compliance with NESHAP air monitoring requirements as 
part of the Phase 1 Upgrades, not as part of the Proposed Action. Therefore, acknowledgement 
in the EA is not needed. Final compliance with CAA regulatory requirements has been achieved 
during calendar year 1996 rather than the previous deadline of March 30, 1998. 

Administrative controls for actions in the CMR Building vary according to operations being 
conducted. Radionuclide inventories' control is not part of the proposed upgrades since that 
relates to current CMR Building operations. Therefore, it is not necessary to include discussion 
of radionuclide inventories in the EA. 

Text has been added to the predecisional draft EA to clarify potential permit requirements. 
Although not actually a permit requirement, the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 61) does 
require prior EPA approval for new construction or modifications that may increase emissions. 
However, EPA approval would not be required for the proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project 
since the project will not increase LANL emissions. The comment addresses potential future 
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operational activities in the CMR Building that would be required to have a permit. Since the 
scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental effects associated with 
construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not within the scope of this EA. 
It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR Building would require 
permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other programmatic decisions 
and subject to their own independent NEPA review. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-6 None required. 

..- RESPONSE --

--
-
-

Stack monitors, and the UPS system that supports them, are included in Phase 1 of the CMR 
Building upgrades. These systems were originally designated as Safety Class systems. An 
interpretation of Safety Class Items in DOE Order 6430.1A was issued by DOE in September 
1993, that stated "the designation of Safety Class Items shall be based on the disciplined analysis 
required by the DOE Orders 5480.22 and 5480.23 and limited to those structures, systems, and 
components that are (1) determined by safety analysis to be necessary to prevent or to mitigate 
accidents or transients that either involve the assumed failure of, or present a challenge to, the 
integrity of physical barrier that prevents the uncontrolled release of radioactive materials that 
could threaten the health and safety of the public' and pose an unacceptable risk to workers; and 
(2) documented in the Technical Safety Requirements (TSR)s as being necessary to ensure the 
performance of their safety functions." The results of the safety analysis indicate that the stack 
monitors and UPS are not Safety Class items. The classification of these systems was changed 
at the time this determination was made; re-classification of these systems is not anticipated. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-7 Section 2.2.1.3, Page 18 

RESPONSE 

Currently, no further redundant filtration is in place for Wing 3. The existing filter plenums do 
not allow for installation ofHEPA filters. The Proposed Action would replace Wing 3's existing 
filters with higher efficiency rated filters. The text in Section 2.2.1.3 has been revised to clarify 
installation of HEP A filters. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-8 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Potential Environmental Justice effects from CMR Building operations will be addressed in the 

new LANL SWEIS. 

Concerns regarding waste volume reduction are addressed in the response to comment 5-5. 

Concerns regarding the proposed expansion of Area G are addressed in the response to 

comments 3-3 and 7-16. 

DOE land transfers are being considered separately, and when this issue is ready for decision 

additional NEPA analysis will be performed. The ROD for the Waste Management PElS is 

anticipated in early 1997; although decisions may affect LANL, preferred alternatives are 

currently unknown. 

Transporting waste from the proposed CMR Buildings upgrades to Area G for disposal would 

not accelerate the decision to expand Area G; expansion would depend upon the LANL SWEIS 

ROD, as described in the response to comment 7-16. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

BA-9 Section 3.9 (new), Page 36 

RESPONSE 

Commentor has provided additional comments in his letter 8B, Page 1, concerning the dose rate 

during a seismic event. The Comment 7-9 response provides additional information about 

seismic event probability and magnitude; additional seismic information is provided in the 

revised predecisional draft EA. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

BA-10 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The Comment 4-1 response provides additional details and history for the Proposed Action as 

well as the other phases of the upgrades. 
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Although several projects and activities take place in the CMR Building, they are independent 

from the CMR Building upgrades. The Fire Resistent Pit (FRP) project has been cancelled. 

Holding spent fuel rods is an ongoing LANL activity that will be addressed in the LANL 

SWEIS. The Radioactive Source Recovery Program EA (DOE/EA-1059) was completed in 

December 1995, and a FONSI was issued. Proposed CMR Building upgrades do not incorporate 

any new capabilities required by DARHT. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8A-ll None required. 

- RESPONSE -- Comment 8A-ll represents a summary of points raised and responded to in responses 8A-l 

through 8A-10. As pointed out previously, this EA is being prepared to evaluate whether a 

FONSI is warranted for the Proposed Action, or if an EIS is required. CEQ regulations 

( 40 CFR 1508) specify that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for 

determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI. 

COMMENT CODE 

SB-1 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 4.1.4, Page 42; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 46; 
Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6 

.- RESPONSE 

The predecisional draft EA text has been revised to clarify the dose to the public in the event of 

~ an accident. See responses to Comments 3-6 and 4-6. -

-

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

8C-1 Section 2.2.1.13, Page 22 

RESPONSE 

In the revised predecisional draft EA, the bounding scope description of safe standby activities 

within the Proposed Action has been clarified. Reconfiguration of Wings 2 and 4 is not the 

subject of this Proposed Action. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

9 None 

RESPONSE 

DOE appreciates the notice provided by the State of New Mexico of the adequacy of our 
response to their comments. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

10- 1 None 

RESPONSE 

The proposed upgrades to the ventilation system are needed to improve the reliability of function 
(i.e., the confinement zone separation throughout each wing), to maintain proper air flows, and to 
add instrumentation that would notify workers of systems failures. As explained in Chapter 2 of 
the EA, the upgrades to this system would replace some of the forty-year-old system components 
and would reuse much of the ducting in reconfigured layout in order to enhance the confinement 
zone separation. Because of changes in safety standards and monitoring requirements, etc., over 
the years since the 1950s when the system was installed, there is a need to perform these 
upgrades now. Engineering details concerning the amount of ductwork to be replaced, materials 
to be used, airflows, etc., will be established as the project design proceeds through the Title I 
and Title II project design process. The EA is based on a completed Conceptual Design Report 
which, while not specifying final engineering details, provides sufficient technical information 
from which to assess potential environmental, health and safety consequences. Comments 
relative to the type of material to be used for those portions of the existing ductwork will be 
provided to LANL for consideration as part of the design process. Additional information on the 
deficiencies identified with the system that would be corrected in the course of the upgrades 
project is provided in Appendix C of the EA. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

10-2 None 

RESPONSE 

The health risk assessments performed for the Predecisional Draft EA are designed to be very 
health protective rather than "realistic." The intent is to demonstrate what the worst possible 
health risks would be if a certain accident occurred or a proposed action was undertaken. In the 
c.ase of an accident scenario, an effort is made to choose a reasonable scenario that might happen 
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based on circumstances unique to LANL. You are correct in your statement that no effort has 

been made to show the uncertainties that are built into the risk calculations at every step of the 

process. While it would be easy to include this information, it would not likely be particularly 

meaningful to the average reader, and exclusion of the information does not negate the overall 

statement that the resulting calculated risk number is conservative or "health protective." The 

risk assessment calculation methodology used for the EA conforms to current industry standards, 

specifically those established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

11 -1 None 

RESPONSE 

Your statement supplies several rationales for deferring the proposed CMR Building upgrades. 

Each rationale is responded to as a separate comment, beginning with the first point raised by 

your first paragraph. Your first point is that the upgrades are part of a plan to convert LANL to 

the manufacture of plutonium (Pu) pits as part of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. As stated 

in our earlier response to comment 4-2, the CMR upgrades are needed to support current mission 

assignments into the future for the next 20 to 30 years. Decisions reached by DOE resulting 

from the SS&M PEIS assign a new mission of pit manufacture to LANL; however, additional 

NEP A analysis will be required to determine how to accomplish the mission assignment at 

LANL. The current plan is to incorporate the NEP A analysis for this new mission assignment 

into the new LANL Sitewide EIS in preparation. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

11-2 None 

RESPONSE 

Your second point is that LANL has already begun the transfer ofPu pits to LANL. The 

provided reference for this information is the Testimony of Siegfried S. Hecker, Director, 

Los Alamos National Laboratory, Hearing of the Subcommittee on Military Procurement, 

Committee on National Security, United States House ofRepresentatives, March 12, 1996. 

However, the statement of Dr. Hecker's that is referenced does not refer to the proposed new 

mission of pit manufacture. It refers to equipment being moved to LANL to support the ongoing 

current missions of pit surveillance and rebuild that are in place at LANL. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

11-3 None 

RESPONSE 

The $141.6M budget addition for stockpile stewardship activities at LANL would not be utilized 

for the CMR upgrade activities proposed. The funding for this proposal is separate from the 

$141.6M authorization. The final SS&M PElS has been released by the Secretary, with a Record 

of Decision signed on December 19, 1996. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

11-4 None 

RESPONSE 

Safety at LANL is a top issue with DOEILAAO and LANL management. There will always be a 

certain risk to workers and to the public from LANL operations. Every effort is being made to 

insure that the risk is not realized in fact. The added risk to LANL workers and the public from 

the inclusion of pit production at LANL is addressed in the SS&M PElS, and will be further 

addressed in the LANL Sitewide EIS as incorporation of mission changes are analyzed for 

impacts. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

11-5 None 

RESPONSE 

The human health risk assessment calculation methodology used for the EA conforms to current 

industry standards, specifically those established by the EPA and NRC (see comment response to 

10-2). When additional methodologies become accepted by our regulators, they will be 

incorporated into our NEP A documents and others. The potential for worker exposure to Pu 

during the course of the upgrades was based on CMR Building duct holdup radiological surveys. 

Risk from terrorists is not generally considered for EA analysis and was not included in the 

Predecisional Draft EA; it is unclear what reference regarding underestimation this comment 

relates to. It is true that there is no way to prevent forest fires in the vicinity ofLANL; however, 

it is equally impossible to eliminate the potential for wildfire from other sources, such as grass or 

brush fires or gas-line fires, etc., were the radioactive materials moved elsewhere. LANL was 

originally located in a remote, unpopulated area where the danger of forest fires was minimal. 

Fifty years have slightly changed the population base for the general area, though it remains 
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fairly remote from major population centers, and in that time no forest fire has come closer than 
within 3 miles of actually burning the core area of LANL facility development. LANL remains a 

suitable locale for the DOE missions assigned to it. 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••u•••oa••••••••••••••••••••• 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

12- 1 None 

- RESPONSE --

--
-
-
.. 

See earlier responses 4-1 and 4-3. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

12-2 None 

RESPONSE 

See earlier responses 4-1 and 4-3. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

12-3 None 

RESPONSE 

See earlier response 4-1. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

13- 1 None 

RESPONSE 

See responses to commentors 4, 7, and 8. It is DOE's opinion that information developed in the 

EA analysis indicates that implementation of the CMR Upgrades Project would not have 
significant environmental impacts. The issue of the action reQuiring an EIS based on prior DOE 

implementing regulations for NEP A is an incorrect paraphrase of the regulation. Current DOE 
implementing regulations ( 10 CFR 1021, Revision effective 8/8/96), like their predecessors, lists 
types of proposed actions that normally require the preparation of an EIS. DOE does not agree 
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with the statement that there has been improper segmentation of corrective actions relating to the 

CMR Building, nor does it agree that the EA analysis has failed to take a "hard look" at potential 

environmental effects. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

13-2 None 

RESPONSE 

See Chapter 2.9. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

13-3 None 

RESPONSE 

DOE does not agree that the proposed CMR Upgrade Project either " .. .is, or is closely similar to, 

one which normally requires the preparation of an environmental impact statement..." ( 40 CFR 

1501.4e(2)). DOE does not plan to release the finding of no significant impact to the public 

" ... for 30 days before the agency makes its final determination whether to prepare an 

environmental impact statement and before the action may be begun." Individual upgrades to an 

existing facility are routinely categorically excluded from the requirement to prepare an EA or 

EIS under DOE implementing procedures for NEPA. It is DOE's position that the EAwas 

prepared for the proposed CMR upgrade activities to consider the potential cumulative effects of 

the upgrades to determine their potential for significance, and that the upgrade activities neither 

individually nor cumulatively are, or are similar to " ... one[ s] which normally requires the 

preparation of an environmental impact statement. .. " (40 CFR 1501.4e(2)). 

,. 
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Appendix B 
Modifications to the CMR Building 

Ventilation System Upgrades (1973-1974) 

Upgrades to the ventilation system included the replacement of bag filter systems with dual 
HEPA filters in Wings 2, 5, and 7 between 1973 and 1974. The Wing 3 bag filter system in the 

Fan Exhaust, FE-20, was replaced with a box filter system in September 1991. The box filter 
system increased the efficiency rating from 60 percent to approximately 85 percent. 

Fire Protection System Upgrades (1978) 

The fire protection system was upgraded throughout the building to a wet-pipe sprinkler system 

for Ordinary Hazard Group II to meet the requirements ofNFP A-13 and NFPA-24 in 1978. 
These upgrades were part of a program to upgrade fire protection systems at DOE facilities. In 
1987, a halon system was installed in the main vault (Room S021 B) and in the Wing 3 vault 
(Room 3161) to meet the NEPA-12A requirements. 

Surety Facility Upgrades (1981/1992) 

The Carcinogen/Surety Laboratory (Rooms 4009 and 4034) was used for studies and 

experiments involving carcinogens and surety materials, during the 1970s and 1980s. Major 
modifications were done in 1981 to meet the requirements ofthe U.S. Army's Medical R&D 
Command Surety Standards. Included were modifications to the filter plenum to accommodate 

very thick (and heavy) charcoal filters. All drains were plugged, and all sinks were modified to 
drain into plastic containers to allow water to be chemically decontaminated prior to removal 
from the laboratory. In 1992, surety laboratory decontamination and decommissioning was 
completed. 

Asbestos Repair and Removal (1984-Present) 

This is an ongoing effort that is part of a DOEILANL program to remove or isolate asbestos 

- throughout the building. -

-

Acid Drainline Replacement (1984) 

The acid drainline to T A-50, RL WTF, was replaced in 1984. Most Pyrex™ drainlines were also 

replaced with stainless steel lines in locations where Pyrex™ was considered vulnerable to 
accidental physical damage. 
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Evacuation System- Public Address (PA) and Alarms (1984) 

The PA and alarm systems were upgraded in 1984. Installation of additional speakers to ensure 

all locations ofthe building have PA coverage was perfonned to ensure alarms are heard by all 

building personnel. As a result of a power loss experienced in 1988, a UPS was added to this 

system in 1989. 

Addition of Curbing Around Equipment (1985) 

In 1985, concrete curbing was added around equipment areas in the basement for containment of 

potential spills. 

Vacuum System for Continuous Air Monitors (CAMs) (1987) 

The environmental sampling units were split from the house vacuum system in 1985 to provide 

an independent vacuum supply for the CAMs. 

Exhaust Duct Cool-Down System (1987) 

The exhaust duct cool-down spray control system was replaced in 1987. The cool-down system 

is designed to suppress a ductwork fire before it could reach the HEP A filters. 

HV AC Controls (1987) 

The original relay logic controls in Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 were replaced with an industrial 

computer control system and graphic status display in 1987. The new system provides a central 

building location for monitoring the HV AC system, as well as a central point for alarm readout 

and parameters in the HV AC, cooling water, steam, compressed air, and vacuum systems. 

Capability for monitoring of ventilation pressures, temperatures, and pressure drops across 

HEP A filters was also added. Monitoring capability of ventilation system status and process 

variables in Wing 9 was added in 1989. 

Main Storage Vault (1987-1994) 

Construction of the Main Storage Vault, in 1986, provided centralized storage and consolidation 

of radioactive materials as well as the reduction of inventories in individual wings. The vault 

was constructed to the requirements of DOE Order 6430.1 for Category I Nuclear Facilities, and 

meets seismic design criteria of .33 g horizontal. The vault features computerized ventilation 

control, an annunciator system, and dual HEP A filtration on supply and exhaust. The vault in 

Wing 3 was also upgraded in 1988 to meet safeguards and security requirements for Category II 

nuclear materials storage. The Main Vault was again upgraded, in 1994, to meet safeguards and 

security requirements. 
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Alarm Monitoring (1988) 

The alarm condition sensing system was upgraded in 1988 to more accurately identify alarm 
conditions to assist responding personnel. 

PCB Transformers (1989) 

Power distribution transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were identified and 
replaced in 1989 as part of a DOE/LANL program. 

Removal of Natural Gas Services (1990) 

The 1983 CMR Building Safety Assessment identified the maximum credible accident as one 
involving the presence of natural gas in the Wing 3 Sample Management Area. Sample 
management procedures were changed, and the accident scenario was rendered physically 
impossible by the disconnection of natural gas service to the Wing 3 laboratory in 1983. Natural 
gas service to the CMR Building was disconnected entirely in 1990. 

Stack Emissions Monitoring System (1991) 

A CAM was installed in the Wing 3 laboratory exhaust stack, FE-19, in August 1991. 

• Air Sampling Probes (1991) 

-

New air sampling probes were fabricated, and one installed in the Wing 3 laboratory exhaust 
stack, FE-19, to provide isokinetic sampling. 

SNM Waste Assay Facility (1991) 

The SNM Waste Assay Facility upgrade, completed in 1991, was an addition to meet safeguards 
and security requirements. Features include a dual HEP A filtration system and computerized 
CAM system that reports to a central location within the building. 

Phase 1 Upgrades 

Phase 1 upgrades include high priority equipment replacements and activities essential to 
maintain the minimum safe operations for an interim period of 5 to 10 years. Activities 
constitute routine maintenance work, have no significant potential for environmental effect either 
singly or cumulatively, and are not intended to extend the useful life of the facility. These 
upgrades qualified for a categorical exclusion from the need to prepare further NEP A analysis in 
the form of either an EA or EIS. 
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Phase 1 upgrade activities include: .. 
• augmenting and replacing existing CAMs in the wings, 

• replacing some wing HV AC blowers, -
• upgrading basic electrical distribution systems, 

• replacing the stack monitoring system, 
• installing UPSs for the stack monitoring systems in the laboratory wings, 

.. 
• making limited improvements to the duct washdown system and to the acid vents and 

drainlines, 
• modifying the sanitary sewer system, 
• performing a Fire Hazard Analysis, and 
• installing back draft dampers in air supply ducts. 

-

-
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Appendix C 
Deficiencies Identified in the ISAR 

This section lists deficiencies identified CMR Building ISAR that would be addressed by the 
proposed upgrades. Following each deficiency, in bold type, is the proposed upgrade to address 
the deficiency. 

Deficiency 

Presently, most enclosures do not have monitoring devices or alarms to indicate the loss of 
negative pressure for glove boxes or the loss of air flow for open-front boxes (ISAR 5.3 .1.1 ). 
(Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

Glove boxes (primary confinement) and laboratory areas (secondary confinement) share the same 
exhaust system with no separation (ISAR 5.3.1.2). (Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

Many HVAC system controls (fans and hydronics) are out of calibration. Vortex dampers at 
some locations are rusted or fixed in position. Additionally, links from pneumatic control motors 
to the dampers are disconnected (ISAR 5.3.2.1). (Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

In some areas of the CMR building attic and basement, the paging system cannot be clearly 
heard over machinery or ventilation noises. If the volume is adjusted upward, it becomes garbled 
or too loud in other areas (ISAR 5.3.3.2). (Communications system) 

Deficiency 

Many of the paging system conductors are not properly routed through conduit or wireways 
(ISAR 5.3.3.2). (Communications system) 

Deficiency 

The fire protection water system needs an additional check valve below the existing alarm check 
valve to provide dual protection and isolation of each system (ISAR 5.3.5.1 0). (Fire protection) 

Deficiency 

The distance between fire hydrants (79A-662 to 79-514) on the south end of the facility that 
encompasses Wing 9, does not meet fire code regulations for a maximum distance of 122m 
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(400ft). In addition, fire hydrants 79A-662, 121B-665, and 121A-664 do not meet the minimum 

15m (50ft) spacing from the building to the fire hydrant (ISAR 5.3.5.10). (Fire protection) 

Deficiency 

Smoke detectors should be added on supply and return fans. Thermal detectors need to be added 

upstream of all exhaust fans in Wings 1, 4, and 9 and in the Administration Wing 

(ISAR 5.3.5.10). (Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

There is no provision for automated computer controller monitoring of electrical switch gear for 

the Wings 2, 5, apd 7 ventilation systems from the Operations R:oom. (Operations 

Center/Ventilation zone separation) 

Deficiency 

The cooling water system, used to cool the recirculating systems, is dirty with rust, sand, and 

other particulate matter, making expensive repairs to equipment necessary. These problems have 

prompted the installation of separate dedicated cooling systems for some ofthe more delicate 

equipment. (Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

There is no means to communicate from remote areas of the attic and basement. 

(Communications System) 

Deficiency 

The supply-air intake system throughout the building is filtered only by a single roughing filter 

upstream of the fans and downstream of the coils. This has caused corrosion of equipment 

downstream of the air intakes, including the preheat coils, the evaporative cooling media, and the 

primary terminal heating coils. Modifications should include replacement of the corroded 

equipment along with the installation of a storm-proof louver, a water stop, a roughing filter, and 

an intake damper at each air intake upstream of the fans and the coils. (Ventilation confinement 

zone separation) 

Deficiency 

The Wing 1 exhaust system releases to the atmosphere at ground level. (Wing 1 HV AC) 
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Deficiency 

The Wing 9 hot-cell exhaust is filtered through a single-stage HEP A filter system and then 
discharged into the suction side of the general-area exhaust system, which is filtered by a bag 
filter system. (Ventilation confinement zone separation) 

Deficiency 

Most ofthe acid drain system is sloped at 0.01 inch per foot ofline length, which has created 
problems with pipe leakage and in-line fluid pooling. (Acid vents and drains) 

Deficiency 

The implementation of DOE Order 6430.1A (UCRL 15910) requires that facilities like the CMR 
Building continue to function in the event of a Design-Basis Accident (DBA) so that the 
hazardous materials may be controlled and confined and not pose a hazard to the public or the 
environment. Current studies show that the existing CMR structure (laboratory wings only) 
would support a seismic event with a maximum horizontal ground acceleration of only 0.02 g. 
This does not meet the low or moderate hazard seismic criteria (UCRL 1591 0) of a maximum 
horizontal ground acceleration of0.22 g. (Seismic/tertiary confinement) 

Deficiency 

There is no tertiary confinement of the ventilation system. (Ventilation confinement zone 
separation/Seismicffertiary confinement) 
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Appendix D 
Radioactive Dose Calculations 

Human exposure to artificially produced (man-made) radiation began in 1895 with the discovery 
ofX-rays. Today, human exposure to artificially produced radiation is very thoroughly regulated 
by law and controlled by several regulating agencies that govern the use of nuclear energy and 
radioactive materials. Legally "permissible" levels (levels limited by law) of radiation exposure 
for radiation workers and members of the public have been defined and published in regulations. 
These exposure limits are based on calculated risks of genetic effects and cancers from exposure 
to all kinds of nuclear and atomic radiation, and are derived from the recommendations of 
numerous scientific organizations. Beginning in 1928 when the first scientific commission on 
radiation protection was formed, the effects of radiation exposure were studied as human 
radiation exposure data became available. Recommendations for exposure limits were published 
and continue to be revised and updated. More is known about the effects of radiation exposure 
than about the effects of any other ofthe many noxious agents that have been introduced, 
artificially, into the environment (Eisenbud 1987). 1 

The human health risk from exposure to low-level radiation from natural sources of radioactivity 
(such as uranium and radon in the earth, cosmic rays, etc.,) and artificial sources (such as medical 
X-rays and isotopes, and accelerators), is expressed in terms of the chances of producing a fatal 
cancer or a genetic effect (in a future generation). The genetic effects of radiation have yet to be 
seen in human populations exposed to radiation, even among atomic bomb survivors (Eisenbud 
1987). However, the chances of inducing a fatal cancer with radiation exposure have been 
estimated and are proportional to the amount of radiation (dose) received. These chances can 
then be compared with the chances of a fatality from other causes to derive a comparative risk 
estimate. 

Dose limits are based upon average risk levels, derived from human exposure data to high levels 
of radiation, extrapolated to low levels (ICRP 1977). The limit values include external and 
internal exposure (i.e., exposure to human body tissues that are irradiated following an intake of 
radioactive material). Internal exposure is calculated over a 50-year working lifetime for an 
individual, and is called the "Committed Effective Dose Equivalent" (CEDE). External exposure 
is measured on an annual basis and is called the "Effective Dose Equivalent" (EDE). 
Radiosensitivity of different body tissues is also taken into account, as well as the biological 
effect of the radiation, to give an overall dose unit called "Total Effective Dose Equivalent" 
(TEDE). The TEDE is the sum of the EDE, from external exposures, and the CEDE, from 
intakes during the year. The DOE's TEDE limit for radiation workers is 5 rem (DOE 1993a). 
For members of the public, the limit is 10 mrem from DOE airborne emissions (EPA 1989), 
expressed in terms of the emissions ofradionuclides to the ambient air from DOE facilities, not 

'Reference list appears in Section D.4. 
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to exceed .a total effective dose equivalent of 10 mrem per year. Any external exposure has to be 

included in these totals, since the limit applies to the sum of both internal and external exposures. 

In a nuclear facility, normal operations and accidents have the potential to produce radiation 

exposures to workers and the general public. In the CMR Building Upgrade Project, actinide 

elements (uranium, plutonium, and americium) residing in drains and ducts from previous 

operations make up the source term. Nonnal operations' effects are not analyzed in this EA, 

only effects from abnormal events relating to construction that could cause the release of these 

radioactive materials to the workplace or the environment are analyzed. The source terms are 

derived and personnel exposures are calculated. The most conservative approach assumes that 

exposures to workers and the public would all be internal exposures from inhalation of actinides. 

Therefore, the CEDE is the controlling personnel dose. The CEDE from inhalation by an 

individual is: 

CEDE= Q x RF x X/Q x DCF x RR 

where: 

CEDE 

Q 
RF 
X/Q 
DCF 
RR 

is the 50-year committed effective dose equivalent (in rem), assuming the individual 

remains at the exposure point during the period of the release. 

is the inventory of radioactive material (in Curies). 

is the airborne release fraction ofQ (Q x RF =Source Tenn). 

is the atmospheric dispersion factor at the exposure location (in sec per m3). 

is the individual isotope dose conversion factor (rem/Ci). 

is the respiration rate for reference man (m3per sec). 

This equation is the basis for the accident and transportation doses calculated in the following 

sections, either directly or by the GENIIS and RADTRAN computer programs. 

D.2 Accident Dose Calculations: Transportation Accidents 

D.2.1 On-Site Transportation 

On-site transportation of construction debris, containing radioactive material from the CMR 

Building construction site, to the TA-54-G disposal site would take place on Pajarito Road, the 

public road that carries all normal traffic through the area. A 6 m3 (8 yd3) dump truck would be 

used. The debris would include pieces of ductwork, acid vents, and drain pipes contaminated 

with actinides and wrapped in plastic. The worst-case inventory of radioactive material is 

expected to be the plutonium in the ductwork (the acid drain pipes will be neglected for this 

analysis). The truck is assumed to tip over, spilling its entire contents, which become the 

radioactive material inventory for the accident. An individual is assumed to be standing next to 

the spilled contents and plastic wrapping splits open, allowing plutonium to be released from the 

ductwork scraps and become airborne. 
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The inventory for this accident is determined using waste volume figures based on the 

"Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste Minimization/Pollution 

Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b). The initial projected volume of7,340 m3 (9,600 yd3) 

ofradiological/RCRA/mixed waste contaminated exhaust ductwork is used for the on-site 

transportation analysis to calculate the bounding volume concentration of material in the truck. 

The dose to an involved worker, or a member of the public who happens to be standing next to 

the spilled contents, is calculated as follows. Use of an atmospheric dispersion factor at 

distances closer than approximately 100 m is not normally done. Instead, the quantity released is 

expressed as a volume concentration of the fraction of the material released that the individual 

inhales at the standard-man breathing rate for a specified period oftime, with no credit taken for 

dilution or dispersion during the exposure. This means that the individual is assumed to inhale 

the source term at the standard-man breathing during the period ofthe exposure: 

CEDE =Qv xFxDCF xRRx t 

where: 

is the 50-year committed effective dose equivalent as before, in rem 
is the volume concentration of the material in the truck, 8.2 x 1 o-4 Ci/m3 of trash 

(6 Ci + 7,344 m3) 

F 
DCF 
RR 
t 

is the airborne fraction of the spilled material, 0.001 
is the isotopic dose conversion factor for Pu-239, 3.3 x 108 rem/Ci 
is the respiration rate, 3.5 x 1 Q-4 m3 per sec 
is the exposure time, in seconds 

In this scenario, the involved worker, or member of the public, is assumed to be within a meter of 

the spilled contents of the truck, and breathes the undiluted, contaminated air for 30 seconds 

before the area is secured or the individual leaves the vicinity. Substituting in the equation: 

CEDE = 8.2 X 10-4 X 0.001 X 3.3 X 108 X 3.5 X 10•4 X 30 

= 2.8 rem 

Therefore, the maximum dose to an involved worker, or member ofthe public, from an on-site 

transportation accident is 2.8 rem. 

The population dose from an on-site transportation accident is calculated, as before, except the 

accident occurs at TA-54-G where the highest population, 6,501 persons, is in the ESE sector. 

The population dose from plutonium, assuming that the exposure time is the duration of the 

plume's passage, is 2.9 person-mrem. 
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D.2.2. Off-Site Transportation 

Off-site disposal of contaminated construction waste would require the transportation of waste in 

two segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km (1,350 mi) from 

Los Alamos to the Scientific Ecology Group (SEG) facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; (2) treated 

contaminated waste would be moved 2,893 highway km (1,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the 

Envirocare facility near Clive, Utah. Wastes would be transported in DOT-approved containers. 

The probability of an accident is relative to the total number of miles traversed over each type of 

road (urban< suburban< rural). Most accidents would not be sufficiently severe to breach a 

container that meets DOT approval specifications such as the B-25 box. 

The inventory for this accident scenario is determined using the reduced waste volume figures 

based upon the "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste 

Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b). The initial projected volume 

of 16,400 m3 (21 ,400 yd3) of radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed waste is reduced to 

4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3) through waste minimization techniques. This amounts to a reduction of 

75 percent in contaminated ductwork volume in the waste, primarily through reuse of existing 

ventilation system components. This results in a reduction of75 percent of the original 

plutonium inventory, from 6 Ci to 1.5 Ci. 

For off-site transportation accident calculations, the bounding case assumes that all removed 

waste (4,000 m3 [5,200 yd3]) is found to be mixed radioactive/RCRA hazardous waste. The 

entire volume is assumed to be shipped off-site to SEG for treatment, but no volume reduction 

occurs during treatment. Then, the entire waste volume would be shipped to Envirocare for 

disposal as LLW. The entire volume of waste (4,000 m3 [5,200 yd3]) would contain 1.5 Ci 

radioactive material. A single load would carry three B-25 boxes, 3m3 (4 yd3) each, with 

radioactive contents of 1.1 mCi per box, or a total of 3.3 mCi of radioactive material per load. 

Population doses along the transportation route were calculated by the RADTRAN program, 

Version 4.0.17, November 8, 1994. The following assumptions were input into RADTRAN: 

• inventory is 1.1 m Ci 239Pu per 3 m3 ( 4 yd3) box, 

• 445 truck shipments, 3 B-25 boxes, 3m3 (4 yd3) per truck, 

• same shipping form for both segments, 
• dose rate on box surface is zero, and 
• shipments start at 9 AM, on Wednesdays. 

The resulting accident free doses to workers and the public would be extremely small since there 

is no detectable external dose at the container surface. The dose to the maximally-exposed 

individual from an off-site transportation accident would be 635 mrem. The accident doses to 

the population are due to ground deposition, inhalation, re-suspension, and cloud shine, and are: 

• LANL to Oak Ridge, Tennessee 
• Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to Clive, Utah 
• Total 
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D.3 Human Health Risk 

"Health effect" is synonymous with "risk" in this discussion and is ,directly proportional to the 

total EDE. The linear dose response and relative risk models discussed in "The 1990 Report of 

the National Academy of Sciences Committee on the Biological Effects oflonizing Radiation 

(BEIR-V)" are used to establish the risk factors (BEIR 1990). These models extrapolate fatal 

tumor risks to future periods and assume the risk to be proportional to the natural cancer 

incidence, which generally increases with age. Use of these risk factors is required by DOE in 

their environmental assessment preparation recommendations (DOE 1993b ). 

BEIR-V gives a lifetime risk factor of a radiation-induced cancer fatality of about 4x 1 o-7 fatal 

cancers per mrem for workers, and 5x 1 o-7 per mrem for members of the general population. The 

higher value for the public takes into account the higher sensitivity and longer period of exposure 

for the younger ages present in the general population (NRC 1991). Where the dose to an entire 

population group is estimated and stated in person-mrem, the risk factor is expressed as 5 x 1 o-7 

per person-mrem. The risk is in terms of added chances of cancer mortality over the entire 

population rather than an individual. 

An occupational risk factor of 4x 1 o-7 per mrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mortality 

of one chance in 2,500,000 for an exposure of one mrem; the risk factor for the public of 5x 1 o-7 

per mrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mort.ality of one chance in 2,000,000 for an 

exposure of one mrem. The health effect is thus expressed as the number of chances of an 

individual developing a fatal cancer as a result of the CEDE in mrem. For a population group, 

the risk factor of 5 x 1 o-7 per person-mrem equates to a group risk of one chance in 2,000,000 for 

an exposure of one mrem. 

Table D-1 summarizes and compares the risk of excess latent cancer fatalities from the radiation 

exposures calculated in the previous sections with the risks from doses from natural background 

radiation and the regulatory limit dose values. 
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Table D-1 
Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks, Including Accidents 

.. -
EXPOSURE SOURCE DOSE RISK OF EXCESS 

CANCER • 
FATALITIES* -

Dose from Pu to individual located at site of Truck accident: Individual risk: 1 in 714, -
on-site transportation accident, CEDE 2.8 rem 1.4 X 10"3 -

• -Dose from Pu to nearest population in on-site 2.9 person-mrem, Population risk: 

transportation accident, CEDE truck accident 1.5 x 1 o-6 excess cancer 
deaths for the population • 
of 6,501 persons -.. Dose from Pu to population in off-site 1.3 1 person- Population risk: 

transportation accident rnrem 6. 7 x 10"7 excess cancer 
deaths for the population • 
along the shipping routes ... 

• Annual dose, normal operations, CMR 44 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 

Building, workers 57,000, 1.8 X 1 o-s 

Lifetime DOE dose limit to the worker for a 10 to 25 rem Individual risk: 1 in 250 
.. 

planned emergency exposure to 1 in 100,4 x 10"3 to -
1 X 10"2 .. 

Annual dose limit to the worker from DOE 5rem Individual risk: 1 in 500, .. 
operations 2 X 10"3 

Annual dose to members of the public from all 3.5 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 
.. 

LANL operations (1994), Los Alamos townsite maximum 571,000, 1.8 X 10-6 -
• individual dose; 1 in 7,400,000, 

0.27mrem 1.4 x 10·7 

average dose 
., 

Annual DOE dose limit to the public from 10 mrem Individual risk: 1 in .. 
airborne emissions 2oo,ooo, s x 1 o-f> -.. Annual natural background radiation in 339 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 

Los Alamos townsite 6,ooo, 1.1 x 1 o-4 

• 
*If the probability 1s less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are expected. .. -
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Department of Energy 
Los Alamos An• Office 

Albuquerque Oporalions Offoco 
·Las ~mas-; N•w MIIJiico 87544· . 

JAN 1 ·8 1996 

Hr. Hichael -ItO Taylor 
State Hiatoric PnM.rvat.ion Officer 
Office of Clllt.ural Affairs 
La Villa R1 YUil, Rooa 320 
228 1:. Palac:e Ave. 
s ... u re. •ev lfeXico 875111 

Deer Hr. Taylor• •i845l· 

\D),~~~ D W tf~\~ 
IUul .wt 2 3m; 1~h L ;, 

IIIC1f'lltC~i~ • ... . ....... ---···-··· 

The DepartMn~ of 1:neE9Y I DOl: l pxoposes to upgrade the ex1st1n9 a-J.stty 
lllld lle~J.urvy heoarch (CHI) Building. While -n of the aatot.y upgradea 
to the fecili t.y ere no~ "WKiert.altinga• u defined in 36 Code of l'ederel 
Retuletions Part 8M.2(oJ, "Protection of lliBtaric Properties, • the 
follovin9 proposed ections aeet. the definition of an lllldert.eltin9 nqulring 
Section 186 rovievo coouot.ruction of a standby power generator, cooling 
tavors, a cbilled Wlter pl..,t., lllld filter tower building addition. The 
p.,_.s location for these upgrades ia within Tecllnical Ana CTAI 3 of 
Loll Alaos Rational Laboratory. Land surveyed for th1a project. is unaged 
by DOC. 

Enclosed is a copy of tho cultural resource survey report. entit.lad OtR 
Buildbog f/J>grad.,., Cult.ural Resource Su.rvey Report. •o. 118, for your reviav 
lllld c:oncurrence. The survey area, aethods, results, lllld ~ndations are 
containad in the enclosed report.. 

liD archaeological sites are located within the surveyed area. 

Tour office is ulled to concur in a finding of no effec~ for this project.. 

Pleuc direct. ..,y que•tions or c-nt.s on this underuki.n9 ta 
Eliz:.beth Withers, Office of Envi...,._nt. and Pro:lect.s, at (51151 "7·8698. 

Sincerely, 

LMHEPo9&11·204 

p.:,~~ 
Acting Area llanager 

LJ ·/'lv· , . 
,· . J. . t JL.;";,·t i 1-i....Z___{j_r_,,, •• • ,.~ ,,~~[1.._,_ 

I?., Stat.e Hist.ortc Preservation Officer 
, (Lt /zv-

Dau 

E:~eloiun 

cr.: a 
St-e Pag-e 2 
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Hr. Michael Rollero 'l'aylor 
0 ...... 0 

cc w/o ~loiiiU'It; 
'l'btl Honorable Slaer rorres 

Governor 
san l:ldefanso Pueblo 
Route 5, Box 315-A 
Santa l'e, 11- Mexico 8754111 

J 

the Hononble .Josepb c. Quintana 
Govez:nor 
Coc:hiti Pueblo 
p, 0. Box 7e 
Cochiti Pueblo, .. w llexico 87072 

'lhe Hononble Randolph Padilla 
Governor 
.J-z Pueblo 
P.o. Box 1ee 
.J-z Pueblo, .11ew Mexico 87024 

'lhe Honorabl.e Gil.bett. 'l'ayafa 
Govemor 
Sant.a Clan Pueblo 
p, o. Box 588, 
Espafiola, 11ev Mexico 87532 

£. Withers, AAIIEP, 1.\AO 
R. Em:, Scientech, 1.\AO 
D. Srickson, £SH-DO, LAIIL, HS-K491 
B. Laraoo, (£SH-:zen:ARE-!HHIIZ61J 

ESK-:ze, LAIIL, HS-H887 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
New Mexico Ecologic-' Setvicee FJeld Office 

ZtOS Oaunt~ NE 
Albu-que, New Mexico 87113 

Phone: 15051 781-41125 Fax: 15051 781-4542 

December 12, 1995 

Cons. 12-22-98-J.GQ 

Lany ICirlunen, Acting Ar .. Manager 
Depanment of Energy 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos. New Mexico 87544 

Deer Mr. ICirlunen: 

This responds to your letter, dated December 5, 1995, requesting the U.S. Fish and 

WHdllfe Service (Service) concur with your fonding of •no affect• on threatened or 

endangered species or their criticel habitats during the upgrade of the Chemistry and 

Metallurgy Research ICMRI Building located in Technical Area CTAI3 at Los Alamos 

National Laboratory ILANU. The lANL II located In Los Alemos County, New Mlllico. 

The proposed action Includes modification· of the CMR BuUding, which could generate 

tons of hazardous (or similarly defined) wastes. Wastes will be trensported 6 11111es, 

either in covered dump trvcka or in special transport boxes, from the CMR building 

along Dt.mond Drive to Pajarito Road, and down Pajarito Road to TA 54 for disposal. 

This roadwey II located within the developed eru on top of 1 mesa and does not cross 

any streams, canyons, or other major drainage. 

Our c-•etions with MI. E. Withers of your steff (on December 7, 1996, end 

December 11, 19961, revealed all wastes generated wiD be handled according to aU 

applicable State and Federal laws and regulations. The LANL Emergency Response 

Procedur11 plan addresses how spills, leaka, end other accidental releas11 w11 be 

managed lhould they occur during generation end trlnlpol'tltion of wastes. Current 

lnformetion Indicated 1hat the proposed project. including the generetion and triMport 

of wastes, will occur at 1 distance greater then % mAe from env known Mexlcen 

spotted owl (SUiJr occidenr.Hs AJcida) roosting, nesting, or critical habitat, or eny other 

1hreetened or endangered species or critical habitat. 

The Service concurs with your determination 1hat thl proposed CMR Building 

renovatioM end waste handling wiD have •no affect" on threatened or endangered 

speciea or their critical habitats. Our concurrence II based on the fact that the 

proposed project II located within en existing compound, and that an wastes wiD be 

managed according to aU eppUcable laws, regulations, end emergency response 

procedures so u to not affect the environment • 

l .J l J l J l J 
' J ' j 

I J l .J 

Larry Kirkn'.a.,, Acting Aree Manager 

If you have any questions or comments, please cont1ct Joel D. Lusk at 

(5051 761-4525. 

~ 
cc: . 

2 

Bur .. u Chief, New Mexico Environment Department, DOE Oversight Bureau, ·santa Fe, 

New Mexico. 
Bureau Chief, New Mexico Environment Department, Hazardous and Radioactive 

Material aur .. u, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 
Director, New Mexico Depanment of Game and Fish, Sante Fe, New Mexico. 
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5.0 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

No new permits or permit modifications would be required for the proposed CMR Building 
upgrades. The Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 61) require prior EPA approval for new 
construction or modifications that may increase emissions. However, EPA approval would not 
be required for the proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project since this project will not increase 
LANL emissions. Since the scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental 
effects associated with construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not 
within the scope of this EA. It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR 
Building would require permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other 
programmatic decisions and subject to their own independent NEPA review. 
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6.0 LIST OF AGENCIES CONSULTED 

6.1 U.S. Fish And Wildlife Service 

A survey of the CMR Building area for threatened or endangered species was conducted in light 

of the proposed construction activities; this survey did not reveal the presence of any such 

species or suitable use habitats for any of these species. Informal consultation under the 

Endangered Species Act was initiated during November 1995. On December 5, 1995, a letter 

was transmitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, by DOE, providing notification ofthe 

proposed project and requesting concurrence in a finding of"no effect." On December 12, 1995, 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the finding of"no effect" completing the 

informal consultation process (Appendix E). 

6.2 New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer 

LANL conducted a cultural resource survey of the areas that could be affected by new 

construction under the Proposed Action. No cultural resources were found and it was determined 

that there was no potential for cultural resources to be present. On January 19, 1996, DOE 

LAAO submitted a report to the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

describing the results of the cultural resource's survey. On February 14, 1996, the SHPO's 

Office concurred with DOE's finding of"no effect," completing the formal consultation process 

(Appendix E). 
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7.0 GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS 

7.1 Glossary 

Actinides 

Atomic number 

B-25 box 

cfm 

Cloud shine 

Committed Effective 
Dose Equivalent (CEDE) 

Curie (Ci) 

Design Basis Accidents 

Effective Dose 
Equivalent (EDE) 

g 
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The elements, beginning with actinium, atomic number 89, and 
continuing through lawrencium, atomic number I 03, in the Periodic 
Table of Elements. The series includes uranium, atomic number 92, 
as well as all man-made transuranic elements. 

The number of protons in the nucleus of an atom that is unique for 
each element. 

A commercial metal container approximately 1.2 m by 1.2 m by 
2.1 m (4ft by 4ft by 7ft) that meets U.S. Department of 
Transportation requirements for transporting hazardous waste. 

Cubic feet per minute 

This is a term of art used by health physicists in calculating external 
dose. When a puff (cloud) of radioactive material passes, the 
energetic gamma rays emanating from the cloud can expose 
individuals in its path, even though those individuals are not within 
the cloud itself. 

The sum of committed radiation dose equivalents to various tissues 
in the body, each multiplied by an appropriate weighing factor. 
Committed dose is calculated over the 50-year working lifetime of 
an individual. 

A measure of radioactivity equal to 3.7 x 1010 disintegrations per 
second. 

Postulated accidents, or natural forces, and resulting conditions for 
which confinement structure, systems, components and equipment 
must meet their functional goals. 

Quantity obtained by multiplying the dose equivalents to 
various organs and tissues by factors that reflect the probability of 
harm to each in relation to all and summing the products. 

square feet 

A unit of force equal to the gravity exerted on a body at rest. 
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High-Efficiency 
Particulate Air 
(HEPA) filter 

Hot cell 

km 

kV 

Lineament 

Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste(LLW) 

m 

mi 

mrem 

Mixed waste 

Person-rem 

Radioactivity 
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Specially constructed filters capable of capturing very small 
airborne particles. 

Enclosed work space with walls of reinforced concrete that includes 

magnetite (a natural iron oxide compound) and mineral oil-filled 

leaded-glass windows, equipped with remote manipulation devices, 

used to protect workers from exposure to highly radioactive 

materials. 

Kilometer, a measure of distance equal to 1,000 meters, 

approximately 0.6 miles. 

Kilovolt 

A linear topographic feature (as of the earth) that reveals a 

characteristic (as a fault or the subsurface structure). 

Solid radioactive waste that is not classified as high-level 

waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel as defined in DOE 

Order 5820.2A, "Radioactive Waste Management." 

Meter 

Square meter 

Cubic meter 

Mile (1.6 km) 

Square mile (2.58 km2). 

Millirem 

Waste containing both radioactive and hazardous components, as 

defined by the Atomic Energy Act and RCRA. 

The unit of population dose that expresses the sum of radiation 

exposures received by a population. For example, two persons, each 

with a 0.5 rem exposure, receive 1 person-rem, while 500 people, 

each with an exposure of0.002 rem, also receive 1 person-rem. 

The spontaneous emission of radiation, generally alpha or beta 

particles, often accompanied by gamma rays, from the nucleus of an 

unstable isotope. 

February 4, 1997 

I 

IIIII --
'llllill 

--.. --
lllllli 

'1111 ---.. 
'llllill 

IIIII 

..... 

\111111 

-
"lillll 

-----
... ----..., 
-.... 
• 
lllllli 

1!11111 

-



---

-
-

---

Radionuclide 

rem 

Roughing filters 

Scientific notation 

seismic event 

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

Any radioactive isotope of an element. 

Acronym of roentgen eQuivalent man. The unit of dose of any 
ionizing radiation that produces the same biological effect as a unit 
of absorbed dose of ordinary X-rays. 

Filters constructed to capture large airborne particulates. 

Presenting numbers by powers of ten, for example: 

1x104 = 10,000 
1x102 = 100 
1x10° = 1 
lxl0"2 = 0.01 
lxl04 = 0.0001 

An earthquake or a somewhat similar transient earth motion 

Transuranic (TRU) waste Waste contaminated with uranium or transuranic elements having a 
• half-life greater than 20 years, in concentrations of 100 nCi/g or ---
-
---
-
-

greater. 

Uniform Building Code An International Conference of Building Officials' publication that 
provides requirements for the fire, life, and structural safety aspects 
for all buildings and related structures. 

7.2 Acronyms 

ALARA As low as reasonably achievable 

CAM Continuous air monitor 

CDR Conceptual Design Report 

CEDE Committed Effective Dose Equivalent 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CMR Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 

DOE U. S. Department of Energy 

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation 

EA Environmental Assessment 
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EDE 

EIS 

EPA 

ER 

ERPG 

ESAAB 

FONSI 

HEPA 

HVAC 

ICRP 

ISAR 

LANL 

LLW 

NEPA 

NFPA 

NMED 

NOI 

NPDES 

ou 
R&D 

RCRA 

RFI 

ROD 

RLWTF 

SEG 

SHPO 

SNML 

SSM 

SWEIS 

SWMU 
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Effective Dose Equivalent 

Environmental Impact Statement 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Environmental Restoration 

Emergency Response Planning Guideline 

Energy Systems Acquisition Advisory Board 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

High-Efficiency Particulate Air 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning 

International Commission on Radiological Protection 

Interim Safety Analysis Report 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Low-level radioactive waste 

National Environmental Policy Act 

National Fire Protection Association 

New Mexico Environment Department 

Notice of Intent 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Operable Unit 

Research and development 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Remedial Field Investigation 

Record of Decision 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 

Scientific Ecology Group 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory 

Stockpile Stewardship and Management 

Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement 

Solid Waste Management Unit 

Environmental Assessment 
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TA Technical Area 

TEDE Total Effective Dose Equivalent 

TLD Thermo luminescent dosimeters 

TRU Transuranic 

TWA Time-Weighted Average 

UBC Uniform Building Code 

usc United States Code - UPS Uninterruptable Power Supply 

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant -
-

-

-
-
-

Page 59 February 4, 1997 
Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

-
-

blank page -

-
Page60 February 4, 1997 
Environmental Assessment 



-
-
--
-
-
--

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades-

8.0 REFERENCES 

AQCR: State ofNew Mexico Air Quality Control Regulations. 

Bowen 1989: B. Bowen, "Los Alamos Climatology," Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Report LA-11735-MS, UC-902, November 1989. 

Commerce 1991: U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, 
Bureau of Census, "1990 Census ofPopulation and Housing: Summary Population and 
Housing Characteristics -New Mexico," 1990-CPH-1-33, August 1991. 

DOE 1979: U.S. Department of Energy, "Final Environmental Impact Statement: Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory Site, Los Alamos, New Mexico," U.S. Department of Energy report 
DOE/EIS-0018, December 1979. 

DOE 1995a: U.S. Department of Energy, "Finding of No Significant Impact, Actinide Source 
Term Waste Test Program," DOE/EA-0977, January 23, 1995. 

DOE 1995b: 60 FR 92, p. 25697, May 12, 1995. 

,.. DOE 1995c: 61 FR 19931, May 3, 1996. 

-
-
-
-

DOE 6430.1A, "General Design Criteria." 

Elder 1986: J. C. Elder, J. M. Graf, J. M. Dewart, T. E. Buhl, W. J. Wenzel, L.J. Walker, and 
A. K. Stoker, "A Guide to Radiological Accident Considerations for the Siting and Design of 
DOE Non-reactor Nuclear Facilities," Los Alamos National Laboratory Report LA-10294-MS, 
1986. 

Fuentes 1988: M. Fuentes, "Probability of an Aircraft Crashing into the Special Nuclear 
Materials Building at Los Alamos National Laboratory," Sandia National Laboratories, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, August 1988. 

LAC 1992: County of Los Alamos, New Mexico, Traffic Data, 1992. 

LANL 1990a: "Los Alamos National Laboratory 1990 Non-Radioactive Air Emissions 
Inventory." 

LANL 1990b: "Los Alamos National Laboratory Site Development Plan- Technical Site 
Information, Facilities Engineering Planning Group," LA-CP-90-405, September 1990. 

..., LANL 1991: "Waste Management at Los Alamos," LALP-90-30, Los Alamos National 
Laboratory Waste Management Group, 1991. 

- Page 61 February 4, 1997 
Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

LANL 1992: Robert S. Marshall, "SNM Holdup Measurements for Los Alamos Exhaust Ducts, 

Interim Phase II Report," Los Alamos National Laboratory Report LA-12374-MS, September 

1992. 

LANL 1993: Theresa Cull, "CMR Upgrades Assessment Summary," Los Alamos National 

Laboratory, October 29, 1993. 

LANL 1994a: "Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 1992," Los Alamos National 

Laboratory Report LA-12764-ENV, 1994. 

LANL 1994b: "Radiological Perfonnance Goals Program," Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Standard, LS107-05.0, September 1994. 

LANL 1995a: "Conceptual Design Report, CMR Upgrades Project: Phases 2 and 3 at the 

Los Alamos National Laboratory, Project Identification No. 12028," Merrick & Company, 

Los Alamos, New Mexico. 

LANL 1995b: "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste 

Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan," CMR Facility Upgrades Team, Facilities 

Project Delivery Group, Los Alamos National Laboratory, August 1995. 

LANL 1995c: "Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 1993," Los Alamos National 

Laboratory Report LA-12973-ENV, 1995. 

LANL 1996: "Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 1994," Los Alamos National 

Laboratory Report LA-13047-ENV, 1996. 

Morris 1994: Telephone conversation with D. Morris, co-owner of Royal Crest Trailer Park, 

June 16, 1994. 

NMSHTD 1992: New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department, Transportation 

Planning Division, Traffic Safety Bureau, "New Mexico Traffic Crash Data~1992," 1993. 

Romero 1992: R.J. Romero and C.L. Faust, "CMR Building (SM-29) Interim Safety Analysis 

Report," Los Alamos National Laboratory, March 23, 1992. 

U.S. Bureau ofthe Census 1991: "Provisional Data for 1990 for New Mexico Counties," 

February 1991. 

Page6l 
February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 

I I .. 
... 
111111! -.. -.. --
illlll .. -.. 
-... ---------
IIIII! -
IIIII! 

.... .. 

... 

... 

... 
• 
!IIIII .. .. .. 
Willi 



-
-
-
-

-

-
-
-
--

-
-
-
-

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

Page A-1 
Environmental Assessment 

Appendix A 
Comments and Agency Responses 

February 4, 1997 



-
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

-

-
-

blank page -

-

Page A-2 
February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 



I J 

I,!!J'"CI 
::I Ill 
~IICI -· ~ a > 
::I I a w 
~ 
::I -!. 
> ... ... 
ll ... a 
~ 
::I -

~ g. .. = Ill 

~ 
,.~Jo 
..... 
~ 
~ 

I J I I I J ( J I i I 1 I J I I 

Comment 1, page 1 

• 
United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

1 

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office 
2105 Osuna NE 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113 
Phone: 15051 761-4625 Fax: 16061 761-4542 

February 12, 1996 

Larry Kirkman, Acting Area Manager 
Department of Energy 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Dear Mr. Kirkman: 

Cons. 12·22·96-1-048 

This responds to the draft Environmental Assessment lEAl with a cover Jetter dated 
January 22, 1996, requesting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service} to review and 

comment on the proposed upgrade of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research ICMRI 

Building located in Technical Area IT AI 3 at los Alamos National Laboratory ILANLI. 

The LANL is located in Los Alamos County, New Mexico. 

In a previous letter, dated December 12, 1995, the Service concurred with your 

determination that the proposed CMR Building renovations and waste handling will have 

"no effect" on threatened or endangered species or their critical habitats. Our 

concurrence was based on the fact that the proposed project is located within an 

existing compound, and that all wastes will be· managed according to all applicable 

laws; regulations, and emergency response procedures so as not to affect the 

environment. The Service reaffirms its concurrence with your finding. 

The Service concurs that the preferred alternative is also the environmentally preferable 

alternative. From a wildlife health standpoint, a Finding of No Significant Impact 
appears warranted. However, we seek two clarifications to the final EA. In Appendix 

.C, page C-1, why is cigarette smoking included with other examples of natural 

environmental radioactivity? Also, why does your radiation risk model address only 

added cancer filtalities? Are localized injuries to organs or nonfat11/ cancers considered 

a discountable risk? An explanation of this aspect of the risk model would be helpful 

for citizens to consider the alternatives from a human heath perspective. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Joel D. Lusk at 

(505) 761-4525. 

I i I I I J ( I f 'I f J f I I I 

Comment I, page 2 

Larry. Kirkman, Acting Area Manager 

cc: 
Chief, DOE Oversight Bureau, New Mexico Environment Department, Santa Fe, 

New Mexico. 
.Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 
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Comment 2, page 1 

State of New Muico 
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

Horold RIUUUIZ. Buildinll 
1190 St. Francia Drive, P.O. Boz 26110 

Santa Fe, New Jtuia> 81602 
(50S) 127-2850 

_ .. _ 
............ 

G.U"I B. JOHNSON -·- llDOA1I r. --.m 
JCrflfY IKUI'AaJ' 
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February 16, 1996 

Elizabeth Withers 
LAAO NEPA Compliance Officer 
Los Alamos Area Office 
528 35th Street 
MS-A316 
Los Alamos, N.M. 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

RBt PRB-DBCISIOHAL DRAFT; ENVIR.OIIMBIITAL ASSBSSMEH'l'a PI.OPOSBD all. 

BUILDDIG UPGRADES (DOE\BA-1101); LOS ALloHOS IIATIOHAL 

LABORATORY, LOS ALAMOS, N.H.; PREPARED BY U.S. DBPAI.'l'KBIIT OF 
BHBI.OT, JANUARY 19 !16 

The following transmits New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) 
staff comments concerning the above-mentioned Draft Environmental 
Assessment (DEAl. The comments relate principally to a number of 
questions NMED staff have regarding impacts on surface and ground 

water quality. 

1. Pages 15-16, Section 2.2.1.3: 

Will the installation of the proposed central chilled water plant 
require an amendment for increased discharge to a currently 
permitted NPDBS outfall, the addition of a new NPDES outfall to the 
current permit, or will this system have no discharge of cooling 
water to the environment? 

2. Page 17, Section 2.2.1.7: 

See comment 1, above. 

3. Page 18, Section 2.2.1.9& 

Jt is unclear whether these acid vents and drains are connected to 
underground piping. If so, are contingency plans in place to 
mitigate contamination to the environment during excavation? If 
contamination of the environment is found due to previously unknown 
leaks of this piping, what actions will be taken to mitigate 
movement of contamination by surface transport or infiltration' into 
the soil/rock profile and, possibly, ground water? 

l I l I 
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Elizabeth Withers 
February 16, 1996 
Page 2 

4. Page 18, Section 2.2.1.101 

Have provisions been made to contain the water that will be drained 
from the current fire protection system, will the potential exist 

for this water to become contaminated, and what will be its final 
disposition? Will a general Notice of Intent (NOI) to discharge be 
filed with the proper regulatory authority pursuant to the State 
of New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) regulation 
1-201 both before and after upgrades are performed? Again, what 
will be the final disposition of the water released after upgrades 
are completed and testing of the system is performed, and is there 

any possibility for contamination of this water? 

5. Page 19, Section 2.2.1.12: 

What will be the tank and associated 
requirements in the event of a spill 
contaminated washdown effluent? 

6, Page 30, SectioD 3.5: 

equipment 
or other 

containment 
release of 

To where were sediments removed in the 1~92 sediment traps cleanup? 

Where will they be placed after the traps fill again? 

7. GeDeral c-eDt I 

As stated, outside construction, including excavations, will be 

necessary during this upgrade. The possibility exists that the 
excavation material may contain Contaminants of concern (COC's). 

Is a storm water pollution prevention plan in place for this 

construction activity in order to mitigate the transport of 
contaminants, including storm water drainages at the CMR complex 

and the destination of these drainages? 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. Please 

let me know if you have any questions. 

~ edt Cibas, Ph. 
Environmental act Review Coordinator 

NMED File No. 965ER 
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n :t ~ t'-12N MEXCO 
~ ENVRONMENT,A.L LAW CENTER 
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Elizabeth R. Withers 
NBPA Compliance Officer 
Office of Environment and 

Projects 
u.s. Department of Energy 
Loa Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, N.M. 87544 

February 16, 1996 

By mail and facsimile 
(505) 665-4872 

Re: Chemistry and metallurgy research building in Technical 
Area 3 at the Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

I write for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (Pueblo) to 
coament on the Department of Energy • a (DOBI Pre-Decisional 
Draft Environmental Assessment lEAl on the proposed upgrades 
of the Chemistry and metallurgy research (Oat) building at 
Technical Area 3 at the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
ILANLI. We are submitting this connent in accordance with 
your letter of February 2, 1996, in which you indicated that 
the Pueblo would have until today to submit its comment. We 
are grateful for that extension of time, and we hope that the 
delay in our submission of this coament does not cause 
inconvenience. 

The Pueblo appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
EA, and intends to be involved in future consideration of 
this project. The Pueblo therefore requests that you provide 
copies of any further documents on this matter to the 
Honorable Blmer Torres, the Governor of the Pueblo, to Gaurav 
Rajen of STAR Associates in Albuquerque, who is working with 
the Pueblo on this matter, and to me. 

As the Pueblo indicated in its coament on the Advance 
Notice of Intent for the LANL site-wide environmental impact 
statement, the Pueblo agrees that the renovations necessary 
for protection of safety and the environment should be done 
on the basis of the EA. and that all other changes should be 
considered in the site-wide environmental impact statement. 
The Pueblo does have several concerns about the EA, however, 
and about the project as it is described in the EA. These 
are explained below, not necessarily in order of importance. 

1. Lack of consultation with the Pueblo 

Firat, the EA was prepared without consultation with 
either the Pueblo or the Los Alamos Pueblos. Project. The 
list of agencies consulted on page 47 of the BA indicates 

103 Oenego Street Santo Fe. N.M. 87501 
(505) 989-9022 FAX (505) 989-37tR 
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Elizabeth R. Withers 
February 16, 1996 
Page 2 

that the only agencies that were involved in the preparation 
of the EA were the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the New 
Mexico State Historic Preservation Office. This was not 
appropriate. 

The Pueblo is a federally recognized Indian Tribe, and 
President Clinton has directed the heads of federal agencies 
to operate on a government to government basis with all such 
Tribes, and to consult those Tribes and take into account 
their concerns prior to taking actions that affect them. In 
addition, DOB Secretary O'Leary has directed all elements of 
DOE to deal with Tribes on that government to government 
basis, and to follow the DOB American Indian Policy. It 
specifically provides that DOB shall treat Tribes as 
governments in accordance with their status and DOE's trust 
responsibility towards them, and that DOB shall consult and 
involve Tribes in decisions that affect them. Finally, DOE 

21 has entered into an Accord with the Pueblo and has witnessed 
a Cooperative Agreement between LANL and the Pueblo. Each of 
those documents also provides that the Pueblo will be given a 
role in decisions concerning LANL that affect the Pueblo. 

3 

The United States, DOB, and LANL therefore have each 
made a commitment to involve the Pueblo in decisions 
concerning LANL that affect the Pueblo, its members, and 
their environment. Despite that, the Pu~blo was not involved 
in the preparation of the EA. That is a serious problem for 
the Pueblo because the consultation with the New Mexico State 
Historic Preservation Office involved impacts of the proposed 
project on cultural resources. LANL is built on land that 
originally belonged to the Pueblo, and that land includes 
many sites that are sacred to members of the Pueblo. 
Moreover, construction at LANL facilities such as the CMR may 
threaten the Pueblo with the destruction of mQre sites sacred 
to Pueblo members. 

2. Disposal and transportation of waste 

The BA points out that the proposed upgrades will 
involve generation of as much as 5,200 cubic yards of 
potential construction waste, including LLW, TRU, mixed, RCRA 
regulated, and asbestos wastes. (BA, page 14) The EA also 
states that solid waste would be disposed of in the Los 
Alamos County landfill, and that the other types of waste 
would be stored or disposed of in the Area G landfill at 
Technical Area 54 or transported off site. Either of the 
latter two options is a matter of concern for the Pueblo. 

The Area G landfill is located on the top of a mesa 

' I 

t'!J 
:I 
< 
~· 
:I a 
~ 
:I -~ 
> Ill 

"' ~ 
Ill 

"' a 
~ 
:I -Q' .. -::r ~ 

""C:C a 
"" e 
Ill 
~ 
c. 
n 
$ 
0 

"" IQ .. ., 
Q, 
n> 
Ill 

I I 



' 

~~ ::s ., 
-<elrO 
-· fD a > 
::1 I 

5I 0\ 
fD 
::s 
g 
> 
Ill 

; 
Ill 
Ill 

5I 
fD ::s .... 

~ 
fD =-

Comment 3, page 3 

Elizabeth R. Withers 
February 16, 1996 
Page 3 

adjacent to the Pueblo's sacred area. Elevated levels 
oftritium have been detected in sediments leading away from 
Area G, and the Pueblo is concerned about possible emissions 
of radioactive gas from the sides of the mesa as well. The 
Pueblo also is concerned about any possible expansion of the 

landfill because of the impacts that it would have on sites 
in the area that are sacred to members of the Pueblo. DOE 
should not undertake disposal of additional wastes in Area G 

until these concerns are resolved. 

Similarly, transportation of waste to another site 

3 I 
presents problems for the Pueblo because the main road that 
leads into lANL passes through the Pueblo • s lands, and the 
Pueblo has no resources with which to deal with any accident 
involving radioactive or hazardous materials that occurs on 

the reservation. The Pueblo has one policeman and a totally 
volunteer fire department, and its personnel are not 
adequately trained to deal with radioactive or hazardous 
materials. Moreover, there has been no determination by the 
Pueblo, the Department, and the State of New Mexico about 
which entity or entities would have jurisdiction or 
respc;msibility to deal with such an accident or how those 
entities would coordinate their responses. It is not 
appropriate to transport additional wastes through the 
reservation until these issues have been addressed. 

3. Upgrades of the CMR building acid vents and drains 

Tbe BA indicates that action is necessary to correct 
deficiencies in and improve maintainability of the existing 

acid vents and drains system which handles liquid radioactive 
waste from the CMR building operations. (BA, page 18) The 

BA does not describe problems that have occurred with those 

4 1 drains, however, or whether they have been the source or 
cause of any accidents. There also is no description of the 
measures that will be used to upgrade them, such as 
construction of double walls and installation of leak 
protection and detection devices. In the absence of those 
sorts of details, it is not possible to evaluate accurately 
the proposed upgrades of the acid vents. 

4. Existing contamination related to CMR building operations 

21 15 ., 
The BA discusses very briefly the management of liquid 

wastes generated at the CMR building and the impacts of the 
proposed action on air quality and land use. . (BA pages 30, 
34-35) There is no discussion, however, about the existing 

contamination, if any, that has resulted from the CMR 
building operations, or how that contamination will be ~ 
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Comment 3, page 4 

Elizabeth R. Withers 
February 16, 1996 
Page 4 

!
addressed. Moreover, there should be detailed site specific 

5 descriptions of existing contamination of soil, water, air, 
and biota, not just references to the annual environmental 
surveillance reports for LANL as a whole. 

5. Accidents 

The BA contains no history of the accidents that have 
occurred so far at the CMR building, which makes it difficult 
to evaluate accurately the accident predictions and scenarios 

set forth in section 4. 1. 6. That is troublesome for two 
reasons. First, several of the deficiencies identified in 
the Interim Safety Analysis Report, involve problems that 

61 could cause serious impacts in the event of an accident . 
These include the possible loss of negative pressure for 
glove boxes and the problems with the fire protection 
systems. second, some of the accident scenarios involve high 
rates of fatalities, particularly the earttlquake accident 
scenario in Table 4-6 that would result in a 1 in 9 added 
chance of cancer mortality. 

A second problem is that there are no specific analyses 
of scenarios involving accidents on the Pueblo's reservation. 
Those are scenarios that should be analyzed separately for 
two reasons. First, as was pointed out above, accidents that 

71 occur on the reservation would be more difficult to deal with 
because of the absence of plans and personnel to address 
those accidents. Second, the Pueblo's population is so 

i j 

limited (less that 1,500 people) that any excess cancer 
deaths would have a much more severe impact on the Pueblo 
than on another, larger community. The EA therefore should 
analyze separately accidents on the reservation. 

6. Compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, 
permits, orders, and other governing documents 

The BA also contains does not analyze whether the CMR 
building operations have complied with applicable statutes, 
regulations, permits, orders, and agreements, or how any 

violations of those governing documents will be remedied. In 
addition, the BA should explain and address the concerns 

81 about specific practices raised by the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board. The failure to address these issues 

is a problem because of the hazardous nature of the 
activities conducted at the CMR building. This failure is a 
serious issue for the Pueblo because the Pueblo does not have 

the means to insure compliance with all such governing 

documents. 

l J l J I. I I I l I I I l • l J 

~ 
::s 
< 
§' 
::s 
5I 
~ 
::s .... e. 
> ... ... 
~ ... 
Ill a 
fD ::s -c;o ., -::r 
~ 

~ ... 
0 -= 0 ... 
~ 
Q, 

("') 

~ , 
0 
-= lrQ 

;J 
Q, 
~ 
Ill 

I I 



I 1 

~., = • 
~IQ -· " a> 
::S I 
a~ 

" = g 
> ... ... 
ftl ... ... 
5I 
" = ... 

~ 

" =­., 
c • 
~ 
~ .... 
\D 
\D 
~ 

r 1 I 1 I 1 
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Elizabeth R. Withers 
February 16, 1996 
Page s 

Conclusion 

I I I I ( 1 I 1 f I 

The Pueblo agrees that the CMR building should be 
upgraded in order to address safety concerns. On the other 
hand, the Pueblo does not agree that the BA adequately sets 
forth the issues involved in those upgrades. The Pueblo 

I therefore requests that the BA be revised to address the 
9 concerns set forth above before any decision is made 

concerning the proposed CMR building upgrades. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the 
BA, and for your consideration of these comments. 

pc: The Honorable Elmer c. Torres 
Governor 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso 

1

truly, (f' / 
*'l)i- Lvt 

as Maiklejo 
ey 

Gaurav Rajen 
STAR Associates 
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February 13, 1996 

Elizabeth R. Withers, NEPA Compliance Officer 
Dcpanment of Energy 
Los Alamos Area OffiCe 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Re: CMR Uperades, Phase :Z, NEPA analysis 

Dear Elizabeth: 

In your letters datod January 22 and February 2, 1996, you informed this office of the draft 

environmental assessment (DOEIEA·llOI) for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) 

Building Phase 2 Upgrades, the comment period for whieh will expire on February 16, 1996. 

lmponantly. this draft EA does not mention that the project it describes is the middle phase of 

a three-phase project which will, if completed, cost some $211.1 million, according to the 

Albuquerque Operations OffiCe (see 1etlel" from Corey Cruz, DOEIAL to Greg Mello and Jay 

Coghlan, 1/15196). It will be built over a twelve-year period !'rom 1992 to 2004 (see FY 1996 

DOE Congressional Budget Request [CBR], Project Data Sheets, Vol. I, p. 3570. Estimated 

costs have apparently inflated some $7 million since this CBR was wriuen. 

Pbase 1, design work for which began in 1992 and construction shortly after in 1993, will cost 

some $51.6 million. It was given a categorical exclusion under the National Environmental 

ll Policy Act (NEPA). Phase 2, with a cost of $122.5 million, is being covered by the S I pages 

of the present EA. Phase 3, with an estimated cost of $37 million, is boing covered in the 

LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact Sratemcnl (SWEIS). All three Jubprojccts are parts of 

a single congressional line item: Project 9S-D-102, CMR Upgrades Project. 

This project, and the EA describing it, have a long and complex history, S)liiCC does not permil 

their complete elucidation here. SuffiCe it to say that the project been described in unirary terms 

since on or before late 1993, when the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), in their 

Strategic Plan, p. 20, described the consolidation of uranium fabrication facilities that could rake 

place with the "full upgrade of the CMR building ••• by the year 2000. • In that document, the 

planned upgrade was associated with enhanced weapon prototyping and manufacturing 

capabilities at LANL, i.e. with a programmatic change of mission for LANL. 

By January of 1994, when the FY199S CBR was released, Project 95-0·102 was the largest 

construction priority in Defense Programs, accounting for some three-quarters of ill 
unappropriated weapons activities constrUCtion costs in that Request. 

During the past three years, the definitions and boundaries of the phases of this project have 

212 E. Marcy St., SaDIJ Fe. NM 87501; lei. 505·982·7747 fax: 505-982..'1502 
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3 

continually shifted, malting it diff~eult for the DepartmentiO complete this EA, which was begun. 
some time prior 10 1993. Already by 1993 DOE had on its records an EA numbered LAN 93-
0006, entitled "CMR Building Upgrades, Rt11ised P/Qn" (emphasis added). Particular work 
elements have been shifted from one phase to another as needed or convenienL 

All this and much more which could be said goes 10 the following conclusions: 

1) The Phase I upgrades have been done illegally, prior 10 NEPA analysis; 
2) The present EA has an illegally-narrowed scope, representing a project which has been 
illegally partitioned into dlree parts; 1 

3) The project is large; indeed it is a Major System Acquisition (MSA) under DOE Order 
4240.1K and successor rules and hence requires its own environmental impact statement 
(EIS) prior 10 further construction or Title II design; and 
4) The project has been conceived and designed as part of a programmatic capability 
upgrade at LANL under the stockpile management program, requiring analysis in the 
LANL SWEIS and the DOE programmatic stockpile stewardship and management 
programmatic EIS (SS&M PElS). Contrary 10 statements made in the draft EA, this 
project will prejudice both the LANL SWEIS and the SS&M PElS. 

What is more, this project is the programmatic and environmental equivalent and successor of 
the now-defunct Special Nuclear Ma1erials Laboralory (SNML) project, which concededly 
required an EIS. 

We have written previously and provided ICStimony to the DOE on several occasions about these 
mailers in the context of the LANL SWEIS and SS&M PElS and, still earlier (6114/1994), in 
i. separate letter. 

The ex1ent to which the planned upgrades are needed to solve safety defiCiencies at the CMR 
is unclear. Repeated requests from this office to obtain the underlying studies have been denied 

41 by the DOE. According to the draft EA. operations at the CMR are going forward without 
compliance with DOE regulations or even with ordinary building codes, a scandal for any 
facility-let alone one that handles plutonium in kilogram quantities. 

Aside from the central questions of scope and linkage 10 other EAs, EISs, and PEISs, this draft 

I 
EA is greatly defteient on its face. Without belaboring the points 100 finely, the waste 

5 production estimates have been reduced by a factor of four without any substantiating analysis; 
they are still quiiC large. The estimaiCd doses to populations from accidents appear 10 be in 

6 J error, have no supporting analyses, and appear 10 apply 10 individuals rather than populations. 
The uses of the building and the purposes of the upgrade have been greatly glossed. Overall, 
essentially all the pertinent areas of analysu have been given short shrift, making it quiiC 

"!!1 3- 1
7

1 ' Actually. other planned projects undergoing separate NEPA reviews involving building 
~ modifiCations within the CMR are also linked to this project . 
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impossible for decisionmaken 10 use this document for its intended purpose. None of the 
uncertainly and ambiguity that has marked the dcvelapment of this project up to the present bas 
been retained in this draft EA. 

It is clear that a document such as this has only one purpose, namely 10 provide a pro-forma 
NEPA compliance that can allow programmatic spending 10 go forward, unhindered by careful 
analysis. We urge you 10 stop construction on this project until the requisite NEPA analysis is 

81 done and 10 consider more carefully the scope and impacts of the NEPA analysis for this project 
in the context of a full EIS. In the meantime, any activities being conducted outside the required 
safety envelope should be suspended. 

Sincerely, 

:Jl-f'j ~lfo 
Greg Mello 

attached: June 14, 1996 letter 10 Gary Palmer, DOEIDP/HQ 
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If.Aj)§ AJl(dilliDl(Q)§ §mdly Gr~1UlJP 
j:l June 14, 1994 
Cl) 

8 Mr. Gary Palmer, Environmental Protcc:tion Specialist 
-§ Defense Programs OffiCe of NEPA Compliance and Planninc 

2 U.S. Department of Eneqy 
< Forrestal Building, Rm. 48-087 

1000 lndepcndeDce Ave. 
WasbiJI&ron, DC :ZOS8S 

RE: NEPA Compllaace Cor the CMR Upcndes ud the NMSF at L\NL 

Dear Gary: 

1be Los Alamos Study Group, alone wilh several ocher orpDizalioas, is examining lhc 

Department of Energy's (DOE's) plans for two major projects at Los Alamos National 

Labon!Or)' (LANL): die "CMR Upgrades" and lhe "Nuclear Materials S~ora&e Facility (NMSF) 

Renovation. • As part of that eumination, we have reviewed DOE's plans for compliance wilh 

!he requirements of the National Envirorunental Policy Act (NEP A) as it relala to lhcsc: 

projcc;ls. We conclude tballhosc plans are wholly inadequate and fall far short of tbe minimum 

requirements of !he Act and applicable DOE Regulations and Orden, as discussed in detail 

below. Flrst, these two proposed major federal adioas require the preparation or 
EuriroameataJ Impact Statements (EISs). Secoud, the CUIDulali'fe impact or these C.c:WtJes 

will ~adice the outcome or the plaDDed site-wide EIS Cor L\NL ud baace tbeJ do Dot 

meet the crUerioD or 40 CFR 1S06.1(c)(3) Cor projects wbich IPJ proceed duriiac. site-wide 

EJS. 

Both Facilities Require EISs 

1. An EIS Is Required for the CMR. Uppdes Project 

SIIIIIIIIUJ 

DOE is proposinc a $200 million upgrade to !he Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 

(CMR) Buildinc at LANL. This project has been designated a Major System Acquisition (MSA) 

and, as such, should ordinarily require an EIS. The upgrade proposal is in lieu of !he 

previously-proposed Special Nuclear Materials Researdl and Development Replacement 

Laboratory (SNML), a project for which DOE conceded die necessity of an EIS. Bolh !he 
current and previous proposals would signiftcanlly enhance LANL's nuclear materials processing 

capabilities. At present, lhe CMR Upgrades project is receiving only an Envirorunental 

Assessment (EA). We believe !hat this level of environmental review is inadequare and !hat an 
EIS is required~ . 

lll Eat Marty SIRCt. SaDia Fe, Ni:w Mexico 87SOI; eel: SOHSl-7747 tu: SOHSl-ISOl 
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DOE has provided a description of the background and context for the proposed 

upgrades: 

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has four major nuclear materials 

facility complexes. Sigma complex (depleted uranium worlc), CMR (enriched 
uranium and Cat{egory) I & II Pu worJtlll); TSTA [the Tritium Sysrems Test 

Assembly, locatcd in TA-21), and PF-4 at TA-55. The farst two complexes arc 

nearing the ~ge of 40 years. Neither has had a major renovation in !hat time, nor 

do !hey meet current ES&H [Envirorunent, Safety, and Health] requirements. 

SirJCC CMR has Cat I & II materials, it is at the top of the priority list to be 

addressed by new conslnlction. [DOE/LANL Capital Assets Management Plan, 

April 1991, p. 45] 

A previous CMR upgrade, known as "Phase I, • was part of a weapons complex 

"revitalization" project, and was originally estimated to cost $49.5 million. According to DOE: 

The CMR Building is the largest structure at LANL (550,000 square fee!). 

Construction of the CMR Building was completed in 1952. Most of the major 

mechanical and electrical equipment has reached the end of its design life. [FY9S 
CBR: Project Data Sheets, p. 23] 

Now another S 155 million is proposed, to bring the total project cost to $204 million. This is 

for a structure which, as one former L._NL employee has noted, had an original cost of about 

$3 million. In real dollars, the upgrades project is still some five times the original acquisition 

cost. 

Tbe CMR Upgrades Project is an MSA requiring au EJS 

DOE Order 4240.1K, 6123/92, "Designation of Major Sysrem Acquisitions and Major 

Projects, • states in relevant part that 

The DOE criteria for designation of a sysrem or project as a MSA considers 

natio~ urgency, importance, size, complexity, and dollar value. Those sysrems 

or projects which have a total project cost or aMual FY 1992 appropriations in 

excess of $100 million (M), or are recommended by Program Secretarial OffiCers 

DOE caregorizes plutonium operations for purposes of risk assessment by the 

quantity of plutonium involved in die process: 
Caregory I - Activita utili:r:ing 2000 g of Pu or more; 
Category II - • • 400 g to 2000 g of Pu; 

Caregory Ill - • • less than 400 g of Pu. 

The description of work at the CMR as "Cat I & II" belies claims that this facility is strictly for 

analytical work. 
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:s £ (PSOs), are considered to be MSAs. 

~ By lhis standard, the CMR Upgrades project must be considered an MSA. and (as you 

fl have told us) it has been so declared. Not only is the total project cost ~ the recommended 

a threshold for an MSA, but the unappropriated portion of lhe project comprises more than three-

ft quartets of all unappropriated weapons activities construction proposed by the DOE in this year's 

a budget request (sec PY9S CBR, Vol. I, Atomic Energy Defense Activities, p. 74). 
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The NEPA consequence of de.signating an action an MSA is embodied in the DOE NEPA 

regulations at 10 CPR 1021.400, Appendix D to Subpart D, "Classes of Actions 1ba1 Normally 

Require EISs, • where the fii'St paragraph, D I, reads 

Major System Acquisitions, as designated by DOE Order 4240.1, "Designation 

of Major SystemS Acquisitions and Major Projects. • 

Thus, the CMR Upgrades project is one of !hose "actions that normally require ElSs. • 

The CMR Upcrades Project Is closely related to the SNML project wbldl coac:ededly 

required an EIS 

The new CMR proposal represents a major increase in the scope of worlc of its 

predecessor. with total project cost now estimated at S204 million, over four limes the original 

cosL It is very clear that this project is the replacement for the ill-fated SNML. also a $200+ 

million project, which apparently foundered on intense and wide-spread public opposition. DOE 

bad determined that an EIS was the necessary level of enviroaunental review for the project, 

which was designed to replace some of the major functions of the CMR and to relocate them 

within Technical Area SS (TA-SS). the "plutonium park. • 

In PY1990, the SNML project was put on hold pending a substantive review of 

the project including other potential options. for providing the necessary 

specialized laboralory space ... Later in PY199l, it was decided not to proceed 

with the construction of SNML but provide interim upgrades to CMR (Phase 1) .•• 

(FY9S CBR: Project Data Sheets, p. 24] 

The PY9S request for a line item appropriation for the expanded upgrade at CMR instead of the 

SNML project is in accordaoce with the sttategy statement found in LANL's most recent 

Institutional Plan, which specifically links the two projects: 

A new integrated line item will be sought for an FY9S start to consolidate all 

phases of the [CMR] project. If approved, the SNML project for the CMR 

Building would be canceled. [LANL FY1994 • FYJ999 lmtjrutiona! Plan. 

December 1993, p. IV-3] 

The CMR project is designed partially to consolidate several nuclear materials functions 
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currently being performed at other Laboratoey sites. 

In particular. a number of DOEIDP [Defense Programs] -sponsored efforts at TA-

21 (DP West) and TA-49 will be relocated to lhe CMR Building, thereby 

allowing decontamination and decommissioning of aged and obsolete facilities at 

TA-21. Enricbcd-uranium casting functions are also being moved from Sigma 

complex to the CMR Building. [ibid., p. IV-3] 

further, the CMR project is designed not just to consolidate existing functions, but to provide 

at least some (if not all) of the new capabilities which would have been attained with the SNML: 

Poe example, the upgrade of the CMR Building will result in the consolidation 

of currently dispersed nuclear materials capabilities together with the attaiaunent 

of new capabilities at substantial cost savings over constructing and operating a 

completely new facility. [ibid., p. IV-4] 

1be Phase n and m Upgrades do Dot appear nece5Sal")' (Or Short-term safety imprOYemeots 

When approval was being sought for the SNML, the CMR Building was described as old and 

unsafe. A previous justiftc:ation for the SNML submitted to Congress stated: 

Corroded and breached air handling ducts, inadequate supply of filtered air. 

margioal building-wide fllrer systemS, and inadequate control systems contribute 

to serious situations developing in the CMR building. A system failure would 

adversely affect safety of personnel and require shutting down the facility. • 

["Lab: CMR facility safe, but SNM lab needed, • The Los Alamos Monitor, 

3/29/91, p. 1) 

Yet in March of 1991, John R. Phillips, then Group Leader of the former CLS-1, the analytical 

group which occupied nearly half of the CMR Building, and Ronald 0. Stafford, then Deputy 

Division Director for Health, Safety, and Enviroaunent, both emphasized that the CMR Building 

was safe. According to the in-depth Msmilg[ article cited above, both men said the issue was 

not safety, but "reliability. • 

The short-term reliability and/or safety issues at the CMR Building had been identified in 1990 

by a task force empaneled under the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Applications 

(DASMA). Since PY92, S32.2SM has so far been appropriated to address lhese problems. most 

of the $49. 5M thought to be required. An Interim Safety Analysis Report (tSAR) was prepared 

in February of 1992, which enumerated the improvements to the facility required "to continue 

operations in a safe, secure, and reliable manner for at least the next 20 years" (PY95 CBR, p. 

26). These longer-term upgrades are the basis for the planned Phase II and Ill activities. 

Apparently any urgent safety or reliability problems were or are being addressed in Phase I 

activities. Thus the testimony of LANL management, together with the project's history, 

suggest that the Phase II and Ill Upgrades are not needed to assure the short-term safety of 
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elisting operations at the CMR Building. Should any portions of the Phase II and Ill activities 

be needed to address shon-term safety issues prior to an EIS, these could and certainly should 

proceed, but only after a public proces.s identifying the problems and their cost-effective 

solutions . 

In sum, ao EIS is aeeded for this project 

The new CMR upgrada are, as noted above, designed to accomplish much of what the 

SNML project intended. Thai project was conceded by DOE to require an EIS. At the present 

time, DOE is preparing an Environmental A.uc.ssrnent (EA) foe the CMR project (doculllCII( I 

LAN 93-0006), although it has refused to make any ponion of it public. This is a signifiCallt 

federal action with potentially severe environmental consequences. DOE Regulations, the 

SNML precedent, and eumination of the substance of the proposed action all lead to the 

conclusion that this project requires an EIS. 

2. An EIS Is Required for the Nuclear Materials Storaee FacDity 

SUIDII1ar)' 

The NMSF was constructed at LANL by DOE as a FY84 Une Item Project at a Total 

Project Cost of $21.8 million. An Environmental Assessment was prepared in 1985 and revised 

in 1986, leading to a Finding of No Signifteant Impact (FONSI) which is undated but can be 

presumed to be Aucust 28, 1986. LANL toolc BenefiCial 0c:cupancy of the facility in February 

1987, after which it was discovered that gross design and coostruction errors had rendered the 

facility unsafe and unusable. DOE now proposes to •renovate• the NMSF at a cost of $31.0 

million. The subject of the action (large-scale nuclear materials storage), the gross departures 

from good design pl'liClice (and even from common sense) in the original design, the inadequacy 

of the previous EA. and the admission that the project would need an EIS if built anywhere else 

at LANL, all mandate that this project receive an EIS before going forward. 

Ally Largwca.le Nuclear Materials Storage Facility Requires an EIS 

DOE is presently engaged in an EIS process for large-scale storage of nuclear materials 

at PanteX. That EIS was forced upon DOE when it became clear that the state of Texas and 

other interested parties would not accept DOE's initial determination that only an EA was 

required for the proposed action. That EIS now encompasse5 (in scoping) possible stocage of 

plutonium and other weapons componenrs (e.g., radioisotopic generatorS) at LANL, and it is 

highly questionable whether the present NMSF renovation project can go forward without being 

wrapped into the Pantelt storage EIS. For the purposes of this discussion, it will be assumed 

that the characteristics or the LANL project (the critical parameters of which are unknown to 

the public) are such that it may legally proceed indcpendendy of the PanteX storage EIS. 

Nevertheless, the Pantex precedent is persuasive that large-scale storage or nuclear materials 

legally and pl'liClically requires an EIS . 

s 
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This is elplicitly recognized in the case of the NMSF renovation project. The Activity 

Data Sheers (ADSs) for this project, appearing in the Capital Assers Management Process 

(CAMP) 1996 document are anached. On Page A-3, a cursory evaluation of alternatives to the 

NMSF renovation appears. For each alteruatiYe option, tbe rust and principal reason cited 

as justifiCation for discarding it Is tbat aa "EIS would be required." This is a conclusive 

admission. Any attempt now by DOE to argue that a lesser standard of environmental analysis 

is acceptable will be uniformly and fairly seen as deceitful and in bad faith. Finally, it is (or 

should be) obvious that whether or not an EIS is required turns on the potential for signifiCant 

environmental impact, not on whedler the action can be characterized as •renovation• of an 

elisting structure. These documents answer the substantive question in the affirmative, and the 

fact that the proposed action may utilize an existing structure is ineffective to avoid the 

requirement of an EIS. 

Aa EIS is needed to remedy the gross inadequacy of the NMSF EA 

aad to restore public coaf'ldeace in LANL and DOE's nuclear competence 

Even if DOE were not required by law to do an EIS on the NMSF renovation project (as 

in fact it is), an EIS is sorely needed in this case to remedy tw~ of the most ourstanding features 

of the NMSF as constructed: I) the manifest inadequacy of the original EA; and 2) the 

destruction of public confKience in DOE and LANL resulting from the horrendous series of 

errors, oversights, and malpl'liClice in the design and construction of the NMSF. 

At present, DOE's expressed intention is to •supplement• the existing EA on the NMSF. 

This is both legally insuffiCient and shorrsighted. The 1986 EA does not even disclose the most 

environmentally signifiCant characteristic of the facility, namely, the quantities of nuclear 

materials to be stored. On that basis alone, it was, and is, fatally deficient under NEPA. 

Further, the environmental impacrs •analysis • which should be the heart of an EA is a mere 

presentation of the resulrs of a so-called "worst case" analysis which does not even appear in the 

document. Accident possibilities are discounted by arbitrarily labeling them as "exttemely 

improbable• or •remote• with no engineering or human factors analysis to support the 

assumptions. Obvious hazards are discounted by hollow promises of reliance on "safe operating 

procedures, • •safety training of personnel, • and •restricted access, • with no consideration of the 

fundamental question of likely impacts from the failure of these moasures. An environmental 

or safety hazards analysis is not accomplished by assuming the adequacy of one's preventive 

measures-it is in fact avoided by such an assumption-and that is what this EA did. It is a 

sham, it will not stand scrutiny, and DOE owes an obligation to the public to correct it by doing 

an EIS on the renovation. 

It is rare when we have the opportunity to measure our analytical efforrs, particularly in 

the environmental and safety arena, with the uncompromising light of hindsight. The NMSF 

provides such an occasion. Nowhere in the EA is there any mention or analysis of the risks. 

the r~ and unacc:eptable risks, embodied in the NMSF as it was actually constructed, and that 

it is perhaps the best measure of the shocking inadequacy of this document. The preparation of 

this EA in fact was just one more element of gross negligence and malpractice in the entire, 
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quite unbelievable, series of failures to maintain even common sense standards of safety in the 

design and consttuction of the NMSF. How is it possible that DOE and LANL could have 

designed and conslniCted a nuclear materials facllity that {according to the ADSs): 

I) Wu so poorly designed and constructed that the only option now available is to gut 

the facility and sandblast the walls; 
2} Wu designed so that the Safe Secure Transpon's doots could not be opened and 

secured after entering the facility; 
3) Plutonium had to carried through the offa area after removal from its shipping 

container; 
3) Had two natural-gas-fared boilers located inside the facility; 
4) Was finiShed with a special paint which is debonding throughout the facility; 
5) Lacked required radiation shielding; 
6) Lacked a nonredundant electrical power source; 
7} l..ocated HEPA filtration plenums for the vault HVAC system in the offJCC area; 
8) Had a complex cooling system for the plutonium vault which never worlccd; and 
9) Allowed access by tunnel from the office area to PP-4, the plutonium processing 

facility? 

Given the wide internal review the NMSF received, these errors anest to widespread institutional 

failure, a failure which is evident in the environmental analysis u well. DOE and LANL have, 

in the public's mind. conclusively demonstrated their incompetenc:e in nuclear material storage 
facility design, construction, and environmental and safety analysis. The only route to regaining 

that confidence is to do an EIS on the proposed NMSF renovation. 

These Projects Fail the Interim Action Criterion 

DOE will soon issue an advanced Notice of Intent to prepare a site-wide EIS for LANL. 

40 CFR 1S06.1(c) (adopted by DOE at 10 CFR 1021.103} provides: 

While work on a required program environmental impact statement is in progress 
and the action is not covered by an existing program statement, agencies shall not 
undertake in the interim any major Federal action which may signifJCandy affect 

the quality of the human environment unless such action: 
1) Is justified independently of the program; 
2) Is itself accompanied by an adequate environmental impact· 
statement; and 
3) Will not prejudice the ultimate decision on the program. Interim action 
prejudices the ultimate decision on the program when it tends to 

determine subsequent development or limit alternatives. 

DOE defines a site-wide EIS as programmatic in nature (10 CFR 1021.104} and, by the previous 

discussion, both the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation are "major Federal actions which 
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may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. • Further, consideration must be 

given not merely to the individual project impacts, but also to their "cumulative impacts.· 
defined by 40 CFR 1508.7 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 •.. 

'J'berefore, the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation may not go forward during lhe site­

wide EIS unless they singly and cumulatively neither "tend to determine subsequent 
development" nor "limit alternatives. • We believe they strongly do so. 

A£ noted In 40 CFR 1508.7, these facilities must be considered in light of the reasonably 
foreseeable future actions of DOE which include the following projects which are now planned 
or under construction at LANL: 

.. the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrotest Facility; 

.. the Consolidated Tritium Complex; 

.. expansion of the Area G low-level waste dump; 

.. the Mixed Waste Disposal Facility; 

.. the Controlled Air Incinerator; and 

.. the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility. 

This list is not exhaustive, as you know. The synergistic effect of state-of-the-an weapons 

development and production facilities combined with waste maoagement and disposal capabilities 

unmatched in the nuclear weapons complex cannot be ignored - it will, in effect, provide a 
nucleation site for the condensation of the complex at LANL. Indeed, these actions taken as a 

whole prejudice the outcome of the Reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement as well as the LANL site-wide EIS. We consider it clear beyond any reasonable 
doubt that the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation, taken in this conteltt, are prejudicial 
within the meaning of 40 CFR lSOl.6(c)(3) and may not go forward prior to a Record of 
Decision on the LANL site-wide EIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our views on these matters; we hope you will consider 

them when you prepare the dvanced Notice of Intent (NOl) for the LANL site-wide ElS. 

ShoWd ....... ..,. _... E~ ~ ........ ~ '""' u 

Sincerely, <j~3 \Me.,)\ O 

John Stroud Greg Mello 

ec: Dan Reicher, DO Q Ray Berube, DOE HQ Carol Borgstrom, DOE HQ 

Constance Soden, DOE AL Earl Bean, DOE LAAO Diana Webb, DOE LAAO 
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bonnie bonneau 

general secretary 
pobox351 
e1 prado, n.m. 87529 

.SOS-??6-1658 

Greet1ns~ friends, 

b.l.a.s.t. 
bueno los alamos surveillance team 

Februar7 i6, 1996 
ditto nowaltoskl 

executive video producer 
pobox6390 

taos, n.m. 87571 
SOS-7~195 

Bare are our thoushts 1n response to the EA• Proposed Clfi Upgrade. 

1 I 1, P. lS, 2.2.1.2 Will these proposed seourlt7 related upgrades be 
a hinderance to tire eaoape and other sYaouation plans? We find 
the tire protection upgrades or p. 18 to be inadequate since like 
much or this plan will be aYaluated and acted upon without a good 
public enY1ronmental asaeament. T_.s book which ola~ms to be an 

1 I EA puts orr the bls design deoisslons for later -- in the process 
and does not asses much except tor the need to take actlon. 

ObYiouslT a thorough EIS is in order with comments like •xs anJ' 

Solid Waste Manageaent Units in the CMB Buildins wer~sturbed b7 
construction, anT adYerse streets would be mitigated. This indic­
ates an unoertaint7 about the passible disooyer7 or unknown Solid 

21 Waste ··Units. Explor1ns fDr lost SWMUs should be dona before a117 
renovation plana are drawn and an anal7sis or the content made publ1c 
alons with lucid data on details or oontaainstion to vent1lat1on 
s7steas. This document 1s too vause and shad•7• With huge amounts 

31 or Pu -f'ound in Yenta at Rocky Flails, what 1t the CMR bu1ld1ng 
needs decomisaioning too? 

2, P. B-1 •presentl7 most enclosures do not have monitoring devices 
or alarms to ind1cat• the loss or nesat1ve pressure ear glove 

41 ltoxes or the loss or air rlaw for open front boxes• indicates a 
reason to discontinu• all work in such areas until the Situation 
is made sate. The upgrade of r1re protect1on must be complete 
before an7 turther work is initiated. It should be abut down and 
the idea or do1ns these .renovations while work continues should be 
approached with critical anal7s1s, not blind acce~anpa. 

51 Does the ao1d 4r•in Una s1ve orr toxic vapor? Can this old bu1lli­
ing sturoturall7 support all the added wt1ght and excess tonage? 

61 Will stress tracturea:.,cur• dDring the heav7 work forces? What 

l sice and rorce or earthquake is beins planned? BUng on a hush 
7 resting Yoloano mAT id41oate larse earthquake potential. Bow good 

8 1 
are l/'DUr HVAC B7Bteas 1t the7 are now out or cal1brat1on and dampers 
are rueted in one poaitiob? There are some truel7 hazardous work 
oondit1ons there and 1t needs to be shut down until the EIS proves 
aoaplete. The EIS must 1nolude a deooam1saion alternative, not 
just the diri.ulties or mavins, relocating and suspendlns such 
deadlll' operations. 

The public and LANL emplo•ees should be encour~ge4(be invited to 
begin with the seeping process and do a thaaough job of oversight 
participation. So hope to hear you plan to start an EIS. Thanks, 

Ma7 the light or pure love bring peace on earth, bonnie & ditto 

./C11wt IPI"'' ~ C'rld dJjo ntJwafosJ::.L 
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Comment 7, page 1 · Comment 7, page 2 

Deborah Reade 
100 El Rancho Road South 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
(505) 986-9284 

F\'bNary 16, 1996 

Elizabeth R. Withers 
Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations Office 
los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

Dear Ms. Withers: 

This letter concerns the Environmental Assessment (EA) on the proposed Chemistr1• 
and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building upgrades at the Los Alamos NaUonal 
Laboratory. I feellhat an EA is not suffiCient for these upgrades and that an EIS shoul<.' 
be prepared. There are many deficiencies in this EA and some possible altemative t 

are not consldered. 

ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED 

1. Cease all operations In areas of the CMR building that do not meet 
safety criteria until upgrades are performed. 
Since the CMA building does not even meet minimal earthquake standards for 1 

Hazardous Category 2 Facility and has many other deficiencies that don't meet proPEr 
safety standards and since so many dangerous materials are contained in thi~ 
building, operations in this building should cease immediately and not resume until 
the necessary upgrades have been perfonned. Hazardous and radioactive materials 
should be stored in areas 1hat meet the proper safely criteria. Possibly sorM 

11 operations could continue in areas of the building that do meet seismic standards lik•: 
the vault or basement. You slate on page 44 In the no-action alternative that ••. il ao1 
earthquake, explosion. ot fire occurred, larp6 volumes ol contaminated, unsegregareo1 
waste could be generated which could stress available waste storage and dispossl 
capabUllies. An earthquake producing an acceleration greater than 0.22 g could cause 
collapse of entire laboratory wings. Obviously, some type of upgrades or construclion 
is necessary to use this building safely, but your argument that these upgrades am 
necessary only goes to show how dangerous it is to be operating this buDding at an)• 

time. 

I 

You state on page A·1 that the filter efficiency rating in wing 3 Is only 85%. lhi!; 
appears to be an unsafe condition now and operations in this wing should cease. After 
upgrades what will the efficiency rating be? What are the high-efficiency particulate air 
(HEPA) filters' efficiency ratings in other wings? What are the actual emissions frorr 
each w!ng now (especlaDy In wings 3 and 4) and what will they be after upgrading? 

You sta~e that you are currently upgrading Continuous· Air Monitors (CAMS) 
throughoot the facility. It appears that operations should cease in those areas that do 

i J 
' J l ' 

l J l I I I l I 

not have proper continuous air monitoring. The fact that exhaust from Wing ~ 

eventualy ends up In the general-area exhaust system also appears to be an unsaf;~ 
condition. · 

Thase are only a few of the unsafe conditiOns listed in the EA. The most dangeroo1~ 
condition seems to be that the building wings camot even withstand ground 
acceleration of 0.02 g. I have stated many times In other testimony that the Department 
of Energy (DOE) does not ha\lo even a minimal understanding of the importance :.:1 
containment or how to achieve II. The Department seems to run on the mistakE•!• 
assumption that eatthquakes, rii'8S and human error will never oocur. Continuir g 

operations during construdlon only increases the risk for human error and accidents, 
but this building appears to be unsafe to use under any circumstances untl upgrad(·!: 
are perfOIITied. 

2. Decommission wings 1, 2 and 4, upgrade the rest of the building &!­

planned. 
It appears that you are creating more space for the hoped-for expansion of activities n·. 
Los Alamol National Laboratory (LANL) (pit production etc.) It is not at aft a givon nt 
this time that expansion wtn occur, nor should it be encouraged by increasec 
construction. I this Is the actUal agenda In this EA. that $hould be slated clearly anc 

II would probably In UseH require an EIS. 

3. Decommission wlnga 1 and 2, use wing 4 or put wing 4 on safe stand· 
by. 
Since the cold war is over and we no longer need to create as many bombs as before·. 
all DOE facilities should be running at a smaller size. lhls alternative allows somewhi.! 
more space than alternative 2 but Is smaRer than current operations. 

4. Decommission wing 1, use wing 2 and put wing 4 on safe stand·by. 
Again, this alternative aUows more space than altamatives 2 and 3, but still decrease:; 
the amount of laboratory space. Decreasing the size of future facilities In the nuclea• 
weapons complex would lower costs-an important consideration when everyone 1:: 
being asked to cut the fat. I belielle there is a lot of fat in LANL's proposed eXpansion. 

S. Decontaminate wings 1, 2 and 4. Do only minimal upgrades on thest: 
wings unUI It Is known whether the expansion of LANL actl\lities will 
actually occur. Finish upgrades at that time. Proceed with other 
upgrades. 
When you discuss decommissioning the entire building and moving operaliom 
elsewhere, there is an assumption that activities will continue at their present (or 
greater) level. With the cold. war over, activities should decrease. lnteliectua 
stewardship could continue but at a much lower level. Only the very best weapons 
scientists would be kept on. This would lower costs and increase the level o1 
competency. 

AN EIS IS NECESSARY FOR THESE UPGRADES 

~ ::s 
< 
~r 
::s a 
~ ::s ... 
!!.. 
> ... ... 
:l ... 
3 
~ 
::s -0' ., -::r' 
~ 

~ ., 
0 

'CI 
0 ... 
~ c. 
n a: 
" ~ 'CI 

IIQ ., 
• c. 
:l 

' J 
I I l J l I l J I J I I l I l I l J 



r J 

t"l"'G 
::I • 
~IIQ 
- fD ::: > 
::I I 
5I ..... 
fD Ul 
::I 

~ 
> ... ... 
fD ... ... a 
fD 
::a .... 

., 
fD 
c:r 
~ • 
~ ,. 
..... 
loC 
loC ...:a 

f J ( J i 1 I J ( J f I I I I I 

Comment 7, page 3 

1
1. Under DOE Order 4240.1 the upgrades qualify as a Major System Acqulsilion du11 

2 to their estimated cost of greater than $100 mUUon. Major Systems Acquisitions shouh1 
have a complete EIS. 

31
2. Mora stringent upgrades should be considered. Also, more oversight should go in~o 
whether these are the pfOPBr upgrades. Los Alamos has a history of doing lmprop,r 
construction and design in the Nuclear Materials Storage FaciUty. This facility also hJ.:f 
only an EA. We need to make sure this doesn't happen again. 

3. A 1 in 9 added chance of cancer mortality if an earthquake should occur during 
upgrading is unacceptable. (Tables 4-6 and c-1) Some way of doing theM upgradu 

4 1 with a lower risk to the surrounding community needs to be figured out. especial )' 
since the upgrades wW be carried out over a period of at least 8 years. Certainly yo~; 
caMOt come to a Finding of No Significant Impact from this EA with such a high rislc IC· 

the surrounding community. • 

4. There appears to be a Jol of sell-regulation In the decisionS being made about thesl! 
upgrades. One question that should be brought up in an EIS Is whether anOthltr 
agency shoUld have oversight on these decisions. For Instance, on page 9 the current 
standards for seismic and natural phenomena hazards are listed as DOE OrdE·r 
5480.28 and OOE·STD·102o-94. On page 10 you &tale that no chemicals were foun:l 
to exceed Em8fg80CY Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-1 or Time Welghte :1 

I 
Average (TWA) levels oftsite under accident conditions. You also say on this page rhlll 

5 the ma1dmum credible consequence of [1111 earthquake that collllpSBII major pottlons ctf 

the CMR Building, resulting In a fire and a release of radioactive material} was 
calculated to be less than DOE evaluation guidelines (DOE:-STD·3009-94) ... at lh., 

narwst resldentim BIN, yet your table 4·8 states that the dose from such ••·· 
earthquake to the nearest population would be 216 person-rems resulting In an adde•! 
chance of cancer mortality ol 1 in 9. If this is an acceptable dose under the DOl; 

evaluation guidelines, those guidelines should be re-evaluated. DOE appears to bt; 
selling an the standards and then deciding if they meet these standards. Someonl! 

oiher than DOE should have this authority. 

1
5. How dependent are salety measures on the CMR building computers? What kind ol 

6 computer backup will the upgrades give you under various accident and operational 
scenarios? 

6. What are the chances of a criticality incident during upgrade construction? You statE! 

i'l Table 4-4 that a criticality accident is unlikely, but It does not appear that you 
71 g6nerally take human error into consideration in your risk analyses. If operations arE• 

going to be moved during construction, would this not increase the chances ai 
confusion or human error In this area? What Is the history of criticality Incidents in this 
building and In othertacllitles at LANL 7 

7. You state that these upgrades would be environmentally just, however, since 14 

pueblos and reservations are in close proximity to LANL, an accident or earthquake ol 
81 sufficient magnitude during the upgrades could just about wipe out the pueblo 

peoples, Although they may make up a small percentage of the total population 
surrounding LANL. this type of damage to their population YIOUid amount to genocide • 

I I I i f J f j f J [ J f J ( J 

Comment 7, page 4 

8. The accident that would collapse the building is being analyzed in a separate salE\-.' 
analysis study and Is not available in this EA. Since the consequences of this accideo, 1 

9 I are so grave, you cannot decide that these upgrades would have no significant impac: 
until this study Is complete. What is the seismic history of the Los Alamos area? Is the 

area volcanically active? What are the chances of various levels ot earthquakE:r:: 
occurring? How credible are the estimates of earthquake risk. 

1 

9. The doSes to the public are calculated as the plume passes. What if it rains during oil 

release? Could the plume reach a major population area such as Santa Fe O' 

Albuquerque? What would be lhe dose If It did and the rate of excess cancer mortalit)·;· 

It appears that you have calculated your 1 in 9 dose on the immediate surroundir.g 

population. Table 4-6 gives that population as 26,770 persons. However, this appear;; 

to include only Los Alamos County and the 4 nearest pueblos. What about the 
remaining population In the Pojoaque and Espailola valleys, InclUding the oth;w 

pueblos which are also nearby? 1 In 9 for 26,770 is approximately 3,000 peoph; 
however the actual number of people with added chanoes of ~r mortality woulc 
be much higher If the lotal population Is included. Also, It should be clearly stated in a.-
EIS that in addition to cancer mortality, there would be added cases of non-tethw 
cancers, genetic damage es well as other types of Illnesses cause by a major releas<•. 
We are talking In excess d 5,000 people who would be affected and this should b:: 
made clear. II also appears that your figures are Incorrect when you state that th~ 
population of Los Alamos County Is 18,115 but later say that Los Alamos town i!• 

11,400, White Rock Is 6,800 and Royal Crest tnu1er parte is 500 (this adds up L• 
18,700). Please make sure you are using the correct population figures. 

11110. Do you have an evacuation plan for Los Alamos County and the surroundino: 
areas In the event of an earthquake or accident during the upgrades? 

12111. You state that a fire would be contained within the wings. Could the HEPA lUter:: 
bum? What would be the consequences? 

1

12. You state that the close to a worker Is calculated on that worker breathlniJ 

13 contaminated air for only 30 seconds. In an earthquake scenario couldn't that worker 
be trapped and unable to leave the area or get to a respirator? 

1

13. You stale that no permits are required. At least a clean elr permit must be required 

4 lor these upgrades. Possibly other permits as well. These needs to be Investigated 
further. 

1
14. It appears that your estimates of the probability of an airplane crashing into thE 

15 facility are based on 1988 data. If this is true do those estimates hold true now. 8 year~ 
later? 

Two special Categories that need to ba discussed in mora detail in an EiS are Waste 
Generation and Waste Transportation. 

WASTE GENERATION 

f 1 
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Comment 7, page 5 

The potential waste that would be generated during these upgrades needs to be belli: r 

characterized and analyzed In more detail. AI. this point you haven't estimated hc-.o1 

much Resource Conservation and Rec:ovety Ad (RCRA) regulated and mixed wast·l 

would be caused by the upgrades. Nor Is the volume of Transuranic (TRU) wast•l 

estimated. It Is unclear what witt be happening with some of this waste. You estJmatu 

161 that the total amount of waste generated would amount lo at least 4,000 cubic meter.; 

(after compaction etc.) • Since the yearly amount of low level Waste (LLW) sent to 

Technical Area (TA)-54 amounts lo 4500 c:ublc meters, you could be aevereiy 

shortening the life of TA~54 with these upgrades. Certainly there Is a slgnifiCIU'It lmpa::l 
on the environment If TA-54 has to be expanded or a new waste disposal area buik. 

You state that the upgrades may reduce the amount of liquid radioactive was:a 

generated to 120,000 gallyear. What justifiCation do you have for this fiQUre? Can yc :.1 

show that these upgrades are the best way to reduce liquid waste volume? WM.: 
alternatives have you considered~ Presently the CMR building generates 22,000 ga! 
of dewatered concentrates (lLW). What will the volume be after the upgrades? Ho,,· 

171 many gallons of TRU liquid waste will be processed per year and what happens to lh <. 

waste? The CMR building ac:c:ounts for 30% of aU LANl liquid racioac:tive wastE 

generation. Again, sinc:e the fiquld waste treatment plant also needs renovation! 

pelhaps operations should be stopped in the CMR building until not only Its upgrades 

are completed, but also untlllhe Radioactive liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTfl 

is brought up to proper standards. 

H 99.4% of the radioactive sediments are removed, what quantity and c:ompoaillon t•l 

radlonuclldes is not removed? I question whether or not the sediment traps ar :~ 

181 sufficient. When the 1991 thunderstorm fiRed them in, what happened to lhe sediments 
lhey contained at that time? Ills CNCiat that the CMR building's effluent be reduced a~ 

much as possible and lhese upgrades should be careluUy scrutinized. Perhaps mor.~ 
stringent upgrades are needed here. 

WASTE TRANSPORTATION 

Much of the waste generated from these upgrades has the potential to be transported 

off-site. LLW can be sent to TA-54 or possibly offsite. TRU waste or mixed TRU wil be 

stored at TA-54 and then sent olf·si\e. Plain asbestos wiU be sent off-site. Radloac:tlve 

chemical wastes, RCRA regulated wastes and some other wastes w~t also be sent off. 

site. Low level mixed waste wiU be sent off-site since LANL has no penni( to dispose o! 

it. Some waste wiH be sent off-site for treatment and returnod for disposal. Thtt 
amounts you are discussing are sometimes unclear as are the destinations for all thit; 

waste. However,lt is clear that you are talking about potentially thousands of miles o' 

transportation of hazardous and radioactive materials. You say that accidents due tc• 
the extra mileage are not expected, However, there are always a certain number or 

ac:c:idents thai occur for evety so many thousand mites traveled. Some of these 

~I 119 
accidents could release hazardous or radioactive materials. Your own estimates 

(which I believe are too loW) for the WIPP transportation admit to a certain number o1 

accidents which could release radioactivity. We need to know how many shipments ol 

what kinds of materials we are talking about here, how many miles traveled, and more 
specifics on the transportation containers. 
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Comment 7, page 6 

I There are questions about whether or not the transportation contamer regulations ara 

19 stringent enough for lhese types of materials. Simply stating that if an accident dOoH 

occur the packaging would prevent or minimize releases and injuries Is not enougl· . 
All of these factors have a potentially significant impact on the environment an·j 

population groups and cannot be dismissed with a Finding of No Significant Impact. 

OTHER QUESTIONS 

201 Why don't you use the Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE) to detennine canet?' 
morta&ty, not just the Commilted eftec:Uve Dose Equivalent (CEDE)? 

I How did you an1ve at your figures for lhe airborne release fraction of the inventoty •::' 

21 radioactive material (RF) and your assumpUon of a deposition fraction of 0.001in th~ 
acid drainftnea? 

221 When you refer to mixed wasle, do you mean Low Level mixed waste? 

231 YousaythallheCMR building directly supports Plutonium processing in TA-55. Whlll 
does processing mean? Are we not awash in plutonium? 

241 Where are wings 6 and 8? 

251 Why do you need a new fiker lower for wing 3? 

261 On page 13 under Worker Safely you state that there are relatively low radioactive an•i 
contamination levels in the buDding. What are the actual levels? 

271 What does putting wings on SafB Standby actually mean? 

l J 

Los Alamos National Laboratory has a history of Improper design and construction irr 

the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility. DOE In general has a poor record o' 

containment of radioactive and hazardous materials. For these reasons and becausE· 

this EA Is incomplete and leaves many unanswered question, a tun EIS must be donE· 
on these proposed upgrades. 

Sincerely, // " 

~-~ 
Deborah Reade 
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Comment SA, page 1 

CCNS it Concemed Citizens for Nuclear Safely 

Ms. Elizabeth Withers 
NEP A Compliance Officer 
OOELA.AO 
Los Alamos, NM.~ 

Dear Ms. Withers, 

February 20, 1996 

I I 

Enclosed are CCNS's comments on the CMR Upgrades Environmental 
Assessment 11lis copy differs from the copy I faxed you at 4:50 PM in three minor 

respects: 

1) I have corrected some typographical errors; 
2) I have added a new footnote number 27 in order to provide a Sourc:e for the 

quotation on page 16. Footnotes after number %1 naturally change by one; and 
3) On page 21, I had erroneously described the CMR OMB submission as having 
been attached to the environmental assessmenL It was, instead, attached to the 

September, 1995, CMR UJ!crades Project. Prqject Execution Plan, and Is so corrected. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst 

107Cienege Benca Fe • N- Mexico • 8715C1 • USA [ISCISJ 888·1873 
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Comment SA, page 2 

Comments on the 
Environmental Assessment for 

Proposed CMR Building Upgrades 

February 16, 1996 

Submitted by 
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst 

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 

Submitted to 
Ms. Elizabeth Withers 

NEP A Compliance Officer 
DOE Los Alamos Area Office 

' J 

Concemed Citizens for Nudeu Safety (CCNS) submits these comments on the 

Environmental Assessment: Proposed CMR Upgrades. CCNS is a nonprofit, 

community-based information and education organization focusing on nuclear 

weapons policies and nuclear waste issues impacting the State of New Mexico. 

CCNS's grassroots support enables the organization to provide individuals on its 

6,000 plus mailing Ust with information and educational opportunities. CCNS has 

been actively involved in DOE nuclear weapons complex reconfiguration issues 

since 1990. We take special interest in the Chemical and Metallurgical Research 

(CMR) Building because of the likelihood of future key programmatic activities 

being located 1n the building. 

These comments are organized as follows: 

1) Programmatic Issues Concerning the CMR Upgrades 
2) DARHT and the CMR Upgrades 
3) CMR Upgrades and the NPT and the CTBT 
4) CMR Upgrades and Public Disclosure 
5) CMR Clean Air Act Issues 
6) Impact on Area G 
7) Risk Assessments 
8) NEPA Segmentation Issues 
9) Summary and Conclusion 

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments. page 1, Feb. 16, 1996 
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Comment SA, page 3 

Programmatic Issues Concerning the CMR Upgrades 

In 1989, DOE prepared an environmental assessment for the Spedal Nuclear 
Materials Research and Development (SNMR&D) Laboratory. This laboratory was 
the largest capital project ever proposed for Los Alamos National Laboratory 
(LANL), with one estimate above $400 million in construction. The SNMR&D lab 

was to be one of a triad of facilities which would create a Hspedal nuclear materials 
park'" at Technical Area-55. TA·S5 already sites PF-4, the only CUITently operating 
plutonium processing facility in the country, and the Nuclear Materials Storage 
Facility, an underground storage vault for weapons-grade materials (CUITently 
undergoing renovation for fundamental design deficiencies). Congress declined to 
fund the SNMR&tD Jab, the fundamental reason being the Jaclc of dear 
programmatic need for the facility given the recent end of the Cold War. 

The SNMR&D lab proposal is not now entirely dead, but is essentially alive and 
well in the form of the various proposed phases of CMR Building upgrades. In 
LANL's words 

Funding of $49.5 for Phase 1 upgrades to the CMR Building was secured in 
FY92 to support interim upgrades through F\'95. In F\'93, we will pursue 
DOE approval to proceed with a conceptual design that will Include Phase D 
and Phase m upgrades for continued long-term operations. A new Integrated 
line item will be sought for an [sic) F\'95 start to consolidate all phases of the 
project. If 11pprowd the Special nuclear m~~tuials research and dewlopment 
l..llboratory Rqlllcement project for tht CMR Building will be canceled. 1 

(emphasis added) 

DOE reported in Congressional Budget Requests 

There are no new construction starts in FY 1995; however, the necessary 
upgrades to the Olemistry and Materials [sic) Research Laboratory at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory have increased in scope justifying a stand alone 
construction project.2 

and 

$6,250,000 was reprogrammed to CMR, Phase I subproject of Nuclear 
Weapons Research, Development and Testing Facilities Revitalization, Phase 
m (90-D-102) from Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory Replacement Project 
(88-D-105).3 

'tuljpnal FX 1994- FX 1999. P"se ~-3. Pcfcnsc &ljy!lja. DOE. P"se 23. 
1 LANL lnsti na! Bud=' RcqyatAtonyc; ~Sbms. DOE. P"se 356. 
2 FX 1995 Cgncmslo 1 Bwlcct Rcqyat. Project 
3 fX 1996 Cmcms!qna 
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II It is clear that the mission of the upgraded CMR Building is essentially identical to 
that of the defunct SNMR&D lab. 

The overall purpose of the [SNMR&D) project is to replace the SNM 
. chemistry and metallurgy laboratories in the aging CMR Building at LANL.4 

and 

Since its construction 40 years ago, the CMR Building has been used for the 
research, development , and analytical work with plutonium, uranium and 
their alloys, and other materials in support of weapons, nuclear materials, 
and other Laboratory programs. This work continues to be essential to the 
nation's weapons programs, with the principal activities in the building being 
in support of the plutonium research, development and demonstration 
activities conducted at the Laboratory's Plutonium Handling Facility at TA-
55.s 

This relationship between PF-4 at TA-SS, and the expected duration of that 
relationship, is made clear below. 

The CMR Building and TA-S5 are the largest mission-related facilities in the 
Los Alamos National Laboratory installation. Specific analytical chemistry 
support for plutonium processing at TA-55 includes SNM accountability, 
waste characterization, and certification of materials. The CMR Building is 
now 40 years old; however, the systems and space to support chemical and 
metallurgical laboratories can be made acceptable for meeting the needs of 
current and projected activities by providing for the upgrades identified in 
this project. Tht long-tum Los Alllmos National lAboratory mission needs 
for such CllpGbility are currently programmed for 11t ltllst another 20 to 30 
yurs.6 (emphasis added) 

CCNS submits that the italicized portion of the quote above is a stunning admission 
by LANL which lays bare the central problem in this environmental assessment. 
This EA and the actions that it proposes may be lawful within a narrow scope; 
nevertheless, these upgrades are being proposed against a backdrop of prejudicial 
programmatic decisions. 

One of the principal objections raised by an aroused citizenry during 1990 scoping 
hearings for the never-completed SNMR&tD Lab environmental impact statement 

4 Eny!I'QIIIJlC!IIal A'..,....... SNMRisD J.aboratorv Project. UNt. March 1989, page 1-5. 

5 fY )996 Conp»iona! Buclpt RcQvcst. Project Data Sbcf!s, DOE, P"se 357. 

s FY 1997 LANl. Capit•l Nscl:l ManaifD!CDI M•n (CAMJ'), CMR Activity PaLl Sheet, page A·l7. 

CCNSCMR Upgrades EA Comments. P"&e3, Feb. 16,1996 
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Comment SA, page 5 

was the likelihood that substantial portions of the 192,000 square feet proposed lab 

were being reserved for future production activities that would spill over from PF-4. 

In LANL's words, one of PF-4's missions is to to perform "limited back-up 

production of plutonium for weapons development. •7 Far from llmJted production 

for weapons RD&T, PP-4 performed Industrial-size runs for the c:omplex when the 

Rodty Flats Plant was down. In 1980, PF-4 pl005Sed a metric ton and a half of 

plutonium.• M a result, PF-6 was in disrepair. 

PF-4, now 10 years old. has been used for production. for which it was not 

designed. One fourth of its area is worn out and will need to be replaced by 

the SNM R&D LabJ 

Given that the primary mission of the CMR Building and the proposed SNMR&cD 

Lab are essentially the same. the probability that production activities will spill over 

from PF-4 to the CMR Building remains. LANL management is already antidpating 

this. 

The prospect of additional limited manufacturing roles for the Laboratory, 
especially those Involving nuclear materials, places a premium on viable 

space. .... .Are there options for PF-4 activities to relocate In wings 3, 5, or 7 of 

CMR? .... Wings 2 and 4 are being mentioned as a location for CSA [canned 

subassemblies, i.e., highly enriched uranium components for weapons 

secondaries) work.tO 

It is Ulcely that DOE and LANL are already reserving space in the CMR Building for 

these future operations.n That this process has been ongoing for some years now is 

supported by the quotation below. 

A meeting was held at Germantown Headquarters (HQ) on September 1, 1992, 

to review the status of new programs being planned for the Clu!mistry and 

Metallurgical Research (CMR) Building. The meeting was attended by 

members of my staff (the Office of RD&tT Fadlities and the Office of 

Engineering and Operations Support), Program Secretarial Officers (PSO) 

program sponsors, program management from your office, and personnel 

from the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) representing OdR 

programs. The meeting objective was to reconcile the schedules for the 

preparation, review, and approval of the safety analysis documentation with 

7 Enyjrpnmcnlf! A,.,'D"!!t SNMMP Llbm!Qey Prom LANt. Mardi 1989, Pl&e 1·2. 

• l.ANl Anmlal Report. 1981, pAge 22. 
9 LANI. CAMP. Aprill991, Pl&e 4S. 
tO "Manuuacturing Assignments and d1e PEJl!: LANL memo, February 6, 1995. 

11 -&tabUsh a Safe Standby mndllion for Wlnp 1 and 4 pendifts future programmatic use.• ~ 

Upcrada Profect Prgjcst Eac:utlon P!an.LANL. Seplembu 1995, ~ 11. 
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the programmatic schedules.t2 

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, whlle commenting on the Fire 

Resistant Pit program at the CMR Building, noted: 'Technical inconsistencies exist 

between wlult is actlllllly being dane in the CMR building upgrade dtSign and what 

is .described in progr11m documents, and also bdween key program documents 

themselves. "13 (emphasis added) 

DOE has prudently dedded to defer &om formulating details in a proposed Phase m 
CMR Upgrade until the completion of both the Stodtplle Stewardship and 

Management (SS&:M) Programmatic EIS and the LANL Site-Wide EIS. This 

position is possibly disingenuous as the old and dead Reconfiguration PElS (R·PEIS) 

listed three alternatives for the rec:onfiguration of the complex: 1) the construction 

and operation of new facilities; 2) the modification/upgrading of existing fadlities; 

and 3) no action (c:ontinued operation of existing facilities). On February 14, 1995, DP 

Asst. Secretary Vidor Reis was quoted in The Albuquerque Journal as stating to a 

Los Alamos audience, "The laboratories have to take on a manufacturing role. H He 

acknowledged that using the laboratories as production sites is the primary option 

under study for the reconfiguration of the complex. 
In CCNS' view, the modify and upgrade alternative is not merely under study, but 

is being inaementally implemented at this time. LANL is the prlndpal site for 

implementation of the modify/upgrade alternative for reconfiguring processing 

operations involving strategic plutonium. LANL management is clear on the 

subject. 

A consolidation strategy is being followed to effect cost reduction and 

streamlining of operations. Outdated and less·used facilities are being closed 

and others are being modified and upgraded to accommodate consolidation of 

activities. For example, the Chemistry and Metallurgical Research (CMR) 

fadlity upgrade allows the consolidation of currently dispel'Jed nuclear 

materials capabilities together with the attainment of n~ ~ilities at a 

substantial c:ost savings over a completely new fadlity.U (emphasis added) 

This is consistent with the July 1993 R·PEIS Revised NOrs propos~ for co-locating 

11 "Culdance on Startup AulfiOrity and Safety Analysis Documentation for the Los Alamos National 

Laboratory Chemislry and Metallurgical ~ Buildifts New Prosrams and Operations;• Memo 

from OOE HQ 10 Manager, DOE Albuquerque OperalioiiS Office; Sept. 22. 1992. 
13 •Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMJU FadUty Hot Cell Upgrades and the Fire 

Resistant Pit (FRP) Plogram:' DNFSB Memo, November 4, 1994. The ONFSB dted two reports by the 

contractors Merridt lo Company and EQE Engineering Consultants, "Project Criteria and Procedures­

CMR FaciUty Seismic/Wind Upgrad~LANL • and "Project Plan-CMR Facility Seismic/Wind 

Upgrac!e-L.ANI..;• both Febnwy 25, 1994. 

14 The 1993 LANl. S!ri!!rcl£ PJan. "Nuclear We.1po11S Sector Overview,• Pl&e 10. 

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Conunents. pageS. Feb. 16, 1996 
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Comment SA, page 7 

RD&T functions with nuclear materials storage, processing and component 
manufacturing operations Involving the same material. Together, the CMR 

upgrades and existing capabilities at T A-55 give LANL the ability to provide 

II plutonium processing operations for a reconfigured nuclear weapons complex with 
the capability of fabricating 100 to 200 warheads per year.tS These programmatic 

decisions have been predetermined and the CMR upgrades are central to the 
process. This Is further buttressed in the PY 97 LANL CAMP. 

The Los Alamos National Laboratory support of the DOE weapons program 

includes research. RD&T In accordance with the Mission Area Assignment 
agreed to by the Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs and the Under 

Seaetary .... The Los Alamos National Laboratory CMR Building provides a 

major capability for Los Alamos National Laboratory to execute this mission. 

The continued availability of the Los Alamos National Laboratory's chemistry 
and metallurgical SNM operations located in the 40-year-old CMR Building Is 
crudally Important to the continued support of DOE weapons in essentially 
all stages of their life cyde. .... l6 

I 
As to the LANL Site-Wide EIS, LANL management has already effectively 

J preselected the Expandttl OperAtions Altenulliw listed in that documenrs May 

1995 Notice of lntenl The 1993 LANL Strategic Plan Is explicit in stating that the 
Lab's "unique reason-to-be" will remain nuclear weapons technologies, and makes 

dear that LANL's goal is to become "the prime ... steward for the nation's stockpile." 

In its own vision of prime stewardship, LANL management is calling for the 

establishment by PY 96 at the Lab of "complete pit fabrication and inspection 

capability" and •a complete capability ..... to prototype war reserve pits.• According to 

the Plan, the future expanded LANL role will involve all of these manufacturing 

capabilities and activities: 

I .I 

-fabrication of plutonium triggers, 
-manufacture of uranium components, 
-manufacture of lithium components, 
-fire-testing of new plutonium pits at full scale, 
-expanded plutonium and SNM storage, 
IS '"Ille capability ID fabricate a modest number of new warheads or remanufacture those In lhe 

endurins stockpile wiD be opllmally located at the chosen nucJear..mataials storage and proc:essins 

1ite. (One way of asaessing the needed capacity lor l'abrication Is to compue the number of weapons In 

the lone-tam 110ckp11e with a typical weapon lifetime.. From lhil ba5ls - CUI estimate a need lor 

about 100 ID 200 units per yearl-. 
In IN future, the lnclitional distinction between responsibilities ollhe production aKnplex and lhe 

deslp llboratories wiD become IIOIMWhat more clilfuse. • 
john D.lmmele (1.ANl. Al&ociate DiRctor lor NW Technology) and PhiWp D. Co~ (Chief 

Sc:lendst lor LANL JCF Pror;nmsl; "Redefinlns lhe U.S. Nuclear Weapons Propmn and the DOE 

NudW Weapons Complelc" 1993 LM Alamos Scjeng!, page 47. 
16 fX 1997 LANt CAMP, page A-14. 

C01S O.tR Upgrades EA CorNnents, page 6, Feb. 16. 1996 
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-loading of tritium into nuclear weapons, 
-further development of plutonium and uranium processing technologies, 
-development of tritium manufacturing techniques, 
-manufacture of detonators for weapons, and 
-fabrication of beryllium components. 

Acquiring or enhancing these capabilities or activities would then give the Lab the 

ability to manufacture complete nuclear weapons prototypes. 

The infrastructure to support LANL strategic planning Is then implemented 
through proposals for future facillty construction or upgrades In the PY 1996 LANL 

Capital Assets Management Plan. Through the year 2015, $4.85 billion in proposals 

for construction or upgrading of facillties at LANL breaks down as: 
• $2.936 billion for nuclear weapons research, development and testing facilities; 

• $629 million for plutonium. enriched uranium. tritium, etc. processing and 
fabrication facilities sufficient for producing complete nuclear weapons; 
• $364 million for waste management facilities In support of nudear weapons 
programs; and 
• $783 million for redirecting the Lab's primary energy research facility into a center 
for nuclear weapons surveillance and experimental tritium production. 

In all, over 95'llt of all future LANL facilities are for nuclear weapons programs or 

are in support of those programs. In light of the above, it is not surprising that the 

public would regard the consolidation of nuclear weapons programs at LANL as a 

"done deal." The CMR upgrades are just another step in that direction. 

DARHT and the CMR Upgrades 

I NEP A requires the study of interconnected and related actions. The relationship of 

2 the CMR Building to the Dual Axis Radiographic Hyc1rotest (DARHT) Facility needs 

exploration. As listed in the 1989 SNMR&:D EA, one of the four critical plutonium 

activities conducted at the CMR Building Is "chemical analyses of plutonium metal 

for LANL's weapons testing program.• The relationship between the CMR Building 

and PF-4 has already been demonstrated. The SNMRicD Lab EA states as well that 

the scrap recovery, Isotopic separation, purification and production technologies are 

"developed and used (at PF-4] to provide plutonium and other special nuclear 

materials needed for LANL programs in material development and for weapons 
design and testing.H DOE has M'llt constructed DARHT and is presently seeking the 

l I 

. dissolution of the court-ordered injunction against its completion. In the final 

DARHT EIS, Appendix I, FIICiUty Accidents, are listed dose factors for hypothetical 

acute accidental releases for plutonium isotopes 236, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, and 244 

(in addition to "regular" weapons-grade Pu-239). Hence, it is reasonable to assume 

that OARHT hydrotests may at some time use some or all of these isotopes as 

COIS CMR Upgrades EA Conunents. page 7, Feb. 16, 1996 
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Conunent SA, page 9 

surrogate materials. LXJb may soon reprocess quantlhes ot .t'U·:l<U at tne l»Avannah 

River Plant for this purpose.17 Both the CMR Building and PF-4 would · 

undoubtably be involved in the production and analyses of simulated weapons 

components for hydrotesting at DARHr. The extent of the future hydrotesting 

program (number of shots, etc.) is still not well defmed.11 The inte.rrelatioriship of 

~ completion and operation of the DARHT facility, especially within the context of 

further consolidation of nuclear weapons programs at LANL, with the CMR 
Building (and PF-4) has not received adequate scrutiny. 

CMR Upgrades and the NPT and crBT 

It has previously been noted how upgrading will make the CMR Building suitable 

for meeting the needs of current and projected LANL/DOE activities. At the same 

time, the long-term LANL mission needs for the capabilities that an upgraded CMR 
Building would provide are currently programmed for at leut another 20 to 30 

years. These comments now turn to placing an upgraded CMR Building within the 

context of current and future nonproliferation and disarmament issues. 

LANL's primary mission is now self-described as "Redudng the Nuclear Danger,H 

but the Lab's (and the nation's) policy towards nonproliferation is often 

contradictory. Current national policy prohibits the production of new nuclear 

weapons designs, while the Nuclear Weapons Posture Review directs that new 

design and production capabilities be maintained in the remaining complex. This 

contrasts sharply with the NonProliferation Treaty (NPT), which has been the 

primary instrument to date preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. The bargain 

at the core of the NPT is that nonweapons states forswore the acquisition of nuclear 

weapons. In exchange, the weapons states pledged to 

•..•. pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to the 

cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear 

disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disannarnent under 

strict and effective internAtional control.'• (Article VI,. NPT, 1970) 

11 -"At p.aeni; DOE uses plutonlum-2421or research. In accordanee with the Atomic Energy Act. 

specific details on the use of plutonium-242 •re classified and restricted from unauthorized disdosure 

for the protection of national security. The SRS hu 114..000 liters otJ pluiDIIium 10lution stored In a 

stainlesHieeltulk In H-Canyon that requires proc:esslng and conversion to a fonn sult.able for NEe 

storage and potential use.• !n!erim Man~t of Nuclqr Ma!Crials FE!'S. DOE SRS, October 1995, 

page 1-22. 
11 "This appronliEP A Clan Air Act permit for the DARHT Baseline Altemativellimits the .ru~ual 

expenditure of urmlum to 440 1b (200 kg.). This limit was based on the amount of depleted uranium used 

at PHERMEX during the mid-1980s. However, since that time, underground nuclar testing hu cased. 
propunmatlc objectives have changed. and a limit of 1,540 1b (100 kg) would be required to meet aU 

objectives under this altemative.• DARtrr fEIS. DOE. August 1995. page 3-24. 

COliS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 8, Feb. 16. 1996 
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DOE's proposed SS&M Program, in whidt the upgraded CMR Building will play a 

central role, may be an obstacle to a stringent nonproliferation regime under the 

renewed NPT. The first question that arises is whether future SS&M fadlities can 

and will be used for new design and production, and hence have a discouraging 

31 effect on international observance of the NPT. A more fundamental question is, to 

the extent that the SS&M Program preserves the stockpile into the indefinite future, 

how can that program be in alignment with the international commibnent to 

disarm719 

The SS&M Program takes as its foundation the September 1994 Nuclear Weapons 

Posture Review with its specific directives to maintain design and production 

capabilities. This, in turn, drives the CMR Building upgrades. At least equal weight 

needs to be given in SS&M Program planning to the NPT, whidt long preceded the 

Posture Review. U.S. nuclear weapons policies should recognize the primacy of the 

NPT, which requires corresponding recognition that the basis for selecting ultimate 

future stoc:kpUe sizes already lies in the NPT. Given that it is folly to unilaterally 

disarm, interim stockpile sizes should be recognJzed and planned for, but with 

emphasis placed on their Interim status as nuclear weapons states seek to honor 

their NPT commibnenL Instead, the FY96 LANL CAMP states that the LANL 

mission needs for an upgraded CMR Building are already programmed for at least 

another 20 to 30 years. CCNS submits that this statement demonstrates LANL's zeal 

to maintain the nuclear weapons stockpile tul infinitum, contrary to international 

law!.!!.!! our own long-term interests in helping to preserve our uncontested 

conventional weapons superpower status by drastically reducing global nuclear 

arsenals. 

The CMR Upgrades also need to be placed within the context of ongoing 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) negotiations. These comments have 

already addressed the likely supporting role that the CMR Building will play for 

future hydrotesting programs at DARHI'. DARHT is commonly regarded as the 

soon-to-be flagship of DOE's Above Ground Experiments (AGEX) program and may 

be the precursor to the Advanced Hydrotest Facility. In turn, some countries may 

regard the AGEX program as being designed to circumvent the intent of the CTBT. 

This issue has become more timely since the DOE announcement by DOE of a series 

of underground subcritical experiments at the Nevada Test Site (beginning with a 

LANL test in June). DOE should make dear what role the CMR Building and PF-4 

might play in these pending tests. Any long-term role that the CMR Building could 

19 COIS is Mt advoaatlng unilateral disarmamenL Reducing the nuclear danger, with eventual 

abolition. should be accomplished through deliberate and carefully phased multilateral arms 

reducdcml (such as progteaiwely Increasing Sf ART -like schedules) Involving both declared and 

uncfedaftd nuclear we~~pons states. Important initial steps towards disannament are the achievement 

of a CTBT, proportioMI reduction of all stockpiles Into the hundreds Uld below, and a global ban on the 

development of new nuclear wupons systems (including modifications that possess new military 

characteristics). 

COliS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 9, Feb. 16, 1996 
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J 

talce in tests that might impede completion or observance of the CTBT needs 
addressing. 

The CMR Upgrades and Public Disclosure 

The Ft96 LANL CAMP CMR Activity Data Sheet (page A-9) states that the need for 

the CMR Phase I upgrades was established through the 1990 OOE Deputy Assistant 

Secretary for Military Application (DASMA) study. It also states that the need for 

long-term upgrades wu identified by a CMR Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR). 

The FY95 OOE Congressional Budget Request (CBR) states that the "JSAR was 

utilized IS the basis to identify and,priorilize upgrades that would be required to 

continue operations in a safe, secure, and reliable manner for at least the next 20 

years.-» The FY96 Congressional Budget Request states that the .. findings of the 

JSAR are the basis for the scope of CMR Upgrades Phases 2 and 3, which were 

combined with Phase 1 to produce this standalone line item in FY 1995.-ll 

CCNS filed a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for the DASMA CMR 

study in December 1991 with the DOE Albuquerque Operations office (DOE AL file 

no: 91-338-J). Eventually, all items on the request were satisfied. with the exception 

of the release of the DASMA Study. In May 1994, CCNS received a letter from DOE 

AL stating that •thfs report is in draft status and is, therefore, prededsional... A 

response .from Headquuters as to whether the report could be released was pending. 

On March 21, 1995, the Western Environmental Law Center (WELC), on CCNS' 

behalf, filed a new FOlA request for the DASMA study, the ISAR. and for NEPA 

documentation for the CMR Upgrade Project, Phases I - m. In April 1995, WELC had 

a phone conversation with the DOE AL FOlA Officer, which was documented in a 

letter to that FOlA officer. According to the Law Center, the officer stated that LANL 

would provide the officer with the DASMA study and CMR NEP A documentation 

by April 24, 1995, and that WELC would then be advised IS to whether DOE had 

determined if those documents could be released. 1f the determination was positive, 

those documents were to be released no later than May 15, 1995. 

With respect to the CMR ISAR, the FOlA officer advised WELC that LANL had 

already determined that the report was prededsional, and therefore would not be 

provided. However, none of the materials were released, despite a follow-up letter 

from WELC to the lOlA officer on June 2. 1995. 

Both the 1990 DASMA study and the 1992 CMR lSAR are fundamental to informed 

20 FY 199$ Conpasional Bud&fl RcqUG$1, Atomic Ene!SJ~ Dl:fen5c Ad!y!D !'IQ!cd Dlta Sbcc!s, 

DOI!.page26. 
21 FY 1996 Concrmlona! Budget RequG$1 Atomic Enmx Defense Ad!ylties PrQied Dtta Sbcc!s, 

OOE, page 357. 

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 10, Feb. 16, 1996 

I J I I 
t ' 

l I I I I i I J 

Comment 8A, page 12 

4 

l I 

consideration of the proposed upgrades. They are deddedly not predecisional in 

nature, since it is stated in the CBRs that together they provide the basis for Phases 1, 

2 and 3. DOE and LANL can not have It both ways: they cannot refuse to release 

these reports on the basis that they are prededsional and yet still use them as the 

basis for dedsion-making. 

On the need to provide pertinent information to the public, perhaps an apt analogy 

to the DARHT case can be made. While issuing an injunction against further 

DARHT construction, Judge Mechem gave the opinion that 

Agency procedures Implementing NEPA must Involve the public in 

complying with CEQ regulations ..... DOE failed to follow its own procedures 

which allowed for additional review in the event that public comment raised 

a "substantial question regarding (a] categorization"' affecting NEP A 
assessment ..... Public comment cannot be elicited without public disclosure. 

DOE has since acknowledged the critical element of public involvement in 

carrying out the NEPA mandate. 57 Fed. Reg. 15122 (rule's purpose is to 
enhance public review opportunities and .. ensure that (DOE's] NEPA 

procedures are more accessible to the public").21 (emphasis added) 

DOE may justifiably argue that portions of both reports are classified. However, that 

is no excuse for a blanket refusal to release these reports. 1n the case of the DASMA 
report, adequate time has passed in which a declassified version, if necessary, could 

have been prepared since the fmt FOlA request of December 1991. DOE should have 

anticipated this necessity because of the CMR's Building's significance and the 

demonstrated public interest in the SNMR&D laboratory. The lack of a dear DOE 

response to this matter is particularly unsatisfactory. 

CMR Oean Air Act Issues 

In November 1991 and November 1992 LANL was issued two separate Notices of 

Noncompliance by EPA for failing to comply with the regulatory criteria of the 

Clean Air Act. In addition, in the 1992 Notice, the Lab was found to have exceeded 

the Clean Air Act 10 millirem public health safety standard once an unapproved 

"building shielding"' reduction factor was disallowed. These notices required DOE to 

enter into negotiations for a Clean Air Act Federal Faculties Compliance Agreement 

(CAA FFCA). The draft FFCA was released in June 1995; the final has yet to be 

approved. 

In the draft CAA FFCA, the CMR Building is listed as a "Special Case." 

22 Memorandum Oojnjon and Order No. 94-1306-M, US. District Court for the State of New Mexico. 

Januaty 26, 1995. 
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Comment SA, page 13 

CMR is a complex building which contains laboratories designed to conduct a 
wide vuiety of radiological work. Ten stac:lcs at this facillty require 
continuous sampling in accordance with 40 CFR 61.93(b) but have no ideal 
sampling location because of their physical configuration. .. .At SOUle of these 
sampling locations, complete mixing will be impossible to achieve..Sampllng 
will be done to ensure that a representative, or at least conservative, sample is 
collected.23 

In infonnal discussion between EPA and CCNS, EPA officials have Indicated that 
5 1 the CMR Building's "special case" will be temporary until its phased upgrades are 

completed (but not necessarily after Phase 2). This requires acknowledgement in the 
EA. Buried in the draft FFCA Supplement 1, Point Source Evaluation for Sampling 
Requirements, is the following: "[T]he configuration of the CMR Building, in 
addition to planned activities that may occur in this building, provides a strong 
argument for upgrading these point sources to major source status. These emission 
points will be upgraded to meet 40 CFR 61.93(b) requirements... CMR stacks are 
scheduled to meet fmal requirements by March 30, 1998 (Compliance Plan, Table 6-

4). The EA needs to make dear that the CMR staclcs will fully comply with Clean 

5 1 Air Act regulatory criteria by that time. LANL's noncompliance is already 
inexcusable since the Clean Air Act required compliance within two years of the 
1990 promulgation of the relevant regulations. 

From May, 1994, to January, 1995, there were five reported incidences of air 
monitoring equipment failures at the CMR Building and one unplanned release 
from effluent stack FE-24.24 As per the Clean Air Act. DOE needs to ensure the 
adequacy of quality assurance programs for air monitoring systems at the CMR 
Building. It is liJcely that numerous incidents such as the above have occurred in 
the past The use of historic emissions data (as per the draft FFCA) is suspect because 
of the lack of valid past quality assurance programs and independent oversight 

DOE has stated: .. Adminisb'ative controls have been placed on emissions at the 
CMR facility, thereby converting ten stacks from major point sources to minor point 
sources."25 These CMR adminisb'ative controls are then an integral part of the 
FFCA. Because no further information is given, CCNS assumes that these 
administrative controls limit the amount of time of operations for certain activities 
at the CMR Building, analogous to the administrative conb'ols imposed on the Los 

Alamos Meson Physics Facility. DOE administrative controls could be of limited 

duration due to programmatic issues that willlilcely raise levels of operations at 
both facilities. LANL is already anticipating the need for plutonium pit rebuild 
activities and highly enriched uranium components fabrication in the CMR 

23 Draft LANL CAA FfCA, Appendix A. Compliance 1'W1. EPA, MAy 1995, page 8. 
24 CMR ~ Rqmt.1990-PresenL LANL. January 25, 1995. 
25 "'Dedarallon ol Sieve Fong. • DOE LAAO EnviroNnental Engineer, June 1995, page 1. 
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Building, which is located in the most densely populated section of the Lab. 
Description and duration of adminisb'ative controls for all facilities need to be 
specified in the CMR EA. 

LANL and DOE claim that full inventory of radionuclide sources at LANL has been 
completed. This is significant because the need to continuously monitor a stack is 

51 predicated on this inventory. Nothing in the draft FFCA indicates that EPA has or 
will verify claimed inventories. No description of the inventory process or quality 
assurance to that prpcess is given. In addition, there are no provisions for updating 
radionudide inventories; obviously, radionuclide inventories are not static at 
LANL. nus could be significant as more production operations are consolidated at 
the Lab and the CMR Building. This CMR EA needs to make dear that CMR 

radionuclide inventories are indeed complete, periodically updated and verified. 

The Draft FFCA states 

As long as DOE remains in compliance with the terms of this FFCA, 
including the Compliance Plan, an application for approval under 40 CFR. S. 
61.07 or notification of startup under 40 CFR. S. 61.09 is not required to be 
submitted for any new consb'Uction of or modification within an existing 
facility if the estimated dose equivalent caused by all emissions from the new 
consb'uction or modification Is less than 1% of the standard prescribed in 40 

CFR. s. 61.92.26 

EPA confuses the FFCA with the Clean Air Act. Forty CFR S. 61.96 (b) exempts DOE 
from the need to file an application for approval under S. 61.07 or notification of 
startup under S. 61.09 for new consb'Uction or modifications that create facilities 
with an EDE less than l'J(, of the 10 mrem/year standard. This same paragraph ends 
with a statement that a facility is eligible for this exemption only if the facility is in 
compliance with Subpart H. The CMR Building is not in compliance with Subpart 
H, nor is the FFCA in effect Furthermore, DOE and LANL would have to 

51 demonsb'ate that the CMR Buildings annual radioactive air emissions are less than 
.1 mrem. Why does the EA (page 45) make the claim that no permits are required for 
the CMR upgrades? 

The CMR Project Execution Plan contains the following for the Phase 1 upgrade. 

The original scope assumed the UPS [uninterruptable power supply) 
supporting Stack Monitors would be a safety class system. Since the Stack 
monitors have been determined to not be a safety class, the UPS's are not now 

26 Draft LANL Oean Ak Ad fFCA. EPA, May 1995. 
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Comment SA, page 15 

required to be safety dass.21 

I The obvious object of an upgrade is to .!U!&t!Sk- Why were potentially safety class 
6 UPSs downgraded to the 1aclt of safety daH stack monitors? Will stack monitors 

and UPSs be brought up to safety daH In Phase 2? 

The EA notes In Appendix A that the Wing 3 bag mter system In FE-20 wu replaced 

71 with a box ruter system, bringing the efficiency rating up from 601(, to approximately 
85'5. Is there further redundant filtration? Why can't higher effidency HEPA filters 
be Installed? 

In attempting to remedlate CMR Clean Air problems, the EA sbould consider 
aluouded probe technology. Thil technology Is LANL-developed. Is likely to be 

more economical than the presently approved ANSI technology, and appears 
capable of solving many of the monitoring problems that LANL has experienced. 
EPA has made it dear that It doesn"t have the authority to mandate use of thi5 
technology, but has granted conditional approval for use In certain circwnstanc:es. 

This technology may prove apecially useful in "special cases"" such as the CMR 

Building. u illustrated below. 

•.•.. In wind tunnel experiments that simulate stack sampling with ANSI-type 
isolcinelic probes, the tranlmission ratio Is about 20'lfo to 40'lfo for lOum 

aerodynamic equivalent (AED) particles over a range of free stream velocities 
of 6 to 20 m/ s. For an isoklnetic probe that has Improved design 
characterlstia, the transmission ratio Is about 60'lfo. By comparison, a 
shrouded probe typically has a transmission ratio of SO'JI. to llO'lfo for the same 

range of conditions.21 

Fmally, in Clean Air maHers, all significant estimated quantities of radioactive duct 

holdup materials should be provided. 

CMR Upgrades lmpad on Area G 

The EA states that 16,340 cubic meters of suspect wute volume could be generated in 
the Phase 2 Upgrade. This volume may be reduced to 4,000 cubic meters through 
compaction and other waste minimization activitia. [Substantiating analysis for 

this reduced figure Is lacking in the EA and should be rellected in further 

8 J environmental analysis.) Characterization of this suspect waste will be performed 
"on the job." Should all of this waste be characterized as "low-level," it would 
approximate LANL's annual generation of low-level waste. The EA in Table 4-1 

l ' 

'Z7 CMB '='*' Prqjcrt. Pmjcct Exea!Hon Plan. Attachment E. "'DOE Baseline Olanp ProposaJ.­
LANL. Seplember 199S. 
21 Sjnpc-Pp!nt Rcpmellllive SampJjng wjtb Sbmudesl Prom. LANL. LA·1261Z·MS, August 1993. 
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(page 33) state5 that the pro.JI!Cl may well shorten the we ot tne LLW <11Sposa1 taauty 
at TA-54. Possible expansion of Area G is to be determined through the LANL Site­
Wide EIS process, yet a train of events is in motion that is likely to accelerate the 
expansion of Area G • 

The expansion of Area G has been a controversial issue in the past, one in which 
San Ddefonso Pueblo has taken a particular interesl The same table, Immediately 

81 
under the entry cited above, states under "Environmental Justice" that no effects to 
the public are expected. CCNS SUSSe5ts that any action accelerating the expansion of 
Area G does have envilonmental justice impact, one which particularly impacts 
San DdeEonso Pueblo. Our mncems are heightened by two disparate (perhaps 
contradictory) processes: 1) the increasing possibility of DOE land transfers back to 
the Pueblo and 2) rudimentary proposals in the Draft Wute Management PEIS for 
"regional treatment centers'" in which Area G could play a central role. This CMR 
EA is deficient by its lack of any exploration into the interconnected and related 
Issue of accelerating the expansion of Area G. This must be addressed. Outside of 
NEP A, CCNS suggests that DOE work closely on a government-to-government basis 
with San Ddefonso Pueblo on thi5 issue. 

' J 

CMR Phase 2 Upgrade Risk Assessments 

As expressed In the Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks (Table 4~. EA page 42), the 
calculated plutonium doae to the nearest population in the event of an earthquake 
Is astonishingly high. That dose is given at 216 person-rem, with an added chance of 
cancer mortality of one In nine for a population of 26,770. Apparently, a 
hypothetical earthquake needn't be that severe to cause such a catastrophic release. 
The Defense Nuclear Fadiities Safety Board, in reference to the CMR Fire Resistant 

Pit Program, noted 

The structural evaluation of the building does not include the effect of 
possible severing of distribution lines that span from lot to lot, nor does it 
account for potential loss of safety systems, such as ventilations, that are 
needed to ensure hazardous material confinement. Since the building tznd 
essentitzl Sllfety systems ""'Y not withstand tz snnre earthqutzke,29 the hot cell 
upgrades may not be able to perform their intended functions due to these 
neglected interaction effects.30 (emphasis added) 

The public Is well aware of common geothermal activity in the greater Jemez area 
and the fact that the dominant physical formation In the Jemez Mountains is the 

l9 Here, the DNPSB footnotes '1'rojec:l PJan.CM1l Facility 5elsmlc:/Wind Upgrades-LANL. • February 

25,1994, page 38. 
30 •Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMR) Facility Hot Cell Upgrades and the Fire 

Resistant Pit (FRP) Program:"' DNFSB Memo, November 4, 1994. 
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Comment SA, page 17 

Valle Grande, said to be the nation's largest caldera (formed as a result of volcanic 
activity). According to preliminary information, three faults run through Lab 
property, two of which are considered capable of generating an earthquake of the 

magnitude of seven on the Richter scale. One ln·state expert believes that New 
Mexico Is bound to have a 6 magnitude earthquake within a hundred years. While 
this Is JnOSt lilcely to occur in the southern part of the state, 54!ismic activity from the 

Rio Grande Rift Is within strildng distance of the Los Alamos Area. In 1918, people 
were knocked off their feet in Cerrillos, while windows were broken In Santa Fe. 

Sometime In the 1950s or 1960s, a tremor was felt In Los Alamos. In TA-3 (CMR 

location), long-term slip rate probabilities are given as one chanc:e in 500 years of a 
seismic event with a forc:e of .14 G, one in 1,000 years with .21 G, one In 2.000 years 
with .3 G, and one in 10,000 years with .56 G. 

Since seismic upgrading is one of the primary components of the CMR Phase 2 

Upgrade, DOE and LANL are obviously aware of the danger that potential seislnic 

9 1 activity can bring. Given the astonishingly high dose rate in the event of an 
earthquake during the upgrade process, the EA Is grossly defident by falling to 
provide any information on event probability. This begs for a deeper level of 

analysis. 
NEPA Segmentation Issues 

The broad issue of prejudicial and partially implemented programmatic: decisions 
and the relationship of the CMR Upgrades to these decisions have already been 
raised. These issues alone raise the gravest of NEP A concerns. In confining 
discussion here to various ongoing or recent CMR NEPA analyses, serious 
segmentation concerns are raised as well. 

101 With respect to the three phases of upgrades, dear demarcation between the phases 
has been historic:ally laddng, particularly between Phases 2 and 3. All phases are 
combined into single line Item. 

Defense Programs (OP) has proposed Integration of the long-term upgrades 
with Phase 1 as a single FY95 project to maximize efficiency from a fll\al\cial, 
schedule, and uperations standpoint.31 lemphull addodl 

This proposal was carried out In the Ft96 DOE CBR as Project 95-D-102. In 
critiquing upgrades for separate (but related) CMR Upgrades for the Fire Resistant Pit 
(FRP) Program. the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (ONFSB) noted that 
"[o]ther than budgetary responsibility, LANL management responsibility for these 
upgrades Is diffuse.• This statement may apply to all of the proposed upgrades as 
well The DNFSB comment on how technical inconsistencies exist between what is 

actually being down at CMR Upgrades and what is described in program documents 

St fY97 LANL CAMP, page A-15. 
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has been already noted. For the past couple of years, the defmitions and boundaries 
of the phases have shifted,3l resulting in the delay of this EA. It is Impossible for the 
public to distinguish between ES&H concerns (Phase 2's advertised scope) and 
predetermined programmatic decisions because of the lack of access to fundamental 
documents (see public disclosure section). 

I 
DOE and LANL maintain that other CMR upgrade projects are not related to the 

1 0 proposed upgrades. The FRP Program, whose primary objective is to study reactions 
of molten plutonium with other materials within full-size pits from dismantled 
nuclear weapons, required the structural upgrading of a portion of the CMR 

. Building. Of the FRP upgrades, the DNFSB wrote 

The upgrades currently being instaUed will only remedy deficiencies of the 
hot cell support structure. Other identified structural deficiencies in Wing 9 
will not be remedied until Phase ll, which has not been funded, is complete. 
Therefore, the FRP experiments are planned to proceed without remediation 
of other known structural deficiencies. While representatives from the 
design contractor stated that the other structural deficiencies will not affect the 
Integrity of the hot c:ells, the validity of this conclusion is not apparent, since 
the lateral resistances of the hot cell support system is dependent on the 
integrity of the adjoining structural components.33 

Hence, the relationship of this CMR upgrade project to other CMR upgrades could 
hardly be more direct. Ot:hf'.r points the DNFSB raised with respect to the FRP 
Program are applicable to all CMR Upgrades: potential hazards need to be identified 
early in the design process; the design process needs to be strong and effective; 
strong technical oversight of contractors is required; and a mix of relevant building 
and engineering codes needs to be employed. Using the FRP Program as an 
example, the public: cannot be confident that LANL management is exercising 
sufficient care In implementing CMR upgrades. As the DNFSB notes: 

The furnace that will be used to heat the pit has been procured and has been 
installed In a mockup. When questioned as to what codes and standards were 

used In the design and fabrication of the furnace, LANL could not 
immediately identify any. It was merely suggested that the codes and 
standards that the manufacturer normally used might be sufficient.34 

32 '"Rulipnent of sc»pe between Phases 2 and 3 bued upon NEI'A approach and es"'blishment of 

cost and :x:hedule baselines baed upon the completed Conc:eptual Design Report;"' FY 1997 OMB Budget 
Submission for CMR UP5f8Cies PJoject. attached to CMR EA. 
33 •Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMR) Facility Hot CeO Upgrades and the Fire 

Resistant Pit (FlU') Program:" DNFSB Memo, November 4, 1994. 

34 Ibid. 
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Conunent SA, page 19 

This would seem comical were it not for the grave nature of these experiments -
studying the reactions of molten plutonium with other materials within full-size 
pits from dismantled nuclear weapons . 

1 01 
The CMR EA is deficient in addressing whatsoever dry cask storage of spent fuel 
rods at the CMR Building. 

Fuel handling and storage activities tab place in Wing 9, which was added to 
support those programs requlrlng hot cell facilities. Prior to suspension of 
olfsite shipments, spent fuel - transferred from the OWR (Omega West 
Reactor) to CMR Wing 9, temporarily stored, and then shipped to a fuel 
processing &ite. Currently, Wing 9 houses 46 OWR spent fuel rod elements In 
two 20-ton dry storage casks. Sttmlp in these ciiSks is interukd to be .Mrt 
tum and the facility staff is worldng on arrangements to ship the fuel 
elements offsite. 

No vulnerabilities were identified for RlNM (reactor irradiated nuclear 
materials] at the CMR facility. HCIUICWr, the Cllrrent •fety 111111lysis report 
does not lllldress 11ll IIPP"oprilltt! 11sp~~cts of long-tt~rrr~ spent fud llor11g11. Th11 
r«mt justific•tion for continut!d oper11tions is prt!Surrud1ly only IHIIitl for 11 
short time.35 (emphasis added) 

CCNS notes that yet another NEPA process was recently fmal.ized that impacts the 
CMR Building. This is the Radioactive Source Recovery (RSR) Program. for which 
a FONSI was Issued In November, 1995. Under this EA, the CMR Building (along 
with PF-4) will chemically separate and recover plutonium-238 and americium 
from excess radioactive sealed neutron sources. As an understatement, it is curious 
to have Phase 1, 2 and 3 Upgrades, FRP Upgrades, and the RSR Program NEP A 

101 processes, with questions concerning RlNM chy cask storage, all coincide so closely 
in time. This would seem to fly in the face of NEP A regulations on the appropriate 

determination of scope for environmental impact statements. 

J 

To determine the scope of environmental impact statements, agencies shall 
consider 3 types of actions, 3 types of alternatives, and 3 types of impacts. They 

include: 
(a) actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be : 

(3) similar actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable 
or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for 
evaluating their environmental consequences together, sud liS 11 common 
timing or geogT11J1hy. An agency may wish to analyze these actions In the 
same impact statement. Jt should do so when the best WIZY to IISStSS 

35 $J!Cnt Fuel Wor!cln& Gmup Report. DOE, November 1993. This same report also noJes lhat wet 
lllnp of ipelllluel rods At the Omega West Reactor ia at 1w-. of capacity. 
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lllletJIIIItely th11 combint!d imp11cts of similllr 11ctions or rtiiSOnllble alternatives 
to such actions is to combi1111 them in 11 single impact stlltement. (40 CFR, § 
1508.25) (anphasis added) 

rmally, it is valuable to briefly recite LANL's NEPA history. An internal Lab 
environmental usessment contained the following findings: 
1) LANL projects have proceeded into detailed design or have been completed prior 
to the initiation and/or completion and approval of NEPA documentation by DOE; 
2) The 1979 Site-Wide ElS is being used for tiering when it is no longer adequate; 
3) LANL NEPA procedures do not provide adequate methods for identifying all 

LANL projects or program activities; and 
<I) LANL staff are malcing unauthorized NEP A determinations.36 

In addition, in January 1995, LANL was enjoined by a federal court from further 
DARHT construction until appropriate environmental review had taken place. In 
short, the Lab's NEP A history is dismal. It Is not dear that the CMR Upgrades NEP A 
process is divorced from this history. 

Summary and Conclusion: 
An EIS Is Required for the CMR Upgrades Project 

The stated purpose of this CMR Upgrades EA is to supply DOE with sufficient 
information to determine whether a FONSI is warranted or whether an EIS should 
be performed. CCNS's opinion is that the CMR upgrades requires preparation of an 

EIS. The reasons for this (discussed at length in all of the above) can be summarized 
as follows: 
1) By the Lab's admission: "The long-term Los Alamos National Laboratory 
mission needs for such capability [that an upgraded CMR Building would provide] 
are currently programmed for at least another 20 to 30 years; 
2) The mission of the now-defunct SNMR&D Lab and an upgraded CMR Building 

111 are identical: to support PF-4 at T A-55. The existence of PF-4, as the only currently 
operating plutonium processing facility in the country, is in large part driving 
implementation of the modify/upgrade alternative for reconfiguralion of the 

' J 

complex in advance of a record of decision. LANL management has been actively 
seeking this consolidation for some lime now. This process effectively prejudices 
the outcome of both the SS&M PElS and the LANL SWEIS. The CMR upgrades are 
a substantial piece of that }'!"ocess; 
3) Consideration of the SNMR&:D Lab required an EIS. The CMR upgrades are 

dearly a substitute for the SNMR&D Lab. It is inconsistent that the CMR upgrades 
do not also require an EIS. NEP A does not exclude upgrades from EISs; 
4) Because LANL's RDT&E mission, along with increasing production activity, 

36 EnYimnmental CompUIJ!CC Audit of Enyjro!lJ!!CD!al Compliam Propams· LANL; Laboratory 
Assessment Office Appraisals Croup; October 4, 1991. 
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appears to be already fvced for the next 20 to 30 years, this can have potentially 
serious Impacts on current nonproliferation and disarmament efforts; 
5) DOE has failed to provide vital information for informed public opinion on the 
CMR upgrades; 
6) There are serious Clean Air Act issues at the CMR Building, which neither the 
BA nor the draft LANL Oean Air Act FFCA fully resolve; 
7) The given cancer fatality dose lor the low-probability, high consequence event of 
an earthquake during upgrading is astoundingly high. Earthquake probability is not 
given in the EA; 

Ill 8) The volume of waste to be generated by the upgrades will shorten the expected 
life of Area G. Expansion of Area G is an already controversial issue and one that 
will directly Impact San Ddefonso Pueblo; and 
9) Serious segmentation issues are involved in the CMR Upgrades NEPA process 
given the historic lack of dear demarcation between the various upgrade phases, the 
existence of other NBPA processes involving nearly the same space and time and 
questions regarding spent fuel storage. 

Pinally, there is the issue of DOE's own determination of the nature of the CMR 
Upgrades. The CEQ regulation on Implementing NEP A procedures, Whether to 
prepare an environmental Impact statement. states 

In determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement the 
Federal agency shall: 

(a) Determine under its procedures supplementing these regulations 
(descn"bed In Section 1507.3) whether the proposal is one which: 

(1) Normally requires an environmental impact statement, or 
(2) Normally does not require either an environmental impact statement 

or an environmental assessment (categorical exclusion). 
(b) U the proposed action is not covered by paragraph (a) of this section, 

prepare an environmental assessment .... (CFR 1500, § 1501.4) 

DOE Order 4240.11<. Designation of Majgr System Acouisition !MSAJ and Major 
~states 

The DOE criteria for designation of a system or project as a MSA considers 
national urgency, Importance, size, complexity, and dollar value. Those 
systems or projects which have a total projected cost or annual FY 1992 
appropriations in excess of $100 million (M), or are recommended by ProgrdJJ\ 
Secretarial Officers (PSOs), are considered to be MSAs. 

There is an apparent discrepancy in budget figures provided by DOE for the CMR 
Phase 2 Upgrade. The FY 1996 Congressional Budget Request (CBR) states that the 

CCJIIS CMR Upgrades EA CommeniS, page 20, Feb. 16, 1996 
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total estimated cost is $8S million.37 More recent information, provided by the DOE 
Albuquerque Operations Office, puts the Phase 2 Upgrade at $122.5 million.38 A 
possible reason for this discrepancy is that the CBR desaibes the cost as a pre­
conceptual design report estimate. The DOE AL estimate is, however, apparently 
based on finished conceptual design. The $122.5 million is also the same figure 
given with the CMR Upgrades OMB submission attached to the LANL September, 
1995, CMR Jlnrades Prqject. Project Execution Plan. 

The CMR Phase 2 Upgrade meets the DOE test for deslgnatton as a Major Systems 
Acquisition (MSA) in all respects, i.e. its size, Importance, complexity, and cost, etc. 
The CMR Upgrades are referred to as a MSA in the FY97 LANL CAMP. Under DOE 
orders, the NI!P A consequena! of designating a project as a MSA is dear. The first 
entry under DOE "Classes of Actions That Normally Require BISs" reads 

Major Systems Acquisitions, as designated by DOE Order 4240.1, 
"Designation of Major Systems Acquisitions and Major Projectl."39 

Hence, the CMR Phase 2 Upgrade, as a MSA and for the reasons just summarized, 
Ill automatically meets the DOE test for designation as an action that normally requires 

preparation of an EIS. Consequently, CCNS believes that CFR 1500, § 1501.4, requires 
that EIS. This environmental assessment should reach the same conclusion. 

These comments respectfully submitted, 

9t~ 
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst 
2/W/96 

37 fY 1996 Cp~l Budpt RCQI!cst Pmjert Data Actiy!t:Y Sbccts, DOE, page 358-359. 
38 Table: "Projects In Dnelopment at LANL, • DOE AI., UC/LANL SWEIS Project Office, December 
15,1995. 
39 DOE NEP A regu!alions, 10 CFR 1021.400, Appendix D to Subpart D. 

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA ConuneniS, page 21, Feb. 16, 1996 
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Comment 8B, page 1 

• ~~~forNudurSafety 
Ms. Elizabeth Withers March 13,1996 

NEP A Compliance Officer, DOE LAAO 
Los Alamos, NM 87.544 

Dear Ms. Withers, 

I would lib to retract one comment I made in CCNS's comments (submitted 

February 20, 1996) on the draft environment assessment for the CMR BuUdins 

Phase 2 Upgrade. In comment pages 15 • 16 ,I stated: 

As expressed ln the Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks (Table 4-6, EA 

pap 41), the calculated plutonium dose to the nearest population ln the event 

of an earthquake is astonishingly high. That dose Is given at 216 person-rem, 

with an added chance ol cancer mortality ol one ln nine for a population of 

26,770 ..... Given the astonishingly high dose rate ln the event of an earthquake 

during the upgrade process, the EA Is grossly deficient by falling to provide 

any Jnlormalion on event probability. 

My calilng the plutonium dose in the event ol an earthquake •astonJshlngly 

high• was prompted by language ln Table 4-6 under • Added Chances of Cancer 

Mortali~ that there was an expectation of "1 in 9 for the population of 26,770 

persons. • J mistakenly interpreted this to mean .11 x 26;170, or 2974.4. This 

continued to trouble me, so J again reviewed the figures. J then realized that what is 

meant is an added chance of cancer mortality of .11 person In a population of 26,770. 

This strikes me as incredulously low, and needs support in further environmental 

I review. Nevertheless, it Is now dear to me that the dose being discussed Is vastly 

1 smaller than what the language first suggests. Perhaps DOE and LANL can use 

more obvious language in the future in order to avoid unnecessary concern. 

J 

I continue to argue that inclusion of earthquake probabillty Is required for 

sullldent environmental review, not only for the CMR Upgrades, but as a baseline 

for ali proposed LANL projects. This would be an appropriate topic for the LANL 

SWEIS. However, thJs information must be Incorporated into CMR environmental 

review as well should CMR review precede completion of the SWEIS. 

I apologize for any Inconvenience this retraction may entail. 

Sincerely, 

)7~~ 
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst 

107~ Sanu Fe • New Mexico • 87501 • USA (1505) 986·1973 

I I ( J l j l A l j 
' J ' ' 

Comment 8C, page 1 

=(; CCNS 
concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 

March 27,1996 

I J 

M$. Elizabeth Withers 
NEP A Compliance Officer 
OOELAAO 
Los Alamos, NM 81544 

Dear Ms. Withers, 

In CCNS' comments on the proposed environmental assessment for the CMR 

Building Phase 2 Upgrades (submitted February 20, 1996), J addressed the fact that 

DOE had not yet released relevant documents. Most notable among these was the 

1990 DASMA CMR Study, for which CC'IlS had filed a FOIA request in December, 

1991. DOE has since released that study a received a ropy on March 22). I now raise 

two questions which 1 hope DOE. will address. Needless to say, the comment period 

expired over a month ago. Nevertheless, these questions should be addressed given 

that the study was available only after the comment period had long expired. 

In the DASMA CMR Study Report (page 14), the panel makes a number of 

assumptions. Among these are: 
• An Environmental Impact Statement (EJS) Is anddpated to be required for 

the reconfiguratlon of Wmgs 2 and 4, and for the "Conceptual Design for 

Secure Conveyance System" and "Construction of Secure Material Transport 

Roure- projects (items 3.2 and 3.20); and 
• Permits will be required from EPA and the State of New Mexico to install 

and operate emission equipment. 

As Identified in the September 1995 LANL CMR froject Exec:ution Plan, there are 

no Phase 2 plans to Install and operate emission equipment. However, "continuous 

air monitor Installation" and •stacJc monitor upgrades• are dearly identified 

components of current Phase 1 upgrades. What EPA permits and New Mexico 

permits may have been secured for these items? 

The Project Execution Plan also identifies -wings l and 4 Safe Standby" as a 

Phase l component which will "(e]stablish a Safe Standby condition for Wings 2 and 

1

4 pending future programmatic use... In any document superseding the present 

1 prededsional CMR EA. can DOE dearly demarcate between a Safe Standby condition 

and possible preliminary steps towards rec:onflguration of Wings 2 and 47 

Thank you for your consideration of these questions. 

Sincerely, 

?a;~~alyst 
107Cieneg• s.nao Fe • New Mexico • 87501 • USA (!505) SBB-1973 
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::.UU.JOBIIIIOif -
State of New .lluieo 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
DOE OVER31Qil'r BUREAU 

P.O. Boz JSU,IISII.fn 
1M .U....O., Nc,.ll. 81646 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Occli Cibu, NMED, Oflicc of the Sccmuy 

PROM: &oSICft Ylllicak, DOE 08, LANL POC 

DATI: September 12, 1996 

............ -_r._, --

SUBJECT: NMED DOE 08 RYicw ef U. S. DOE's RmHd Predetisioaal Dnft 

Earin .. •utal Anasmut rer tile Proposed CMR Balldiac Upcnda at tile . 

1M Alaaa Nadoul Laboralol)', Los AluaGI, N.M. 

This 111e1110 serves u a nolicc tbat tbc DOE 08 rme-1 but did not COIIIIIICI\t on tbe miscd 

afan:aacalioaed doc:umeal cllled 1-26-96 due ID our fanaal miew of tbe Pledecisioasl Dnft 

EaYinaDeatsl Asse:ssnr:DI for the Proposed CMR Building Uppadcs at tbe Los Alamos Na1io011 
l.abora!ory, Los Allmos, N.M. on 2·16-96. The U. S. DOE responded to DOE OB's 2-16-96 

COIIIIIIalll in tbe .msed documeot, mel after miewin& tbc rcspoases mdliading them ~ 

we hoe DO furtbcr COIIIIIICIIIS. 

lftbere 11e ay questiool CCIDCGIIiDc Ibis IDCIIIO, plcuc coDIICt me 11672-0448 or Haney Decker 

at612-04S9. 

cc: Neil Weber, NMED. Chief, DOE 08 
Mat Jobmsca, OOE. LAAO POC, MS A3!6 

~-.. c t!olu\)(..""' LJ. 
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~t• Oil the 

CMR ~ UJIInlde 

Theee propoeed upgrade• of the tvo or more wings of the Ot.R 

building ill wbic:b 1 worked for 111a11y yean, up Wltil lt67, n~ooy 
poeeibly be needed, but it i• by no !lellll8 clear why there b •!n 

urganc:y about proc:eeding with them now. 

I wae raiiPOftlible for recOIInlellding to Dr. Erie Jette, the ant 
Division leader, before the cOIUitnction began, that it would l:e 

preferAble to u.. IRCOJlEL instead of etainleu eteel for tbe 
overhead duct work ud plenUIII8. 'l'be reuon was that Inconel wou1 :i 
not be eub:lect to etreaa c:orro1ion cracking, whereas stainle:;g 
steel would. Strell c:orrosion cracking bas an insidious tendency ~ :> 

occur when the general c:orroaion has almost been eliminated. 

To the beet or "1'1 knowleclga, thue plena are etill in go-:o:J 
shape. The need to replace these old ducts c:ertainly 1• not well 
eetabliahed in the Pre•decieional Draft DO&/IA·llOl. 

Since -t or the planned activity will be devoted to chemic_.l 
analyds, it is .y belief that the 1111alytieal ,..thodology h<.s 
progressed to where aggr .. eive and corroeive che~~~icab are IIUd. 

lees needed now. New electronic: analyeia methode are available. 

Coneerning the attendiUit RISJC uaeaa111111U, although t::e 
formulae are required by DOE, they appear to give the •righ·: • 
anawer• for the Lab position. But what evidence is there that th•!Y 
are realistic? A number ia presented without any indication •:·: 
the reliability of the eetimatea or the error bare. 

Theae shoUld conform to either the os ASTM etandard 11·173$ .. 

U!ISI adopted by Subc:oonaoittae J:t7.13 or the International etandar•O.; 
I ISO 1UOD) or even to those Uled by RAC, the Radiat~on Allea&men·: ~ 

Corporation of Neaaa, sc 2'107, 

~~t tbeee .Ut:l.·aillion doll:ar 
- - hu been •pprow<S. 
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MI. Ellubelh Withers 
NI!.PA 
saa 3SIIa Stnet 
Lo• Alamo1, NM 17544 

ll04 C.U.llaiiiOil 
Suta Fe, NM 17501 
September 11, 19516 

~ l/,5-.lfl7)... 

ke: Comment 011 Proposed CMll Buildina Uppade • Ellvironmenul Allaamcn1 

Madlin: 

"The plan• to ul'lfllle the CMR buildina It LANL lbould be deterred for tho lollowina reuon1: 

"The bWkllna uJISOde i1 put of • pleA to convert LANL 10 the IIIIIIU&clurc o!Piutcmlum pits 11 

put otthe stockpile llCWUclship prosnm. This llllllllfidurin .,_.is l1lfllc:ienlly limlllr to 
the aame work lonaaly doae at B.oclty Flab. "The JIIOCel' hu pRm11110 be duaerous IIIII 
hiahJy cllmaaias 10 the eoviruomcaL I nt'.- you to the various nport1 oo tlae ICiiout probhms 
at~ Piau obtainable fi"om the Colondo Department of Public Haith IIIIII!IIWolWCIIt 
which I rcqucat you ldd to tbc record of eonsideratiolll for this UICIIII*It. (c.s. • AIICIIiq 
lUab oCExpo1111e to PIIIIOIIIum"). 

Dr. Siaflied Heclccr hu already begun the transfer of Plutonium J~~~~Utlcture fiom Rocky Flsll 

ICCOI"dltla to bls tcatimoay oCMafdll2, 1996 before Con8JC11. I ask that you add Ibis record of 
bis ICIIimony to this comment to Jhow that be hu 1101 Wlhccllor the cnvii'OIUIICIIIal USCISIIICIII 
before prelllllliDa pcnaiuion ftom the Depa11111CDI oCEntr8J. 

1bo National DcfCDIC Authorizati011 Act for I 996 provides an additional S 141.6 Million over the 
original buclset rcquat for stocl<pilc ltcwudlhip activities It LANL. Thi1 Act lpCCillcaUy 
1t11a, "Howcvu, the Convnincc believes it isptw....,..,.IO initiate loni·tum capital 
improve11111111 in ldvlnc:e or lbe OUICOIIIC or the ltockpilc IICWirclship manascmcnt 
Propammalic ~Impact Stllcmcnt proceu amcndy unclaway.• The proposed 
builclins uppadc lhould be put on hold awlitift& the w:ept1n1:0 of the PE.IS by the DOE, 
WllhinstoJI, DC. 

Safety, IIIII the lade o£ cft"dvc J11a111811111e1 of aa&ty u LANL, ia an iuue rccdWia top leYcl 
attandoA. So lona 11 -:c c:onlinue to risk the aaCety orLANI. employcea IIIII dvillau In lbl 
vicinity oCLos Alamo., by acciclcnu in the hanclins ofhazanlous lllllcriallllllllbl a«:ideotaa 
Rlcuea of radioaaive materials, we CUIIIOI accept tbe increased risk of iDtroducins the 
inbereally clanpouJ .,_. ofrefi.aiq and recot1S1itutiJw Plutonium piU oo IDY produclion 
scale in the CMil builcliDa or on the sroundl ofLANL. 

The ride~ procedure haa been coiled to quation by the Citiaal Advbory Board fOr 

DOEJLANL (ree lltiCbecl recommcnclaliOII). 1be risk USCIIIUCDI procedurellled by LANL 
doa not conform 10 National Standards adopted and proa~Jlaated by lite American SocielJ of 
Tuliaa and Mllerialo, tile nationol body .......... by ANSI for the clovolo,_ of thlo lltu>clanl. 

Furthermore, the riab or exposure to Plutonium have beca lllldereslimatcd. Furthermore, the 

l I I j 
' J ' J l ' 
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zbb •- tcuodl&a baw "-uadcrulilnaled and 100 llilllplJ dismlaod by lbo uoprovcn 
- tbal tills rilt wil be dellt widL FllltbenauR, there is IIIIW&JIO prevent forest fire.s in 
lite viciaily vi.LANL. loa tba rcccat &rea prove. the only way 10 protecllbe arcallllToundina 
LANL li"om the releue of rUioacllw lll&lcrials is to mow them elscwben. This bu been 
wdlieclia a .-.&llllelllall &em DOE o8idll, Mr. Joa Vor.dla. Al:conlinaly, the prudent 
dina 10 do 1110 Jocua lhellllllll&ctwt oflhe l'lutoiWm piiiiiiCIIIOr&Sc ofPlutonium and olhe' 
bu.ardona ..acriall fir IIWIJ hmpopullled arcu when! tbe dqer off'ore.st lira is minimal 

The lftiRmatlioned CAB wu appoialcd by the DOE to improve rdaliou ""-the lab and 
itsJICiallboqiaNonhcnaNewMCidco. Tellimoay,IO clale, is overwbdmillal'1oppoiCCito any 
apusioafn the._.. ar Jll"ocasilla ofhawdous lllllcrillL (seellso PISCI B41hrough C1 
v/.llae "1996 LANL Sum:y" pRpll'cd • die request ofLANL by the UNM Ialtiluto for Public 
Polic)'). TN cldUIII ofNorlllem New MCidco ~ 111-dl aware ollhe biltory of acciclenu 11 

LANL ad die Clllbn of tlilnpniiDf the co- oflts cmployca and Miabbon. 

The CMI. buldilta upande iad the cwerall plo 10 aupaeat lhe lab'llwldliaa capabilitiel for 
Plulaaium lhlluld be 1lakcd llllli IUCh limo u an indepenclcnlapcy caa wrif"y tbe llfely of 
~ lllll the llll.l-lll COIDIUiilies. 

1he GAO, ill alUIIIber vl.reporU hu clec:lued lbc capabilities of the Jllllll&lllllll ofLANL to be: 
arosdy illldequuc to lhe tub uaclcrtatcn. We aust nul proceed 10 add lluther raponsibililiea 
with IAICb ,_ risb .. penaanenl hmll to locl1 populationl should LANL IIWIIpnenl again 
&il to properly IIICIIIO the prop~~~ they have rcqucllcd be wipeS to than. 

Plcue defu ., c1cmcnl or die prognmlo add Plutonium rnuad"al:lurina to LANL whether it bG 
the uppadilta of the CMll ~or TMS or other localioM llllllcr the conuol ofLANL 

miJIIICIIIIIII. 

SiDeerdy yours, 

~ 
H.LDIMmln 

~,/1~· 
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DRAFT REPORT . 

Assessing Risks of Exposure to Plutonium 

Part of Task 3: Independent Analysis of Exposure, Dose, 
And Health Risk to OHsite Individuals 

May 1996 

Historical Public Exposures Studies on Rocky Flats 
Phase U: Toxicity Assessment and Risk Characterization 
SUflmlll_, 10 1111 CdlllftiD Dlplrlmllllllf l'ub/lc ,_.,, IJid EnrirOniiNNII, DIII­
CIIniiOIIIId ~ Epldlm/llltiW Dlrllloll, IIOct)' fillS HUII/I Slcdll, tn Jllllllf 
tutflllllf/W of C11111tac:1 No. IODAIPIICODE Iff 
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TESTIMONY OF SIEG.-RIItD S. HECKER. 

DIRECTOR 

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATQ_RY 

HEARING 

or the 

SUBCOMMITTEE 

on 

MILITARY PROCUREMENT 

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECUJUTY 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATlVES 

EXUBN6 
H.\.. p,t.t~EtJIAN 

1304 CAU.£ R,ll.r.AON 
SANTA FE. NM lll&O\ 

March 12, 1996 
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""""''7•- a """'OIO ICIDUIUliCt\lnftl S)'SICID. I no .,.Uenccl UICIIIaiiVII WW ftlqlllni...,Cioae 

collabonrion t~ ween the laboratories and the raa&inin1 plaml. At Los Alamos, we have alread:; 

seea the beaefc. or sucb inlepalion in improvinalhe qualiCJ and~ the cosu otlhosc 

SIII"'Ci11ancc u4 manol"Xllllina opcnlions that have been lrWCenediO us liom die plaftiS ~~ 
Mound,l'laldl&s, and Rocq Flats over lhe put yc.u.Let me pcaeata few apeclrac CXUIIple$. 

Pil SurrcUiuec 11114 RcbutU 

In pit surveillulcc. we met our unualaoal of evaluatinal9 suneillanc:e pils one rDODIJI aheucl 

or acllcclule. inii'Oduced sci.cmillc avalu.aion IIICihocls, conYCned survdllance and illspcccioll . 

records 10 etecuunic stor.aae. esrmlished a CD-ROM .epor1in1 fanaat. and lialcal surveillance &~:~ 

archivina for rhe linllirue. 

In pit.ebuild, we completed the U111Sfer ot neceery Rgcky flau han!ware yd sauain; 

~ipmen&. developed I smallc:r and liiOie Kcurar.: lnspeaiOIIIIUP. climinlled I b1zanSous ft.iid 

p~ously used in c1ensirJ measuremenu, swill:hed 10 dry maclllniDJIO dill we could eliminarc 

chlotinaled b~ and ftllllrOCalbons Cor COIDponelll eleuin&la favor ol~eqelable 

supucrilical carbon dioxide. and iniU.red a modem and simplec qulity coruro1 pta pam for 

plOdiJCtioa. 

Dc1o11lllor Mllnu/tu:l~rint 

Wilh the sbllllloWil of opcraliOns at the M011nd Plant in Ohio,lhe Depa11111eac assiancd 

deiOnator evaluuion lllld IDIIIWOICIUrin&.esponsibilily 10 Los AI-. We have demonsuated lhe 

c:~pability ro perfOODihc: evalll&lions; completinalhe fane one lale in 1995.1nclllded in lhe 

assi&NDent to fabricare delOII&tors foe lhe future srockpile is lhe cbisn 1111d manwacture or 
de:onuot simuiarols used in stoelcpile evalualion fti&lu 1Csl unirs. Thou&h lhese simularors do no( 

atn:ally corer the nuclear siOCicpile. wt: have demonstn.ll:d the abilitr 10 meet thc same ricoroiiS 

wat·I'CSCIYC quality SWidards as those .equiled roc stoclcpile componeors. 

Fllbrlc•lion Support 

In FY ·199,, toe also demoasuared lhe capability 10 manufaeture othcr pans used in lhc ph yak 1 

pxkase so that we could support our local hydnneslinc procram. For eumplc, we cold pmscc1 ~~ 

specifrcd density and macllipcd sevetal Ulhium salt piiU, measurably leducinc waste aencratcd. 

We also falxicaled our most dlallen&ins nuclear pacbac: we 6-om &111111iWil alloy. Finally. we 

ale maldns JOOd "propw in lhe proc:c:$S or castinc111111iwn 10 neatly final shape. 

N•utron G•ncnton 

Lol Al3mos also was assiencd ruponslbility Cor the tritium loadin& ot neu110n rubc.s for a 

'IICIIWR ~desipd by the Sandia Nalional Laboratories. Ahbou&h it was expected 10 131u 

11p 10 fPc years 10 trusfc:r the sld1ls needed ia perfCinlllhis WOlle, Los Alamos ~eSCUChers appliee 

l J t J i I ' ' ' j 
I I l J 
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lheit lalowlcdp ollrid11111 bW'IIIII1: and pcocessa IIIII ausCated lhc ~lion c:.tpablUI)' 10 dt<: 

Labonlory willa lipii'ICIIIl impco-ts. The rcauk is a syscm_lhatb p~dlng deUrmrcd 

WJel$ andiVill poWio lrilialed WJdS 10 Sandia NalioaJI Uhcnlories for incorporalion into 

neuuvn p:ncrabiiS 011 Stbcdulc wilhin monlhs lnsa:ad oC ~ ~ impcoved process also 

recluccd ndioaG!iOJC wutc pamrcd by90 pen:eDL 

Plutonium Pit Maauraeturlac 

The preferred SS.f-PEIS alremaliOJC Cor pitlllllllll'acmrina calls for a Jimiled-scale production 

of pils 11 rbe Los Alamos TA-SS piUIOIIium Cacility, die only flcilily in the aarioa cumndy able lO 

!adele sucllan assipuneol. We are a~Ydy sopponin& Ibis decWOII bcause we believe !hat~:· 
mmufaaurinl 111be level ol1pp10ltimatdy SO pits per ,w v.'OIIId p-eally complement our eum:n: 

R&D and StnCillancc missions, while c:oncurmttly savinc the taXpayers alcK of money. 

We .ve clcYCiopin&a plan that would put in place tbe capaaiJ 10 build SO complete pits per yc>• 

on a sia&le-shilt basis. The iolcrior equipmcDt and ulilhies in ont win& of tbe plutonium facility 

.,;.n be n:amnpd so that we have u inrecrated pnxfacdoa and R&D ~~a. To meet the projected 

build lf.lluiremenls al tbe naililary, we 11e placina lbe plutonilllll facility project on a rasr-track 

i=IIIJI nlidatioa and review Cor sublllissionas a acw COIISUIICii011 SWI in the FY ~L 

We will bcia vaylimited pit producrioll for the W88 wUhcad for !he Trident U pit !\\build 

pro :ram Crebuildill&uaiu destroyed ia suncilllllce) durins FY ·1998. Gcllina uaned as soon as 

pos.siblc is imporlllllto meet lhc Na¥)''1 rcquircnlcots and 10 e&pllll\\ the pit production knowlcdre 

l:ue bcfol\\ it is lost. No war reserve pits ha>1: been IIWiuCac:tured in the United Stalt$ since Rock:. 

AliS shut doWII ils pllllOIIium opcradoos in June. 1989. By employin& the inrcsrated R&D, 

S\:1\'eillance end molllllfacturin& paradip, we expectro impow: theexislins fabrication 

r.roc:esses. minimize wastt zmeration, IJid reduce -ut radiation exposun:.ln addition. the 

:unc~s-on JDIDuCICIUrinJ opcrarions wiU help to maintain ri&OIOUimx:lw weapons safety practice:: 

amon1 our sc:icnlisu. ensineen and ICchnicians, 

We are also teaminc wilb coUcasucaaa Lawrente UvCIIIIOfC. SaY&Mah Rhoer, and Pamcx to 

tleYCiop c:oolinaeacics for~er-scae pi!·pcodi!Ciiocueguiraneats. We cxpt.Q 10 learn much from 

the W88 piuebuild pcopam ud rbo SO-pit IIIIIIU(IIClllllllc IIIOdule 11 TA-SS1ha1 would aUow the 

1em110 c!ea&n a modular.larae-scale pnlduc:lion capabilitJ dill could be deployed rapidly should 

r:Quire:nenrs dtance-1 should add rhalsucb !WIIias is abo OCClllrin& with Savannah Ri..:r. 

1'3ntu. ~Sianzl Kansas City, and the Y-12 piiDt 10 address other nuclear weapons 

compoam procluclion Co1plbililies.ln aU USC$, we wiU use tile inregniCd RID, surveillance. and 

moanwac:llllinnalldip~~. . 
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I'IUCiear JfiiCIIIIJ Uplf'lld" a& Los Ala_, 

In acldidon 10 llle TA-.55 flcilky upgrade 10 llllldJc 111e small·xalc pic manui'KIIIrinc milsion. 
Loa Alwos bis cwo ochu facilllics that will.equile sabsraalial uparades or lite exiCIISIOIII 10 met : 
llle millioal en'risloncd bslhe SSM·PEIS. Tbe O!emJsgy.Met&IJuriY Research (CMR) buildina 
and llle Nuclear Malcrials Swrqe Facllily (NMSF). Tbe CMR buUcHncls 44 years 0lcl111d hoUK; 

!he lllllylic:alcbcmilgy laboratories dlll111'8cruci1110 lbc opaadoas oCiheTA·SS pluiOnium 
facil.icy. Plaloniunl operalionl at TA-55 woald lhu1 down wilhia weeks if !he CMR buildlnc \\"C«. 

10 be shua dowa.. lbe CMR Cacllilica also provide !he nuci-!DIIerill s!ll!dan!s Cor all ocher sires 
lhrouah dialn'bul.ion by lhe New Brunswidc lAboolory. Uperades or the CMR ha11e been on&cilit; 
for the put Ccw yem. We expect conlinued fandinc 10 be included in lhc Presldcnc'a FY·l997 
budcet submission. 

Siocc Los Alamos n:ceNiy IOOic o-wer lhe piiiUnldllsnce proiJalll we wiD ll1so be in ~ra:e 
IIUd ol recovalin& !heN~ Materials S!on&e FacUicy because abc: vaull at TA· 55 is projecled 1•: 
be at eapaciay by lhe year 2002. The rcaovalion project or lhc NMSF is aeedcd 10 allow 11 10 ac:ept 
special DUCicar Jllllaill in !hat lime f111111e. The lOIII project COSI is SS6. 7 nlillion. and IS expec:.ed lol 

be funded iD !he FY 1997 DOE'JDP budset IS a new slut. 

Collecuvely, lhc$e 11u= fiiCilitiCI projeciS provide lhe foundation for maiolaininc ow ;bUicy so 
meet lhe Depmmcn~' s pluiOnium needs, lncludinfsuneillance and limited pi1 manafac~~R, In a 
sale. reliable. and eaYito~~~~~e~~Wiy n:sponsiblt manner. These m~i&i liiCillues n:~1 lhe 
comcmonc for ensurina lhe eonlinucd reliabllil)' of primarico in lhe nuclear slodi;pile. 

Trlllum SuppiJ 

In December, 1995. abc: DOE announced a dual u;clc appr~b 10 wure a suppiJ of lrilium fo, 
lhe aacle¥ Jlodtpile. This dual approach inwi'WCS a COIIIIIIei'Cbl, UJiu·WilU raaor palb. cilher 
pw-c:hased or lased. ;nd :lll Accden.IOr Produclion of Tritium (AP'IJ ptajecL Los Alamos is lhe 
suhAic:allcacl Cot AYr but we 111'8 coUaboralinc closely wilh Wcalinghousc which opera~ealhe 
Savannah River pl1111 wblcb bas been clesipaled IS abc: pn:fetred production Jite for AYr if APT iJ 
selecreciiS lhe prefetred leehaoiOIY. We an: also wockina clo.sely wilh Brookhaven, Lawn:nc:c 
Livenuore, and Sandia Nalionallaborarorics. This 1e.1111 wiD be auamcnred by a prime conlliCIOr ICI 

manasc die conslnicuon projecl iD Augusr, 1996. 

The ac:UYil.ics u Loa Alalllos ue focused 011 eaainecriiiJ ~p and devdopmcna o~r lhe next 
lllrce yws 10 reduce lhe cosa-and scheduk·rlslc associated wilh lhe projecl. We are proiOI}'pinJ 
sysiCIII componcniS 10 undenlllld COSIS IUid fabric:uion Issues and are ln'WeldJAIInl new 
redlnoloJie$ 11111 prvjcc1 ~ &avinp iD !he cslim;recl opcrallna COSIS ol S200 M !or lhe APT 
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V:\lDUJIT\1191\liiUPT.OOt 

l ' 

--4 

~ 

100 

Clllll ID tills U't&, 1.118 CouubiUit Jlt'P.I llll lllpanmen& ~ Ulll&i• 

doll _.. nfocu tM ~ ~011 tnuitr aai'ridta iJitO 
N.r _,, panlaalarlJ M._llll lhll~ utl uw&aeacl 

,.,.Iiiii 10 ilntlop die ~UitY Ill lllpJOft fat~n lllallalact~· 
tor aa4 ~ ....U wlald. dlrediJ •uPIIDft tile ~· 
PC'fSIID!I d~Nugta->ru~ l!oPI'tl' ~11\L n. O...miUM nc• 

oasm.d&Uu, trw.ian. blduMI 110,000.000 10 CIIIIIPII&O die IIIJh. 
., Pfilln\lN -l*raltft n-u Nlll 4.welatJUU llltiiDtDU 

wllida .nmala. Tlla a.-ift~- an~ M .a-M C.evry 
e111 I ntlirodM ~ 1lle Colauza1al.w IIIPPJN ~ IIi• 

du:rial partDctalliPs ad lllpiCCI tb.t ~' 10 liYVIf' lhU 

flln4il•a. wi,u appnonaw. 'lit-' ~ttcl<;ik ".,.~ u. -· 

~-~~~~ -..-. tile ~ hCIOalhadalln illcladel the 
fliU.-spc nquet for Lilt~- COIUilldoJW ~ bl· 
li&U'I'e. •. · . 

'nil C.tilllttte hu abo trotl4i4~110.000.000 to IIJPPQI1 aciaace 
~ Md'flu.t r&!'flDC hll ,-.. ~. aat ,_. 
JtUW. ~Mia ~ lll aaU8aaf. 114 Ntnda opcr. 
·-· .... ,.._ UiiviliaiiUiii~ • INiJuj, ... nc. 
uti~ work laJCe Ia anila'bl.t 10 liD cWilaM Plllf!tol!IIDftdll. 

JlarJW 1"-".-hlltllu of,lf,IOO.OOO ia pnmdft lor ~.~~. 
1Unhall IalmW. tha IUIIM "* hdp\ n,ueat. 

ClOC:DILiauwa~ 

..... Commtuee ,__.diu IJPI'O)riatiDD .r a.o60Ma,ooo 

rur aluckpli• -~~ IICIMCic& ni4 nocblle IIIAUielllell' 
lllilaloa li 10 ,-. lilt ••·•··D• -tu&~~~~, 41uua~t. 
.,..,.. 11. All4 el rl•..&.u _,... In II:COrOI&aoe will. 

~~lit7. IJI ldleUale rectllln11111111 appmetl bJ \be 

~ 'il"'~~~t IR:d.r W"J1911& alodcpllot pl•n. 
'1111 c-itwt. hu p~ Ul addliSclnU IUUOO,OOO OT&r \be 

badcu ractW' far ealiaad ~ lllrYiiii&Ae.,IUilallee4 1011!1• 
~ INI ClhsiOCkpC!eJNUJQsu& &Cil'l'itill. Tile~. 

"' ~-· \be --- ollht 111\borluUoa Clllllad"" Uolll 

1M D~•'• 111&ioNJ ·~ ~ Hcnnver. thc}<­
C..lal*- belinet It '\ill'~£ lnililll llmr-IIDD aplbJ 1111• 
, __ t• lhuee or tM ltGCkpUe "'"Udlhlp/ 
:aaupma\t pao~ ea~ul illlpJCt Ralnlell& proc. 

Ill CllntllltJ llldmraJ, ~ Caalmitf..t liiiiPDartiw Df 111ft fua. 

lilllell&al ilii&WjNt 1ft ••lUCI4 1!1aD111'~1!11Dr. ~~ aa:i\i. 

del ill tll'amilltl willa tri'I'U. illllllltlf • .udidellal ••piluia ucS 
aU.Cjw NGuJ4 M liWD Ia llhuelci Clllllput4dll41a&aU(anu.'1DI 
... ll'W ~ t.edllliq-

TU c...._ n• ·'11141allea lor ·~ •ua,._.., n· 
ll11:11 Ole 11CZP£ ef eperadftc, capital eqwp~~~eu, 1114Jmml plaa\ 
Pl9i•l'uullll£ . 

Nulrillam IGUr'CI.-!'adlaJ oi'SG0.0~1000. u~~q~~&allcllll the 

~IC. It ~ Ita IIIWa\e I an triaWD - PI'CIIec$. t1J. 
ConiiDiU. oiiiiCll the ~& 10 CIIUIIIS I fair .Ud lmpan11J 

---.., rtl alllrUii"• t.r -~ lriti11111. lullldiar 'l&liou 
~ ef r-. 1114 lAt ...... _..,'1. ~ Nl U• 

Rl'l'll IDpPir of hilllllll (or IIII!OIIaJ tecurit7 11 .... It \he cddc.&l 

oijec:tha liftll\1 J~ 'nat Calum\let -..ell dlt DeJOUtn011t 
10 &1111!1 Wllbe llnr ~1111111 IOirce 'liii110C In lily way jeopati• 
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tu!.l,UlVllVU!.NlJA.llU !~ 
September 10, 1996 

Moved by: _ERIWM Committee. ________ _ 

Passed: _July 8,188& and Rasubmltted _September 10, 1996_ 

Concerning the proposed plan to transfer Plutonium 

manufacture from Rocky Flats to LANL, the CAB recommend~. 

all expenditures for this purpose should be deferred at once 

pending approval of lhe production plan by the DOE. 

Washington DC. based on the latest risk asse!lsment practice.:.. 

We recommend that lhe DOE update the Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement to incorporate an independer:t 

risk assessment analysis based on the techniques recently 

adopted by ASTM Subcommittee E47.13, ASTM Committee E· 

50 and proposed for adoption by the ISO (lntemational 

Standards Organization}. 

l I 

The CAB proposes that a greater weight be assigned to human 

safety In contrast to the LANL assessment emphasizing cost 

differences between competing sites and that population density 

and safety of transportation of hazardous materials be given 

much greater consideration In the choice of sites. 
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1996 LANL SlJRVJ£Y 
A Report on How New Mexicans View 

Affirmative Action, Community Outreach, 
Public Involvement, & Lab Operations 

By 
John Gastil, Kristin Kenyon, 

& Hank Jenkins-Smith 

Summer 1996 

Prepared for 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 

by the 

-University ofNl.·w Mexico 

Institute for Public Policy 
1805 Sigma Chi Road 

Albuquerque. NM 87131-1121 
(505) ~77-1099 
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looc.NIIwla ......... .. _ 
.._.s..-.. CleW-· ,..-..,, ........... 
~Va.Ht•• ........ u.s. __ --· -... ............. 
-o.p.lullooo ..,__., 
CISO'I)Mraloik-, c. ...... ,_ 

GACII-1H2101HJ ..... _....._ ..... u.s.,_......., 
C...IOISOTocholal 
C-H7• ---.-

, .................... __ ...... _ 

15014000 
Approaching Implementation 

1..........., 
The laaa d ....... "" ohe lnllmaiOiftol 

01pn1Z11ion lor ~·s CISO'sl • 
Ills Ill -"v>fllllalmanaaemonc ltlndords. 
ISO 14000. Is cpddy shiflliis flam lhe fum. 
.. "'biSic: CGIICipll and dollnitioN 10 imp. 
monlldonllluls.ISO 1~1-41eenvioanmeo­
lal ~ frlltml CfMSispeciliCIIIot>­
... d_lhe_ollhotlaaa 

Manlpn 11e loeaJminllo mliu !hat ISO 
1~1a11er1 a- lfiPIWCh fD 11Wiranmen­
lalpo1lll>dlon"'"' nUa loss"" c:ammoncl-and­
CIII*III diciiiOI """the..,..._ and-

011 pnlldiw. "'JJIIIiuulono efoocs"' ·-­IJOI Ill~ aspeas lfvoush beaer 
lllllllpmenl and ....... ilwolvomcnt and 

tanlhllmonl. Under ISO 1•001 - lhi"SI 
.. ;a ,.....in lhe ....... (e.c- rnecling les•l re­
~and -lhlnp wiU ct.ance. tie­
low an. 10111t now -• oi emphosis nee ... 
101)1 lor aiUIXISiful ~ Follow· 
Inc thllaoe a lew lhol9* on ~e&illlatlon strol­
qta. and finally. llapo!IIC"' JOmC hquenlly 
\-olced-... 

Sollie rs-u.1 a...-1s or .,.._tion 
An OIJanizallon'o prepotalion for, ap­

ptOKh "'· and cand ...... eflotll -ani ISO 
1~1 confonnancaleQUnll'-~ 
on .-lite*-olmonosen-lhan wos 
......... lheCDfJW-.1 and comrolpllld9n. 
n-~ will, In raa. bringoboilllhecul· 
lural ~ISO 14000~0Siab­
~ Ill an otpllulional IIWironmental 
ethic. 

FINiitw fnvOvnntenul Aspecll 
ISO 14001 d'nc:ls orP,niDtlons 10 lind 

.........,_. aspects whoch moy orbe !tom 
!heir Xliviliel, ptoducts and stJVices. llspcciS 
include any nrib!Ms, conditions, OUt autcome 
lhat lither hu 01 may have an envif011111e11111 
impacl. ~ include oflluents, emi11iono, 

............ - _.,. ~ solid 
Wille, IWCJdabllity, JtCycled conleliC. -

-. -iols ~lo<land \-ehk:o occ• 
pancy. no. inqulty il conducted on ; holist 
basil In INI lhe onolysis t;Onoiden all "mil 

cadont Ill eoch aspea wilhout ll)ing :o """ 
fot it 11110 a nanow calqOiy. Ttaditior•j 'It ... 
dr:t commond and CDI1IoOI, emritontrentolo 
peas-~ andlteoled u l!i:ho:• oi 
wal8', soi~ or ha.rardous wolll problwu. 
Tho~ d ISO 14001 oxpe<l o:gon 

ulions fD w. teJpONibility lor llocit .,..;,., 
mentallspecls withoul h.lvinC 10 be ordete 
Of dl~ by • pemment IJ'!'IC)·· Or&a• 
ulions-apecildiOC>Jibibltmolur~r· irhll 
tive and lleWanlohlp vio-l-vis d~elr ·:miror 
menial cbllplions and consequence:. Undt 
c:oonmand and convol, orpniz.alions .. ~" 01 

lin lulled inlo o passive IOic>-expcxtiro.; doe< 
lion and cammanc1< flam lhe rogulat<··•· As 
nolionol stralqy,lhd resullin&PM•M~ .~;C nc 
conlribule to opllmum envirorltnc:nwllort:I<C 
lion. ISO 1-1001 provideuhc:bu;, lor or.o:·in. 
to a mora dynamic and o~~ecm~ triOd<-: ol11u 
man behavior lhat lads lo lmprg,-ed ~-.,1ron 
-1 petformance. 

lrnoMtw £,..,.,...,. 
One d ihe ecpodalions oiiSO 1 '.X• I i 

thai ....,~oyccs must be modi! aware "' lhei 
n:sponlibillty and ttoined 10 oxercirc ,.,,;...,., 
mental are. l"hiltype d invol-. by"'" 
~-nat·~sizc:dund.:rccm 
mand and <G111rof, under whlclllhc nlCllc r,·pl 
col orpniulionalraponse wos 10 ass.;.n .,. 
wCIIInll!lllal prOIKiion 1o a specialized >tail o 
cnvironmenl.al.,.u-.. "'"' ... ff ~ld n:>r· 
malty lnlcdacie with Je&UiatoB on pem,;,,, in· 
tpect1ons. tqXNb, compl~ncc ~nd eniou:e­
monlissuel. Mostol lhoolherempio)'«> w•rc 
no! Involved In these ma~~tt~.ISO 14(J(ll pro­
maa chantle lh.Jt brinp all l!fll(>lo)- ;·.;.)thE 
picture as knowledaeebfe. retponsib.~ ilnd 
commilll!d adoB in protecting the tnirl)n. 
menl. 

One wa~ to raile tfnplo)'ftS' l'"''~r:E ss 
and~JscoNvclhempankifJitte in 

lhe poo<m d doflnlna lhe EMS. TJ.e k o;rlifi· 

( J 

~ 
:s 
< 
~r 
:s a 
fD 
:s -~ 
> WI 
Ill 
fD 
Ill 
Ill a 
fD 
:s -;o ... -:I' fD 

-a 
Cl 
'CI 
0 
Ill a. 
M 

~ 
~ 

... 
N 

!t 

( I 



l j 

t"'., 
:::11 • <110 
-· It a> 
:::11 ~ a 01 
It 
:::11 g 
> ... 
ii ... 
g 
It 
:::11 -

I'll 
It c::r .. c: • 
~ 
~ -\C 
\C 
-.1 

I 

I 

Comment 11, Attachment, page 11 

j 

c:..c.-, ..... 
............... -
~~. ......_.T-..-It .....-.. ......... _ .... _ 
......--... 
~ ........ --..-..­,.__ ... 
~-­"' .. -· _.........,..._ ... .--.. ___ .. 4 _._._ _ ___.,. 
.., ....... ... __ ... _ .......,.. __ _ 
.. _ .. _..._. -.-­___ ...... 
.............. 
'-14100· --
II_...,._.........,. ...c • .,. 

Risk-Based Corrective 
Action (RBCA) 
M Effective Framework for Dealing with Chemical Release Sites 

I~ 
Oler lhe IU IS ,._., c01"4ldorablc oto 

,.,.. ... ....,bc<n_...,an_ac• 
lian atp_....lmpaclld by~""" 
chomical .. ~ease. In many ....... ~ 
for..,.,._, rnMT'f ol--......... -. ... 

JWic, -ly ricid ond -· In addi­
liorl. many clunup ..... .._lorrnulaeod on 
~ aUIIa (e.,., non-dollaloll. 10-
lllpol.........,~ .... lallllwwe.sf· 
ficuk or ...,.,..lble lo ~. those lacton 
llllped ID oti\"1! cleatql CDIIIIo owy hJah .... 
... "'""-addlna. sl.,.,.ocanl bonolliiiiQCi. flY·,.. on .......,1.. lho hl&h CDIII OIIOdalld 
wilh I~ seleclion II Superfuoolsiloo iiN 
oeu1t ola s-iC-_,, rtsJd IIIII -.ava­
M pqqm. Due 10 these hish ccu, !espon­
liblo plllios llll'slhove.....__.,__, 
~ lilbilly lswel and nuch cllhe PQPWI 
......,. has bft:n 5p011Con ~ lo fiaht li­
ability 11suts ralhcr lhan on actual clnnup. 

CUfrontly, lhc _,.. for doltrmlnlna 
.._ .,_ 1$ ....... ... boinl quosCionod 11111 

...... 1 ........ loch indumy llld --· :,:e .,. maklna dlotto ., IDcus on mk 

llld .:.,.=~~'1!';:: 
IMJed clea,...,s have boen CIICGift8ed, many 
rqulalors. enrironrr1011111 conouluncl. allll Rl"l 
have IIeBI uncornloNble with !he proctice. 
1hls is ... .,. numbor "'- lndudi .. 
lock ddar Pdanco. tho porapion ... ~ 
lomo can be •risked __.,; ollll -'Y rip! 
proto<olt such ll !hose assocl11ed with 
Supetfund. 

In.....,..,.. ... needs -'""br ........ 
tory ..-ics 11111-~. ASrM uncllnoolr 
lhe dial~ ID dtwlcp I slandarlfozed op. 
proach ou riolo-based <ona:IM action CRIICAI. 
In 199', ASTAI ES 38, Culdo far Risk.._ 
OlnecM Aclion Applied Ml'tln!loum Rduie 

SMJ_ .......... .,on-.oncyllllodor~ 
In 199S. il-madifocd llldljlpiOVCcl,.a 'ull 
A51Mtlllldard. E 1739.1n ........ lhi,,_ 
doni. a ....... ll'd balanced 11M J'OU> .... 
_.,.ishcd \\idl ...,.,..,.,... tram lho liS 
Env~ 1'1-. AI""Y (tPAI. -
...,._, .............. cleonuplunch. ...... 
_..., conoullinc ........... pciiO;tum, 

~ alllllnllnnce complllies. ~ • ...,. 
NEPA-a~.,_.;,~ 
callod ..,.,_, in RDCA ............... ,..,,... 
II'IRll wilh,.,._lrarn the EPA. ASTM. al1ll 
industry. PIRJ is-~ lroininJ; M>JI 
or.......,_..,.. ol RICA for ............. •• 
lasoolundoraround ...... ..,. 1'"9•111 .n 
-40-llldhas-eddoodap·­
GIIt\'tfll ~ R8CA IDols (wolb·«tt, ............. 11111..,....__, .. ....., 
facllitale ~ DuiiO lhc MICe.!$ 

ollhlo .......... ......,. olhcr - f"Cl!'W"' 
J'OUPI wllhiA lhe 1111 .. 11111 EPA haw be;.,..., 
irlecl-.l in awJrin1 tho RICA proca ou:­
Mit cl pMIIeum Nltases CVvlunllry O..r.up. 
~ lhe~~ao~Kwc:.on.cr-a1111Rt­
co.wy Act IRCAAI. ,_.........,etc.). 

1ft 1a1J01110 10--_., ASTM .. ::w• 
rondyclovelapi,.a..,..nc RICA .... ~ 1NI 
can be oppliod II ., chemical Nle-. IW 
wilhin~E·SOCIII ~' Aoo 
-in~ ESO.D4 onV)I­
IMl' CINnup. In J1111C111, 1111$ ASTM -'.111':1 
retaiN .._ - RICA chorXIIrislia ., the ..,r..,...,.,.. If 17Jtl. ll'ddosalleta••­
""""'larbulldlna I -.inedalllllldlnictJI)"• 
clofonsiblc •riJk-bascd - don" piO· 
........ lhe mainllody af ... tllndarddoKribft 
•~aSia~-o1.- al1ll tlacli_. 
ID be follcM...S from 1M lime a...__..,., 
- ~ dosule it achiMII. The,..,_ 
uqorli..........._ha,-.......... .,r.-ch 
I VRylhat-1$ lie -efecliwly .,Jo. 
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Ws Allaumos §mdly CGJro1ill~z.: 
Scp1aDbCr 12, 1996 

Ellzlbedl R. Wldlen, NEPA Compllallce Offar 
u.s. Dcparuacal or EncrsJ 
Lot Aaa- Ala Ofra 
LUI Alua, MN 1754' 

lle: SIIPf' Ill)' ~11'7 IIUIIatal • dnlft J.A, CMR U...,... Projecl 

Dar Elbabedl-

1 • ..._ find allll:bed; 

• An April6, 1994 public -lldum of lhe Loa Alalllol Study Oroup dcscribillllhis 
projea aDd Ia lick ot ldequacc NEPA compiLmc:c. '11111 - clleS DOE and LA~II. 
sourtes whicll sbow that: 

o The CMR Uppdes Project has been described and planned as a sinele uniJao r 
pcojecl; 
o This project Is to rcpllce lhe Special Nucl.- Maccrlab Laboratory proje>:l 

(wbiclll'Cqllired 111 EIS); 
o 1bla project II 10 bouse ClpCII&Ioaa like cndc;bcd uranium cutin& wlliclllla•·~ 
sipirant cnva-ntalllstpKIJ; IIIII 
o This project will brill& "new capaltilillcl" 10 lhe CMR bulldlna and LANL. 

• An April 21, 1994 lcUcr 1u Hazc:l O'Leary requcstins a mora111rium on major nt •• 

consuuctloa, lllcloalinc dlis project, from obcnl of Nllw Muico and natior ,1 
orpnizaliom IIIII lovernmeall• Sublcqueady, lhc City of 5IJita Fe aadoned this Q;t 

for • lliOI'llllrium ill a fonnal raolldlon. AD lbelc orpllizalioas were concerned abc;;t 

lhoo sum llllal of COIIIICCk:d ICiiGIII and c:umula&ml illpllrauklq from LANL's plans 

10 lrac1111 and COIIICJlldale IIUCleu mallrials openUou 1114 &SSOCialed WUIC dispoW··IIi 
which plana dlis project Is a ceDiral ud inlerdependeal put. 

2. There was 1IOC time 10 lllle&fUII all lhc IIIUI)' Jll*nlill COIIIIIICIIIS of lhc: NIIUrll Resourc•·~ 
Defense Couacil aad ounclw:l ioiO a aincle documclll and 10 I would lib: 10 draw your alieni~~·· 
10 a few additioaal doalmcnt cilaliolll whicb bear on the question of whether this project has 
been llleplty sepealed. 

a. The fim is a Defcme Nuclear Pacllitiel Safety Board Memorandum from Ajit G"ll 
10 G. W. CunDqllam, Tec:bnical Diredor. 2I22I9S. rqJOrtin& on ttip 10 CMR build in& 1123/•;' 

• 112619S. Mr. Ciwal nportalbat: 

1\n inu:rim safety analysis rcpon (ISAR] was •ftiiiCII in 199llhal identifies the 
facUlty weaknesses and formed lhe basis for 1 10-,ar uppwd& projecl. llu: 

lll E. Marcy -. SuQc 1 • SaiiA Fe. NM 11501 a 5QS.91;!.11n • r .. 505-912-ljOl • laro;F·'P<·"T 

' ' I J l ,I l J l I & I l I ' .J 
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pmw a divjdcd ID!Q !hrcc pbues wkb !be flnt thrpyab !hjnl pbup lljhg!ytgl 

rg be QQDIPR m 1996 2002 m! 200l rcapcctM!y (£mcliwia lllded.) 

NOI& dill: I) ~ pzojcct Ia cbcrlbed in IIJI1tary tenlll; 2) lhe dllnl pllue Is 10 be annplcfed jut 

one year after the secolld plwe-whlch meana dial Pb.uc 3, whkb Is suppacedly 10 eacompass 
!be Clllirc uppade of Wlnp 2 and 4 widlout prejudice from previous pbua, il or Whs 
appuendy just the Jut 101 01' so of the project effort; llld 3) the pwpose of all three pllul:s 
Is tbe samc-IIJI8lldilll fac:Uity "weaknesses. • 

It Is a pity lhllllle DOE bas Judied IIIII die ISAR Is ton sensitive ID be released 10 lllc public 
evca thou&h tbe comcquent Conceptual Dcaip Rqlort bas been, wilh minor excisions, ; •• 
rdcucd. 

b. The second is !be CAMP 97 project delc:rlpr.loa-lhe most amm availlble u of lf.11 

writiJII. ~ !be ·~ UparW~ Project {Pt.a.. 2 and 3)" is dc:ac:ribcd (cmphiiOit 
added). DOE nota that 

Def~nsc Programs (DP) has ptopoecd lntqrlliiiD of tho IODC·IUID upcndcs wid! 
Plwe I u a •lncl• PY~ project 10 max liD lze efficienCy from a flllulelal, 
sclleduJe, and opendons standpoint. (p. A-15) . 

I.e. tile phases of tills project are, In every relevant atnse of die term, very clolcly connected. 
In fact, lhcy are one wnbrdla project comprisin& a 1111mber of work elemcnls, the clesi&nalic!l 
of which u "Phue I, • "Pbue 2, • and "Phase 3" hu cbanaed In 10111e cues. 

c. It iS quite clear dw when this projccc wu be;:un, Phase 3 lrlcluded work elemeiiiS It .at 
would be required ID meet ~:unent safety n:quirements. rather !ban expanded miuion neec-$ 
This is clear from a DOE presentation provided by LAAO and beadquutm per-' (DP·l:!J 
1D DNfSB stall In OCiober 1994. Ar lbat time, Pbue 3 Included not only WIIIJI 2 and -' 
IIPJP'IdCS bUt also "COIIIIOIJ and operations cemer uplfldea, • ($22M) llld, tellln&ly, "cleclric: •~d 
S1llldbJ power" ($1M). Wilbout dlc:ae Phase IU uppades, the CMR bulldlll& would not reall1 
mea current requirements, even for current miaiou. The only c:onclusloa COIIIilfelu *lth tfois 
infonnalioll is that when the decision wu llllde 10 prcnccl with !he CMR Upp-ades project, t~ 
mtjre omjcq wu implied. 

Thus. die DOE- not Collowina its CJWll replatioas, which "normally" required an EIS 

I for any Major Systems Ac:quisition, of which this project was one. It mattm lillie lhat DOE 
3 bas subsequendy cllaa&ed its utdcr tu better lwmoniz: with its CJWllilct or compliance, 1i11<:e 

this wu done a rile decision 10 proc:ud with proje:r !10-D-102. 

'J1aJnt 7UU for your lltelllitm. We at die Los Alamc:ls Study Group petition you 10 iniliate ~ rl 
Envirvwncntal lmpw:t Slalcm~:nt for this project prior to funhcr delalled and, of c:ouno:. 
~-oastnlttion. 

Siacelely, tire& Mello, Eucutive Direaor s~j w.el(o 
• 2 • 

I l I I I J I I 
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April 28, 1994 

Secrellry Hazel O'Lary 
u.s. Dcpanmcat of Eaeqy 
Ptlltellll Bllildina 
1000 JndqJcpdeme sw 
WasbiDatoa, 0C 20385 

I I r ' I J I J 

Jle: Requat rc.- IIIGrltorlaaa oa ~or oew COIIICniCdoa ll Los AWDas Natlor•ul 
~(LANL) 

Dar Sec:teauy O'Lary: 

For lbe put seveDieCII IIIOIIIbl, lodian Pueblol and c:lti%cas • 1f0UP1 have ~ly petitioned 
the Dcpanme~t of 1!ner1J (DOE), LANL, and lhC Uaivasity of California to provide a 
tomprcbcasivo National Eavlronmelllal Policy Act (NEPA) ualylis prior 1D atl)' expansion .;of 

LANL's nuclear wate dlspoul areas. From the beliiiiiJaa, dlc:ae New Mexicans have a!:io 
souaht 10111~ li~wide NEPA atlllysis of LANi.., recopizin& Jbat tho Department s1ar.r.1~ 
poised 10 make majar procrammadc decisions aft'ec:dn& lbe mission of the Labontory and lhc 
IIII:CIIIIIIndiulandl oa whlc:b It opmtes. These mtuesu bepa in October of 1992 and ba"~ 
involved all cipt lllll1hem JGdian Pucblus and at least two dozen eaviroiiiiiCnral and pu•e 

orpniDtions. The combined rnembenhip of tho Ne~w Mexico environmental groups alone ·s 
at leur 20,000 people. 

Despite lbe n:asonableneu of thelo requesu, deapite t!le le&al requirement~ whldl stand behind 
them, and despitB the commitmen11 )'011 and your deputies have made to environmental justo:e 
aDd substanlive publil: involvement. the Dcp!lrtJDCIIt cilndnues to commit resour~:c:a at LANL ··• 
and in some cuea to continue mtructlon - without NEPA compliance. 

Willie the public putlc:ipation J111n11ata of NEPA ue beq ntj)CCied here In New Mexito, it 
appean possible tbal the llllionwiclc faur-year reconfJIIIIIIioa propammatlc EJS (R-PEIS) 
process. in which ln'bes, die public llld staleS ~ In J00C1 faith, may not provide any 
further public: analysis 01' c:ompuison of altelllllives lor reswcb, development and productlnn 
of nuclear weapons. Without any published analysis Or ptblk: comment. has your cleparUncnt 
quicdy selected one of the R·PEIS alternatives - uppadiJII nuc:lear e1p0111 production fadliti~s 
in plxe. primarily at LANL? If dlis is true, die iocvitable ouacome wDI be further clcsccratim.'l 
of the ~to Plar.cau. 

Meanwhile, you have convened a Task Pon:e 10 study lbe future missions of the D<:.E 
laboratories, and It bas bepn 10 meet- without any riprcsenlltion from lhe Pueblos or citizen~ • 
Jroups. In both this and the R-PEIS proeess, clec:isioJ• have been made or will be made about 
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J 

1.- Alamal wi1bout benefit of local, IIIla IIIII tribal panlclpation. 11lae declliotll wDI crltlca•ly 
affect die people llld die land or nonhem New MeUo. 'Jbey wm affect 111e recum o1 tril•al 
lands, they wiU affect our etWinmmc:nt, they will affect our ecDIIDIIIy, and they wUIIffCCI our 
idea&ll)' • a re&loD. 

DOE"s receadJ teleued JaD:irPQJIICDIII ManaiCD'M' !JH llata LANL 1JD0111 tbe Deplrtmenl's 
four wont ladlldea hi ten111 of eav~m.l IXllt aff~tlley did lea and k COlt IIICI!e 
thaa all but a few Giber DOE shes. Last week l.ANL labmed the public that Its envlrollmen .. l 
ratantion milestooes would DOt be met due to fundinc 1:1111, JCl we are beina ubcl 10 ~~CC:r.pt 
iacrcascd nuclear wute &eaendon without the apportuaitJ to pmidt: CIIIIIUIICI1L We believe d1at 
if CUI'ICIIl policies coadaue, most or the contiiDinated ll'eU wiD t~evet be cleallld up. But dlcre 
Is a DOE request to spend $200 miUion OYCt the neat elpt yan eo upsnde jult 0111 nuclear 
weapons fii:Uity Ill LANL. die Chemistry and Mctalhqy Jtaean:b BuDdlq. DOt 10 mcntinn 
more millions hi requested t'lllldinc for new weapons projeds fD be lacaled bere. 

'lbe NEPA compliance problems 11 LANL, lncludiDJ tbc licit or aaldequlle slm-wldc BIS aud 
chc c:onatrucdoD of DDW fiiGIIIdca without aay NEPA analylll 01 Cllllllde c:ommcnt, have been 
recognized in two LANL auclitsllld die DOE TI&er Team lnlpectloa. 

Last September, the Albuquerque Field Office recommended In a IIICIIICXIIIIIum to FaciHtot.s 
ManapiiiCilllllaL a site-wide ms ss be prepared. ne Pucbb and pvupa wllh Jona"'Widlna 
inlerat ill this qucation wen: not involved In this RCOmmendallon. and Indeed did lllll bow ur•til 
1DIIIIIhlla1er lhalll bad been lllldc. Now, both LANL and DOE's 1.- ......_ A1ca OfflCO ha"e 
wrluea leaenlln recent weeks requestln& a site-wide RIS. 

We applaud Ibis shift in DOE's NEPA sllnee at LANL. However, the mere prepuatlon rT. a 
NEPA document wbidl will be completed many monthl- If 110t yars- rtom now, 1ona ar:u 
the aitic:al decisions bave been made, is by no mea~• wbat that law requirta. We call Jf'l•' 
lltention to the most f'ulldamental requirements of the CounciJ on Envlroamental Qualiay NEPA 
replalions (Qiapter ~ or the Code of Federal Replatlolls): 

J1500.l(b): NDPA procedures must Insure tbal environmental lnformallotl Ia 
available to public otrJCials and citizens befln dr:cisions are llllde and before 
actiolll lie tabn .•. 

JISOI.2: ~les shallln~ecme lbe NEPA procaa wllb Giber piiiiDIJII u the 
earliest posaible lime fD Insure lhll planniq and clecillonl refiCCI eavinmmcnlal 
values. to avoid delays later in tbc pl'1ICCIS, IUid liD hcU off poteatiaJ coaOlcti ••• 

Coutnry fD Ibis c:lcar prescription, LANL's new wupons aad wurc maaqcmcnt ptojec:tltue 
advancing independcndy of either environmcntalanal;~~is or public comment. Tbere continu~s 
fD be no indication whatsoever that any of the projects at LANL or paleSt c:oncem to tt.e 
Pueblos and the public are being made contlnaent upon the outeome or any NEPA process . 

l ' 
l ,, 

' J 
l j & I . I i 
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\ssistlnl Sec:rellry 'J'IIIimls Ontmbly bas aid ~y dill ~ IJid t:OIIUOVCniaJ decisiC•nS 
rilllllll be llllde Ia a •aew• DOE wllbout ICiive partlcipulon by llldiall tribes and other affected 
:ommullities. Your own c:oaunitmellt to opelllliCu and demoCrldc II:COUlltsbllity hr.s 
lisllnauillled you front your ~· We call iJil you fD dcmoaltralc lbc consistency :•f 
tOUr vision bJIII!c:laN& a IIIKidodum OD aD -~ aew projedllt 1M Alulos National 
:.abantory wllldt ..,, tallea IIDciY Ill' taptller, .. " slpHient eatlrollaleDtallmptiCt 
mdl the CGIIIpledaa of a site-wide EIS ud tile iat.eq..t appropriate leYd of NEI1

.\ 

.....,.... lor eKb pnJed. 

Ne know you wUllpiiRCIIIe the &fiVil)' of our request IUid hope that )'011 will lfllll us I prontpt 
llld f'avonble reply. 

;jacerdy, 

:- aaacbed sianarary Usc) 

x:: Ptaidenl Bill Clatua 
Vice Presidul Albert Gore 
Senator Pete Damealcl 
Senator Jeff·~ 
COPpa~~~~~~~ Bill lliclllldlcm 
William Peny, SecRcuJ of DcCcnsc 
Govemar Dna aetna 
Judilh Espblala. Secretary, mum 
Michael Burldllrt, s.-tuy, NMDH 
Bruce 'l'wiallla. ·DOEIAL 
Jerry Bellows, DOE/l..AAO 
Walter MIDGy, UC 
Sia Hec:kcr, LANL 
Robert Galvla. SEAB 
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SlpMorlel to Buel 0'1.&81l' letter 11 or April '1.7, ~: 

1\lbuqucrque Cemer for hKc and Justice 
t.ll Peoples Caelilion 
Ndldloc:ese of Sulla Pc 
American fricada Setvlce Comm!ueo­

Colorado QffiQo, Dc~~Ycr, co• 
AmcricaD Friends Service Committee· 

New Malc:o Project 
AmerlcanFrleadsSe:vlceCommitlce-Pacirlc 

Southweu Realonal Office, 
Pasadena. CA • 

Amiaos Bravos 
Auga Alleare Wellness Cenrer 
Canon Forat Walch 
Citizen Alert. Reno, NV• 
Clllzeos for Allelll&dves ro 

RadioM:dve Dumplns 
CommunicalioM Worbn of America, 

Local7037 
Concerned Citizen~ for Nuclear Safety 
Conversion Altematlves &lid 

SVIIC&ica lld111:11ion 
Citizens for Environmental Justice­

Savannah,GA• 
Ec:onomlsiS Allied for Arms Reductions• 
El Riro Commualcy Uailcd 

Merhoclilt Church 
Enern IWwch Foundatioa-Columbia, sc• 
EiJht Northern Indian Puebl01 Council 
l"lortda Coalllloa for PeKe and Jusllce• 
Forest Guardians 
Greenpeace• 
Hospital and Heal1b care Worlr.ers, 

Dillrict llW 
llllllmational Union of Operacina Enainem 
La Colnmunldad 
Lu Cllak:u del None 
Los Alamo~ Study Group 
Lylle Foundalioll 
Nllilral Raoun:es DefeMe Council• 

New Mcxlw Allia&U 
New Mexico CoaraCIII:c of Churchca 
New Mexico Public IDII!nlt Raearcb Group 
New Mexico Green Party 
N&~clew Free Nation 
Nllclear Guardianship Projocl 
Oak Rldao Eavironmcmal Pace Alliance • 
Paabandle Area Nelpbcn &lid 

Landownm, AmlrUio, TX• 
~le for Peace 
PhYJic:ians for Socill Japonsibiliry-USA • 
PhYJicians for Socil1 Raponslbility-NM 
Pk:urll Puoblo 
Porumouth/Plketon Rcaldenu lor 

EnvlrOIIIIICAtll Safety & 
. Sec::urity·PilESS, OH• 

lUo OraDcle. Rio Bravo 
Rio> Grande Chaptu of Slcm Club 
Rod:y Mounllln Peace Center• 
Rural Alliance for Military Accountabilit~ 
Sll.tcn of Loreuo 
Saactuary Foundation• 
Slllke River Alliuce, Boise, ID• 
Southwest Research and Information Center 
STAND-Amarillo, Teau• 
Tribal EnviroiUIIeiiiiJ WalCh Alliance 
Tri-Valley CARES-l.iverntom, Californla1• 
W ildfire..Action for the Environment 
Warun Stata Lt:pl FOUJidalion• 
Patti J. Busboc, Santa Pe City Councilor. 

District 1 
Cris Moore. Santa Fe City Councl~:or. 

Disttid 2 
StiiVO Farber, Sanla Fe City Counciloi, 

District 2 

•national or out-of-stile oraanll.ationa 

I I I I I J r 1 I I 
' J 

I J r J 

Conunent 12, Attachment, page 5 

)Los Alam~s §mdly GJr(Q)1Lll]p: 

·~ 

April 6, 19·~-ft 

LUlL' s Clllt tlpgXa4aa 

The Dcpa:rement of Energy (DOS) ~· proposing a $ 200 millio• 
upgrade to the Chemisery and Metallu~ Reaaa:rch (CMR) Building ~~ 
Loa Alamoa Naeional Lal)oraeory (LANL). The upgrade proposal is l.l 
lieu of tha pravioualy-proposed Special Nuclear Materials Researc·t 
and Development; keplace-nt Laboratory (SNML) • Both the currerat 
and previous proposals would significmtl.y enhance LANL' s nuclea.: 
m&teriala processing capabilities. · Although DOB ordered t:.t •• 
preparation o:l: an Environmental Impact State-nt (SIS) for tt •• 
SIDIML, the OoiR upgradea project is reo•.ivilisr onl.y an Environment:.•.: 
Arlseoament (BA) • ·It is the position· ot LASG tllat this laval c•l 
environmental review .ia .inadequate ~ tbac an BIS is required. 

aackpoliGd 

Perhaps the beat c1eacription of the background and context tc•: 
the _proposed upgradea is that provided by DOB itaelf, 

Los Alamos National Lal)oratory (LANL) has tour major 
nuclear 111&tarillla facility complexes. Sigma complex 
Cdeple~ed uranium work), CMR (enriched uranium and cat I 
& II Pu work'), TSTA [the Tr~c~um syaeema Teat Assembly) 
- located ~n TA·21), and PF-4 at TA-55. The first two 
complexae are nearing the age or 40 years. Naieher has 
had a major renovation ~n that time, nor do they meet 
current BSr.H (Bnvi.ronmenc, S&fety, and Health) 
requirements. .Since CMR baa cat I & It macerlala, it is 
at the top pf the priority list to be ~•aed by new 
conatruct~on. [IIOB/t.ANI. Capital Aseetll MIU\agemanc Plan, 
April 1991, p.4SJ 

Xn iea II'Y1995 Congressional Budget lltequiiiUit (CBR) • DOE f• 
proposing to upgrade the am Building at UNL. a. p.-evious upg"ra4E• 
known as "Phaac 1, • wae part ot a weap()na compl~ •revi.tali:.aliura' 
project, and waa originally estilllilted to coat $ 49.5 millior• 
According to DOB1 

The CHR Huilding iCJ the · largest structure at LANI.o 
(550, 000 aquare feet).. Conatruct;ion of the CMR Building 
was completed in 1952. Moat of the major mechanical and 
electr~cal equipment has reached the end of ita design 
life. (FY95 CBR: Project Data Sh~eta, p.2J] 
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I 

ae1a~ioa ~o the eo_.Z" II1'IIUo JIIS"OpOSal 

Tbe new CMR proposal represents a major increase in the sco,~ 
of work, with tot.al pl:'oject. coat now esti-tecl at ovel:' $ 2Cll 

'lllillion. It ia very clear that th:l.a pJ:Oject is the replacement. '''"" 
the 111-fated SlloiL, a.Lso a $ 200+ lllillion }IZ"Oject, which foundell.' .. :l 
on iDteuse aDd vide-apread pUblic oppc)s:l.tion. That oppoa:l.tion V&.l! 

manifeate4 in nUIOerous public foJ;UIIIIJ, wt principally in tbe public 
scoping hearings held on the project pull.'suant to the preparation co! 
an Knv1rOJIIMDtal liiiJii&Ct Statement. CBI$1 , DOB hlld det.eminad tbe.t, 
an z:rs wae the neceesaey level of envi:.:-tal review for the 
project, which was cleaigned to :.:eplace -jor functions of the 0!~ 
and relocate them within Technical Area 55 (TA-551 , the 1 plutoniurn 
park. • As a result of the public outcry over the project, it WltS 

~ietly dropped. 

In FY1990, the SNML project vas ?Ut on hold pending a 
subetantive review of the project including other 
potential options for providing the necessary specialized 
laboratory space ... Later in PY1991, it was decided not 
to proceed with the conatxuction of SNML but pi:'OVide 
interim UpgTadee to CMR (Phaee 1) •.• [i~id., p. 24) 

The PY95 requeet for a line item a~rop:.:iation for the e~d 
upgrade at om instead of the SNML project is :l.n accordance wi-:11 
the strategy statement found in LANl.'' a 1110st ncent :rnatitution;~l 
Plan, which specifically links the t~o projects• 

A new integrated line item will be sought for an rY95 
start. to consolidate all phases or the lOIR.l project. If 
approved, tha SNML project for the CMJl Building would be 
canceled. lt.aNL PY1994 - FY1999 IIUititutional Plan, 
.December 1993, p. IV-3] 

The oat project is designed partially to consolidate sever.!a L 

nuclear materials functions currently beiDg perforlll8d at other 
Laboratory sites. 

In particular, a number or ~OE/Dii' (Defense Progra11111] 
sponsored efforts at TA-21 (Dii' Weat) ancS 'l'A-49 will na 
relocated to the CMII. Building, thereby allowing 
decontamination and decOII'IIIisaioning of aged ancl obsolet:e 
facilities at TA-21. Enriched-uranium casting functions aT.e 

;aluu being IIIOVed from Sigma f.VCIIPlCX t.o the CMll Building. 
[~id., p. IV-3) 

P'llrth~r. the CMR project is designed not just to consolidate 
exict.ing funct.iolls, bul. 1.0 prov.i.de t.hc new c~pabilitiea which wou::S 
have ~een attained with the SNMLo 

For example, the upgrade or the CMR Building will result 
in t.he consolidation of currently cUapersed nuclear 

2 

l J 
I ' 

l J l J l ' l i 
l ' 
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u~~~~~~- ~-paD~~~~~ea ~oget.ner W~t.D tne atta~nmant Ot 

new capabilities at s~stantial coat savings over 
conutxucting ancS operating a CCIIIPletely new ta.cility. 
(~:l.d., p.IV-4) 

The O'lll Builc1ing ia old 1111d unsafe, anc:! a1gnir:1cant upgrades aM 
extensions or ita capabilities dema::JC! ~~eaningful environment,_: 
review. J. previous justification for the SNML aubca:l.tted t.•> 
Congress stated• 

CorrocSed and breacbed air handling ducts, inadequate 
supply or filtered a:l.r, marginal building-wide filter 
syst-, antS inaC1equate conti:'Ol systems contribute to 
serious s:l.tuat.ions developing in the Oat ~uilding. A 

syste111 failure would adversely af::ect safety of personnel 
and require shutting down the fa:ility.• (reprinted in 
t.ha Los Alamos Honitor, 3/29/91, p.1) 

Aa ZIS is ueede4 lo~ t~is projcot 

The new CMR upgrades are, as noted a))ove, designed t:> 
accomplilh much of what the SNML proJect intended. That projac,rc 
vas conceded by DOB to require an BIS.~ At the pll.'esent time, DOB in 
preparing an 'Rnviromnental Assess~~~ent (KA) for tbe CMR projcN 
(document I LAN 93-0006), although lt has refuaad to make ar.)' 
portion ot it public. Preparation of an EA provides for no public'. 
state, or tribal input or opportunity for c011111ent before tt.r, 

document is released. Further, DOE h.liB nevar, tor any project u. 
LANL, prepared an BA without promptly concluding that the documet.t 
justified a Finding Of No Significant Impact (PONSI). If DOE is 
permitted to continue with this proje·:t without preparing an EH. 
a FONSI will routinely and inevitabl)' follow, the public and al: 
other :l.ntereat•c! parties will have bee::t. effectively shut out of tt.r: 
process, ancS DOB and LANL will congratulate themselves fN' 
achieving their goal unhindered by the once-conceded need fc•: 
public involvement. Will the pul>lic, the state, and the Pueblon 
allow thi.r. t..raveaty of the National BnvirollllleDtal Policy At:t t :> 

occur withOUt protest? 

Kndnotes: 

1. DOB categori~:es plutonium operations for purposes of rh ;: 
assessment. by the quantity of plutonium involved in the process: 

Category I - Activities utilizing 2000 g of Pu or more, 
Category II - • • 400 g to 2000 g of P\: , 

. Category IIT - • ~ lesa than 400 g of P~ 
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/VATU/tAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC 
LOS AUMOS STUDY GROUP 

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR NUCLEA.R SAFETY 

EJiubcda ll. Witben 
NEPA Con!pn.- Ofliccr 
U.S. Deputment ofBneray 
Loa Almao• Aroa OIJK:e 
l.o1 Alunol, NM 87544 

fax: (505) 665-4872 

September 12. 1996 

Deu"Mli.Wilheq; 

The Natunl Resources DefenJe COUDCil. Inc. ("NRDC") and the Lo1 Alamos 
Study Group ("'LASG") 111bmit the foDowins COIJIIMI'Itl on the Reviled Predecisional 
Draft Envii'OIIIMIItal Assasmcnt for the Proposed CMR Buildina Upsradelatlhe Los 
Alan101 NlliOIIII Laboratory ("LANL "). Los A.lamo1. New MCIIico (DOEJEA-
11 01 )("'reviled drift EA j. 

1 I '· 111e CMR Upandrs ConsUlate M~or Fedenl Acdoll With 
Sipifkaac "EIIviroameatallmpacu Requlria1u Eavlroame~~CII 
l•pact Statemeaa ("':IS") 

lD the reWed draft EA, the 0epanment of Energy ("DOE') admits that tbe 
proposed actioa fell witbiD the recently discontinued cateaory of"MI,jor SJI&cma 
Acquiliti0111," which Ullder OOE NEP A replllions in cft'ect ll1ltil AIISU$1 I, 1996, 
required prcparatioll or aa EIS. The only ellception to this requiR:mcnt wu lhe presence 
of extraordinary circumstiiiCCI related to the specific: proposal that would affect tho 
lianlficaace of the CllYironmc:n1al effec:tJ of the proposal, aa exception whic:h DOE hu 
never iDYOkccl or jultifiecl. To the oontruy, as lhown below and in previoua comments, 
the atraordillary circumstaaces related to this particular projca serve only to incra~e its 
potcnrial envii'OIIIIIelllal impacts. 

Althouah DOE's recently amended NEP A rc:suJations no loaaer rc:f'er to the 
catepy of'M-,jor Systccna Acquiaiti0111, an EIS is nonetheless llill required. Fint, IS we 
and otberl have repeatedly arsued, 'DOE lw improperly sesmented the NBPA review of 
the various pbua ortbe CMR Buiklinas Uparade Projca. Phase J of the upandes, 
which is 10 iDextricably intertwined witb the current proposed UPifades that both phases 
1111 COIIIideted a lingle budget liae item, beaan tooa before OOE amended its NEPA 
repladoDS. Tile rc:auJations in eft'ect 11 the time the upsrades project wu propoled and 
bqpm dearly imlil:ated thll an EIS was and stiD is required . 

I J I 1 ( 1 I I I I I J I 1 f 1 
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Evea if' the Plwe II uwadcaarc considered in itolllion, the fact that DOE has 
IUDIIIded ita reaulatioal means only that DOE must individually analyze thil project in an 
EAinordertodeterminewhethcranEJSiarcquired. 40C.F.ll.§1501.4(b)(c). The 
reviled dnft EA oaly reWorcea our prior concllllioa that the proposed uparade~ 
constitute a major federal lction with lipiftcut impacts on tho human environment. This 
conclusion is inescapable when the Impacts of the narrowly defined proposed action are 
colllidered in tandem with the cumulative impact• of pall, prcieot, and reasonlbly 
foreseeable fUture: ICtions at and near the facility. The~ dnft EA f'ails to conduct 
such a c:umulative implct ..Wysis IS required by law, to take a bard look at potential 
environmental impacts. or to make a convincina cue that the poteotial impacts would be 
iNipific:ant. Any decision not to prc:pare an EIS on the basil of this wholly deficient EA 
would be arbitruy and caprioiout. 

A. 111e .... poeccl Uparada Are A Major Feclenl Acdon under 
the Nadonll J:avlronmeatal PoUq Atl f'NEPA") 

The CMR Buildin& with over balf a million ~quare feet of Boor spaec:, is the 
lqestiiNCIUre ar LANL. Its primary purpose is to IIIPPDrl the plutonium rexarch, 
clc:YelopD*It and demonstratioll activitiet at LANL's Plutonium Handlins Facility. It is 
alto our underltlndins that the CMR. Buildins contains an extensive set of radioactive and 
other hazanlous materials laboratories, industrial-scale processins and manufacturing 
areu, and may now, or as a RSUit ofthae upsrades, contain prototypioa and fabrication 
Acilities for enriched and depleted W'llrlium nuclear weapons components. 

Because oftbe extensive contamination that Cllists throughout the CMR Building, 
DOE CJriainaiiy estimated that construction of the PhaseD upgRdes alone would generate 
over 16,000 c:ubic meters ofbishJy toxic radioactive, hazardous and mixed waste. Even 
ac:ceptia& Ql'gldndo DOE '1 exceptionally ambitious estimate that three-quarters of this 
waste could be eliminated by rc:usc or other wUte minimization cflbrta, the remaining 
wute would aonetbelesa equal the amount otlow lcvcl radioldive Wille produced ca~h 
)'Cit by the entire Los Alamos Laboratory. Much of this waste would have to be 
dilpOIICd or oft'aite or drive the early el(paitsion of on-site disposal facilities. This $122.5 
minion dollar construction projca would take five years to complete, mu~h longer than 
would nonnally be required for • project of this type, because or all the special precautions 
needed to protect workers lfom radiation exposure and to avoid mistakes that could 
spread existing contamination or evea lead to critkality. 

A tedaaJ action of the type delcribcd in this .EA. would be considered "ma,jor .. 
usins any reasonable criteria of size. scope, typo or cost. 1 Couru have held much 1mallcr 

1 ,5m NBDC y Ggpa 341 F. Supp. 336 (E.D.N.C. 1972) (a-~ federlll ac1i011ls CedcniiiCIIon 
nqulriJI& lllblcalllllll plaalllq.ll-. -orcopenditurc"); T!!!!!M!hjpc(Rltky y BJancbctu:, 421 F. 
Supp. 435 (I!.D. Pl. 1976) (lallior aetioou aq projoctl witb, 1111" al/11. lbianll'lulcllq usually 0\'Cr one 
JallliDII dollancwbqc 1..-Cll'1i-lbr planalns and~. 
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I 

projects to be lllljor l'eden1 actiona UDder NEPA 2 Aa alated by one court. in a dcftnitlon 
that would cuiJy embrlce tbe subltantial project at Issue here: 

In .amr. •IIIQjor" is a,.,. c»f~WDUn~~blw COIIIIDkltion. und -s., JljfttnnlkU b.tvwn ~ 'WIIIc:Jr do no1 
irnrolw wJ/Iclmtly Mtri0118 1/forts 10 )U$11/)11/w CGSIS of 
comp16ting an Impact sll*mmt, tlnd lhn.w JI'O.#t:IJr with 
poknllal qfoc."'JJ whiCh Of11¥DT to ojftel tht eos/:1 of liml 
and ruowr:a of pnparillfl Q sll*-"'· J (Emphuia iD 
oriJiaal). 

Tbe Council oa Enviroamental Quality ("CP..Q") NEPA roplationa, wblc:b arc 
bindiDa oa DOE, baveldopted a unitlll)' ltandard under whldl an action Ia held to be a 
major acdoo if it Ia aipiftc:ut. 40 C.P.R. 11501.11 ("'[m)ajor' reiftforeca but doca not 
haw a -mna iDdcpcndeat ohiBQHk:andy. '"). AI abown below, die potauill 
envitonmcnCal anp.cta ofrhe propoled acdon arc plainly ofaulllc:ient mapitude to require 
preparation of an ElS. 

B. ne Pro,..., A.etioa Wotlld Have a SlpUica•C ._pact 
Oa tile Ra ... ~AYtrvuant · 

Aa:ordina to rhe D.C. Circuit, in ~ an eavironnJcntal UMIIII!elll, an 
qenq IIIUit: (1) take a "hard look" II the polemial cnvitonmcntal impacts. u oppoaed to 
bald oonduJiorq Wllicfed by preliminary inv.atipt1011; (2) identifY tbe relevant arcaa of 
envirOIIIIMDtal c:onc.m; (3) make a convinc:iaa cue that rhe environmental impact is 
iDiiJIIiflcanl~ and (4) it tbere Ia an implloCt of true "slpificancc," c:oavinc:ingly eltlblish 
that c:baftaea in the project haw lldllciently minimized It. • The rmsed draft SA filii a to 
meet thia test, but ialtcad provides ample evidence that the projcc:t would indeed have 
aipficanl environmental impKU. 

The N"mda Circuit baa held tiW "[t]hc ltaadard for dcterminina whether to prepare 
an BIS Ia whctber 'the plaintift'hu allcaed fiiCtl wbieh. ittNe, show that tile propoaed 

.......... Mqnm!CW"Yf wimoCmas" !w; y YW,47ZF.2cl69J(2dCir.l972)($14""11ioa 
bridp wiD fill .,_- fcdenlilllldlll&); llpp y li!sl <l7S F. 511pp. 1U29 (D. N. J. 1979) (S4 lllillloll 
- pRijlcl), J11:4mrim., 614 P'.2d 769 (lciCir. 1910), 5!:d. clmji!IL 449 U.$.112 (1910). 

1 TnMI!p c( Ridlp Y B""s'MAe IIIQ. 421 F. 5upp. 435 Ill 446. DOE appean 10 Clllllidtr the 
pat..tll Cll\'i..-.l ..... c( dill pnUic:l c( IIIIDciiJIII)' Mrioul-10 jultif) the eaanordiaal)' 
""'or ldlaJina tbc ..a EA fOr a -.1 riiiUIIII or ,..ale_.. ad 1wv111o11. and 10 ollict 111c COil or 
_.. M EAMUI) 150 ............ whel\ tJaeCEQ....-a- ICCOCIW •1fr oMt Eu .......... _..,. 
be 10.15 .-aca. CEQ, POitJ Malt Alked Qllalioes c-ruq CI!Q'a N111io1111 Ermnllllllllllll Pal~ 
Ac& ..., •• ._, 46 Ped. ...._ 110l6, Queltion 36. 

·~ pCTp•""""iee 7$3 P'.24120(D.C. Ctr. 19115); ~ 
Pwlr • n•nml! Cpnpp'• y Ugl!gl *'- ....... lpyjss. 417 ... 24 1029, 10411 (D.C. Cir. 19'73). 

" 
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I 

proJect may 118ftdiC""Iy clqradesome buman eaviroruneataJ &ctor. '"' [empbuil added). 
In explaiaiDa tlillfiDIIInl, the Nimh Circuit hu dedued tltlt "'(t]be plaintill' need not 
show tbat liplllcaat elf'cc:ts wiD in &ct occur, but if tho plaintiff niles sipifiCIIIt 
qucslioaa wbctber a prvject May have a llplficant cft'oel an EIS mi&U be 
prcpand.[cmplwia added).' Our previouJ COIIIIIICIIIf, u wdlu tliOic of1be State of 
New Mexico, tbc Pueblo oiSaa lldef'01110, and other eommcalen, have railed 1 plelhora 
or~ quatioaa that demonltrate tho potCIIliallbr liplkanl cnviroao.-tll 
lmpac:L 

Tbe propoaed ICtioll. even u IWTOwly COIIIUUcd by DOE -I.e., the conatruction, 
but DOt operatioa, of only tlta middle phase of albree-part COIIItrllc:tion project - meets 
HYenl of the criteria included in the CEQ ddlnitioll of"aipific:arlly" bl40 C.f.R. § 
t 501.27. Courta have held tlllll die~ ot one or more of!MM tactora should result 
Ia an 18CIICY decilioa to pnpare an EJS.' A sisnificam eft'cc:t may exilt even if the federal 
agency bclieYel tltlt oa balaac:c the etl'ecc will be bcnefic:ial. 40 c.F.1l. § 1508.27 (b)(t). 

The propoaed IISion, whic:h wquld involved lbe handliD& tranaportation and 
dilposal of aiPflcant lllllll.dS of plutonium, one of the 111011 hawdoua aubstancc known 
to mankind, iDwlva Ullique and potCDiially scvete risks to public hcllth llld safety. 40 
C.F .R. §f 1501.27 (b)(2) and (5). 'l'bele potential impacta are CXIQCSbalecl by tbc 
sencnlion, baaclliDa llld clispoul or sianificant quantities pr other raclioKtive, lwardous 
IJid mixed wutea, includU..IUCh toxic mllerials u ndioloFaiiY contamialled asbestos. 
Y e1 the revisod clnft EA f•'la to like a han:! look a1 these potcnlil1 impacts. 

To the COIIlnuy, it explicitly admits that DOE ha1110t yet atimaled the volume of 
wutcs c:ontaminated by plutonium and other traosuranics that the projecl would generate. 
DOE fUrther admits that it has not yel estimllecl the volume of1lC.R.A-re~:~~~lated 
hazardous Willes and mixed wutes 10 be gcoerlled. but states that the amounts of such 
wutes could increue u a result of cleconteminatioA activities. The EA does aot analyze 
the envirOIIIDIIIlal .. ,. .. of Olllite treatment, storqe and clilposal of thcae wllles, 
inc:boclinJ the potenlial fbr accldeatal releuca. For molt wute eatcaories, the SA merely 
staleS where IUCh wut111 WI'D be treated, stored aadfor dispoiCCI. For RCRA wutes, the 
EA doa not evenlllllllioa where 111ch wutcs wiD be dilpoled .. 

AJ for low-level ndioactM wutcs, the EA cxplicilly clcclinel to analyze the 
•rnpads that wiD be cued by tlta coiiiUUction uppades, which wiD lianificantly increase 
the annual ptOCiuctiOil of LL W It LANL, rapidly overwhelm tbe availllbhl capacity for 
Olllite disposal, and require either ma,jor expauaion of OIISite capacity or oft'site disposal. 

, 1)c !l!qghgl!m y I'JlBC, 759 F.2d 13$2, 1392 (9tlo Cit. 1915)(qiiCIIIDJ ~~~~~ 
~ 643 F.2d515, 597 (9111 Cir. 1911). 

'14 II 1192 (cpiCIIlqFI!!!Mb!lqa CwJfprtl! Amcrkq Wild Sheep r V. S P.P't gCAcricpbgrc 611 F.ld 
1t 1171). &s.JIIIIN!Ijc Sgv!q:CQ o(Cplgpdp!· Andng.l25 F. s-. 141), 14'15 (O.Idalao 1993) 

'111.1911.a& 4"uune y JII!BC. 152 P.2cl389, 391 (9111 Clr. 1911)1. 
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• nc CA ances 1111111111 around uus usue Dy c:laimllll Ullt tbe R.OD for tbe llt•wide EIS, 
which Jw DOl yet even b-. iullecl in dralt f'onD. will be iuued before the onsite capacity 
at Area 0 hub.- -=-led. Yet althouah the CEQ replationa permit the uc oftieriJra 
in order to avoid repeetins the analylis contained in a proaramma&ic EJS, they cauialy do 
not envision or permit the use or tieriDa &om a prollfUIIIII&llc document that does not yet 
cvcacxia.. 

N stated in their comments. the Pueblo of SID Ddcfonso Is very CODCemccl that 
the disposal of these wastes at Area 0, 8lld particularly the cxpanlioo oCihe landfiU, could 
have a significaut impact on the sacred Pueblo areas adjM;cnt to thillite. Since the CEQ 
rqpdatiou also coasider lisnifiCIIIt the proximity of a propoiOCI action to unique c:ukut1l 
resouroea and the potential ror advenely UfectinsiUdl resources (40 C.P.R. t 
1S08.27(bX3) and (1), this issue also triqen the need for an EIS. 

DOE has also failed to take a hard look at aiiUIIIber of other rdalccl iuues raised 
by COIIIIDelllcn. includilla the potential fbr diaturbance of existing contamioalion during 
the excavation procc:a. toxic emissions from acid drain lines, drainace or runoJF of' 
contaminatcdltoJ1DW&Ier, and tho potentJal for criticality acc:iclents caused by humiD 
error. the potential for sipificant health and safety impacts in projects lUCia u this one, 
wbich at fl'lflf'J step require dealina with highly toxic substanoa and coDtaminatccl 
malerials. cannot be diiCOUDted simply by ltatmg that administrative controls and best 
management prac:tic:a will be utilized. Simillliy, DOE cannot rdy on the possibilities for 
wute minimizalion in order to conc:ludc that an EIS is not needed. CEQ hu stated that 
ageocies '"lhouJcl not rely oa the possibility ofmitiaation u an exc111e to avoid the EIS 
requirement ... [unlcss] the proposal itself so intearates nlitiptioa &om the bcainniDa that it 
is impoasiblc to define the proposal without including the mitiption.,. 

DOE admits that the CMR. BuiJclins. as currently conlllnleted, does not meet DOE 
seismic requirements and would collapse in the event of a severe earthquake. A number ofi 
c:OJIIIDIIIlen were rcaaonably concerned about the risk to the public of death or injury 
&om tucb an cvcat. DOE decided to respond to these com:ems in the reviled drift EA by 
limply omittiJig the risk c:aJoulatiou that it had prcvioully included. The aaency•a weak 
justification for tbia ICtion wu that the riska dUrin& the construction process would be the 
same: u in the no action alternative, and could therefore be omitted. This arpmcnt makes 
no -. since prcswnalJiy the ICismic risks for the acdoa alternatives coDiidered in the 
EA (induclbqc other LANL facilities and DOE lita) would be less than tbose caused by 
complete buildina collapse. This aigniftcant risk to public health and safety also requira 
fWl analysis in an EIS. 

All of tbe impacts discusiOCI above relate oaly to the proposed action as narrowly 
fomiUialed by DOE - that of consuuctins the Phase U upgrades. Y ct ifthc project were 
considered in its entirety, the impacts would be corrqpondinaJy p-eater. We and other 
commcnlers have repeatedly explained why the various uparades to the CMR Buildirla 

0 
CEQ, •Jfony MOll A*-1 ~ODS Coaccmins Cl!Q"s NI!PA k&ulldcw. IPII!!J. Quatloa )9. 

mutt be c:onaiderod topther b- NEPA purpoiiCI. Yet an IIYCI1 pca&cr deficiency in this 
EA II the deliberate omluion of the emlirOIIlllelltll impacta of facility operatloa. The 
whole purpoae of !he uppada ia to extead tiMI uacfilllifc of the CMll Buildins anothcl- 20 
or 30 yean. DOE explic:itly rdUia 10 consider 1M impldl of this extended operation in 
the EA. despite 1M fict that It woulcl have major irnplicsti0111 in IUcb areas as waste 
man-a-t and triDiportatlon and accidont risks. Such 1C8mcnta&ion is impermissible in 
situations like lhi-. where 1M two actions are inextricably intertwined. It is c:lcar that the 
CMR Buildina could DOl c:oalinuc opcratins f"or lona without the uP&flldcs. and that DOE 
wvulcl not undcrtlke 1M uparacfcs but for the opportul)ity to continue operations for an 
extended period. 1bese actions therefore meet the criteria Cor "conneeted actions" under 
.NEPA and DUst be conaiclerod tosethcr. 

C. DOE Baa Palled to Pftparc a M.aadator;r c ..... ttvc Impact Analysis 

Another sJariDa wealcDCU in this EA is its tililurc to conduct a cumulative impact 
analysis. "Cumulative impact" is the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impac:t of the [fedora!) action wbtm added to other put, present and 
reuonabJv forcxnMe future actjons, regardless or what asency (Federal or non-federal} 
orpc:nonunclcrtakesauch other actions. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (emphasis added). If, when 
thelc cumulative or ayacqiltic impac:t1 arc analyzed, there arc "IIUb.rantial questions" as 
to whether-the impacts 1111)' be coUcctivcly li.,Uficant, an EIS must be prepared. even if 
the ac:tions arc individually minor .• Once the c:umulativc impact or aiiUIDber of actions 
crosses the thretbolcl of"aipi&cant eft'cct on the environment," a discussion of those 
C\lllllllstive impacts in IDdividulll EA.'s no lonaer complies with NEP A. 1

• 

The c:umulativc impacts snalylis "should consider (l) past and present actions 
wjtbout regard tp whether they tbtmgcJyestriagered NEfA QI$QDSibU!tlcs and (2) future 
actions that arc 'reasonably foreseeable' even if they m not yel pmpoMis and QIAY JJP~ 
Jrigscr NEPA mvicw reauimncols "11 Accorcfina to the Ninth Circuit. a meaningful 
cumulative impacta aaalylil must identifY: 

(1) the arA in which effects of the proposed project will be 
felt~ (2) the impacts that are expcc;tcd in that area from the 
proposed project; (3) other ~~':lions- put. proposed, and 
reasonably forcsccablc - that bave bad or are expected to 
have impads in the lUIIe area; (4) the impacts or expected 
impects &om these other ac:tions; and (5) the overall impact 

0 SimJ C!!!lzy PgiQicL 664!'. 5uFP. 1299 (D. Alaakl). a£j. IS7F.ld Ull7 (9th Clr. IYSll). 

1•NpnJacm AI•• gayi!!!IJJM:OLO! Cqder y Lujap. 15 Envt. L. Rep. 21CWI (D. Allllka 19R~); 16 E11\1. L 
Jlep. 2024S (D. AIMb 191S).I 

"rm•ortoe ,. Akxln4q, nz F.ld 1225. t244 (5th Cir. 1915). 
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Comment 13, page 7 

J 

that c:aa be expeetcd if the individual lmpaGt• arelllowed to 
-.-.J.~e.•• 

AJthDvtlh die rcvi..S draft BA oontaiM a ..UOO .adtlcd For-a.Je a.leled and 

Future Amiou, it 01111 by 110 llntch oftbe inulainatioa be couideNd a cumulalive impaaiJ 
aMiyaia. .AJtbouab DOE C10P11tt1y ~a few of the projecta dill haw or will&nlr 
be perlbnned at the CMil Suildift& it does not - attempt to ualyze the poteadal 
cravironmcntal impacts ofthue projcas .. Instead. the qeacy limply makes the incredible 

and UftiUJIPOI\ed UIUil1ption tbat cedi of theM project• is ""iadcpeadcnt" of the propo-s 
CMR. ~ uppdes. Yet u ahown above. this arsu-nt is irrel.vant. AD projecu 
with potCIIlial impactalll tbe same area u the proposecl81ltion •..t be ClOCIIiclere.t in a 

cumulative impactsiMiylis, evcra ift~ are independent Ml1ionl pcri"ormed by Mather 

Fcdcnll apnoy or even a private party. 1 

AD acScqu.ac oumuJatWe impacu anal)'lil for this project~ coulclcr tbe 

cwnulatiYelmpac:ta of; at a minimum. the f'oiJowina put. .,.._,_ and rMIOIIabJy 

f'oreseable project•: 

(1) 
(1) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 
(8) 

(9) 
(10) 

(11) 

CMR. Buildins Phase I uwades; 
CMR. Bullclias Pbue m u~ 
Curreat operations of the CMR Builcfinc; 
RCISOIIIbly foreseeable fUture operations or tbe CMll Buildins 

clurina ita CICtcnded 20-30 ye~r uiiCfbllifc; 
Pit filbrication supported by the CM'R Bulldillll (a SSM PEJS prcfcrrcd 

llhcmative); 
Fllbricalioa of targets containlaa biaJdy .aiched uranium at the 

CMll Buildins and sblpp!Qg taraet• to Sandia (a preferred 
alternative in tbe ElS for medic:al lsotopa production); 

The Actinide Waste Source Term Project; 

Reclamation or excess sealed radioactive sourcea in the CMR Buildina 
W1111 9 bot cclll; 
Secoadlll)' fllhrication activities; 
Two ICJIUalc sets of decontamillatioll and decommiuionina ICiivitia 
for the CMll Buildilla- one durin& uparada and 011e at the crad ofit1 
ulllfbl life: 
BxpensioD of Ana G or,llltenwively, ina-eased off-site lbipniCIIU of 
low-level radioactive wastes throush Native American lands. 

Tbe result- and perhaps the intent- of these ac:tivltiel appan to be to expand 

the flmcticm oftbe CMll BuikliJI& and LANL itlelf, ftvm a racarch and clcwJopmeat 

laboratory to a weapoas production facility. When the cumulative environmental impacta 

oflhae myriad activities IR considered toaethcr, it is abundantly dar that the time ban 

F.IS on the CMa Buildiq Ia lllready lona put. 

"Jd.•ll45. 
11 40 C.P.R. f 15011.7. · 

l J I J I I I J I J l J 
' J 
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I I 

2111 ne CMR UJIII'IIdel Caaaot Pro«ed Ia AdYa~e ottllle SSM PElS 
Alltl 1M IANL SWEJS 

3 

The CMll Builclias uparlda lbould IIOl proceed until a Record of Decision is 
. issued l'or bocJI the Stockpile StCWII'dllip IIIII Mlllapncnt JII"CII'IIlllllc EIS (''SSM 
PElS") ud the LANL litewide EIS ("SWEJS"). The CEQ replatioaa provide that, while 
wort oa a roquired program EIS ia in progress and the action is not coverecl by an ellisting 
program .. temcal, apncia lball110t undatab in the iDterim IllY Jlllljor Fcdcral ac:tion 
covered by the program which may sipificaatly affect the quality of the human 
eaviroomcnl. mept in c:ataiD limited drcumstancts. 40 C.F.R. § JS06.1(c). AI a major 
Fedcralldiao with lipificaAt caWoDmelltal dfec:b, the CMll uppla project falla 
withia tbls proltibitioa.lince, u we llave C'Kplained in detail elsewhere, it is within the 

scope ofboth the SSM PElS and the SWEIS, llld is not covered by 111 exisUns program 
EJS. 

The only aceptioa to tbls probibition is for actions that are tbemsclvcs covered by 

1ft adequate EJS, ~justified indcpendeatly of the Pf08I'III1, ud wiD not prt4udice the 

ultimate decisioa on the prosram. 14. None of these cirCUIIIIfances lldlt here, and the 
absence of even one of these tieton- most obviously in this case, the lack or an adequate 
EJS - readers the exception inlpplicablc. 

m. Coadtllioa 

DOE hu not made a convincins c:ue in the EA that the impact• of the project, 
especially when COIIIidered toptber with other CMJt activities, would notllave an 
individual or CU1Jillatively sigJificant impact on the environmeot. DOE lw not taken a 
bani look at aD the relevant eavironmcmaJ impaen. No matter what additional revisions 

DOS may make to the EA. it wiD not adequately support 1 FONSJ. DOE must prepare an 
EIS. 

lfDOB nonetbeleq clccides to prepare 1 fONSJ for this project, we request that 
the qeacy make a proposed PONSI available for public review f'or 30 days before making 

a fiDil determination whether to prepare an EJS. Sudt a procedure is required by CEQ 
ud DOE rcplations in cin:umstancea where the propoaed action is, or is closely similar 

to, one wbicb IIOI'III8IIy requires the prcplrllionofanEIS. 40 C.F.ll § 1501.4(e)(2)~ 10 
C.F.R. § 1021 j22(d). Since DOE hu admitted that the CMR. BuiJdins upples project 

feD within the caiCJOIY or ldions normally rcquiriDa an EJS, at least until the regulations 
were cbanpcliCYirll week• ago, this Is clcady a case in which a propoled FONSI is 
requited. 
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Si~~~~~ 
~:_.. 
Senior Staff Altomey 
Natul'llllaources Defense Council 

~~~~ 
Greg Mello 
Excwti~ Director 
Los Alamos Study Group 

ls;~a~,_,_ 
Jay Coghlan (). --· 

LANL Program Dir~or 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 

cc: D1111leicber, DOE HQ 
Carol Borgstrom, DOE HQ This page intentionally left blank. 

t,lj 
:s 
< a· 
:s a 
ft 
:s 
~ 
> 
"' "' ft 

"' Ill a 
ft 
:s -0' .. -:so 
ft 

"V .. 
Q 

'CI 
~ 
ft c. 
n 
~ 
0 

'CI 
IJQ .. • c. 
tD 

"' 



''I .. ... 
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades !Ill 

IIIII .. 
... 
... -
1!1111 -
1111111 -
1!1111 

... 
!Ill 

-... 
blank page ... .. 

... 
411111!! ---... 
... 
---.. -
111111 

... .. .. .. -PageA-46 February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment ~ 

•'-



-

-
-

.. 
-

---
-

-
-

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrade5 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

1-1 Appendix D, Section D.l, Page D-1 

RESPONSE 

The text has been revised to remove cigarette smoke as a naturally occurring event. The 

Department of Energy (DOE) policy guide, "Recommendations for the Preparation of 

Environmental Assessments (EA) and Environmental Impact Statements, May 1993," directs that 

human health effects from exposure to ionizing radiation be presented in terms of cancer 

fatalities. Nonfatal cancers are considered to be bound by fatal cancers and are discounted. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

2-1 None required. 

RESPONSE 

At present, cooling water is discharged from a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES)-permitted outfall (03A 021) into upper Mortandad Canyon. Any discharge from the 

proposed chilled water plant would be discharged through this same outfall. Based upon the 

current conceptual design, installation of the proposed central chilled water plant would not 

require an amendment to the NPDES permit for increased discharge, or addition of a new outfall 

to the current permit. If the projected discharge volume or characteristics change, LANL would 

seek a modification to the NPDES permit before discharging through this outfall. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

~-2 None required. 

RESPONSE 

Excavation of underground piping is not currently planned. The only acid drain lines proposed 

for renovation are inside the CMR Building. Any excavation at LANL requires a permit that 

includes an Environmental, Safety and Health (ES&H) review to determine if the area is 

contaminated. If found to be contaminated, special precautions, including the use of trained 

personnel, Personal Protective Equipment, and containment or removal of the contaminant, 

would be performed, as appropriate. All construction operations associated with the Proposed 

Action would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that safety goals are met, and that 

work is conducted safely in accordance with good management practices. 
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

2-3 None required. 

RESPONSE 

A general Notice oflntent to discharge would be filed with the State of New Mexico both prior 

to and after upgrades are performed. Water drained from the system during the upgrades would 

not be contaminated; only in the event of a fire is there potential for water from the fire 

protection system to become radioactively contaminated. However, these waters would be 

collected in the CMR building, sampled and disposed of through the LANL waste management 

system. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

2-4 None required. 

RESPONSE 

At present, the project is at the conceptual design stage. Exact tank and associated equipment 

containment requirements have not been finalized. However, the final design for elements of the 

project, which include spill containment requirements, would be in compliance with applicable 

regulations. 

CQMMENT CQDE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

2-5 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The sediment traps in Mortandad Canyon, downstream from the Radioactive Liquid Waste 

Treatment Facility's outfall, were cleaned out in 1988 and 1992. The sediments were placed at 

the sides ofthe canyon bottom, out of the main flow channel. Since 1992, there has been little 

sediment deposition in the traps. For the long term, the sediments may be managed as part of the 

ER program. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses on-site 

contamination issues including contamination in the canyon bottoms. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

2-6 None required. 

RESPONSE 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).is required for construction activities that 

exceed five acres. Under the Proposed Action, construction activities outside the CMR Building 

are expected to disturb less than one acre. Although a SWPPP is not required for the Proposed 

Action, best management practices would be applied, as necessary, to control storm water run-off 

during construction activities. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-1 None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE will provide copies of additional documentation to designated representatives as requested. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-2 None required. 

RESPONSE 

DOE recognizes that the pueblo is a federally-recognized Indian Tribe. As part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) consultation process, the tribe was furnished a copy of the EA 

and asked to provide comments. Your letter represents your response to our request and 

constitutes your involvement in our NEPA decision-making process and, as appropriate, your 

comments and suggestions have been incorporated into this EA. Additionally, the pueblo was 

notified of the Department's intent to prepare an EA for this proposed project via a December 8, 

1993 letter to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso Governor from the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Facilities, Defense Programs. While the DOE does not generally afford an opportunity for the 

public or other Governments and agencies to participate in the writing of EAs, an opportunity to 

participate in the process by comment on the Predecisional Draft EA was provided by making 

the draft EA available to the general public and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso. 

DOE appreciates the participation of San Ildefonso Pueblo in this decision-making process. As 

noted, DOE has entered into an Accord with the San Ildefonso Tribal Government to emphasize 

and strengthen the government-to-government relationship. DOE and LANL recognize the 

interest of tribal members in sites of cultural significance, and will continue to work with the 
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Pueblo Government to protect and maintain these properties. The August 16, 1996 signing of a 

Memorandum of Understanding between DOE, the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, and the Bureau of 

Indian Affairs relating to environmental monitoring is the most recent demonstration of that 

commitment. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-3 Section 4.1.2, Page 40 

RESPONSE 

DOE recognizes that waste disposal, particularly at TA-54, Area G, and waste transportation are 

concerns to the San Ildefonso Pueblo. Under the Proposed Action, LL W would be disposed of at 

TA-54, Area G, or sent off-site. The LANL LLW disposal area, TA-54, Area G, has several 

active pits in the currently developed area. The currently developed operational area is 

approaching the end of its projected design life, but it would not be filled to capacity before the 

end of 1998 based upon current projections that include receiving waste from the proposed CMR 

Building upgrades. The current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for construction to be 

conducted over a five-year period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL's overall waste management 

strategy for the next 10 years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is to be analyzed in the 

LANL SWEIS, as stated in the Notice oflntent published in the May 12, 1995 Federal Register 

( 60 FR 25697). The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997, before the developed part of 

Area G is filled. Depending upon waste management decisions regarding Area G, waste will 

either be disposed of at the expanded Area G, its replacement facility, or off-site. Decisions on 

whether to proceed with the proposed CMR Building upgrades do not depend upon decisions 

regarding the possible expansion ofLANL LLW disposal areas. · 

While the proposal to upgrade the CMR Building does not include a specific proposal to 

transport waste across San Ildefonso Pueblo, it is possible that DOE may, at some point, contract 

with a private vendor to treat and dispose of low level waste off-site. DOE recognizes that 

emergency preparedness is a continuing concern for nearby communities, including 

San Ildefonso Pueblo. Therefore, under the Accord and ongoing cooperative agreements with 

San Ildefonso Pueblo, DOE and LANL are working with tribal officials regarding emergency 

response procedures in the event of transportation accidents on tribal lands. Under the Federal 

Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP), the DOE maintains a Radiological Assistance 

Program (RAP) under which the resources of the DOE and the national laboratories can be made 

available to assist in any actual or suspected incident involving radiological materials. These 

resources are available upon request and coordination through the DOE and LANL Emergency 

Operations Centers (EOC). In the event of an incident involving radiological materials on San 

Ildefonso Pueblo, the State of New Mexico, Department of Public Safety (NMDPS), would have 

primary responsibility for responding because such an incident would occur on public highways 

for which easements have been granted across pueblo lands. In such an incident, the NMDPS 

would contact the DOEILANL EOCs and request assistance if required. The State of New 
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

Mexico also maintains a radiological response team to address such incidents. In some cases 

involving DOE shipments of radiological materials, the DOE/LANL EOCs may be contacted 

prior to contacting the NMDPS. In such cases, the DOE/LANL EOCs would immediately 

contact the NMDPS and determine which agency would be the ipcident commanders responsible 

for directing emergency and clean-up operations. Resources available through the LANL RAP 

include about 40 trained on-call personnel to respond to emergency situations. 

In addition to incidents involving radiological materials, similar capabilities exist for dealing 

with incidents involving ha.2;ardous materials. Separate Memoranda of Agreement between DOE 

and LANL and various state and local governmental agencies describe how LANL Hazardous 

Materials (HAZMAT) resources are made available. Most local fire departments also maintain 

HAZMAT response capabilities. 

• Any private carrier company involved in such an accident would share responsibility for 

.. .. 

-• .. 
... 

-

emergency response and clean-up actions . 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-4 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The major problems associated with the acid vents and drains are pipe leakage and incomplete 

drainage from CMR Building internal piping. The proposed design solution to address these 

problems is described in fue Conceptual Design Report, which has been placed in the DOE 

public reading room. Final design would take place after a decision is made to implement the 

project based in part on the environmental analysis contained in the EA. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-5 Section 2.2.1, Page 17 

RESPONSE 

The anal~sis in the EA is limited to the potential effects of construction upgrades associated with 

the Proposed Action. Therefore, as indicated in Section 2.9, operational effects from the CMR 

Building are to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS. Clean-up of any existing contamination 

outside of the CMR Building is not part of the Proposed Action and has not been analyzed in the 

EA. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses LANL site contamination 

issues. Information provided by the ER Program indicates there are three known Solid Waste 

Management Units (SWMU) (now referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate 

vicinity (external) ofthe CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR Building 

Page A-51 February 4,1997 
Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

operations. All three SWMUs have been investigated in connection with other work activities, 

and were found to have no contaminants that exceeded action levels defined by the ER program. 

Due to the low contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within 

LANL, the ER program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs. 

Based upon currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of the 

SWMUs as part of the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMUs be encountered during 

construction of the proposed upgrades, any remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to 

these SWMUs would be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL 

Environmental Restoration Project, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Additional information concerning 

contamination levels within TA-3 can be found in LANL's Remedial Field Investigation (RFI) 

Work Plan for Operational Unit (OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RFI, dated 

July 1995. Both documents are available in the DOE public reading room. 

COMMENT CODE 

3-6 

RESPONSE 

LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

Section 2.1.3, Page 11; Section 4.1.4, Pages 42-43; 

Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 46; Section 4.1.6.1.1, 

Page 47; Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6 

This EA addresses possible accidents related to construction during proposed upgrades. A 

history of accidents at the CMR Building and all other LANL facilities is available at the DOE 

public reading room in the Los Alamos townsite. As part of Occurrence Reporting Process 

System, DOE Order 232.1, LANL is required to place copies of occurrence reports in the DOE 

public reading room. Accidents that could occur during operations would be addressed in the 

LANL SWEIS now under development. All CMR Building current operations are conducted 

safely within the approved safety authorization basis. The information in Table 4-6 has been 

revised to clarify risks to the public. 

Information in the January 1996 predecisional draft EA which stated 1 in 9 excess cancer 

fatalities for a population of26,770 persons does not mean that 1 in 9 people will die oflatent 

cancer. This information was intended to show that the estimated number of latent radiation­

induced cancers in the exposed population is less than one (0.11 ). The 0.11 latent cancer 

fatalities is calculated by multiplying the total dose of216 person-rem for the exposed population 

by the standard dose-to-risk conversion factor of Sx 1 0'4 deaths per person-rem for the general 

public. This calculation results in a total of0.11, or~ latent cancer fatalities for the exposed 

population. Therefore, the Predecisional Draft EA analysis reflected no excess latent cancer 

fatalities are expected in the exposed population of 26,770 (the risk is less than one [0.11 or}]). 

The predecisional draft EA included a dose calculation based upon the amount of radioactive 

material in the construction zone, in the form of contamination in the ductwork and acid 

drainlines. The calculation did not reflect the fact that the process radioactive material would 
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remain within the CMR Building; i.e., the same amount of material would be in the CMR 

Building in either the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action resulting in the same effect 

on the environment. The only significant difference in effects between the Proposed Action and 

the No Action Alternative would be the number of workers who would be in the building and 

could be either seriously injured or killed as a result of building collapse during an earthquake. 

Therefore, the final EA no longer includes public dose calculations resulting from an earthquake 

during construction. The purpose of the seismic upgrades in the Proposed Action is to enable the 

CMR Building to withstand the design-basis earthquake, thereby allowing the facility itself to 

serve as a containment barrier for radioactive materials that could potentially be released. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-7 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The transportation accident analysis in Table 4-6 includes consequences to the public should an 

accident occur off-site along public highways. For the purposes of the EA analysis, 

San Ildefonso Pueblo is included in this category. Additionally, the response to comment 3-3 

provides additional information concerning responsibilities and available resources for 

responding to off-site incidents involving hazardous and radiological materials and wastes. 

COMMENT CODE LOCAIION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-8 None required. 

RESPONSE 

The LANL SWEIS will analyze CMR Building operations. This EA analyzes the potential 

effects of upgrades to the building and not ongoing operations. All proposed upgrades would be 

performed in compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, permits, orders and agreements. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

3-9 As noted under individual comment responses. 

RESPONSE 

The EA has been revised to reflect comments received, as appropriate. Additionally, DOE will 

consider issues raised by the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and all other commentors prior to a final 

determination on CMR Building upgrades. 

Page A-53 February 4, 1997 

Environmental Assessment 



Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-1 Section 1.3 (new), Pages 2 and 3. 

RESPONSE 

In 1983, DOE determined that it needed to maintain chemical and metallurgy R&D capabilities 

at LANL. It was also determined that, due to its age, the CMR Building would have to be 

replaced or would require major upgrades to maintain critical mission capabilities. Given 

projected mission requirements at the time, DOE proposed construction of a new facility in 

TA-55 to assume some of the functions from the CMR Building. In 1986, the Special Nuclear 

Materials Laboratory (SNML) Project was proposed. The proposed SNML Project involved 

construction of a new facility to house several activities, including the analytical chemistry 

capabilities from the CMR Building. Although the SNML Project included space for the CMR 

analytical chemistry operations, it was not intended to be a replacement facility for CMR because 

other activities related to nuclear materials programs were part of the SNML Project scope. The 

SNML Project proceeded through conceptual and preliminary designs before DOE decided to 

place the project on hold during an Energy Systems Acquisition Advisory Board (ESAAB) 

meeting in February 1991. This decision was based upon changes in DOE's mission resulting 

from the end of the Cold War and the projected high cost for the new facility. At this time, DOE 

decided to further evaluate the CMR Building renovations to meet the Agency's needs. 

Included in the evaluation was an Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR) to evaluate the risks of 

CMR Building operations, identify safety deficiencies in the facility and aid in determining the 

scope of upgrades required to extend the CMR Building's useful life. As a result of the ISAR 

evaluation, several compensatory measures (including reducing the amounts of material in the 

building at any time) were put into place. These measures reduce the potential dose to the public 

in the event of major accidents, but have had a negative effect on operations and productivity and 

result in increased operational costs. 

To maintain operations, several stand-alone projects were developed in response to environment, 

safety and health deficiencies requiring immediate action. These initial upgrades were required 

independent from the decision to proceed with the SNML project or proceed with additional 

CMR Building upgrades to extend the useful life of the CMR Building. Some of these initial 

stand-alone projects were grouped and identified as CMR Building Phase 1 upgrades. 

In March 1993, after validating continued mission requirements and investigating alternatives, 

DOE concluded that the most reasonable and cost-effective programmatic option was to upgrade 

portions of the CMR Building to extend its useful life by 20 to 30 years. A group of potential 

upgrades supporting the extended use of the CMR Building have been proposed. Conceptual 

design efforts were begun for these elements, initially identified as CMR Building Phase 2 

upgrades. During the development of the conceptual design, it was realized that some of the 

upgrades were not required to support existing missions at the CMR Building. These elements 

were found to be contingent upon possible future CMR missions and were thus excluded from 

Phase 2 upgrades, and re-designated as Phase 3 upgrades. At the completion of the Phase 2 
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upgrades conceptual design process in 1995, it was decided that no further planning for Phase 3 

upgrades was appropriate, in as much as there was neither a need that could be demonstrated nor 

funding available for Phase 3 upgrades. Therefore, the current proposed CMR Building 
upgrades, commonly referred to as Phase 2 upgrades, are those identified as necessary 
infrastructure needs to support existing missions. 

During a November 1995 ESAAB meeting, DOE approved consolidation of Phases 1 and 2 

CMR Building upgrades into a single federal budget line item project. The subsequent DOE 

budget submittal for the CMR Building Upgrades did not include funding requests for Phase 3 

Upgrades. As a result of the ESAAB meeting, DOE also directed the official cancellation and 

close-out of the SNML Project. As stated previously, the scope of the Proposed Action analysis 

included in this EA is limited to Phase 2 upgrade activities. 

DOE's view is that from a NEPA perspective, activities planned as part of the CMR Building 

Upgrades Project are not connected to those that make up the Phase 1 upgrades and do not 

require analyses within the same NEP A document. Phase 1 upgrades were developed and are 

being implemented as immediate actions required to protect the safety and health of workers and 

were subjected to an appropriate level ofNEPA review before being initiated. Phase 2 upgrades 

are intended to extend the useful life of the facility and are the subject of this EA. Although both 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 upgrades have now been consolidated into a single budget line item project 

for budget purposes, the basic purpose and intent and timing for the two phases differ distinctly 

and analyzing potential environmental effects in separate NEP A analyses is allowable under 

DOE's NEPA implementing procedures. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-2 None required. 

- RESPONSE ----
-

-
-

The upgrades in this Proposed Action are not associated with enhanced weapon prototyping and 

manufacturing capability. The scope of the upgrades discussed in the 1993 LANL Strategic Plan 

is not within the scope of the Proposed Action. Completion of the CMR Building upgrades 

would not result in the enhanced capabilities referenced by the commentor. 

Reorientation of DOE's mission requirements is described in the final PElS for Stockpile 

Stewardship and Management. The LANL stockpile stewardship mission has historically 

included development and prototyping of new designs or modifications to existing designs for 

safety, reliability, or functionality. Options about LANL's role in the Stockpile Management 

mission in a downsized weapons complex are also analyzed in the final PElS. Options in the 

final PElS include expansion ofLANL's role in prototype fabrication and small-scale production 

needed to support a smaller national nuclear stockpile. The Secretary of Energy signed a Record 

of Decision on December 16, 1996, that will downsize the weapon secondary fabrication 
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capability at the Y-12 Plant, downsize the non-nuclear component fabrication at the Kansas City 

Plant, leave the assembly and disassembly capability at the Pantex Plant, and re-establish a pit 

production fabrication capability at LANL, with the high explosive fabrication capability 

remaining at the Pantex Plant. 

The fully upgraded CMR Building referred to in the 1993 Strategic Plan would have required the 

upgrades described in the draft EA, plus upgrades to Wings 1, 2, and 4. As noted in the EA, 

Wing 1 is being used as office space to support the ongoing upgrades of Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9. 

Wings 2 and 4 are being transitioned into a safe standby mode. New missions assigned to LANL 

through the SSM PElS that require new construction or upgrades to existing facilities, or other 

such activities, will be the subject of future NEP A reviews. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-3 Section 1.4, Pages 3 and 4 

RESPONSE 

DOE determined that Phase 1 upgrades described in Appendix A, Page A-3, were categorically 

excluded from the need for further documentation in accordance with CEQ regulations ( 40 CFR 

1500) and DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021). This determination was based 

upon the fact that the scope of proposed work activities fell within the classes of actions listed 

under 10 CFR 1021, Subpart D, categorical exclusions. The Phase 1 upgrades were determined 

to neither individually, nor cumulatively, have a significant effect on the environment since they 

were all interior maintenance or replacement activities. Copies of the approved categorical 

exclusions have been placed in the DOE public reading room within the Los Alamos townsite. 

As discussed in the response to comment 4-1, DOE believes that although Phases 1 and 2 of the 

CMR Building upgrades have been consolidated into a single line item for budget purposes, 

analyzing potential environmental affects separately is appropriate due to the distinct purpose 

and intent of each phase and their timing. Additionally, even though many activities included in 

the Phase 2 upgrades could have also been individually categorically excluded, DOE elected to 

perform this EA to analyze their potential cumulative effects and allow for stakeholder 

participation. 

Current DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021) effective August 8, 1996, state 

that activities designated by the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems normally require the 

preparation of an EIS. The proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project was not designated as a 

Strategic System by the Secretary. Prior to August 8, 1996, the cost of the proposed CMR 

Building Upgrades Project fell within the prior DOE designation of a Major System Acquisition 

(MSA). DOE's previous NEPA Implementing Procedures specified that MSAs normally 

required and EIS; however, preparation of an EIS was not mandatory. Reviews of projects 

performed by DOE Defense Programs and Energy Research elements over the past 10 years 
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indicates that out of 17 MSA Projects, 18 percent were the subject ofEISs, and 82 percent were 

subjected toEA levels ofNEPA review and analysis. Within Defense Programs, of nine MSA 

projects, seven were the subjects ofEA's, with two projects, the Special Nuclear Materials R&D 

Laboratory at LANL, and the F&H Canyon Exhaust Upgrades Project at Savannah River Site 
(SRS) requiring EISs. The EIS for the SRS F&H Canyon Exhaust Upgrades was never 

completed; the scope of proposed actions was downgraded due to significant programmatic 
reductions and the proposed actions qualified as categorically excluded actions. One additional 

project, the SRS Uranium Solidification Facility, was originally determined to require an EA, 
which was never completed; the project's environmental analysis was, instead, included in the 
Interim Management of Materials EIS. A key factor in determining whether or not an EIS is 
required is whether the action either individually or cumulatively has a significant impact on the 

human environment. By comparing the scope of the proposed CMR Building upgrades with 
other MSA projects involving similar activities, a direct correlation can be seen between the 
scope of activities and the level ofNEPA documentation required. Key examples include the 
Security Enhancements Project at the Pantex plant ($130M), and the SRS Plantwide Fire 
Protection Upgrades ($458M). Upgrades to the CMR Building and these two projects involve 
modifications of existing operating facilities with no major changes in operations. The level of 

NEP A documentation deemed appropriate by DOE to evaluate the potential environmental 
effects for each was an EA. Additionally, CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1508) state that an EA 
serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an 

EIS or FONSI. 

The CMR Building Upgrades Project specifically addresses upgrades to meet existing assigned 

missions. The proposed upgrades would not prejudice the LANL SWEIS. The CMR Building, 

with proposed upgrades, would constitute a part ofLANL's existing infrastructure for the next 
30 years. Whether the decisions reached based on the SWEIS analysis are to increase or 
decrease defense-related operations, the CMR Building would continue to be used for its 
analytical chemistry capabilities. Irrespective of the decision reached regarding SS&M PElS, the 

CMR Building would still be required for current LANL missions. The SS&M PElS decision to 

increase LANL's defense role may require additional changes to the CMR Building; those 
changes would be subject to additional NEP A analysis. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-4 Section 1.3, Page 2; Section 2.1.3, Page 11 

RESPONSE 

As stated in the EA, DOE has acknowledged that the CMR Building in its current configuration 

and status is not in full compliance with modem building codes and DOE Regulations governing 

non-reactor nuclear facilities. The major purpose of the upgrades under the Proposed Action is 

to address the major components of the facility infrastructure systems which are either not in full 

compliance, or have reached the end of their useful design life. A major goal is to increase the 
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safety and reliability of these building systems in order to extend the useful life of the CMR 

Building. This will allow DOE to continue analytical chemistry operations in support of 

existing, ongoing missions, in a safe, environmentally sound manner. As an interim measure, 

current operations are being conducted with administrative controls and compensatory measures 

to reduce the level of risk and to address the fact that the facility is not in full compliance with 

DOE regulations and current building codes. This has had a major negative effect on operations 

and productivity and has resulted in a significant increase in CMR Building operational costs; 

however, DOE implemented these measures to ensure operations are being conducted within an 

acceptable level of risk, with adequate protection for workers, the public and the environment. 

Recently-released information regarding the background studies supporting the EA is available 

in DOE public reading rooms. The 1990 DASMA report has been released, as well as the 

Conceptual Design Report. Both reports contain information about CMR Building safety 

deficiencies that would be addressed in the Proposed Action. 

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS 

4-5 Section 2.2.1, Page 16 

RESPONSE 

An initial conceptual estimate for waste volumes indicated that over 16,400 m3 (21 ,400 yd3) of 

potentially radiological, RCRA and mixed wastes would be generated as a result of the upgrades. 

This included about 7,340 m3 (9 ,600 yd3) of exhaust air ducting, 840 m3 ( 1,100 yd3) of supply air 

ducting, 4,890 m3 (6,400 yd3) of excavated soil, 3,370 m3 {4,400 yd3) of miscellaneous waste 

(gloves, anti-contamination materials, etc.), and 1,840 m3 {2,400 yd3) of other materials. These 

numbers are estimates and are rounded off. 

A value engineering-type process was then used to identify ways to reduce these estimated waste 

volumes. This process proved to be highly successful since it was determined that: (1) most of 

the excavated soil would be uncontaminated and that all of the uncontaminated excavated soil 

could be retained within LANL boundaries and reused as fill; and (2) the bulk of the ducting 

could be reused, decontaminated, or compacted at LANL. This eliminated 12,400 m3 

( 16,170 yd3) of potential waste; bringing the total projected waste volume needing disposal down 

to 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3). The waste volume reduction would take place at either the CMR 

Building or theTA-54 waste management area. Therefore, the volume of 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd3) is 

used for disposal considerations in this EA's effects analysis while the volume of 16,400 m3 

(21,400 yd3
) is used for on-site transportation mileage considerations. The volume of'exhaust air 

ducting, 7,340 m3 (9,600 yd3
) is used to determine the largest quantity of radioactive material that 

could be released during an on-site transportation accident (see Section 4.1.5 of the predecisional 

draft EA). 
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