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NOTATION

The following is a list of the acronyms, abbreviations, and units of measure used in this
report. Notation used only in equations and tables is defined in those equations and tables.

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AVLIS atomic vapor isotope separation

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CTBT California Test Ban Treaty

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

EIS environmental impact statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ETC East Traffic Circle

FOIA Freedom of Information Act
FR Federal Register
Freon 11 trichlorofluoromethane

JSO Joint Stipulation and Order

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

MOU memorandum of understanding

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NIF National Ignition Facility
NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration
NOI Notice of Intent
NRDC Natural Resources Defense Council

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (California)
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
PRG preliminary remediation goal
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QAPP Quality Assurance Project Plan

R&D research and development
ROD Record of Decision
RPM Remedial Project Manager

SEAB Secretary’s Energy Advisory Board
SEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
SSM Stockpile Stewardship and Management

Units of Measure

cm centimeter(s)
cm3 cubic meter(s)
d day(s)
ft foot (feet)
g gram(s)
µg microgram(s)
mg milligram(s)
gal gallon(s)
in. inch(es)
km kilometer(s)
L liter(s)
m meter(s)

µm micrometer(s)
mm millimeter(s)
mi mile(s)
mi2 square mile(s)
MJ megajoule(s)
pCi picocurie(s)
ppb part(s) per billion
ppm part(s) per million
s second(s)
yd3 cubic yard(s)
yr year(s)
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1  INTRODUCTION

1.1  BACKGROUND

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) prepared this National Ignition Facility
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to the SSM PEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S1F) in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the
procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.5) and DOE’s requirements for implementation of NEPA (10
CFR 1021.314). In addition, this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was
prepared in accordance with a Joint Stipulation and Order (JSO) approved and entered as an
order of the court on October 27, 1997, in partial settlement of the lawsuit Civ. No. 97-936 (SS)
(D.D.C), Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) et al. v Richardson et al. Paragraph 7 of
the JSO provides that the SEIS shall evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
environmental impact of continuing to construct and of operating the National Ignition Facility
(NIF) at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) with respect to any potential or
confirmed contamination in the area by hazardous, toxic, and/or radioactive materials.

On September 25, 1998, DOE announced in the Federal Register the agency’s intent to
prepare a SEIS (Volume I of this SEIS) for the NIF portion (Volume III, Appendix I) of the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management
(SSM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996). This SEIS addresses potential and confirmed
contamination in the seven site areas stipulated in the JSO; summarizes known contamination in
the stipulated areas; summarizes information on the results of historical investigations,
geophysical surveys, and soil and groundwater sampling to determine the potential for additional
buried objects or wastes in the NIF area as defined in the JSO; and analyzes the environmental
impacts of buried materials and the cleanup of any such materials, including effects on human
health. DOE released the Draft SEIS to the public to obtain stakeholder comments and to
consider such comments in the preparation of the final SEIS. In response to those comments,
DOE prepared this Comment Response Document, which is Volume II of the SEIS.

1.2  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

DOE issued the Draft SEIS for public review and comment by mailings to stakeholders
and by announcements in the Federal Register (FR) on November 5, 1999, via a DOE Notice of
Availability (64 FR 60430) (Attachment 4 of Volume I) and an Amended Notice of Availability
on November 12, 1999 (64 FR 61635) correcting a document title (Attachment 5 of Volume I).
On the same date, public notices announcing the publication of the Draft SEIS and soliciting
comments were also published in the Tri-Valley Herald and The Oakland Tribune. Copies of the
Draft SEIS were initially mailed to 95 individuals and organizations (Section 7, Volume I). In
all, a total of 220 Draft SEISs were distributed.

The comment period extended for 45 days from November 5, 1999, to December 20,
1999. Public comment meetings were held on Wednesday, December 1, 1999, in Washington,



1-2

D.C., and on Wednesday, December 8, 1999, in Livermore, California. Eight people registered
their attendance at the Washington, D.C., meeting and 34 people registered their attendance at
the two Livermore, California, meetings. Spoken comments were recorded by a court reporter at
the public meetings, and transcripts were produced. Written comments were received as well.
The format chosen included a presentation by the DOE NEPA Document Manager followed by a
question and answer period. Following the question and answer period, commenters formally
presented their comments on the SEIS. The transcripts of the comment meetings, written
material handed in during the comment meetings, and letters and electronic mail received in
response to the Notice of Availability are included in Section 3.

Comment documents were reviewed for their content and relevance to the environmental
analyses contained in the SEIS. DOE read each comment document and identified statements
related to the content and conclusions of the SEIS, including any stated preference for
alternatives, and other comments on DOE or nuclear weapons programs. DOE considered both
oral and written comments to evaluate the accuracy and adequacy of the Draft SEIS; to
determine whether the text needed to be clarified, corrected, or revised; and to prepare written
responses to address the public’s concerns. DOE gave equal weight to spoken or written
comments and to comments received during meetings, in the mail, or electronically. Comments
were marked and numbered in the margins (see Section 3) so that they could be cross-referenced
with the name and organization of the person making the comment and with DOE’s responses to
the comments. Following completion of the response to comments and revisions to the SEIS,
DOE distributed both volumes of the Final SEIS to the individuals and organizations listed in
Section 7 of Volume I.
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2  GENERAL ISSUES

This section describes issues that were of broad general interest to the public in their
comments on the Draft NIF SEIS. These general issues are referenced or included in the
responses to individual comments found in Section 4 of this volume, Volume II of the SEIS.

General Issue 1: Preference for Ceasing Construction for Environmental Reasons

Commenters expressed a preference for ceasing to construct and operate NIF on the
basis of concerns that NIF operations would further contaminate the environment.

DOE has found that site contamination at LLNL is being reduced by remediation efforts
and improved waste management practices. The SSM PEIS concluded that NIF would not
release contaminants to soils or groundwater; therefore, the impacts would be negligible. The
trend of declining contamination is expected to continue during NIF operations. This SEIS
concludes that it is unlikely that there is significant contamination in the areas of NIF
construction that could result in significant effects on human health or the environment. Buried
capacitors containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were discovered at the NIF site; their
subsequent cleanup has eliminated a potential source of future environmental contamination.

General Issue 2: Preference for Ceasing Construction for Nonenvironmental Reasons

Many commenters expressed preferences for ceasing to construct and operate NIF for a
variety of nonenvironmental reasons. Commenters  provided statements on moral/ethical issues,
proliferation concerns, disapproval of nuclear policy, disagreement that NIF is needed, costs of
NIF, and disapproval of nuclear weapons.

DOE evaluated these statements of preference, and they are entered in the public record.
Although the SEIS is limited by NEPA and its implementing regulations to an evaluation of the
environmental impacts of changed circumstances or new information regarding construction and
operation of NIF, all public comments will be taken into account in the development of DOE’s
Record of Decision (ROD). In addition, the commenters are encouraged to pursue their concerns
through other avenues of public outreach within DOE.

General Issue 3: SEIS Inadequacy Because DOE Did Not Hold Public Scoping Meetings

Commenters stated that the SEIS is inadequate because there were no scoping meetings
for the SEIS. Members of the public felt that they were not given the opportunity to comment on
SEIS scope.

Neither the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) nor DOE NEPA regulations
obligate the preparing agency to hold scoping meetings for a SEIS. In the case of this SEIS, the
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conditions and requirements of the JSO largely determined the scope of the analysis. At the time
of the Notice of Intent (NOI), DOE evaluated other issues and determined that there were no
other changed circumstances or new information that should be addressed in this SEIS. The
scope of the SEIS was announced in the NOI, published in the Federal Register on September
25, 1998. In addition, the NOI was provided to LLNL stakeholders. The NOI provided a mailing
address for those wishing to provide written comments on SEIS scope.

General Issue 4: Breadth of Scope, Including Impacts of NIF Operations

Commenters expressed the opinion that the SEIS was not a NEPA document because the
SEIS did not address a broad range of issues related to NIF construction and operation.
Commenters stated that the SEIS should address the impacts of NIF operation beyond those
identified in the JSO.

DOE has prepared this document according to the applicable regulations for
implementing NEPA. The JSO directed DOE to prepare an SEIS evaluating the impacts from
continuing to construct and from operating NIF with respect to any potential or confirmed buried
hazardous, toxic, or radioactive materials, in accordance with DOE NEPA regulation 10 CFR
1021.314(d). The JSO defined the two-phase approach used by DOE to search for and evaluate
buried hazardous, toxic, or radioactive materials in the Stipulated Areas. These phases were to
(1) conduct interviews with current and former employees and review historical documents to
locate potential waste burial sites and (2) conduct field investigations to locate buried objects or
buried wastes. This SEIS contains the results of the two study phases and addresses the
environmental impacts of NIF construction and operation associated with the capacitor find and
any further known or potential site contamination.

The JSO was the source for the scope of the SEIS announced in the NOI. In addition,
DOE evaluated whether there were other changed circumstances or new information that should
also be addressed. DOE identified the East Traffic Circle (ETC) contamination discovered at the
location of an old waste burial site as such new information. Discussions of the environmental
impacts from this discovery and subsequent cleanup action were added to the SEIS.

The impacts of operating NIF — other than those potentially related to any potential or
confirmed buried hazardous, toxic, or radioactive materials as analyzed in this SEIS — have
already been addressed in the SSM PEIS. The ultimate design and operation of NIF have
remained essentially unchanged since the preparation of the SSM PEIS, although the initial level
of operations will be lower in some respects. DOE believes that the analysis in that document
accurately reflects the environmental impacts of constructing and operating NIF. Therefore,
DOE has determined that there were no new information or changed circumstances related to
NIF operations, other than those contained in the SEIS, which would require further reevaluation
of NIF operations as contained in the SSM PEIS.
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General Issue 5: Additional Issues That Should Be Addressed in the SEIS

Commenters stated that certain hypothetical changes in NIF operations should be added
to the scope of the NIF SEIS. These changes included:

• Use of plutonium; uranium and lithium hydrides as targets;
• Damage to optics and more frequent maintenance of optics;
• Lower energy operations; and
• Reduced number of beam lines (a half-sized NIF).

DOE examined these hypothetical operational changes and has concluded that they are
not appropriate topics for the NIF SEIS.

The process for determining whether DOE will supplement the SSM PEIS to address a
proposal to use plutonium, uranium, or lithium hydrides as targets was established in the
Memorandum Opinion and Order issued by the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia
on August 19, 1998, in NRDC v. Richardson. By the terms of that Memorandum Opinion and
Order, DOE, no later than January 1, 2004, will either (1) determine that experiments using
plutonium, uranium (other that depleted uranium), lithium hydride and certain other materials
will not be conducted in the NIF or (2) prepare a Supplemental SSM PEIS analyzing the
reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of such experiments. DOE will continue to
investigate the need for these experiments and will make the required determination or begin the
appropriate SEIS by the specified date. However, until DOE has completed the necessary studies
and determined that such experiments are needed, no proposal exists, and it would be
inappropriate to begin an SEIS.

Public comment requested that the SEIS address more frequent damage to optics, more
frequent maintenance of optics, and more frequent cleaning of optics. DOE has examined this
issue and concluded that the impacts to workers and the public from damage to the optics in the
beam lines has already been included in the impact assessments conducted as part of the
SSM PEIS. The actual frequency at which optics components will have to be cleaned, adjusted,
repaired, or replaced would not be determined until the facility is completed and tested. The NIF
laser facility includes 192 beam lines consisting of more than 10,000 discrete optical
components. The NIF target area provides confinement of tritium and activation products by
providing physical barriers and controlling air flow. The facility operates in a pulsed mode;
maintenance and repair of the beam lines would not occur during a pulse. The SSM PEIS
evaluated risks to workers and the public and generation of wastes for an enhanced mode with a
bounding yield. Normal operations are expected to be within those bounds, and normal
operations include variations in scheduling of maintenance and repair of optics. For these
reasons, DOE determined that this issue was not an appropriate issue or alternative for this SEIS.

Recently Congress directed the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) to
review options that would change the schedule for implementing the full design number of
192 beams or options that would possibly operate at a reduced number of beams to allow full
demonstration of the system before proceeding with full operation (see Vol. I, Section 1.2).
These changes would be modifications of the original proposal, resulting in a reduced project
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scope. DOE has examined the environmental implications of implementing these modifications
and has concluded that the impacts would fall within the bounds of those already evaluated for
the 192-beam design in the SSM PEIS. The SSM PEIS demonstrated that the impacts of the
192-beam design are minor. Furthermore, DOE has concluded that the impacts do not vary
significantly among the various options using fewer beams.

The SSM PEIS evaluated operations of NIF in an Enhanced Option Operation (SSM
PEIS, Section I.3.2.2, pages I-21 to I-22) with an increased number of yield experiments per year
to accommodate greater user needs to an annual total yield of 1,200 MJ/yr (maintaining the
maximum design yield of 20 MJ), a maximum tritium inventory of 500 Ci, a tritium throughput
of 1,750 Ci/yr, and tritium effluent of 30 Ci/yr. The maximum credible yield of 45 MJ is what
the facility can withstand safely and is the same for the Conceptual Design Operations and the
Enhanced Option Operations. Operations (e.g., during startup) with fewer beam lines and/or at
less energy would result in less yield per shot, less tritium inventory, less tritium throughput, and
less tritium effluent (see Section 2.2.2, Vol. I). The SSM PEIS analysis covers the range of
impacts in the envelope from initial startup to full operation.

General Issue 6: The SEIS Is Not a Decision-Making Document Because Construction
Continued

Commenters stated that the SEIS was inadequate because construction of the NIF
continued during the preparation of the SEIS. Commenters stated that the SEIS was a
“backward-looking” rather than “forward-looking” document. Commenters felt that the SEIS
has little value as a decision-making document.

In the lawsuit Civ. No. 97-936 (SS) (D.D.C), Natural Resources Defense Council et al. v
Richardson et al., the plaintiffs asked that DOE be enjoined from continuing construction.
However, no such injunction was ordered, so DOE continued construction activities. When the
PCB-containing capacitors were found, DOE ceased construction at the NIF site until the objects
and residual soil contamination were handled under an emergency removal action. Following
removal, DOE restarted construction that continued during the lawsuit and subsequent
preparation of the SEIS.

The SEIS would have been more “forward looking” (i.e., addressing future actions) if
DOE had found additional buried objects or sources of contamination. Because the
characterization studies did not locate or identify any other potential sources of contamination,
the document mainly addressed past activities. DOE carefully evaluated the results of Phase I
and Phase II site investigations, which were incorporated into the quarterly reports required by
the JSO. If significant contamination had been found in areas of NIF construction, construction
could have been halted (depending on the levels), remediation or removal procedures would have
been developed, mitigation would have been recommended, assessments of consequences would
have been provided in the SEIS, and results would have been incorporated into DOE’s ROD.
However, since sources of contamination beyond the initial NIF discovery in the area of NIF
construction and residual contamination in the ETC were not found, the SEIS mainly evaluated
the investigations and their results.
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General Issue 7: The SEIS Improperly Characterized the No Action Alternative

Several comments were critical of the way in which the no action alternative was
characterized in the SEIS. Some commenters stated that the two no action alternatives analyzed
in the SEIS should have been considered as action alternatives. Others believed that the SEIS did
not analyze the most reasonable impacts of the no action alternatives. Some commenters stated
that the no action alternative should reflect “abandonment” of the project.

DOE believes that the characterization of no action in the SEIS is appropriate under the
circumstances. The proposed action for NIF addressed in the SSM PEIS was construction and
operation of the facility. The no action alternative in the SSM PEIS was to not construct and
operate the NIF facility. In the 1996 ROD, DOE decided to proceed with construction and
operation of NIF. Construction is now ongoing. This situation represents the “status quo” and
was analyzed as one construct of no action in the draft SEIS, consistent with guidance issued by
the CEQ (see Section 2 of the SEIS).

However, DOE realized that some readers could hold the position that no action should
mean “no project” rather than maintenance of the status quo. Therefore, the draft SEIS also
included a second construct of no action that would involve ceasing construction of NIF. As
explained in Section 2.1.2 of Volume I of the SEIS, DOE does not believe that this is a
reasonable alternative, since the need for NIF has not changed and the studies conducted under
the JSO found no evidence of additional buried materials. However, the impacts of this second
construct of no action were included in the draft SEIS.

DOE believes that both of these constructs are properly characterized as no action and
that they should not be considered as action alternatives. As discussed in Section 2.2 of Volume I
of the SEIS, potential action alternatives for the SEIS would have included modifying the
manner is which NIF would be constructed and operated, in view of the potential for locating
more buried material. Since no material was found, such alternatives were judged not to be
reasonable.

In response to public comment, discussion of the possible scenarios that could result from
ceasing construction of NIF, and the impacts of those scenarios, have been expanded in the final
SEIS. Section 2.1.2 of Volume I of the SEIS identifies three options for ceasing construction:
“mothballing,” alternative use of the facility, and demolition. Ceasing construction in some cases
would mean that some of the construction and operation impacts analyzed in the NIF portion of
the SSM PEIS would not occur or would be different. These differences are evaluated in
Section 4 of Volume I of this final SEIS.

DOE decided not to add the alternative of ceasing construction and abandonment of the
facility, as suggested in public comments, to the final SEIS. As stated in Section 2.2.4 of
Volume I of this SEIS, this alternative would violate various laws, regulations, and principles of
good management practice. DOE believes that the three options for ceasing construction
discussed above are much more realistic possible outcomes of a decision to cease construction.
However, it must be emphasized that, for the reasons stated above, DOE does not consider the no
action alternative of ceasing construction of NIF to be a reasonable alternative.
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General Issue 8: Purpose and Need for NIF and NIF Mission Have Changed

Commenters stated that NIF was no longer needed, concluded that the purpose and need
for NIF had changed with the end of the Cold War, and questioned the relationship of NIF to
weapons testing. These commenters also requested that the SEIS reexamine the need for NIF and
the NIF mission. Commenters also stated that NIF was just a scientific “toy” and that fusion
power was not a sufficient purpose or need to justify NIF.

DOE has examined these issues and concluded that the purpose and need for NIF are still
as stated in the SSM PEIS. NIF remains an important element in science-based stockpile
stewardship (Gioconda et al. 2000).1 While the NIF has scientific value beyond its role in
stockpile stewardship, the stewardship mission of NIF is still primary. NIF has real practical
application in nuclear weapons programs. It will allow experimental study of thermonuclear burn
in the laboratory. It will extend the range of investigations of important regimes of high-energy-
density sciences. Contributions to theoretical science and contributions to development of fusion
power are secondary benefits of NIF. Although the end of the Cold War has resulted in major
changes in global politics, nuclear weapons are still maintained by the nuclear powers.

General Issue 9: Nuclear Weapons Are Not Needed

Commenters questioned the nuclear policy of the United States. Commenters stated that
nuclear weapons are not needed, are inherently dangerous, and have various negative moral
and ethical implications. Commenters stated that the NIF would contribute to proliferation of
nuclear weapons, because recent events could call into question the security of sensitive
information.

DOE evaluated these issues and concluded that they were outside the scope of this SEIS
in particular and of a NEPA analysis in general. These issues are nonenvironmental policy
considerations rather than changed circumstances or new information with environmental
consequences. Commenters are encouraged to pursue other avenues of DOE public outreach to
have these issues addressed.

With respect to nonproliferation, DOE has studied this issue and concluded that
proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an issue with regard to NIF. NIF does not present a
significant nonproliferation risk. The nature of the experiments at NIF have little potential to
contribute to proliferation of nuclear weapons. In spite of recent reports that could call into
question the security of sensitive information, DOE has taken substantial actions to ensure that
the technical proliferation concerns are acceptable. DOE has a long history of secure operations.
Experiments at NIF would provide basic scientific information that is needed for the models on
which stockpile stewardship is based. The results of many of the NIF experiments will be
available to the scientific community at large. NIF has been planned to accommodate various

                                                
1 Gioconda, T., C.B. Tarter, J.C. Browne, and C.P. Robinson, 2000, “The National Ignition Facility and Stockpile

Stewardship,” white paper, U.S. Department of Energy, Apr. 24.
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national and international research and development (R&D) groups without compromising
national security.

General Issue 10: Costs of NIF

Commenters were concerned with recent reports of cost overruns for NIF construction.
They stated that NIF was too expensive and was badly managed, and that continued construction
and operations were not justified on the basis of costs. Commenters stated that cost overruns for
NIF plus the costs of operating NIF were going to change NIF operations.

On December 14, 2000, the Secretary of Energy certified and submitted to Congress a
revised cost and schedule baseline for construction of NIF that increased the cost to complete the
project and extended the schedule. The scope of the NIF Project has not changed. The revised
baseline has the full NIF capability of 192 beams and assures that the funding needed to
construct NIF does not create an imbalance in the remainder of the Stockpile Stewardship
Program. For FY 2001, the Congress appropriated $199.1 million of the $209.1 million
identified in the revised Congressional Project Data Sheet for NIF. The language in the fiscal
year 2001 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Conference Report (H.R. 4733)
requires the NNSA Administrator to study alternative paths and technologies for NIF and to
certify the path forward to Congress after March 31, 2001, prior to committing the final
$69.1 million (see Vol. I, Section 1.2). DOE will submit the study results and certify the path
forward as requested. DOE has examined the environmental implications of implementing these
modifications and has concluded that the impacts would fall within the bounds of those already
evaluated for the 192-beam design in the SSM PEIS.

General Issue 11: Characterization Studies

Commenters stated concerns with the thoroughness of the characterization studies and
disagreed with the conclusion of the SEIS that there is a “low likelihood that significant
quantities of additional previously unidentified buried hazardous, toxic, or radioactive objects
remain in the stipulated areas.” Commenters stated that more sampling would have discovered
additional objects or contamination.

DOE based the conclusion of a “low likelihood” on the results from Phase I interviews
and examination of records and photographs, Phase II geophysical surveys for buried objects in
areas suspected of prior disturbance or waste management activities, and Phase II soil borings.

It was technically unjustified and financially unfeasible to increase sampling intensity in
regions of the stipulated area where there was no indication from the geophysical studies that
buried objects were present. This is a relatively large area with substantial previous
investigations. There are more than 450 groundwater monitoring wells and more than 1,000 soil
borings on the LLNL site. In order to most efficiently search for unknown buried materials, DOE
followed a two-phase screening approach set forth in the JSO. That approach was based on a
review of site records to identify potential old burial sites and geophysical surveys to direct
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detailed sampling of soil. DOE conducted four magnetometer surveys, two electrical
conductivity studies, and one ground penetrating radar survey. Where these surveys detected
anomalies that might represent objects or materials, DOE dug 31 soil boreholes and made 11 test
excavations. To determine if any unknown buried materials were causing groundwater
contamination, DOE installed six new groundwater monitoring wells. Soil borings and
groundwater wells were placed in the locations where detection of any migration of
contaminants from possible buried wastes was most likely. None of these borings or wells
indicated contamination of soils by unknown buried wastes.

General Issue 12: PCB Contaminants in the East Traffic Circle Area and NIF Footprint

Commenters wondered why the characterization studies did not identify the PCB
contamination later discovered in the ETC Area.

This is because the ETC was known to be an old waste disposal site that had already been
remediated. Geophysical surveys in the area did not identify any further buried objects or other
unknown sources of contamination. None of the methods employed for the site investigations
could locate isolated, small points of residual contamination at the surface. Samples were taken
during ETC construction activities to ensure that residual contamination was below acceptable
levels. When samples showed PCB concentrations above initial regulatory action levels,
additional cleanup actions were taken in consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Commenters wondered if geophysical studies and soil sampling were performed in the
NIF construction footprint. DOE performed additional geophysical investigations and soil testing
adjacent to the NIF excavation but not in the excavation itself. In the excavation, soils had
already been removed to below the level where waste burial could have occurred. Buried wastes
are expected to be within 1 to 3 meters of the surface. The NIF excavation is much deeper than
that (greater than 10 meters), reaching soils that have been buried since prehistoric times. These
levels include depths where mammoth and other fossils were discovered. Remains from waste
disposal activities in the mid-20th century are not expected to be buried at those depths.
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3  COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This section presents the documents submitted to the DOE during the 45-day public
comment period on the Draft SEIS and the transcripts of the public meetings held on December 1
and 8, 1999. DOE reviewed each document and transcript and identified the public comments
provided. Each comment was marked with a bar and the comment number. For example,
Comment 1-3 is the third comment in Document 1. An index of commenters and comment
numbers is provided below. DOE has responded individually to each comment in the next
section, Section 4.

Anna Aurillio, U.S. Public Interest Group: Comments 1-31 to 1-36 and 2-1 to 2-7
Kathy Barnes: Comment 7-1
Ann Beier, Western States Legal Foundation: Comments 3-53 to 3-58 and 4-1
Cathie Brown, Mayor, City of Livermore: Comment 16-1
Jackie Cabasso, Western States Legal Foundation: Comments 3-1, 3-7 to 3-9 and

3-59 to 3-67
Maureen Eldredge, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability: Comments 1-9 to 1-17

and 1-24 to 1-30
Stephanie Ericson, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 4-5 to 4-8
Dave Farrel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX: Comments 5-1

to 5-9
Jean C.R. Finney, California Department of Transportation: Comment 8-9
Joanne Freemire, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 4-16 to 4-21
Winston H. Hickox, California Environmental Protection Agency: Comment 6-1
Marylia Kelley, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 3-2 to 3-4, 3-14 to 3-25, 4-24 to

4-35, and 14-1 to 14-6
Donald King: Comments 3-68 to 3-71
Don Larkin: Comments 3-29 to 3-31 and 4-2 to 4-4
Sally Light, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 3-26 to 3-28
Barry Luboviski, Building and Construction Trades Council for Alameda County:

Comments 4-9 to 4-15
Karen Majors, Economic Development Director, City of Livermore:

Comment 3-13
Dale Nesbitt, East Bay Peace Action: Comments 3-32 to 3-39
Wes Nicholson: Comments 3-72 to 3-87
Cindy Pile, Nevada Desert Experience: Comments 3-44 to 3-47
Mark E. Piros, Department of Toxic Substances Control: Comments 8-1 to 8-8
Patricia Sanderson Port, U.S. Department of the Interior: Comment 13-1
Ed Rippy, East Bay Chapter of Peace Action: Comments 4-36 to 4-41
JoAn Saltzen, Sacramento/Yolo Peace Action: Comments 9-1 to 9-3 and 10-1
Ann Seitz: Comments 11-1 to 11-6
Tal Simchoni, Physicians for Social Responsibility: Comments 3-48 to 3-52
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Rene Steinhauer, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 3-6 and 3-40 to 3-43
Dennis Thomas: Comments 12-1 to 12-2
Andreas Tupadocus: Comments 3-88 to 3-92
Janice Turner, Sierra Club-Bay Chapter, Tri-Valley CAREs: Comments 4-22 to

4-23 and 15-1
Ken Zahn: Comment 3-5
Hisham Zerriffi, Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, Tacoma Park,

Maryland: Comments 1-1 to 1-8 and 1-18 to 1-23
Unidentified Speaker: Comments 3-10 to 3-12
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DOCUMENT 1:  Meeting Transcript, Washington D.C., December 1, 1999, 2:00 p.m.
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4  RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Response 1-1

See the response of Mr. Crandall following the comment.

Response 1-2

See the response of Mr. Scott following the comment.

Responses 1-3 and 1-4

Phase II characterization studies were conducted throughout the NIF Construction Area,
one of the stipulated areas. The NIF Construction Area includes both the excavations for the NIF
foundations and basement and the areas of surrounding land. DOE performed geophysical
investigations and soil testing adjacent to the NIF excavation but not within the excavation itself.
At the time of the Phase II characterization studies, basement foundations and buildings were
already placed within the excavations. Nevertheless, further buried objects or materials were not
expected within these excavations for the following reason. In the excavation, soils had already
been removed to below the level where waste burial could have occurred. Buried wastes are
expected to be within 1 to 3 meters of the surface. The NIF excavation is much deeper than that
(greater than 10 meters), reaching soils that have been buried since prehistoric times. These
levels include depths where mammoth and other fossils were discovered. Remains from waste
disposal activities in the mid-20th century are not expected to be buried at such depths.

Responses 1-5 and 1-6

This document has been prepared according to the requirements of NEPA. See
Mr. Ferguson’s responses following the comments. Also, see General Issue 6 in Section 2 of this
volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response  1-7

See the responses of Mr. Crandall and Mr. Ferguson following the comment. Also, see
paragraph 2 of General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response  1-8

See the response of Mr. Crandall following the comment. Decommissioning of NIF was
addressed in Section I.4.1.2.8.2 of Appendix I of the SSM PEIS, the NIF Project-Specific
Analysis.
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Responses 1-9 to 1-12

See paragraph 1 of General Issue 12 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 1-13 to 1-15

See the responses of Mr. Crandall following the comments. Appendix I of the SSM PEIS
based its estimates of operations employment on the total number of workers. Baseline
employment at LLNL was expected to either remain stable or slightly decline. Attrition of
workers would occur through retirement and any phasing out of programs no longer supported
by DOE. It was assumed that some or all of the attrition due to programs closing would be
negated through growth of other programs or reassignment of workers. Because operation of NIF
would increase the number of workers over that baseline, it was assumed that NIF workers
would either have to be new hires or transfers from other programs that might then need to hire
new workers. If NIF were not operated, these new jobs would not be needed.

Response 1-16

See Mr. Crandall’s response following the comment.

Response 1-17

See Mr. Scott’s and Mr. Crandall’s response following the comment.

Response 1-18

See General Issue 6 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 1-19

See General Issue 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding the
revised and added alternatives. A new alternative of abandonment has been evaluated
(commenters called this “true no action”); however, this alternative was considered unreasonable
and eliminated from detailed study (Section 2.3.1 of Volume I). Section 4.3 in Volume I of the
SEIS describes the impacts of implementing the other revised alternatives. Ceasing construction,
whether the facility is mothballed, converted to another purpose, or demolished, will have
environmental impacts in addition to those that have already occurred to date. In addition, it may
have impacts over and above what would be expected if construction were to proceed as planned.
The comparison of alternatives has been revised to present this concept more clearly. There is no
commitment on DOE’s part to demolish the NIF facility after its operational life. The
alternatives at decommissioning would be much like the alternatives if NIF construction were
stopped.
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Responses 1-20 and 1-21

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). In accordance
with the court’s Memorandum Opinion and Order filed on August 19, 1998, in NRDC v.
Richardson, DOE, no later than January 1, 2004, will either (1) determine that experiments using
plutonium, uranium (other than depleted uranium), lithium hydride, and certain other materials
will not be conducted in the NIF or (2) prepare a Supplemental SSM PEIS analyzing the
reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of such experiments

Response 1-22

DOE did not preclude action alternatives from the SEIS. The alternatives for the SEIS
would have included modifying the manner in which NIF would be constructed and operated, in
view of the potential for treating more buried material. However, since no material was found,
such alternatives were judged not to be reasonable.

Response 1-23

Comment noted.

Response 1-24

Your opinions regarding the scope of the SEIS are noted. See General Issues 3 and 4 in
Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 1-25

See General Issue 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). “Mothballing”
(placing the facility in storage) has been added to the new “Cease Construction” alternative in
the Final SEIS (Section 4.3 of Volume I).

Response 1-26

See General Issues 11 and 12 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). The
characterization studies conducted during Phase I and Phase II were designed to identify any
unknown buried objects or waste sites. The sampling was not designed to identify small isolated
areas or points of residual contamination. The interviews with workers, soil sampling, and
geophysical surveys identified no new areas of potential contamination other than those already
known. The East Traffic Circle Area was not sampled during Phase I and Phase II activities
because the site was already known to be an old waste disposal site. Wastes already had been
removed and the site cleaned up. However, prior to beginning new work in the ETC (unrelated to
NIF), samples were taken to confirm its clean condition. The results indicated that small isolated
areas of PCB contamination remained. A further cleanup action was then initiated. Sampling for
residual contamination is part of the planning for LLNL site actions in areas with a past history
of contamination.
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Phase I of the characterization studies did not rely solely on site records but looked for
other evidence of buried objects or waste disposal that might have been overlooked earlier. This
evidence included interviews with retired site workers who indicated they knew where burial
activities had occurred. In addition, aerial and other site photographs were examined for
evidence of disturbed areas or surface features indicating burial sites. See also General Issue 11
in Volume II of this SEIS for a description of geophysical surveys and groundwater monitoring.

Response 1-27

Appendix I of the SSM PEIS based its estimates of operations employment on the total
number of workers. Baseline employment at LLNL was expected to either remain stable or
slightly decline. Attrition of workers would occur through retirement and any phasing out of
programs no longer supported by DOE. It was assumed that some or all of the attrition due to
programs closing would be negated through growth of other programs or reassignment of
workers. Because operation of NIF would increase the number of workers over that baseline, it
was assumed that NIF workers would either be new hires or transfers from other programs that
might then need to hire new workers. If NIF were not operated, these new jobs would not be
needed. If NIF were completed for another purpose, the effort needed to complete the facility
might be similar to construction employment needed to complete NIF for its proposed purpose.
If NIF were to be demolished and if demolition debris were to be disposed of off site, such an
action might take longer and result in more hours worked than if NIF construction were
completed. Because use of NIF by another program, completing NIF for another purpose, or
demolishing NIF are options not found in any existing LLNL program plan, the employment
aspects of these options are speculative and without supporting data. The discussion in Section
4.3 of the Final SEIS of the impacts on employment of ceasing construction has been revised to
more clearly reflect this condition.

Response 1-28

Expected worker injuries are calculated on the basis of injury rates and the number of
hours worked. Demolition of structures already completed at the NIF site and filling in the
excavation would most likely result in additional hours worked beyond those required to
complete the NIF buildings. (NIF buildings are more than 94% complete.) The conclusion that
more workers would be injured in demolition activities than if the NIF facility were completed is
a reasonable statement of potential impact. This is because less work remains to complete the
facility than would be required to demolish the facility. Demolition would involve the
construction trades. Other impacts of decommissioning and demolition of NIF are addressed in
Section I.4.1.2.8.2 of Appendix I of the SSM PEIS.

The commenter states that demolition of NIF now would be safer than demolition after
the end of operational life because there is now no radiological contamination of NIF. DOE does
not expect that workers would be injured by radiation during demolition activities. DOE
performs all such works under the requirements of DOE regulations and guidelines that ensure
that radiological injury to workers will not occur. Doses to all DOE radiological workers are
monitored to ensure that the doses are very low.
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Response 1-29

The discussion of potential impacts to white-tailed kites from ceasing NIF construction
has been revised to clarify this issue. The NIF portion of the SSM PEIS discussed the potential
impacts of construction on nesting white-tailed kites, and mitigation measures were developed in
consultation with appropriate regulatory authorities. During NIF construction activities to date,
no impacts on white-tailed kite nesting success have been observed. The population appears to
be doing well, and nest numbers have actually increased. With completion of NIF construction,
potential disturbance of nesting activity by construction activity will cease.

Demolishing NIF would involve the same activities that potentially affect white-tailed
kites from construction. If NIF were to be demolished, traffic from demolition workers and
heavy equipment would continue for a longer period of time, increasing the period of time that
the kite nests are at risk from disturbance. However, since mitigation and protection measures
seem to have worked so far, it is likely that any impacts to kites from demolition activities would
be minor. Further, if demolition were to be selected, it is likely that additional consultation would
be required, which could lead to certain measures being imposed, such as prohibition of blasting
during the nesting season or within a certain distance from the nest.

Response 1-30

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 1-31

The analysis in this SEIS and in the SSM PEIS indicates that the NIF will not make
environmental problems at LLNL worse. The discovery of buried PCB-containing capacitors
was a direct result of NIF construction, and cleanup has removed a source of potential site
contamination. Neither the SSM PEIS nor the SEIS identified any factors of NIF operations that
worsen site contamination or result in health risks to the public or workers. See also General
Issue 1 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Responses  1-32

 Your opposition to NIF on the basis of cost is noted. See also General Issues 2 and 12 in
Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this
volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding the initial phases of operations. DOE remains
committed to the design and operation of NIF that have remained essentially unchanged since
preparation of the SSM PEIS. See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS) regarding nuclear weapons and nonproliferation.

Response 1-33

See General Issues 2, 5, and 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 1-34

See General Issue 1 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) and see
Response 1-32.

Response 1-35

See Mr. Crandall’s response following the comments.

Response 1-36

See the response of Mr. Crandall following the comment.

Response 2-1

Your comment that the NIF is too expensive to justify its existence is noted. See General
Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding nonenvironmental issues
related to NIF and General Issue 8 regarding the purpose and need for NIF.

The NIF Project-Specific Analysis in the SSM PEIS (Appendix I, Section I.4.1.2.3)
concluded that the NIF would not result in further contamination of either soils or groundwater.
The radioactive wastes generated by NIF would be disposed of at the Nevada Test Site, not at
LLNL.

Response 2-2

The NIF would use the energy of laser light to create a fusion reaction in small quantities
of deuterium and tritium (a radioactive isotope). The energy produced by this reaction would be
confined to the reaction vessel; no explosion would result. These experiments will produce low-
level and mixed wastes that would be disposed of at the Nevada Test Site in Nevada. Waste
management for NIF is discussed in Section I.4.1.2.8 of Appendix I of the SSM PEIS. See
General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding nuclear weapons
and nonproliferation. Your comment on the cost of NIF is noted.

Response 2-3

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 2-4

Comments on cost are noted. The NIF facility is the foundation of science-based
stockpile stewardship.
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Response 2-5

In accordance with the court’s Memorandum Opinion and Order filed on August 19,
1998, in NRDC v. Richardson, DOE, no later than January 1, 2004, will either (1) determine that
experiments using plutonium, uranium (other than depleted uranium), lithium hydride, and
certain other materials will not be conducted in the NIF or (2) prepare a Supplemental SSM PEIS
analyzing the reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of such experiments. See General
Issue 5 in this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 2-6

The SSM PEIS describes waste management for NIF (Section I.4.1.1.8). NIF would not
release contaminants to soils or groundwater. The trend of declining contamination is expected to
continue during NIF operations. This SEIS concludes that it is unlikely that there is significant
contamination in the areas of NIF construction that could result in significant effects on human
health or the environment.

Response 2-7

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding
nuclear weapons and nonproliferation aspects of NIF.

Response 3-1

While the use of lithium hydride has been discussed by some scientists, there are no plans
for that application at NIF. See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS) regarding materials and energy levels.

Response 3-2

See Mr. Crandall's response following the comment. See the third paragraph of General
Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Responses 3-3 and 3-4

See the third paragraph of General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

Response 3-5

See the response of Mr. Brown following the comment.

Response 3-6

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding
breadth of scope of the SEIS and Mr. Ferguson’s response following the comment.
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Response 3-7

See the response of Mr. Crandall following the comment.

Response 3-8

See the response of Mr. Crandall following the comment. A copy of the document has
been sent to Ms. Cabasso.

Response 3-9

See General Issues 4 and 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-10

See Mr. Crandall’s response following the comment.

Responses 3-11

See Mr. Crandall’s responses following Comments 3-11 and 3-12 and Mr. Ferguson’s
response following Comment 3-11.

Responses 3-12

See Mr. Crandall’s response following the comment.

Response 3-13

Comment noted.

Response 3-14

Under CEQ and DOE NEPA implementing regulations, a scoping meeting is not required
for a Supplemental EIS. However, opportunity to comment on scope was provided by
publication of the NOI. Since the scope for this SEIS was determined by the issues raised in the
JSO, DOE decided not to hold a scoping meeting for this SEIS. The purpose of this SEIS is to
evaluate whether, based on the new information and circumstances involving recently discovered
buried objects containing PCBs, continued construction and operation would present significant
effects on the human environment as a result of buried hazardous or radioactive materials in the
stipulated areas. The SEIS also has the objective of specifying mitigation of any impacts
identified in the analysis.

Other issues raised by commenters and related to operations of the NIF are outside the
scope of this SEIS. See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 3-15

The NIF Project-Specific Analysis in the SSM PEIS evaluated the upper bounds of NIF
operations that could be expected to have the greatest impact on the human environment (Section
I.3.2.2). Lesser degrees of operations were expected during the early phases of operations as the
facility was brought to full power. See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of
the SEIS).

Response 3-16

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

In accordance with the court’s Memorandum Opinion and Order filed on August 19,
1998, in NRDC v. Richardson, DOE, no later than January 1, 2004, will either (1) determine that
experiments using plutonium, uranium (other than depleted uranium), lithium hydride, and
certain other materials will not be conducted in the NIF or (2) prepare a Supplemental SSM PEIS
analyzing the reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of such experiments

Response 3-17

The possible changes identified by the commenter have not changed the purpose and
need for NIF described in the SSM PEIS and incorporated by reference in the SEIS.

Response 3-18

DOE believes that it has presented a clear statement of purpose and need for NIF. The
purpose and need for NIF have not been changed by the new circumstances and information that
are evaluated in the SEIS. The purpose and need for NIF are described in the SSM PEIS and
incorporated by reference in the SEIS.

Response 3-19

A Record of Decision was published in the Federal Register on December 26, 1996, in
which DOE announced a decision to proceed with construction and operation of NIF.
Groundbreaking occurred on May 29, 1997, and construction is ongoing. If DOE were to take no
further action as a result of the SEIS, construction would continue to completion, expected in
2003. The purpose of this SEIS is to evaluate whether the newly discovered buried objects and
wastes and other potential site contamination in the stipulated areas would result in any
additional environmental impacts that were not addressed in the SSM PEIS and that would cause
DOE to reevaluate the ROD. See General Issues 5 and 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II
of the SEIS).

Response 3-20

See General Issue 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). Because the
NIF was designed to be used for activities involving radionuclides, it is reasonable to conclude
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that reuse of the facility might also involve radionuclides. Certainly, LLNL’s mission involves
other programs involving radionuclides. A nonradiological use might also be found, and this is
reflected in the revised description of this alternative.

Response 3-21

The commenter is correct that the number of employees for each of the alternatives
involving ceasing NIF construction would depend on the nature of the action and could be less
than, the same as, or more than the number that would be employed at NIF. The description of
alternatives in the SEIS has been revised accordingly.

Response 3-22

Early operations at the LLNL site released organic contaminants, including Freon and
trichloroethylene (TCE), which contaminated groundwater. LLNL has been remediating such
groundwater contamination by pumping and treating contaminated water. Freon contamination is
thought to have originated from an accidental release near Building 490. Unlike much older
facilities, the NIF facility is designed in a way to prevent Freon and other organic chemicals
from being released to soils where they could contaminate groundwater. The NIF portion of the
SSM PEIS (Appendix I) acknowledges that the NIF would not release any Freon 11 or TCE to
soils or groundwater. In addition, disposal practices for organic chemicals have changed in a way
to prevent groundwater contamination. These chemicals are either recycled or sent off site for
appropriate disposal at commercial facilities.

Response 3-23

DOE believes that the amount of shattered optics would be small and that there would not
be a substantial increase in changeout of optics beyond that assumed in the NIF analysis in the
SSM PEIS. The operations of NIF described in the SSM PEIS included maintenance of
equipment and cleaning in areas including the area of the target chamber. Replacement of parts
as needed for the various experimental campaigns and as a result of wear is expected. The NIF
facility has been designed so that components of the laser and target experimental systems can be
changed out as needed. This activity would be routine and would not require workers to be
exposed to levels of radiation, activation products, or hazardous materials at levels that would
present an unacceptable health risk. Exposure of workers would be limited by DOE and
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations and guidelines. When
maintenance activities would be performed near the target chamber, the NIF would be shut
down, and neutron flux would not occur. Wastes from equipment changeout and cleaning were
included in Tables I-4.1.2.8.1-2 and 3 of the SSM PEIS, and these estimates envelope variations
in operations such as changes in maintenance schedules.

Response 3-24

Your request for documents has been noted. They will be provided as they become
available to the public.
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Response 3-25

See General Issue 4 in Volume II of this SEIS.

Response 3-26

Per 40 CFR Part 1500.2 and 1500.3 of the CEQ NEPA regulations, the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires that a federal agency, with or without a contractor,
prepare the EIS. The responsible federal agency for this SEIS is the U.S. Department of Energy.
NEPA has no requirements for the impact analysis to be made by a separate, independent group.
In the case of this SEIS, the Oakland Operations has hired a contractor who has no stake in the
outcome of the SEIS to assist in EIS preparation and assess the environmental consequences of
the action. A Conflict of Interest Disclosure is included in Section 6. DOE is required by law to
be responsible for the content of the SEIS.

Response 3-27

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-28

The discovery of the buried capacitors at the NIF site was a surprise; they were
encountered during construction activities. Their presence was not known when the SSM PEIS
was prepared. In response to finding the capacitors, DOE immediately began removal and
cleanup activities.

DOE and its stakeholders do not always agree on the course of action to be taken with
regard to actions at LLNL. One way to resolve these issues is through litigation. The court case
that followed the capacitor discovery set the bounds of subsequent reanalysis of the potential for
further contamination in the NIF construction area and other nearby areas. DOE has published
the results of these surveys in a series of reports that was made available to the public. The
preparation of this SEIS has proceeded in accordance with requirements and guidelines for
public participation in DOE regulations and Orders.

DOE continues to develop the experimental program for the NIF, which includes
hypothetical options for how NIF could be operated. See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this
volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding these hypothetical options. During development of the
experimental program, as well as during early R&D on components of NIF, a number of
technical issues that need to be addressed were identified. This identification of issues is typical
of any large R&D program. These issues are being solved as they surface, and DOE has not
lowered its expectations for the NIF. DOE remains committed to the design and operation of NIF
that has remained essentially unchanged since preparation of the SSM PEIS.

DOE is working to resolve issues related to the cost of the NIF program. These may
include operation for some period of time at reduced power. See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of
this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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See Mr. Crandall’s defense of DOE’s credibility following the comment.

Response 3-29

The NIF would provide basic physical data on conditions similar to those that occur in
nuclear weapons. These data are needed for simulating the behavior of nuclear weapons and
understanding how they work. The NIF data will let the weapons program evaluate the reliability
and behavior of nuclear weapons without having to test them underground. DOE realizes that
some of these data obtained during the experiments may be useful in evaluating nuclear weapons
design, but design of new weapons is not a necessary part of justification for the NIF. See further
discussion below in Response 3-30. See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II
of the SEIS) regarding the purpose and need for NIF.

Response 3-30

The NIF would be an experimental facility. Design of nuclear weapons occurs elsewhere
in the DOE complex. Experiments at NIF will provide information for computer models that
describe the physics of the reactions in nuclear weapons. These models are necessary for
stewardship of the nuclear weapons stockpile. See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume
(Volume II of the SEIS) for information on the purpose and need for NIF. The environmental
risks associated with operating NIF have been evaluated against that purpose as part of the SSM
PEIS Record of Decision.

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-31

See General Issue 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). On the basis of
an environmental analysis and other factors, DOE will choose one of the proposed alternatives
and describe the selection in a ROD. The ROD will take into consideration other factors such as
cost, nontechnical issues, engineering design issues, and national security. The SEIS evaluates
certain environmental impacts of continuing to construct and operating the NIF, which will be
only one element of the decision.

Response 3-32

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-33

See General Issues 8, 9 and 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-34

See General Issue 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Responses  3-35 and 3-36

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). On the basis of
an environmental analysis and other factors, DOE will choose one of the proposed alternatives
and describe the selection in a Record of Decision. The ROD will take into consideration other
factors such as cost, nontechnical issues, engineering design issues, and national security. The
SEIS evaluates certain environmental impacts of continuing to construct and operating the NIF,
which will be only one element of the decision.

Response 3-37

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-38

Comment noted.

Response 3-39

Comment noted.

Response 3-40

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-41

DOE is committed to management of the LLNL site to protect human health and the
environment from past, present, and future activities. DOE has implemented site remediation
efforts to reduce site contamination due to historical operations. DOE published the results of
these activities in various publicly available documents. These studies assess risk to the public
and workers, and DOE has found these risks to be low. These activities are performed in
accordance with federal and state regulations that specify how remediation activities are to be
accomplished and how risks to the public are to be assessed. These studies present an accurate
representation of the information available on LLNL site conditions. The characterization studies
performed in Phase I and Phase II activities also have been accurately reported in the quarterly
reports. The results of these studies were the basis of the SEIS conclusion that the potential
impacts to human health and the environment from buried objects or materials in the stipulated
areas from continued NIF construction and operations are low.

Response 3-42

See General Issue 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 3-43

Issues related to status, schedule, budget, and organization of NIF are released to the
public as they are being identified during periodic program reviews. Any necessary adjustments
are being addressed and resolved within DOE so that NIF can be completed in as timely and cost
effective a manner as possible. DOE does not agree that it has lied to the public or acted in an
irresponsible manner. See also General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

Response 3-44

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-45

Comment noted.

Response 3-46

Your opposition to the NIF is noted.

Response 3-47

Comment noted.

Response 3-48

Comment noted.

Response 3-49

Comment noted.

Response 3-50

Comment noted. See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

Response 3-51

The SEIS addresses cleanup of buried objects discovered in the NIF construction area
and residual contamination discovered in the ETC. These contaminants did not include
plutonium. Post-cleanup analysis confirmed that the contaminants were cleaned up to levels
appropriate for protection of human health (see Section 4 of Volume I).
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Response 3-52

Comment noted.

Response 3-53

Comment noted. See General Issue 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

The issue of operational waste treatment is not included in the scope of this SEIS (see
General Issue 4). Volume III, Appendix I of the SSM PEIS, called the NIF Project-Specific
Analysis, identified wastes generated by equipment changeout and cleaning (see Tables I-
4.1.2.8.1-2 and 3 of the NIF Project-Specific Analysis). This document also identified how these
wastes would be disposed of. The SEIS does not discuss this matter further. The SSM PEIS
concluded that the risks associated with waste management were low in terms of impacts to the
human environment.

The ultimate design and operation of NIF have remained essentially unchanged since the
preparation of the SSM PEIS, although the initial level of operations will be lower in some
respects.  DOE believes that the analysis in that document accurately reflects the environmental
impacts of constructing and operating NIF.  Therefore DOE has determined that there were no
new information or changed circumstances related to NIF operations, other than those contained
in the SEIS, which would require further reevaluation of NIF operations as contained in the
SSM PEIS.

Response 3-54

Comment noted.

Response 3-55

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-56

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-57

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-58

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
See General Issue 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 3-59

Your comment on the scope of the SEIS is noted. See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this
volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-60

Comment noted.

Response 3-61

The NIF target chamber would receive energy in the form of light to initiate the fusion
reaction. The energy would be contained within the chamber in order for temperatures and
pressures necessary for fusion reactions to take place. The energy of fusion would be contained
within the chamber.

Response 3-62

Comment noted.

Response 3-63

Comment noted.

Response 3-64

Comment noted.

Response 3-65

The NEPA requirements under which this SEIS were written have the purpose of
providing a mechanism for making decisions (i.e., the Record of Decision) that integrate
concerns of potential impacts to the environment and human health. See General Issue 9 in
Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-66

Comment noted.

Response 3-67

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). For the legal
background of this SEIS, the commenter is referred to the text of the Joint Stipulation and Order
and the Notice of Intent, also summarized in Section 1 of Volume I of this SEIS.
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Response 3-68

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-69

Your preference for alternative use of the NIF facility is noted.

Response 3-70

Comment noted. See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS)
regarding the purpose and need for NIF.

Response 3-71

DOE’s response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) letter of
comment on the scope of the SEIS is described in Section 1.4 of Volume I of the SEIS. There,
DOE discussed why certain issues raised by the EPA were inappropriate for this SEIS.

Response 3-72

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-73

Comment noted.

Response 3-74

Comment noted.

Response 3-75

Comment noted.

Response 3-76

See General Issue 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-77

DOE has evaluated the environmental impacts of the disposal of nuclear fuel in a recent
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) entitled Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste
at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D). Section 4.1.13 of that Draft EIS
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addresses environmental justice. This EIS is available on the DOE web site at the following
URL: http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/docs/docs.htm

Response 3-78

Comment noted.

Response 3-79

In August 1998, samples of soil at the City of Livermore’s Big Trees Park showed
plutonium concentrations below the EPA’s level of concern for residential soil. The 1998
sampling of Big Trees Park had two purposes. The first was to determine if plutonium is present
below the surface at a concentration that posed an unacceptable risk to the public. The second
was to determine the origin of the plutonium. The origin of this plutonium contamination is
believed to be sewage sludge. Historically LLNL has released plutonium at levels below
regulatory limits to the sanitary sewer with the single largest known discharge in 1967. The
LLNL effluent goes to the City of Livermore sewage plant, which treats and processes the
sewage. Sludge is produced as a result of treatment by the city. The sludge was available to the
public for use as a soil supplement through the 1970s. Historic and current testing at the sewage
plant continues to show plutonium levels to be below regulatory limits. These tests are confirmed
by regulatory agency oversight, and the results are available to the public through LLNL
environmental web sites and publications.

Response 3-80

Comment noted.

Response 3-81

Comment noted.

Response 3-82

Comment noted.

Response 3-83

Comment noted.

Response 3-84

Comment noted.

Response 3-85

Comment noted.
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Response 3-86

Comment noted.

Response 3-87

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-88

Comment noted.

Response 3-89

Comment noted.

Response 3-90

Comment noted. DOE has implemented polygraph testing of employees in sensitive
positions to protect the integrity of information and data of a sensitive nature.

Response 3-91

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 3-92

Comment noted.

Response 4-1

The transcripts and the response to comments are part of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS). When DOE approves this document for public release, it will be mailed to commenters,
placed in the DOE reading room at Livermore, California, and available on the DOE NEPA web
site at the following URL: http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/docs/docs.htm

Response 4-2

See the response of Mr. Finn following the comment.

Response 4-3

See General Issues 8 and 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 4-4

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-5

See General Issues 4 and 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-6

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-7

The analyses in the SEIS show that there is low risk to human health or the environment
from the newly discovered or potential buried objects or materials in the stipulated areas,
including the NIF construction site. The SSM PEIS, Volume III, Appendix I (the NIF Project-
Specific Analysis) concludes that there is low risk to human health from the operation of the
NIF. See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-8

See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-9

As described in Section 1.1 of the SEIS, PCB contamination was immediately removed
after discovery of the capacitors.

Response 4-10

Comment noted.

Response 4-11

The SEIS evaluated the potential risk from removal of the PCB-containing capacitors and
related remediation activities and concluded that risks to the public and workers were low.

Response 4-12

Your preference for continuing with NIF is noted.

Response 4-13

Comment noted.
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Response 4-14

Comment noted.

Response 4-15

Your preference for continuing with NIF is noted.

Response 4-16

Comment noted.

Response 4-17

Your preferences for using funds for other purposes and for creating jobs implementing
other energy technologies is noted. See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of
the SEIS) for further discussion of the purpose and need for NIF.

Response 4-18

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-19

Your preference for the discontinuing to build the NIF is noted. See General Issue 7 in
Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) for revisions to alternatives.

Response 4-20

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) regarding
reduced energy operations. It is fully expected that NIF will eventually reach full-scale
operations. Its potential contribution to the development of fusion energy has not changed.

Response 4-21

` The wastes generated during NIF operations are discussed in the SSM PEIS in
Sections I.4.1.1.8 and I.4.2.1.8, which showed that the quantities and types of wastes potentially
generated by NIF can be adequately disposed of as permitted by applicable regulations. The
discovery of the PCB-containing capacitors and other existing site contamination does not
change that analysis. These objects and wastes have already been disposed of in an
environmentally acceptable manner.
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Responses 4-22 and 4-23

The issue of operational waste treatment is not included in the scope of this SEIS (see
General Issue 4). Volume III, Appendix I of the SSM PEIS, called the NIF Project-Specific
Analysis, identified wastes generated by equipment changeout and cleaning (see Tables I-
4.1.2.8.1-2 and 3 of the NIF Project-Specific Analysis). This document also identified how these
wastes would be disposed of. The SEIS does not discuss this matter further. The SSM PEIS
concluded that the risks associated with waste management were low in terms of impacts to the
human environment.

The ultimate design and operation of NIF have remained essentially unchanged since the
preparation of the SSM PEIS, although the initial level of operations will be lower in some
respects. DOE believes that the analysis in that document accurately reflects the environmental
impacts of constructing and operating NIF. Therefore DOE has determined that there were no
new information or changed circumstances related to NIF operations, other than those contained
in the SEIS, which would require further reevaluation of NIF operations as contained in the
SSM PEIS.

Response 4-24

DOE has addressed the scope of issues identified in the JSO, including preparing a SEIS.
This SEIS has been prepared to comply with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act and its implementing regulations, as they apply to SEISs.

Response 4-25

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS). At this time,
DOE is not proposing any significant changes to the NIF that were not analyzed previously in the
SSM PEIS.

Response 4-26

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS), which states
that the purpose and need for NIF (science-based stockpile stewardship) has not changed from
the description provided in the SSM PEIS. General Issue 8 also indicates that NIF would have
scientific value beyond its role in stockpile stewardship. The experiments conducted at NIF
would explore the physics of inertial confinement fusion reactions. Results could be used by
physicists working to develop civilian fusion energy sources. Some scientists believe that inertial
confinement fusion, which NIF experiments address, has potential for civilian applications
including power, but much more information on basic sciences is needed. Experiments at NIF,
up to and including actual fusion ignition, would provide such information.

Response 4-27

Although the experiments conducted at NIF would further understanding of the physics
of fusion, the NIF facility is not designed or operated to be a source of fusion energy. Inertial
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confinement fusion (the type of fusion that would occur in NIF) as a source of energy is too
speculative an idea at this time to be appropriate for a programmatic environmental review.
Should the mission of NIF change in the future, additional NEPA analysis would be conducted.

Response 4-28

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-29

DOE anticipates that the NIF will be used for a variety of experiments, some at levels
where ignition is expected. Both subignition and ignition experiments are part of science-based
stockpile stewardship. DOE expects that during its lifetime, NIF will reach conditions where
ignition would occur. The purpose and need for NIF and the analyses of the impacts of
operations of NIF in the SSM EIS were based on achieving ignition. The experiments at NIF will
provide a better understanding of the physics of inertial confinement fusion. It is expected that
early experiments at low power or with fewer beam lines would be followed by conditions
approaching or achieving ignition. The purpose and need for NIF as stated in the SSM PEIS are
still applicable. See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-30

Comment noted.

Response 4-31

Comment noted.

Response 4-32

Comment noted.

Response 4-33

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-34

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 4-35

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 4-36

DOE is committed to operating its facilities, including LLNL, in an environmentally safe
and protective manner.

Response 4-37

In August 1998, samples of soil at the City of Livermore’s Big Trees Park showed
plutonium concentrations below the EPA’s level of concern for residential soil. The 1998
sampling of Big Trees Park had two purposes. The first was to determine if plutonium is present
below the surface at a concentration that posed an unacceptable risk to the public. The second
was to determine the origin of the plutonium. The origin of this plutonium contamination is
believed to be sewage sludge. Historically, LLNL has released plutonium at levels below
regulatory limits to the sanitary sewer, with the single largest known discharge in 1967. The
LLNL effluent goes to the city sewage plant, which treats and processes the sewage. Sludge is
produced as a result of treatment by the city. The sludge was available to the public for use as a
soil amendment through the 1970s. Historic and current testing at the sewage plant continues to
show plutonium levels to be below regulatory limits. These tests are confirmed by regulatory
agency oversight, and the results are available to the public through LLNL environmental web
sites and publications.

Response 4-38

The issues raised by the commenter are outside the scope of the NIF SEIS.

Response 4-39

Comment noted.

Response 4-40

Comment noted. Also, See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

Response 4-41

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 5-1

The analysis of employment for the alternative of ceasing NIF construction has been
revised to clarify the uncertainties with regard to employment. See Section 4.3 of the SEIS. See
General Issue 7 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS) for a discussion of revisions
and additions to alternatives.
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Response 5-2

The statement referred to regarding potential injuries to workers for the NIF alternatives
is a general estimate based on industrywide accident rates and general assumptions about the
amount of effort required to complete the alternatives. Worker injuries were estimated on the
basis of national statistics of injuries and deaths for construction workers. Demolition of
structures already completed at the NIF site and filling in the excavation would most likely result
in additional hours worked beyond that required to complete the NIF buildings. (NIF buildings
are more than 94% complete.) The conclusion that more workers would be injured in demolition
activities than if the NIF facility were completed is a reasonable statement of potential impact.
This conclusion is based on the rate of worker injuries known for the construction trades. The
source of these rates is cited in the SEIS.

Response 5-3

All references to Region 9 preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) with respect to the
18-parts-per-million (ppm) cleanup level for Aroclor 1254 have been corrected, including those
on pages vi, 1-3, 2-2, 2-4, A-8, and footnote d of Table 3.1. The text has been revised so as not to
imply that 18 ppm is the cancer PRG (that PRG is 1 ppm) for Aroclor 1254 in industrial soils.
The Action Memorandum for the removal (see also next response) has been described and used
for the basis of revisions to this section of text.

Response 5-4

DOE has prepared an Action Memorandum documenting removal of PCB-containing
soils in the East Traffic Circle and providing the rationale behind choosing a cleanup level of
18 ppm (Joma, H., 2000, Time Critical Removal Action at the East Traffic Circle, Action
Memorandum from H. Joma, DOE Livermore Environmental Programs Division to J. Davis,
DOE Assistant Manager for Environmental and National Security, March 6). The Action
Memorandum was sent to EPA Region 9 on March 10, 2000. This document incorporated
regulatory agency comments and was issued to the public. The purpose of this document is to
obtain closure for this action. The document explains the history of the cleanup level used in the
ETC and the reasons this level of 18 ppm is considered protective. The Action Memorandum has
been cited in the SEIS where appropriate.

Response 5-5

The SEIS has been revised to state that the analytical procedures used in both the NIF
Construction Area and East Traffic Circle Area removal actions were performed in accordance
with the approved Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) and DOE’s standard operating
procedures (SOPs). The QAPP and SOPs are now included in the list of references for the
document. These references are:

Dibley, V., 1999, Quality Assurance Project Plan, Livermore Site and Site 300
Environmental Restoration Projects, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
Livermore, Calif. (UCRL-AR-103160, Rev. 2).
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Dibley, V., and R. Depue, 1999, LLNL Livermore Site and Site 300
Environmental Restoration Project Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs),
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, Calif. (UCRL-MA-
109115, Rev. 6).

Response 5-6

The term “remediation process” on pages 1-6 and 4-9 of Volume I of the SEIS, as noted,
has been changed to “removal process,” and the term “remediation actions” on page 4-9 has been
changed to “removal actions.”

Response 5-7

The term “new information” has been changed to “recent soil and groundwater data,
including data collected in support of the capacitor landfill removal and Phase I and Phase II
investigations, concluded….”

Response 5-8

The word “significant” has been added in the two places indicated in the comment on
page 4-8 of Volume I of the SEIS. The text has been revised to state in both instances that
investigations indicate that the capacitor landfill and the ETC area are the only “significant”
sources of previously unknown or undiscovered buried hazardous, toxic, or radioactive waste.

Response 5-9

In Table 3.1 of Volume I of the SEIS, the term “Freon 11” has been changed to
“trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11),” and the PRG for this compound in industrial soil of
2,000 mg/kg has been added to the second column.

Response 6-1

Mr. Piros’s letter is Document 8. See Responses 8-1 to 8-8.

Response 7-1

Your opposition to NIF, statement of better use of public funding, and opposition to the
nuclear industry are noted. See General Issue 2 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the
SEIS).

Response 8-1

The use of the term “brownfield” has been deleted from the description of a demolished
NIF facility site in Volume I of the SEIS.
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Response 8-2

PRGs listed in Table 3.1 of Volume I of the SEIS and elsewhere in the document have
been updated to 1999 values. PRG values of 2,000 mg/kg for Freon 11 (trichlorofluoromethane)
and 45,000 pCi/g for tritium in industrial/commercial soil have been added to Table 3.1 in
Volume I of the SEIS.

Response 8-3

The bulleted list of contaminants on page 3-6 has been revised to include PCBs. The last
sentence on page 3-6 has been changed to indicate that Table 3.1 of Volume I of the SEIS lists
six contaminants rather than seven.

Response 8-4

Table 3.2 of Volume I of the SEIS and all affected figures have been revised to indicate
that Freon 11 (trichlorofluoromethane) has a California maximum contaminant level of 150 ppb.

Response 8-5

On page 3-9 of Volume I of the SEIS, “parts per millions” has been changed to “parts per
million.”

Response 8-6

Data on groundwater concentrations for all contaminants in all areas for both time frames
were not available for all the figures. In Figure 3-7 in Volume I of this SEIS, data were not
available for 1997 and “current,” as indicated by the letters “NA.” In Figure 3.15 in Volume I of
this SEIS, current data were available for tritium but not for other contaminants. This explanation
has been added to the SEIS.

Response 8-7

The disposal site for the PCB soils removed from the East Traffic Circle Area after the
1998 discovery has been revised to the Enviro-Safe, Inc., facility in Idaho, instead of the Clive,
Utah, incinerator.

Response 8-8

The text in the first paragraph on page 4-19 has been revised to indicate that removal
actions involving PCB-contaminated soils in the NIF construction area and East Traffic Circle
area have been completed and that any particulate-borne PCB releases would have been short
term.
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Response 8-9

Comment noted.

Response 9-1

Your opposition to the NIF on the basis of risk to human health is noted. The SEIS
evaluates risks from exposure to radioactive and hazardous materials during cleanup of the
newly discovered contamination in the NIF construction area. The SEIS concludes that risks
would be very low. See Section 4 of Volume I of the SEIS.

Response 9-2

Your opposition to NIF on the basis of threats from nuclear weapons is noted. See
General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 9-3

Your opposition to the NIF project and preference for not continuing with NIF are noted.

Response 10-1

This document is a duplicate; see responses to Document 9.

Response 11-1

Your comment regarding trust of scientists is noted.

Response 11-2

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 11-3

See General Issue 9 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 11-4

Your comments regarding the cost of NIF and fate of surplus equipment are noted.

Response 11-5

Your opposition to the NIF is noted.
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Response 11-6

Your comments regarding the moral implications of NIF are noted.

Response 12-1

See Response 3-26.

Response 12-2

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 13-1

This document contains no comments.

Response 14-1

See General Issues 4 and 10 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 14-2

The operations of NIF described in the SSM PEIS included maintenance of equipment
and cleaning in areas including the area of the target chamber. Replacement of parts as needed
for the various experimental campaigns and as a result of wear is expected. The NIF facility has
been designed so that components of the laser and target experimental systems can be changed
out as needed. This activity would be routine and would not require workers to be exposed to
levels of radiation, activation products, or hazardous materials at levels that would present an
unacceptable health risk. Exposure of workers would be limited by DOE and Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations and guidelines. When maintenance
activities would be performed near the target chamber, the NIF would be shut down, and neutron
flux would not occur. Wastes from equipment changeout and cleaning were included in
Tables I-4.1.2.8.1-2 and 3 of the SSM PEIS, and these estimates envelope variations in
operations such as changes in maintenance schedules.

Response 14-3

See General Issue 5 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 14-4

See General Issue 8 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 14-5

See General Issue 4 in Section 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).
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Response 14-6

The SEIS was revised to address an alternative of halting construction of the NIF and
abandoning the site. This alternative was considered unreasonable and not analyzed in detail, as
described in General Issue 7 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 15-1

The issue of operational waste treatment is not included in the scope of this SEIS-
Volume III, Appendix I, of the SSM PEIS, called the NIF Project-Specific Analysis, identified
wastes generated by equipment changeout and cleaning (see Tables I-4.1.2.8.1-2 and 3 of the
NIF Project-Specific Analysis). This document also identified how these wastes would be
disposed of. The SEIS does not discuss this issue further. The SSM PEIS concluded that the risks
associated with waste management were low in terms of impacts to the human environment.

See General Issue 4 in Chapter 2 of this volume (Volume II of the SEIS).

Response 16-1

Comment noted.
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